
adverse e f fec ts  associated with dispersed recreation a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  
prevent o r  t o  mitigate. 

Operating on the assumption t h a t  measurable and d i r ec t  project  ac t iv i ty  
impacts w i l l  not s ignif icant ly  d i f f e r  between a l te rna t ives  because of 
policy and procedure, the  preferred a l te rna t ive  w i l l  determine, i n  a 
monumental fashion, the: 

1)  

2) 

amount of acres surveyed annually and concurrently, and the  

degree t o  which we expand our knowledge of t h e  cul tural  resource 
base. 

Table IV-3, which presents the  average decade output by ac t iv i ty  type, 
lists t h e  variety of project a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  order of the  degree of 
disturbance t o  the  cu l tura l  resource base. Land exchanges and 
nonstructural range improvements a r e  t h e  most disturbing types of 
management act ivi ty .  Protective fuel breaks and treatments which employ 
prescribed burning, herbicide spraying, and seeding, are generally the  
l e a s t  disturbing ac t iv i t ies .  Alternatives 2, 5 and 10, which emphasize 
nonstructural and s t ruc tura l  range improvements, w i l l  subject an average of 
49,000 t o  98,000 acres t o  archeological survey over a t e n  year period. 
Range chainings, which a r e  normally positioned within t h e  high site density 
areas  of the pinyon-juniper forest ,  a r e  completely surveyed. 

Alternatives 4, 6, 9 and 11, which reduce t h e  high levels of range chain- 
ings, fences, and water developments, while maintaining or increasing the  
high output levels of the  timber program, w i l l  s ignif icant ly  reduce t h e  
amount of acres surveyed for cu l tura l  resources. Timber s a l e  areas, locat- 
ed i n  the  high a l t i tude ,  low site density zones of aspen-conifer, are sam- 
p le  surveyed. Hence, the  reduction of nonstructural and s t ruc tura l  range 
improvement acres and the  maintenance or increase of timber s a l e  volumes, 
w i l l  s ignif icant ly  decrease the  annual t o t a l  of acres  surveyed fo r  cu l tura l  
resources. So our a b i l i t y  t o  expand our knowledge of t h e  cu l tu ra l  resource 
base w i l l  a l so  decrease. 

Table IV-4, a s  a graphic i l l u s t r a t i o n  of t h i s  concept, compares t h e  
potent ia l  levels  of cu l tura l  resource surveys between a l te rna t ives  by 
decade. 

The a b i l i t y  t o  increase our knowledge of the  cul tural  resources base should 
be clar i f ied.  It does not rest t o t a l l y  on our a b i l i t y  t o  survey large 
project areas. 

1. completion of the Fishlake National Forest cultural resource 
overview (FSM 2361.22), 

2. synthesizing exis t ing cu l tura l  resource data and t h e  
encouragement of out-service ( L e . ,  university,  foundation) 
research, 

3. conducting Forest-wide, non-project oriented surveys i n  areas 
t h a t  have had l i t t le  previous archeological work, and 

Alternative methods can include t h e  following: 



4. the  use of volunteers t o  conduct non-project research, survey and 
excavation. 

The indirect  impacts associated with dispersed recreation can be important 
t o  cu l tura l  resources. The degree of these indirect  impacts w i l l  increase 
o r  decrease according t o  the  level of dispersed recreation. Alternative 7 
would have the l ea s t  e f fec t  on the cu l tura l  resource base. Alternative 5 
would have the  most effect .  Adverse e f fec ts  associated with dispersed 
recreation a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  prevent or t o  mitigate. 
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TABLE IV-3 
AVERRGE DECADE OUTPUTS BY ACTIVITY/ALTERNATIVE 

UNIT OF 

Lands Exchanged Acres 0 440 0 440 440 440 0 440 440 440 440 

Range: Nonstruc- Acres 14304 49849 27058 38693 98314 33243 13222 39533 38104 20068 38137 
tu ra l  Improvement 
Water Develop- Acres 3896 15584 12805 11610 55302 1 1 0 3  3896 17019 10649 33565 10649 
ment 
Fences Acres 3896 15584 12805 11610 55302 1 1 0 3  3896 17019 10649 33565 10649 

Wildlife: Non- Acres 0 3600 0 4140 4180 4168 0 0 4180 4160 4180 
st ructural  
Improvements 
Structural  Number . 290 634 0 5458 4070 5096 0 76 5718 5096 5718 
Improvements 
Watershed Acres 1800 720 0 6926 3744 5702 0 4704 3912 6644 3912 
Improvements 
Timber Sales Acres 4340 14450 4140 8050 16020 4650 600 4830 4560 4310 5070 

Plantations Acres 3014 4097 2626 1615 3507 3799 1078 3555 3488 5567 2701 

Road Construc- Miles 162 1-17 81 92 2116 222 61 196 211 285 182 
t ion  
Faci l i t ies :  Miles 5 5 3 28 24 24 1 8.4 22 33.6 22 
Trai l  Construction 
Minerals, Leases Cases 1880 1880 1880 1880 1880 1880 1880 1880 1880 1880 1880 
and Permits 
Road Recon- Miles 227 176 71 100 344 282 71 249 274 336 231 
struction 
Fuel Breaks h Acres 1000 1000 0 200 200 20 0 200 0 2600 0 
h Treamtment 

1/: Average decade ouputs by ac i t iv i ty  type and al ternat ive have been presented in  t h e  general order of 
the degree of disburbance t o  cu t l tu ra l  resources. Land exchanges, due t o  the  renova3 of prnteative 
legis la t ions,  a re  the most disturbing ac t iv i t i e s  t o  cu l tura l  resources, while fuel brea!cs and 
treatment, encompassing prescribed burns, spraying and seeding, are generally the  l ea s t  disburbing. 
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Visual Resources 

Management direction for  each al ternat ive included appropriate measures t o  
maintain visual quali ty o r  assess potential  change. Some management ac t i -  
vit ies enhance visual  condition by improving the  variety within t h e  land- 
scape while other a c t i v i t i e s  degrade existing visual condition by creat ing 
contrast  with form, line, color or texture. 

Activities tha t  continue production of goods and services w i l l  affect a 
small acreage annually a s  compared t o  t o t a l  fores t  acreage. Some 
a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  "f i t  in" and not seem t o  change appearance. Others w i l l  
"blend in" t o  some degree, while some w i l l  introduce unacceptable contrast .  

The measure t h a t  was selected t o  evaluate the effects on t h e  visual  
resource of each al ternat ive was the amount of acreage l o s t  from natural  
appearing landscapes. This was determined for  the entire planning period 
( t o  the  year 2030). Thus, the degree of llfit-inT1 o r  rtblend-inll was 
eliminated from the  evaluation. The r a t e  o r  amount of change over time f o r  
each a l te rna t ive  became t h e  measurement of effect. 

Natural appearing landscapes were judged t o  be the acres of v i sua l  qua l i ty  
classed a s  preservation, retention and pa r t i a l  retention. Each a l t e rna t ive  
had a combination of a c t i v i t i e s  which adds o r  subtracts acreage from these 
visual classes. Existing visual qual i ty  has been determined t o  be 17 
percent retention, 54 percent p a r t i a l  retention, 26 percent modification 
and 3 percent maximum modification. 

Each a l te rna t ive  would cause a negative e f fec t  on the  natural  appearing 
landscapes. Total acre loss  of natural  appearing landscapes range from 
15,100 acres for  a l te rna t ive  7 t o  95,500 acres fo r  a l t e rna t ive  5. The 
average annual r a t e  fo r  the  50 year period (1980-2030) ranges from 302 
acres  t o  1910 acres. The average annual reduction i n  acres  o f  natural  
appearing landscapes by a l te rna t ive  is a s  follows: 

Alternatives 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 a 9 10 11 

448 1104 564 892 1910 896 302 962 936 712 916 

Unavoidable Adverse Effects 

Motorized recreation use outside of developed sites damages vegetation and 
compacts or disturbs so i l .  This is caused by off-road vehicle  a c t i v i t y ,  
camping along streams and meadows, and leaving roads for  firewood and game 
re t r ieva l .  The ranking of the al ternat ives  for  these effects w i l l  coincide 
with the  most t o  l e a s t  outputs for  motorized recreation. 

Cultural resources w i l l  be unavoidably affected by in ten t iona l  and 
unintentional disturbance from recreation v is i tors .  This effect would be 
proportional t o  the  amount of recreation outputs of the a l te rna t ives .  The 
more people recreating on the  land the  greater t h e  poten t ia l  f o r  
disturbance of sites and unauthorized removal of a r t i f ac t s .  
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Total acreage o f  natural appearing landscapes w i l l  be reduced a small per- 
centage. This v i sua l  resource change occurs when roads and s t ructures  a r e  
constructed i n  na tura l  landscapes. 

. .  Short-term Uses v s  Low-Term Prod uct ivi ty  

Recreational use of t h e  Forest is by v i s i t o r s  who s tay  for a few hours t o  
several  days. This use w i l l  not reduce long term productivity of the  
Forest. Recreation sites and facilities are a long-term commitment of 
land. However, f a c i l i t i e s  could be removed and t h e  sites revegetated and 
made avai lable  f o r  other  uses. 

The s e t t i n g  as ide  of a cu l tura l  resource site is a long-term commitment but 
does not  reduce long term productivity of the  land. 

I r revers ib le  and I r r e t r i evab le  Commitment of Resources 

Most recreat ional  act ivi t ies  do not consume resources. Visi tors  use water 
and wood (camp fires) and a l so  consume animals and f i s h  (hunting and 
f ishing) .  

Loss of a c u l t u r a l  resource site is irreversible  and i r re t r ievable  when it 
is s igni f icant ly  disturbed. Other sites, however, may provide similar 
information. 

Recontouring t h e  land t o  construct roads and structures causes a long-term 
change t o  natural landscapes. Reestablishing t h e  contour of t h e  land is 
usually possible except f o r  steep and ver t ica l  slopes where roads have been 
constructed. 

2. WILDLIFE AND FISH 

Threatened, Endangered. and Sensit ive SDecies 

Under each alternative, the  habi ta t  of threatened or endangered species 
w i l l  be managed so t h a t  the  current population levels w i l l  not be limited 
by the  habitat .  For t h e  peregrine falcon (endangered), a l te rna t ive  7 would 
maintain t h e  e x i s t i n g  s i tuat ion:  namely, presence of scat tered individuals 
that may not cons t i t u t e  a breeding population. Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 8 
provide f o r  a s l i g h t l y  improved s i tuat ion,  allowing fo r  some habi ta t  
enhancement. All other  a l ternat ives  provide for the  opportunity t o  
rees tab l i sh  t h e  peregrine i n  a l l  potential  sites. 

Bald eagle (endangered) habi ta t  would be maintained a t  exis t ing levels 
under a l l  a l ternat ives .  No habi ta t  improvement has been proposed fo r  any 
a l t e rna t ive  because of insuff ic ient  data concerning conditions of bald 
eagle wintering areas and possible improvement needs. Current information 
indicates  l imited Forest  use by bald eagles. The Utah p ra i r i e  dog 
(threatened) hab i t a t  w i l l  be maintained and improved i n  a l l  a l ternat ives  i n  
cooperation with UDWR and t h e  p ra i r i e  dog recovery plan. 

The biological evaluation t o  br ief  the  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for 
t h e  purpose of t h e i r  determination of need fo r  formal consultation under 
Section 7 of t h e  Endangered Species Act has begun. 
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The habi ta t  of the northern f lying squ i r r e l  (sensi t ive)  w i l l  largely be 
maintained and i n  some areas increased under a l l  al ternatives.  The 
exception w i l l  be i n  the spruce and subalpline-fir  two-storied stands, 
where there w i l l  be some decrease i n  some l imited areas  of small c l e a r  
cuts. This decrease w i l l  be greatest  i n  a l te rna t ive  2 and and least 
s ignif icant  i n  a l ternat ives  3, 4 and 7. 

The merlin o r  pigeon hawk (sensitive) w i l l  not  be significanly affected by 
any alternative.  It is essent ia l ly  a f a l l  and winter migrant on the Forest  
and it rarely breeds i n  Utah. Most low elevation coniferous fo re s t s ,  
because of lack of des i rab i l i ty  fo r  la rge  timber sa l e s  and poor qua l i ty  
lumber, trend toward old-growth under a l l  a l ternat ives ,  increasing 
potent ia l  breeding habitat .  

Because they a r e  cavity nesters, the mountain and western bluebirds 
(sensi t ive)  w i l l  be most affected by a l te rna t ives  2,  5, and those 
a l te rna t ives  which harvest the greatest  volumes of timber. The mountain 
kingsnake (sensitive) is not expected t o  be s ignif icant ly  affected by any 
alternative.  

Under a l ternat ives  3 and 7, Bonneville cut throat  t rout  (sensi t ive)  
populations w i l l  remain a t  current l eve l s  because l i t t l e  or no hab i t a t  
improvement is proposed. Alternative 2 w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  a s l i gh t  increase i n  
t h e i r  population, and a greater increase would r e s u l t  under a l t e rna t ive  1 
o r  8 because they provide d i r e c t  habi ta t  improvement. The m a x i m  benef i t s  
to  t h i s  species w i l l  be realized under a l te rna t ives  4, 5, 6, 9, 10, and 11 
because of direct habitat  improvement. Coordination with other a c t i v i t i e s  
t o  minimize and mitigate possible adverse effects from other resource 
a c t i v i t i e s  is called for  under a l l  a l ternat ives .  

Populations of sensitive plant species w i l l  be maintained under a l l  
a l ternat ives .  Most of these populations are found i n  steep, harsh sites 
where management a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  not expected t o  harm them. 

8 a b i t a _ t t y  

The relationship between current habi ta t ,  minimum viable population (MVP) , 
maximum potential ,  and a l te rna t ive  levels of habi ta t  capabi l i ty  a r e  
displayed in  tab le  IV-5. The comparison here is based on an index of 100 
fo r  currently available habi ta t  fo r  a l l  Management Indicator Species (MIS). 

Habitat suf f ic ien t  t o  maintain minimum viable populations of a l l  M I S  w i l l  
be provided by a l l  a l ternat ives  through the year 2030. 
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TABLE Ill-5 

HABITAT CAPABEIlY INDEX 

For A l l  Management Indicator Species by Alternative a t  Year 2030 

(Index of Habitat Required t o  Sustain Present Level of Population IS 100) 

Indicator Svecies MVP I /  MAX 11 1 7 7 4  5 6 7  8 9  10 11 

Goshawk 

Cavity Nesters 

Riparian Guild 

Sage Nesters 

Macroinvertebrates 

Resident Trout 3/ 

Bonneville Cutthroat 

Wapiti (Elk) 4/ 

Mule Deer 4/ 

Rydberg Milkvetch 

32 270 

32 2/ 346 2/ 

52 2/ 100 2/ 

13 2/ 141 2/ 

90 128 

20 150 

20 233 

40 225 

40 210 

100 100 

180 200 198 210 200 200 195 

107 107 100 100 107 107 107 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

97 97 102 100 99 99 96 

100 96 100 122 122 122 100 

115 100 115 156 150 150 100 

167 223 100 100 223 107 133 

190 200 195 225 202 215 190 

180 200 198 210 200 200 19? 

100 100 TOO 100 100 100 100 

182 198 

107 100 

100 100 

99 100 

100 120 

115 150 

223 223 

195 194 

182 198 

100 100 

200 

100 

100 

100 

120 

150 

223 

202 

200 

100 

198 

100 

100 

100 

120 

150 

223 

194 

198 

100 

Y MVP = Index of habitat  required t o  sus tam ” m u m  vrabk population. 
-% 

MAX = Index of habi ta t  required t o  reach’maxl” population’,potential. 

These f igures  w i l l  vary dependant upon the species involved i n  the  par t icular  r ipar ian habi ta t  type being 

manipulated, modified, of otherwise managed. 

Eisheries index i‘s based on f i sh  production. 

f i sh  production i n  a specific location in  a l l  areas not identified a s  sensi t ive Bonneville cutthroat t r o u t  

habitat. 

Big game (deer h elk) index is based on population estmates .  

I?/ 

3/ Resident trbut.MI.3 represents a given amount of coldwater 

4/ 



TABLE IV-6 
COMPARISON OF PROJECTED CAPABILITY OF HABITAT 

CARRYING CAPACITY* FOR 
NUMBER OF BIG GAME ANIMALS BY ALTERNATIVES 

DECADE 
ALTERNATIVE SPECIES 1986 1988 1995 2005 2015 ?O?O 

1 

2 

3 
4 

5 

6 

7 
8 

9 

10 

11 

#Elk 
#Deer 
#Elk 
#Deer 
#Elk 
#Deer 
#Elk 
#Deer 
#Elk 
#Deer 
#Elk 
#Deer 
#Elk 
#Deer 
#Elk 
#Deer 
#Elk 
#Deer 
#Elk 
#Deer 
#Elk 
#Deer 

3,920 3,932 
46,540 46,744 
4,020 4,020 
48,720 49,398 
3,900 3,906 
45,920 46,058 
4,300 4,366 
55,760 57,236 
4,060 4,090 
49,800 50,448 
4,200 4,248 
53,340 54,420 

45,640 45,688 
3,940 3,946 
46,760 46,976 
3,860 3,865 
44,952 45,116 
4,050 4,090 
49,800 50,448 
3,860 3,865 
44,952 45,116 

3,900 3,900 

3,960 
47,220 
4,020 
50,980 
3,920 
46,380 
4,520 
60,680 
4.160 
51 ;960 
4,360 
56,940 
3,900 

3,900 
45,800 

47.480 
3;890 
45,712 
4,160 
51,960 
3,890 
45,712 

3,960 
47,300 
4,160 
32,100 
3,920 
46,560 
4,540 
61,380 
4,180 
52,480 
4,420 
58,240 

45,820 
3,960 
47.600 

3 , 900 

3;920 
46,268 
4,180 
52,480 

46,260 
3,920 

3,960 

4,160 
51,760 

46,540 
4,540 
61,160 
4,160 
52,160 
4,420 
58,120 

45,680 
3,960 
47,580 

46,263 
4,160 
52,160 

46,638 

47 340 

3,920 

3,900 

3,920 

3,920 

3 , 960 
47,340 
4,160 
51,860 

46,500 
4,540 
61,080 
4,160 
51,960 
4,420 
57,940 
3,880 
45,600 
3,980 
47,740 

46,250 
4,160 
51,960 

46,250 

3,920 

3,920 

3,920 

Current number of deer (1984 estimate) 
Current number of elk (1984 estimate) 

* Fishlake Forest share of winter range (29% of t o t a l  deer winter 
range - 90% of t o t a l  e lk  winter range). 

All a l te rna t ives  provide f o r  maintenance of t h e  current habi ta t  needs of 
s i x  MIS. By contrast, a l l  a l te rna t ives  provide less than present habi ta t  
for  only one MIS. Current habi ta t  is increased for  mule deer and e lk  under 
a l l  alternatives. Current habi ta t  f o r  res ident  t rou t  is expanded under a l l  
a l te rna t ives  except a l te rna t ives  1, 2, 3, 7, and 8, where it could remain 
s t a t i c .  Current habi ta t  f o r  Bonneville cu t throa t  t rou t  is increased under 
a l l  a l te rna t ives  except a l te rna t ives  3 and 7, where it is maintained. 

Figure IV-1 displays the projected increase i n  WFUDs over t he  next  2 
decades. This increase is based on increased capabi l i ty  of  the habi ta t  t o  
support wi ld l i fe  populations. This increase i n  habi ta t  capabi l i ty  is 
caused by the  f i s h  and wi ld l i f e  hab i t a t  improvement program plus 
coordination and mitigation involved i n  other resource management 
activities. 

25,000 wintering on Forest 
2,000 wintering on Forest 
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Tables IV-7 and IV-8 display wi ld l i f e  and f i she r i e s  outputs f o r  a l l  eleven 
a l te rna t ives  over the planning horizon. 

Generally speaking t h e  preferred a l te rna t ive  1 1  w i l l  provide for  a more 
balanced expenditure o f  w i l d l i f e  funds, including projects fo r  big game, 
f i sh ,  nongame, and other  w i ld l i f e  species. There w i l l  be a 10 percent 
funding of livestock vegetation rehabi l i ta t ion  projects with w i l d l i f e  
funds, when available, and when such projects  a r e  located within big game 
winter range. There w i l l  also be a 10 percent reservation fo r  w i l d l i f e  of 
the  increased forage i n  projects  done within big game winter range. 
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FIGURE I V - 1  . . . .  
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TABLE IV-7 
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES PROJECT 

OUTPUTS FOR ALTERNATIVES/BENCHMARKS 
FOR 5 DECADES 

Alterna- Outputs Decade 
mtive Wildl i fe  Unit 1 2 3 4 5 

Structural  
Nonstructural 

Structural  
Nonstructural 

Structural  
Nonstructural 

Structural  
Nonst ructural 

Structural  
Nonstructural 

Structural  
Nonstructural 

Structural  
Nonstructural 

Structural  
Nonstructural 

Structures 
M Acres 

Structures 
M Acres 

Structures 
M Acres 

Structures 
M Acres 

Structures  
M Acres 

Structures  
M Acres 

Structures 
M Acres 

Structures 
M Acres 

29 29 29 
0 0 0 

29 72 72 
0 .45 -45 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

517 553 553 

407 407 407 

252 574 574 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

10 7 7 
,-  0 

,414 .414 .414 

.41a .&la .418 

.412 -418 .418 

./ 

0 0 

29 
0 

72 
.45 

0 
0 

553 

407 

574 

0 
0 

7 
0 

.414 

.41a 

.418 

29 
0 

72 
.45 

0 
0 

553 

407 

574 

0 
0 

7 
0 

.414 

.41a 

.418 
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TABLE IV-7 (cont. ) 
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES PROJECT 

OUTPUTS FOR ALTERNATIvES/BENCHMARKS 
FOR 5 DECADES 

Alterna- Outputs Decade 
native Wildlife Unit 1 2 3 4 5 

9 Structural Structures 567 573 57 3 573 57 3 

10 Structural Structures 255 574 574 574 574 

11 Structural Structures 567 573 573 573 573 

Max Structural Structures 30 55 55 55 55 
PNV Nonstructural M Acres .013 0 0 0 0 

Max Structural Structures 394 394 394 394 394 
PNB Nonstructural M Acres ,026 0 0 0 0 

Max Structural Structures 340 340 340 340 340 
Range Nonstructural M Acres 2.11 .58 1.97 .58 1.97 

Max Structural Structures 357 347 357 357 357 
Timber Nonstructural M Acres .025 0 0 0 0 

Timber Structural Structures 503 503 503 503 503 
Depart. Nonstructural M. Acres .291 .390 .418 - 390 .418 

Timber Structural Structures 405 405 405 405 405 

Nonstructural M Acres .418 .418 .418 .418 .418 

Nonstructural M Acres .412 ,418 .418 .418 .418 

Nonstructural M Acres .418 .418 .418 .418 .418 

Seq. Nonstructural M. Acres .026 0 0 0 0 
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TABLE IV-8 
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES USER DAY 

OUTPUTS FOR ALTERNATIVESA3ENCHMARKS 
FOR 5 DECADES 

Alterna- Outputs Decade 
native Wildlife Uni t  1 7 7 4 5 

Fish User 
Days 
Wildlife User 
Days 
Total User 
Days 

Fish User 

M Fish User 
Days 
M Wildlife 
User Days 
M Total Fish 
& Wildlife 
User Days 

M Fish User 
Days Days 
Wildlife User M Wildlife 
Days 
Total User 
Days 

Fish User 
Days 
Wildlife User 
Days 
Total User 
Days 

Fish User 
Days 
Wildlife User 
Days 
Total User 
Days 

Fish User 
Days 
Wildlife User 
Days 
Total User 
Days 

User Days 
M Total Fish 
& Wildlife 
User Days 

M Fish User 
Days 
M Wildlife 
User Days 
M Total Fish 
& Wild1 i f  e 
User Days 

M Fish User 
Days 
M Wildl i fe  
User Days 
M Total Fish 
& Wildlife 
User Days 

M Fish User 
Days 
M Wildlife 
User Days 
M Total Fish 
& Wildlife 
User Days 

68.8 

107.5 

176.3 

68.0 

109.2 

177.2 

68.1 

108.5 

176.6 

78.7 

108.5 

188.2 

76.8 

113.7 

190.5 

69.7 70.0 

106.6 105.2 

176.3 175.2 

69.0 69.5 

108.9 108.7 

177.9 178.2 

68.5 r - g  68.6 

107.8 107.4 

176.3 176.0 

c P,S 
I .  

90.0 90.9 

107.8 107.3 

197.8 198.2 

90.5 93.3 

114.3 114.8 

204.8 208.1 

70.0 

105.2 

175.2 

69.4 

109.1 

178.5 

i' 

68.5 

107.5 

176.0 

. r, 3. 

90.8 

107.5 

198.3 

93.0 

115.3 

208.3 

70.2 

105.2 

175-2 

69.5 

108.8 

178.3 

68.6 

107.4 

176.0 

90.8 

104.4 

195.2 

92.9 

115.6 

208.5 
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TABLE IV-8 (cont.) 
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES USER DAY 

OUTPUTS FOR ALTERNATIVES/BENCHMARKS 
FOR 5 DECADES 

Alterna- Outputs Decade 
nat ive Wildlife Unit  1 3 3 4 5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Fish User 
Days 
Wi ld l i f e  User 
Days 
Total User 
Days 

Fish User 
Days 
Wildlife User 
Days 
Total  User 
Days 

Fish User 
Days 
Wildlife User 
Days 
Total User 
Days 

Fish User 
Days 
Wildlife User 
Days 
Total User 
Days 

Fish User 
Days 
Wildlife User 
Days 
Total User 
Days 

M Fish User 
Days 
M Wildlife 
User Days 
M Total Fish 
& Wildlife 
User Days 

M Fish User 
Days 
M Wildlife 
User Days 
M Total Fish 
& Wildlife 
User Days 

M Fish User 
Days 
M Wildlife 
User Days 
M Total Fish 
& W i l d l i f e  
User Days 

M Fish User 
Days 
M Wildlife 
User Days 
M Total Fish 
& Wild l i f e  ' 

User Days 

M Fish User 
Days 
M Wildlife 
User Days 
M Total Fish 
& W i l d l i f e  
User Days 

73.0 

108.8 

181.8 

68.7 

107.5 

176.2 

68.0 

108.6 

176.6 

79.6 

108.4 

188.0 
!- 

72.9 

109.2 

182.1 

84.7 

108.0 

192.7 

69.2 

102.9 

172.1 

68.2 

109.1 

177.3 

91.2 

107.8 

199.0 

83.9 

110.0 

193.9 

91.4 

107.5 

198.9 

69.8 

104.9 

174.7 

68.3 

109.1 

177.4 

91 *5 

107.5 

199.0 

90.4 

110.0 

200.4 

91.4 

107.7 

199.1 

69.7 

104.9 

174.6 

67.8 

109.2 

177.0 

91.4 

107.8 

199.2 

90.3 

110.0 

200.3 

91.5 

107.5 

199.0 

69.7 

104.9 

174.6 

68.3 

109.1 

177.4 

91.5 

107.6 

199.1 

89.9 

110.7 

200.6 
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TABLE IV-8 (cont.) 
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES USER DAY 

OUTPUTS FOR ALTERNATIVEWBENCHMARKS 
FOR 5 DECADES 

Decade 
U n i t  1 7 3 

M Fish User 79.7 91.3 91.6 
Days 
M Wildlife 108.2 107.6 107.4 

Alterna- Outputs 
nat ive Wildl i fe  

1 1  Fish User 
Days 
W i l d l i f e  User 

5 
91.5 

107.5 

199.0 

4 

91.4 

107.7 

199.1 
Days 
Total User 

User Days 
M Total Fish 187.9 198.9 199.0 
& Wildlife Days 
User Days 

M Fish User 70.3 70.4 70.5 
Days 
M Wildlife 107.3 105.5 104.5 

Fish User 
Max Days 
PNV Wildlife User 

70.5 

104.6 

175.1 

70.5 

104.5 

175.0 
Days 
Total User 
Days 

User Days 
M Total Fish 177.6 175.9 175.0 
& Wildlife 
User Days 

M Fish User 
Days 
M Wildlife 
User Days 
M Total Fish 
& Wildlife 
User Days 

M Fish User 
Days 
M Wildlife 
User Days 
M Total Fish 
& Wildlife 
User Days 

M Fish User 
Days 
M Wildlife 
User Davs 

Fish User 78.1 

115.6 

193.7 

89.2 

115.3 

204.5 

89.6 

115.4 

205.0 

189.6 

115.8 

205.4 

89.7 

115.8 

205.5 

Max Days 
PNB Wildlife User 

Days 
Total User 
Days 

Fish User 
Max Days 

Days 
Total User 
Days 

Range Wildlife User 

73.5 

106.5 

179.0 

82.1 

104.4 

186.5 

82.1 

104.0 

186.1 

81.7 

103.2 

184.9 

81 -7 

103.0 

184.7 

Fish User 
Max Days 

Days 
Total User 
Days 

Timber Wildlife User 

77.8 

106.7 

87.7 

104.5 

88.3 

103.1 

88.3 

103.1 

191.4 

88.3 

103.0 

191 -3 M Total-Fish 184.5 192.2 191.4 
& Wildlife 
User Days 
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TABLE IV-8 (cant.) -. - , ...... , 
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES USER DAY 

OUTPUTS FOR ALTERNATIVES/BENCHMARKS 
FOR 5 DECADES 

Alterna- Outputs Decade 
native Wildlife U n i t  1 7 3 4 5 

Tim- Fish User M Fish User 79.2 89.7 90.1 89.9 90.2 
ber Days Days 
De- Wildlife User M W i l d l i f e  108.2 107.6 107.4 107.7 107.5 . .  .~ 
par- Days User Days 
ture Total User M Total Fish 187.4 197.3 197.5 197.6 197.7 

User Days 
Days & Wild l i f e  

Tim- Fish User M Fish User 78.1 89.0 89.6 89.7 89.8 
ber Days Days 
Seq. Wildlife User M Wildlife 107.3 105.5 104.5 104.6 104.5 
Bou- Days User Days 
nds Total User M Total Fish 185.4 194.5 194.1 194.3 194.3 

User Days 
Days & W i l d l i f e  

Diversity 

Diversity is a function of natural  vegetative succession as offered by 
management ac t iv i t i e s .  Alternatives 2, 5, and 10 come c loses t  t o  t h e  idea l  
f o r  diversity of coniferous types. The negative aspect of these  
alternatives is t h e i r  poor interspersion of types. The overmature conifer 
stands a re  located i n  areas t o  be managed i n  a natural  condition or are 
located a t  higher elevations and classed as unproductive. Also, e a r l y  
s e r a l  stages of conifer a r e  concentrated a t  lower elevations interspersed 
with a few overmature stands. Additional information concerning d ive r s i ty  
is provided i n  the timber section of t h i s  chapter. 

Alternatives 4 and 7 provide t h e  l e a s t  diversity,  with some sites where 
interspersion is poor and where overmature types dominate. The remaining 
a l te rna t ives  a r e  qui te  similar t o  each other i n  t h a t  they are dominated by 
overmature conifer stands and are poorly represented by ear ly  seral 
vegetation types. A l l  of these remaining alternatives have r e l a t ive ly  good 
interspersion i n  managed areas of the Forest but have few i n  t h e  unmanaged 
portions. 

Based on timber harvesting, community a l te ra t ion  i n  a l te rna t ives  4 and 7 is 
about one-half of the  current program and f a r  less than alternative 2. 
Long-term changes i n  plant and animal communities w i l l  t ake  place a t  a 
re la t ive ly  low r a t e  and w i l l  t e n d  t o  be dominated by late succession 
types. However, no changes i n  species richness are anticipated under these  
o r  any other alternatives.  
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Aspen types a r e  predominantly overmature and w i l l  l i k e l y  remain so unless a 
market develops for aspen harvest. The amount of habi ta t  manipulation 
programmed within the  aspen type w i l l  not s ign i f icant ly  a f fec t  t h e  type 
within t h e  n e x t  decade. Grass-forb, wet meadow, r ipar ian shrub, mountain 
brush, sagebrush, and juniper communities should remain a t  essent ia l ly  
constant levels (within 10 percent) throughout the  planning horizon fo r  a l l  
a l ternat ives .  

Habitat ImDrovementg 

The most s ign i f icant  improvement i n  overall  qua l i ty  of habi ta t  takes place 
under a l t e rna t ives  4, 5, 9, and 11. The level of d i rec t  habi ta t  
improvement i n  these al ternat ives  is much more than t h a t  provided under 
a l t e rna t ive  1. Under each of these a l te rna t ives  a program of maximum 
d i r ec t  hab i t a t  improvement w i l l  be combined with an increased level of 
coordination with other resaurce ac t iv i t i e s .  Alternative 2 s ignif icant ly  
increases t h e  acreage. of aspen: cutting. Big game habi ta t  is increased t h e  
most i n  a l te rna t ives  2, 4, 5, 6, and 10. A l l  t h e  altx?rnaixive&:meet or 
exceed t h e  hab i t a t  needs for  the  DWR. 1979 objective of 3400 e lk  and 82,600 
deer by 1990. 

The effect of habi ta t  improvement f o r  t e r r e s t r i a l  wi ld l i fe  species is t o  
a l t e r  plant  succession such tha t  habitat  conditions become more favorable 
f o r  t h e  t a r g e t  species. For f ish,  habi ta t  improvements generaLly a l t e r  
physical characterstics of the  aquatic environment. The overal l  influence 
of these act ivi t ies  on aquatic habi ta t  is sma l l  because re la t ive ly  l i t t le  
habi ta t  is t rea ted  over time, even i n  the z L b r n a t i v e w i t h  the. greatest  
amount of improvement. 

Present condition of winter range u i l l  be maintained o r  improved under a l l  
alternatives. A t  t h e  current r a t e  of p lan t  succession, t h e  overall 
quantity and qual i ty  of t h i s  habitat  may decline slowly under alternatives 
4 and 7. 

Snag and o ld  growth habi ta t s  should increase or be maintained t o  meet MVP 
levels f o r  MIS under a l l  alternat-ives. Howver, t h i s  can be expected t o  
occur on r e l a t ive ly  unproductive sites (steep slopes, high elevation, or 
a reas  t o  be managed with a nondevelopment type of prescription). The 
two-storied mature stands of subalpine-fir, and spruce decrease under a l l  
a l te rna t ives ,  so t h i s  segment of Snag and old growth habi ta ts  could be an 
exception t o  the  general increase without strict adherence t o  and 
enforcement of t h e  Forest Snag Management Policy. 

Table IV-6 displays. the  relative quantity ofw wi ld l i f e  and f i s h  habi ta t  
improvement for the different  alternatives.  

Aauatic Habitat 

Under a l t e rna t ive  1, grazing capacity and permitted grazing use w i l l  
decrease by 12 percent from current use. With t h e  implementation of 
r ipar ian  Standards and Guidelines, grazing pressure on riparian areas  may 
be s l i g h t l y  less, which may improve stream habi ta t  candition t o  some ex- 
ten t .  This i n  combination with a limited number of habi ta t  improvement 
pro jec ts  may increase f i s h  production on the  Forest  by about three 
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percent. This w i l l  not come close t o  meeting projected f i sh ing  demand, 
which is expected t o  increase by I30 percent by 2030. Habitat improvement 
projects  w i l l  concentrate on improving t h e  l imited habi ta t  of Bonneville 
cut throat  trout. Production of Bonneville cut throat  t r o u t  could increase 
by up t o  100 percent by t h e  end of t h e  planning period. Macroinvertebrate 
populations a s  measured by t h e  biotic condition index (BCI) w i l l  not change 
substantially.  

Implementation of a l te rna t ive  2 w i l l  have l i t t l e  impact on grazing 
capacity, which w i l l  remain re la t ive ly  constant, decreasing only s l i g h t l y  
by t h e  end of t h e  planning period. Timber harvest w i l l  increase by 163 
percent. That could increase sediment delivery into the  streams. This 
could result i n  a s l i g h t  negative impact t o  f i s h  production. The BCI could 
decrease s l i gh t ly  on streams affected by timber harvest. A slight increase 
i n  habi ta t  improvement projects  should compensate for reduced f i s h  
production due t o  increased sediment, resu l t ing  i n  a net increase i n  f i sh  
production on t h e  Forest. These pro jec ts  w i l l  concentrate on improving 
Bonneville cut throat  trout habi ta t  and could increase production of t h i s  
sens i t ive  subspecies by over 100 percent. Overall f ishing opportunities on 
the  Forest  w i l l  increase by about two percent by t h e  end of t h e  planning 
period. 

Under alternative 3, grazing capacity and permitted use w i l l  decrease 
s l ight ly .  There w i l l  be no change i n  t h e  level of timber harvest. No 
habi ta t  improvement projects  w i l l  be funded under t h i s  a l ternat ive.  There 
w i l l  be no s ignif icant  change i n  f i s h  production, f ishing opportunities,  or 
Bonneville cut throat  trout populations. 

Under alternative 4, grazing pressure on r ipar ian  areas w i l l  decrease over 
t h e  planning period which w i l l  improve stream habi ta t  condition s l igh t ly .  
A t  the  same time timber harvest w i l l  increase after t h e  first decade by 67 
percent, which may increase sediment production. High funding levels for 
aquatic habi ta t  improvement projects  could have a s ign i f icant  pos i t ive  
effect on aquatic habi ta t  condition and may result i n  higher f i s h  
production on t h e  Forest. Production of Bonneville cut throat  t rout  could 
more than double by t h e  end of t h e  planning period. The BCI may increase 
somewhat. It is l imited by increased sediment levels. Fishing 
opportunities on t h e  Forest could increase by 34 percent by the  end of t h e  
planning period. 

Timber harvest and permitted grazing use w i l l  increase substant ia l ly  under 
alternative 5. This could increase sediment delivery t o  t h e  stream and 
grazing pressure on riparian areas, which could reduce overall stream 
habi ta t  condition and t h e  BCI i n i t i a l l y .  High funding levels for aquatic 
habi ta t  improvement projects  w i l l  increase overal l  f i s h  production on t h e  
Forest substantially.  Fishing opportunities on the  Forest could increase 
by 37 percent by t h e  end of the  planning period. Habitat improvement 
projects  for Bonneville cut throat  trout could more than double production 
of t h i s  subspecies. 

Implementation of a l te rna t ive  6 may result i n  s l i gh t ly  reduced grazing 
pressure on r ipar ian areas. A 220 percent increase i n  timber harvest may 
increase sediment delivery t o  streams and lakes,  resul t ing i n  a decrease i n  
the  BCI  i n i t i a l l y .  

The BCI may decrease s l igh t ly .  

High funding levels f o r  aquatic habi ta t  improvement 
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projec ts  w i l l  substant ia l ly  increase overal l  f i s h  production on the  Forest. 
Fishing opportunities may increase by up t o  35 percent. Bonneville cut- 
th roa t  t rou t  production w i l l  increase subs tan t ia l ly  a s  t he  result of habi- 
t a t  improvement projects. 

Alternative 7 w i l l  reduce timber harvest by 83 percent and permitted graz- 
ing  use by 12 percent. This could r e s u l t  i n  less sediment delivery t o  
streams and less grazing pressure on r ipar ian  areas. Although no aquatic 
hab i t a t  improvement projects  w i l l  be funded under t h i s  a l te rna t ive ,  stream 
habi ta t  condition and f i s h  production may increase s l igh t ly .  Fishmg 
opportunities may increase by three percent by the end of t h e  planning 
period. There w i l l  be no s igni f icant  change i n  production of  Bonneville 
cut throat  trout.  

Implementation of a l te rna t ive  8 may result i n  a s l i g h t  decrease i n  grazing 
pressure on riparian areas. A l a rge  increase i n  timber production a n e r  
t he  first decade may result i n  increased sediment delivery t o  streams and 
lakes. However, t h i s  may be mitigated by a la rge  increase i n  watershed 
restorat ion dol la rs  i n  the second decade. A l imited number of habi ta t  
improvement projects w i l l  concentrate on improving habi ta t  f o r  Bonneville 
cu t throa t  t rout .  Overall aquatic habi ta t  condition, f i s h  production and 
f i sh ing  opportunities may increase only s l igh t ly .  Production of  Bonneville 
cut throat  t rou t  could increase by 40 percent by the  end of t h e  planning 
period. The BCI may decrease s l i gh t ly  i n  cer ta in  streams due t o  t h e  
increase i n  sediment production. 

Alternative 9 w i l l  result i n  a decrease i n  grazing pressure on r ipar ian 
areas and an increase i n  sediment production from timber ac t iv i ty .  Aquatic 
hab i t a t  condition may increase and the  BCI may decrease i n i t i a l l y .  High 
funding levels f o r  aquatic habi ta t  improvement projects could result i n  
s ign i f icant  increases i n  f i s h  production. Production of Bonneville 
cut throat  t rou t  could more than double by t h e  end of the planning period. 
Fishing opportunities could increase by 35 percent. 

Implementation of a l te rna t ive  10 w i l l  result i n  an increase i n  grazing 
pressure and a s ign i f icant  increase i n  sediment production from increased 
timber harvest of 350 percent. This could decrease aquatic hab i t a t  condi- 
t i o n  and the BCI  i n i t i a l l y .  High funding f o r  aquatic habi ta t  improvement 
pro jec ts  w i l l  allow f o r  substant ia l  increases i n  t o t a l  f i s h  production and 
production of Bonneville cut throat  t rou t .  Fishing opportunities could 
increase by 32 percent. 

Alternative 11 w i l l  have mpacts  s m i l a r  t o  a l te rna t ive  9. Aquatic habi ta t  
condition may improve s l igh t ly ,  while t he  BCI  may i n i t i a l l y  decrease. High 
funding levels f o r  aquatic habi ta t  improvement projects could result i n  
s ign i f icant  increase i n  t o t a l  f i s h  production and production of Bonneville 
cu t throa t  t rout .  Fishing opportunities could increase by 35 percent. 

Under a l l  a l ternat ives ,  minimum viable population levels w i l l  be maintained 
o r  exceeded f o r  Bonneville cut throat  t r o u t  and resident t rout .  The BCI  
may decrease s l i gh t ly  i n  a l te rna t ives  2, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10 and 11. No 
a l t e rna t ive  w i l l  meet projected demand for f i sh ing  use by t h e  end of the  
planning period. Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 9, 10 and 11 meet demand i n  t he  

IV-26 



first decade and come within 30 percent of demand by t h e  end of t h e  
planning period. 

Alternative RelationshiD t o  Aaencv Goals 

Objectives of the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources are not d i rec t ly  
comparable t o  Forest f igures  because the  1979 estimates were based on herd 
u n i t s  and t o t a l  animals. 

The Forest population f igures  a r e  taken from projected capabi l i ty  of 
habi ta t  carrying capacity based on t h e  Forest-provided share of t he  
l imit ing factor  of winter range. This l imit ing range is equal t o  29 
percent for deer and 90 percent f o r  elk. Our Forest predicted ouputs by 
a l te rna t ive  f o r  deer and e lk  a r e  shown i n  Table IV-8. 

All al ternat ives  exceed the  UDWR objectives f o r  mule deer and elk. (See 
Tables IV-5 and IV-9). 

TABLE IV-9 
FISHLAKE NATIONAL FOREST HABITAT CAPABILITY 

ALTERNATIVE MULE DEER WAPITICELK) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
UIMR OBJECTIVE* 

47,340 
51,860 
46,500 
61,080 
51,960 
57,940 
45,600 
47,740 
46,250 
51,960 
46,250 
23,954 

3,960 
4.160 

4,160 
4,420 
3.880 
si980 

4,160 
3,920 
3,060 

3,920 

* DWR f igures  a r e  based on t o t a l  deer and elk herd numbers not 
different ia t ing between summer and winter range. 
f igures are based on 29% of t o t a l  winter range f o r  deer and 90% 
for  elk. 

Fishlake Forest 

The DWR objectives a r e  82,600 deer and 3,400 elk. 

Unavoidable Adverse Imoacts 

Alternatives 5 and 10 may result i n  an i n i t i a l  negative impact t o  r ipar ian 
areas u n t i l  watershed and stream improvement projects  become effective. 

Implementing a l te rna t ives  2, 5, 6,  9, 10, o r  11 could increase stream 
sedimentation i n i t i a l l y  because it expands the  road construction program. 
These al ternat ives  a l so  reduce b ig  game hiding cover and habi ta t  effective- 
ness i n  sane areas. 

Under low budget a l ternat ives ,  the d r i f t  toward old-growth dominated 
habi ta t s  w i l l  continue i n  conifer and aspen types. This w i l l  decrease 
habi ta t  for species dependent on ear ly  vegetative succession. 
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Short-term Uses vs. Long-term Productivity 

None of the short-term wi ld l i f e  and f i s h  uses w i l l  reduce long-term 
productivity of the land under any of the proposed alternatives.  

Irreversible and I r re t r ievable  Cornnitment of Resources 

There a r e  no ant ic ipated irreversible o r  i r re t r ievable  commitments of any 
resources i n  any al ternat ive.  

3. - RANGE 

Effects Without Permittee Contributions 

Under Alternatives 5 and 10, t he  grazing capacity would increase signifi-  
cantly over present levels. Major reductions i n  grazing capacit ies would 
resu l t  fo r  Alternatives 1 and 7. A l l  other a l te rna t ives  have minor changes 
i n  capacity over tune. These changes a r e  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Table IV-10 using 
Alternative 8 (1985) a s  the base t o  compare a l l  other alternatives.  The 
grazing capacity used a s  the  base is 136,600 Am's. Table IV-10 displays 
changes i n  grazing capacity (Am's) over time using proposed management 
alternatives.  

TABLE IV-10 
THOUSAND'S OF AUM'S 

(YEARS) 

Alternative 1985 1995 2005 2015 2025 

1 -5.8 -11.7 -14.8 -14.7 -15.8 
2 +l .o -0.2 -1 .o +o. 1 +0.8 
3 -1 -8 -4.7 -6.0 -5.8 -6.3 
4 -1 -8 -4.5 -6.6 -5.6 -0.2 
5 +18.5 +21.0 +23.0 +25.0 +26.0 
6 -0.5 -3.9 +7.4 -4.8 -5.9 
7 -5.7 -1 1.9 -16.0 -15.8 -15.9 
8 0 -0.2 -0.2 +0.5 -0.2 
9 -2.1 -4.5 -5.7 -4.7 -5.4 
10 +1.0 +4.0 +4.0 +4.3 +7.0 
1 1  -3.1 -5.2 -6.0 -5.1 -5.6 .................................................................... 

Effects with Permittee Contributions 

Decreases i n  AUM's could be o f f se t  by: (1) reconstruction of range im-  
provements by permittees, (2) abandonment of some marginal improvements, 
(3) changes i n  allotment management systems, o r  (4) acceptance of a lower 
condition standard f o r  t h e  range resource. However, a lower condition 
standard would not  be acceptable because of potent ia l  damage t o  other 
resources. 
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Permittee contributions would be aimed a t  maintenance of current 
improvements and the addition of some s t ruc tura l  improvements. Use of 
permittee contributions t o  accomplish nonstructural improvements would 
l ike ly  be minimal. Therefore, carrying capaci t ies  would decl ine on a l l  
a l ternat ives  except 2, 5, 8 and 10. 

No al ternat ive reaches the  President's goal of a 46 percent increase i n  
AUM's by the year 2030. To achieve t h a t  goal would require an output of 
203.5 thousand AUM's which is about 125 percent of the  maximum range 
benchmark of 163.6 thousand AUM's f o r  t h a t  year. The h i s t o r i c  high demand 
fo r  the range resource on t h e  Fishlake National Forest has kept u t i l i z a t i o n  
near maximum levels. Consequently there  is l i t t l e  opportunity f o r  
s ignif icant  increases. 

Wild Horses 

Wild horses and burros do not exist on t h e  Forest a t  present. 
no al ternat ive concerns these animals. 

Therefore, 

RiDarian Areas 

A l l  a l ternat ives  a f fec t  r iparian areas. Some areas would be fenced 
following proposals i n  a l te rna t ives  9 and 11. Fencing of r ipa r i an  a reas  
o f f e r s  the most hope of reducing adverse effects t o  f i she r i e s  and selected 
riparian areas. Introduction of innovative grazing systems a l s o  w i l l  do 
much t o  reduce adverse grazing impacts t o  f i she r i e s  and selected r ipar ian 
areas. Alternatives 5 and 10 may result i n  an i n i t i a l  negative impact t o  
riparian areas due t o  increased grazing pressure u n t i l  stream and watershed 
improvement projects and new grazing systems have time t o  produce effects. 

Wildlife/Livestock Interactions 

Under a l l  al ternatives,  there  w i l l  be adequate forage on t h e  summer range- 
lands t o  provide for  projected big game populations. On winter ranges, 
revegetation projects a r e  being coordinated so t h a t  benef i t s  can be ob- 
tained fo r  both w i l d l i f e  and livestock. For a l te rna t ive  7, competition be- 
tween wi ld l i fe  and l ivestock would be greatest  for  forage on winter ranges 
because few revegetation projects  could be accommodated. Livestock numbers 
would probably be reduced. Although livestock numbers would l i k e l y  be in- 
creased over time under Alternatives 5 and 10, the  increases i n  forage pro- 
duction would be sufficient t o  a l so  meet the  needs of big game. Under 
a l ternat ives  2 and 8, current l ivestock grazing capacity could be maintain- 
ed with l i t t l e  effect on big game habitat .  For a l te rna t ives  1, 3, 4, 6, 9, 
and 11 some livestock reductions would be required t o  bring permitted num- 
bers i n  l ine with carrying capacity of the  ranges. It would be necessary 
t o  coordinate livestock use and big game use with t h e  Division of Wildlife 
Resources under a l l  a l te rna t ives  t o  maintain an acceptable balance. 

All grazing allotments would be under an approved allotment plan by 1988 
fo r  a l l  a l ternat ives  except 1 and 7, which w i l l  have plans prepared a t  a 
l a t e r  date. These plans would provide fo r  improvement and maintenance work 
a s  well a s  acceptable grazing systems. Time frames would be establ ished for 
bringing permitted grazing use i n  l i n e  with grazing capaci t ies ,  thus 
minimizing grazing impacts. 

i 
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Noxious Weeds 

Alternatives 1 and 7 would have l i t t l e  funding available f o r  control of 
noxious farm weeds. Under these a l te rna t ives ,  there  would be expanded 
noxious weed populations with serious conditions result ing from t h i s t l e  
invasions on lower elevation lands where revegetation projects have been 
completed. 

Under a l l  other a l te rna t ives ,  control measures could be taken which would 
effect ively manage t h e  current noxious weed infestations.  Because many new 
revegetation p ro jec t s  would be in i t ia ted ,  there  would be some new invasions 
expected on sites where soil is being exposed through vegetative 
manipulation pract ices .  

A Regional Environmental Impact Statement is currently being prepared on 
noxious weed control.  Control methodologies may include physical, 
chemical, o r  biological  procedures. Methods used on the Forest w i l l  be 
those selected i n  t he  Regional EIS. 

Unavoidable Adverse Effects 

Grazing and trampling along t r a i l s  used t o  access summer ranges adversely 
affects t h e  range under a l l  al ternatives.  

Alternatives 5 and 10 may result i n  an i n i t i a l  negative impact t o  riparian 
areas  u n t i l  watershed and stream improvement projects  a r e  established. 

Minor degradation of water quali ty of sane streams w i l l  continue under a l l  
a l ternat ives .  However, S t a t e  anti-degradation standards can still be met. 
Cummulative impacts over the  long run would be minor because land 
disturbing management a c t i v i t i e s  within any watershed a r e  of limited 
extent. 

Under alternatives 2, 5, and 10 more sites w i l l  lose  some vegetation 
because of grazing pressure on bedding and s a l t i n g  grounds. However, more 
revegetation work w i l l  be completed, which should improve the t o t a l  
vegetative cover for these alternatives.  

Range forage production and plant vigor should be maintained or  improved on 
a l l  a l t e rna t ives  except 1 and 7. The changes i n  s o i l  losses  associated 
with changing watershed conditions a r e  evaluated i n  t he  watershed section. 

Road construction and clear ing land f o r  i n s t a l l i ng  f a c i l i t i e s  in te r fe res  
with control of l ivestock under a l l  a l ternat ives .  Road construction 
a f f ec t s  t he  d i s t r ibu t ion  and control of l ivestock l e a s t  under a l te rna t ives  
3 and 7, with s l i g h t l y  higher impacts on a l l  other  alternatives.  

Juniper chainings and some other types of vegetative manipulation w i l l  
degrade scenic values i n  varying degrees under a l l  a l ternat ives  except 1 
and 7. 

Croplands adjacent t o  the Forest could be greatly impacted. 

-\ 
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Short-term Uses vs.  Long-term Productivity 

Under a l te rna t ives  1 and 7, productivity could be reduced on some heavily 
used sites, especially i n  r iparian areas, where water qual i ty  may be 
affected. All exis t ing and future range improvements w i l l  increase 
short-term production and help insure long-term productivity of t h e  range. 

Over t he  long term, fire control w i l l  favor woody plant growth over 
herbaceous production under a l l  a l ternat ives .  

I r revers ib le  and Irretr ievable  Commitment of Resources 

Loss of s o i l  on isolated s i t e s  where l ivestock a r e  concentrated is 
irretr ievable .  Lost production of red meat due t o  any reduction of AUM's 
is i r re t r ievable .  

4. TIMBER 

The average annual harvest of timber over t h e  50 year planning period 
ranges from .5 MMBF f o r  a l te rna t ive  7 t o  13.5 MMBF for  a l t e rna t ive  IO. 
Annual harvest  under current direction is 3.0 MMBF (see Table IV-11). 

Under management prescribed by a l te rna t ives  1, 3, and 8, timber lo s ses  from 
insec ts  and diseases w i l l  continue (see t h e  Forest Pest Management section 
i n  t h i s  chapter) since conversion of old growth stands is slow. 
Alternative 7 reduces the harvest and prolongs conversion of old growth. 
Alternatives t h a t  hasten the  cut  ( I O ,  5, 2, 6 ,  9 and 11 i n  t h a t  order)  
decrease losses  t o  insects  and disease. The a l te rna t ives  t h a t  increase t h e  
harvest decrease long-term losses  because they convert stands t o  a young, 
vigorous condition resistent t o  insects and disease. 

Risk of timber loss from fire is grea tes t  i n  a l te rna t ive  7 due t o  
possibl i ty  of downfall build up related t o  mountain pine beetle.  
Alternatives with current harvesting levels a r e  l e a s t  susceptible t o  fire 
losses,  while a l te rna t ives  with increased cu t t ing  a r e  subject t o  increased 
r i s k  of crown fires i n  young growth and slash. 

Alternatives with moderate increases i n  harvest (2, 4 and 11) w i l l  a l s o  
benefi t  most species of w i l d l i f e .  Adequate horizontal and vertical 
d ivers i ty  is maintained, while openings w i l l  increase fo re s t  edge and 
forage production. Alternative 7 provides l i t t l e  of those benef i t s ;  
however, it best  maintains cavity nester populations with lots of  
overmature timber. Conversely, a l te rna t ive  10 supports fewer cavi ty  
nesters with considerable old growth conversion. Adequate cavi ty  nester 
populations w i l l  be maintained by following the Forest snag policy. 
Alternatives with increased cu ts  w i l l  reduce available thermal and hiding 
cover, thereby supporting lower populations of wi ld l i fe  requiring t h i s  
habi ta t  condition. Increased roads w i l l  be detrimental t o  most w i ld l i f e ,  
especial ly  big game. Soi l  loss  and water yield increases due t o  timber 
harvest a r e  discussed i n  t he  Water and Soi l  section of t h i s  chapter. 

Firewood t o  be made available with each a l te rna t ive  is displayed i n  Table 
IV-12. Energy cos ts  currently a r e  not r i s ing  a s  rapidly a s  they did i n  t h e  
previous decade, and a number of firewood users have decided t h a t  firewood 
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gathering is not a s  cheap or recreational a s  they thought. Based on the  
current  s i t ua t ion  and using t h e  l a s t  f ive year his tory of firewood demand, 
current  demand appears t o  be 17,000 cords. Alternatives 1, 3 and 8 have 
programs below t h a t  demand. Decade 1 of a l t e rna t ive  5 a l so  has a program 
below estimated demand. The l a rges t  amount of firewood is available with 
Alternatives 4 and 2 respectively, exceeding demand i n  a l l  five decades. 
The firewood resource is not l imit ing for  any of t he  alternatives (granted 
firewood close t o  roads continues t o  become scarcer). Budgets t o  
administer t h e  charge program a r e  the  l imit ing fac tor  since these dol la rs  
are constrained within t h e  Forest budget. Current demand can be met from 
in tens i f ied  use of pinyon-juniper from exis t ing  and proposed chainings, 
salvage of dead or down timber, and residual  logging and road building 
debris.  Increased supplies w i l l  come from harvesting green oak, maple, 
mahogany, and aspen. Green aspen firewood w i l l  come from areas  being 
managed f o r  w i l d l i f e  habi ta t  improvement and not timber producing aspen 
stands. 

Alternative 7 has a minimal timber s a l e  program, leaving a good share of 
t he  budget f o r  firewood management. Conversely, a l te rna t ive  10 has the  
l a rges t  conifer  timber sales program and not many dol la rs  are available f o r  
firewood administration. Alternatives 7 and 10 f a l l  short  of meeting 
demand i n  t h e  second o r  t h i r d  decade. 

Timber stand improvement and reforestat ion estimates by a l te rna t ive  a r e  
shown i n  Table IV-13. These acreages a r e  a l l  current projects. The 
Forest ' s  known backlog acreage was completed i n  F.Y. 84. 

Where compatible with budget l imitat ions,  50 acres  of thinning f o r  
Christmas tree production was included i n  decades 1 and 2. (See as te r i sk  
i n  Table IV-13). This is planned f o r  isolated white f ir  stands which w i l l  
be designated for Christmas tree production. 

Other effects, such as t h e  number of acres  harvested annually, long term 
sustained yield,  t en ta t ive ly  su i tab le  land, road construction etc., vary by 
a l t e rna t ive  (Table IV-14). Acres by harvest method a r e  l i s t e d  i n  Tables 
IV-15, IV-16, and IV-17 for  t he  al ternat ives .  Vegetative management 
prac t ices  concur with biologically feas ib le  harvest cut t ing methods f o r  
f o r e s t  types present on the Forest. They a r e  appropriate pract ices  
described i n  t h e  Regional Guide for  the Intermountain Region (Forest 
Service, 19841, and i n  S i lv i cu l tu ra l  Systems f o r  t he  Major Forest Types of 
t he  United S t a t e s  (Burns, 1983). Table IV-18 displays vegetation 
management prac t ices  and annual average acres  of treatment f o r  decade one 
f o r  each a l te rna t ive .  

Aspen has an estimated sustained yield of 13.7 mill ion board feet per 
year. The aspen type is nearly excluded from the  harvest projections shown 
i n  t h e  a l t e rna t ives  because there  is l i t t le  market for  it. A t  l e a s t  .3 
MMBF of aspen is included i n  a l l  a l te rna t ives  except 7. I n  a l te rna t ive  2, 
two mil l ion feet of  aspen a r e  scheduled i n  t h e  first decade. Alternative 4 
includes aspen volume of 1.5 MMBF each year. Alternative 5 includes 2.5 
MMBF i n  t h e  first decade and 0.5 MMBF f o r  t he  rest of t he  planning period. 
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TABLE IV-11 
OUTPUTS OF COMMERCIAL TIMBER 

SALES BY ALTERNATIVE 
(MMBF PER YEAR) 

DECADE 
ALTERNATIVE 1 2 1 4 5 

1 

9 
10 
11 
Departure 

3.0 3.0 3.0 3-0 3.0 
6.0 7.9 7.9 7.9 7.9 
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
3.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 
7.4 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 
3.0 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 

.5 .5 .5 .5 .5 
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
1.0 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.8 
9.6 9.6 10.4 12.0 13.5 

3.0 17.0 10.3 10.3 6.3 
3.0 8.3 8.3 8.3 8.3 

To convert t o  MMCF, d iv ide  MMBF by 5 

TABLE IV-12 
OUTPUT OF FIREWOOD BY ALTERNATIVE 

(CORDS PER YEAR) 

ALTERNATIVE 1 
DECADE 

2 3 4 5 

1 15.760 15.760 15.760 15.760 15.760 
2 26; 800 30 800 30 ; 800 36; 800 30;800 
3 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 
4 32,320 32,820 32,800 32,800 32,800 

6 24.600 21.280 21.280 
5 16,480 23,280 23,280 23.280 I 23,280 

2i ;  280 28,200 
7 19;280 141280 
8 15.760 

19;280 19;200 19;200 
lj;760 15,760 15,760 15,760 

9 i9;iio 23,280 23,280 23,280 23,280 
10 19,280 19,280 19,280 19,280 19,280 
11 25,600 25,600 25,600 19,280 25,600 

To convert t o  MCF, d iv ide  cords by 10 
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TABLE IV-13 
PRECOMMERCIAL T H I N N I N G  AND REFORESTATION 

(ACRES PER YEAR) 

DECADE 
ALTERNATIVE 1 7 3 4 5 

1 Thinning 5 5 5 5 5 
Reforestation 193 193 193 193 193 

2 Thinning 148" 228" 232 280 508 
Reforestation 240 422 290 276 450 

3 Thinning 0 10 86 23 21 
Reforestation 193 193 193 193 193 

4 Thinning 50" 72" 285 52 24 
Reforestation 73 280 151 97 207 

5 Thinning 60" 579" 533 513 550 
Reforestation 307 339 303 293 247 

6 Thinning 58" 286 553 36 1 289 
Reforestation 181 462 2-73 195 342 

7 Thinning 50" 145" 154 50 99 
Reforestation 22 138 134 117 1 26 

8 Thinning 5 5 5 5 5 
Reforestation 193 193 193 193 193 

9 Thinning 59" 384" 516 364 355 
Reforestation 165 36 1 297 2-73 295 

10 Thinning 50" 483" 57 5 49 4 466 
Reforestation 992 336 395 417 644 

11 Thinning 50" 199' 251 528 167 
Reforestation 174 439 284 204 249 

* Includes 50 acres  thinning i n  white f i r  for  Christmas tree culture. 
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TABLE IV-14 
EFFECTS ON THE TIMBER RESOURCE 

UNDER ALL MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 
(BASE YEAR 1995) 

~ 

ALTERNATIVE 
EFFECTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 -7 8 9 10 1 1  

1. Long-term sustained 
yield, l i v e  only 
( MMBFNr ) : 
Softwood 8.97 9.28 
Hardwood 1.38 2.16 
T o t a l  10.35 11.44 

year (50 yr. avg.):1/ 
Softwood 726 697 
Hardwood 120 188 
T o t a l  846 885 

land (M acres): 
Softwood 67 61 
Hardwmd 12 19 
T o t a l  79 80 

Suitable Acres of old growth (softwood) 
(120+ yrs.)  (M. acres) 
a t  10 years 60 55 
a t  50 years 19 17 
at  150 years 32 27 

2. Acres harvested per 

3. Total suitable forest 

4. 

5.87 6.02 10.12 
1.38 6.90 3.22 
7.25 12.92 13.34 

384 
120 
504 

37 
12 
49 

34 
16 
10 

549 1359 
600 280 
1149 1639 

42 83 
60 28 

1 02 111  

38 75 
18 13 
19 46 

10.49 4.09 9.48 
1.38 0 1.38 
11.87 4.09 10.86 

194 1% 
120 0 
1314 156 

80 29 
12 0 
92 29 

72 25 
16 11 
41 12 

lo79 
120 
1199 

73 
12 
85 

65 
16 
37 

9.44 14.94 9.08 1 1  
1.38 1.38 1.38 
10.82 16.32 10.46 ; ;  

140 
120 

1260 

74 
12 
86 

67 
14 
38 

1273 
120 
1393 

102 
12 
114 

95 
26 
39 

1014 
120 
1134 

68 
12 
80 

59 
24 
22 
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TABLE IV-14 
EFFECTS ON THE TIMBER RESOURCE 

(con' t) 
EFFECTS 1 7 7 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

I/ 

Age class  distribution: 
a t  Present (softwood) 

Seed-saps ( X )  1 
Poletimber ( X )  7 
Sawtimber ( X )  92 

Seed-saps (XI 3 
Poletimber (%) 7 
Sawtimber ( X )  90 

Seed-saps ( X )  68 
Poletimber (XI 3 
Sawtimber ($1 29 

Seed-saps ( X )  17 
Poletimber ( I s )  14 
Sawtimber ($1 69 

a t  10 years (softwood) 

a t  50 years (softwood) 

a t  150 years (softwood) 

Average annual harvest, 3.0 
50 year planning period 
l i v e  only (MMBF) 

Expected annual fuel  15.7 
wood ouput, 50 year 
planning period (M cords) 

Acres of aspen available 181 
for  harvest with development 
of market (M acres) 

Does not include fuelwood. 

3 3 3 3 3 6 3 3 3 3 
7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 7 

90 90 90 90 90 87 90 90 90 90 

71 57 57 84 84 63 78 81 75 66 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

29 43 43 16 19 37 22 19 25 34 

16 30 16 4 6 20 11 10 16 7 
16 23 22 7 16 20 11 10 16 23 
68 47 62 89 78 60 78 80 68 70 

7.5 3.0 5.8 9 -2  8.3 -5 3.0 7.6 11.0 7.2 

30.0 16.0 32.7 22.2 24.5 19.2 15.7 22.5 19.3 24.1 

195 168 148 224 210 107 193 200 243 236 



TABLE IV-15 
CLEARCUT (ACREWYR) 

DECADE 
ATLERNATIVE 1 7 1 4 5 

462 243 
lg4 497 486 

1 31 1 334 
2 1089 389 545 
3 351 357 257 492 357 
4 649 777 656 754 870 
5 1462 430 253 321 238 
6 345 328 229 270 350 

185 7 20 19 
8 170 406 216 l7 451 178 274 _ .  
9 36 1 376 245 %9 26 3 

10 403 503 381 625 426 
11 228 613 282 176 457 

TABLE IV-16 
SHELTERWOOD (AC/YR) 

DECADE 
ALTERNATIVE 1 7 3 4 5 

1 
2 
3 
U 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

87 
0 

40 
151 
61 
71 
38 
71 
43 

0 
26 8 

152 
0 

15 
466 

0 
586 
20 

224 
271 

0 
1 57 

0 
0 
0 
0 

174 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

249 

16 
0 
0 
8 

172 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

281 
31 

242 
21 1 
115 
437 

0 
370 
350 
542 
83 
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TABLE IV-17 
SELECTION (AC/YR) 

DECADE 
ALTERNATIVE 1 7 3 4 5 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
1 1  

17 704 1167 220 39 
327 309 774 246 73 
0 35 288 76 1 1  
0 73 951 174 7 
33 1762 1775 1647 74 
27 952 1844 1116 13 
0 47 77 165 16 
17 1045 1714 81 5 0 

1124 70 
1915 108 

62 
1718 1645 

28 1114 
0 419 
0 496 838 1761 

TABLE IV-18 
VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

(Annual Average In F i r s t  Decade For Suitable Lands) 

ALTERNATIVE 
1 2  3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 1  

Clearcut 311 1089 351 649 1462 345 20 370 361 403 228 
Shelterwood 

-Preparatory Cu t  87 0 40 151 61 71 38 71 43 0 268 
-Seedcut 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
-Removal Cut 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Selection 17 327 0 0 33 27 0 17 28 0 0 

Commercial Thinning 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
Salvage/Sanitation 19 29 23 5 46 22 2 25 24 28 1 1  

PRACTICE (ACRES) 
Regeneration Harvest: 

Intermediate Harvest: 

Timber Stand 
Improvement: 5 148" 0 50* 60" 58s 50f 5 59" 50* 50* 

Reforestation: 193 240 193 73 307 181 22 193 165 992 174 

f Includes 50 acres thinning i n  white f i r  for  Christmas tree culture. 
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Soi l  disturbance a s  a par t  of road construction f o r  access t o  timber 
harvest a reas  temporarily increases sedimentation i n  streams. The amount 
of s o i l  disturbance var ies  depending upon the miles of road constructed o r  
reconstructed (Table IV-19 1. Some s o i l  l o s s  a s  harvesting increases is 
unavoidable. Soi l  l o s s  w i l l  be minimized by using appropriate erosion 
control measures. 

TABLE IV-19 
PURCHASER LOCAL ROAD CONSTRUCTION 

(MILES PER YEAR) 

DECADE 
ALTERNATIVE 1 2 3 4 5 

1 5 a 9 6 a 
2 10 10 24 23 23 
3 4 5 7 5 5 
4 3 12 16 7 9 
5 9 31 32 40 31 
6 5 27 30 26 25 
7 1 1 1 1 1 
8 5 8 9 8 8 
9 5 25 29 28 25 

10 17 29 35 44 39 
11 6 19 21 37 16 

Scenic qual i ty  is temporarily degraded following logging a c t i v i t y  and is 
discussed i n  the Visuals section of t h i s  chapter. 

Under a l l  a l ternat ives ,  dus t  raised by logging trucks degrades a i r  qua l i ty  
temporarily and locally.  Alternatives with more harvesting have a grea te r  
cumulative effect .  

Short-Term Uses vs. Lonn-Term Productivity 

Timber harvesting pract ices  maintain t h e  long term productivity of t he  land 
i n  a l l  a l ternat ives .  Alternatives which convert old growth f a s t e r  t o  
young, vigorous stands increase timber production over those with current 
o r  reduced harvesting. 

L S  

Building roads is an i r revers ib le  commitment of a resource because of t h e  
long time required for  roaded areas  t o  revert t o  a p r i s t i ne  condition. 

The pinyon-juniper ecotype w i l l  be impacted over t h e  planning period by t h e  
accumulative e f f ec t  of conversion t o  grass  types. This impact is grea tes t  
i n  a l te rna t ives  2, 5 and 11. Some s o i l  loss a s  timber harvesting increases 
is irretr ievable .  
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5. WATER AND SOIL 

P 

For a l l  a l t e rna t ives  watershed conditions w i l l  be maintained during 
management a c t i v i t i e s  t o  varying degrees by implementing soi l  and water 
conservation measures prescribed by s o i l  and water spec ia l i s t s .  Under the  
current  budget, t h i s  is required on most projects.  

Completion of watershed improvement projects t o  elimmate the  watershed 
backlog, a s  shown by Table IV-20, w i l l  decrease s o i l  erosion, improve water 
qua l i ty  and improve watershed condition. Under a l te rna t ives  4,  6 and IO,  
the watershed backlog acres w i l l  be eliminated by the end of t h e  planning 
period (year 2030). Alternat ives  5, 8, 9 and 11 provide for a moderate, 
steady program t o  rehabilitate depleted watersheds, but t he  backlog w i l l  
not be eliminated by t h e  end of the  planning period. Alternatives 1 and 2 
provide for a very modest program i n  rehabi l i ta t ing  depleted watershed 
areas. Alternat ives  3 and 7 provide for  no treatment of depleted watershed 
areas. Under none of t h e  a l te rna t ives  w i l l  the backlog be eliminated by 
the target date of the year  2000. 

Municipal watersheds w i l l  be protected in  coordination with c i ty ,  county, 
and state agencies under a l l  a l ternat ives .  

Runoff from a l l  watersheds on the Forest  meets S t a t e  Water Quality 
standards. Some water bodies on t h e  Forest, due t o  natural  f ac to r s  and 
management impacts, do not  meet standards f o r  cold water fisheries. Under 
a l l  a l te rna t ives ,  water leaving the Forest  w i l l  meet S t a t e  standards. 

Water y i e l d  increase opportuni t ies  a r e  l imited on the Forest. Only the 
conifer  and aspen zones get enough snow t o  consider for managaent f o r  water 
y ie ld  increase. The Forest  timber base is l imi ted  enough tha t  the 
poten t ia l  for management for water yield increase is re l a t ive ly  insign- 
i f ican t .  The poten t ia l  for y ie ld  increase by a l t e rna t ive  is shown i n  Table 
IV-20 . Alternat ives  5, 6, 8, 9, 10 and 11 have the grea tes t  potent ia l  f o r  
increased y i e l d  s ince  they are t h e  a l t e rna t ives  with the most timber 
harvest. Al ternat ives  3, 4 and 7 provide the least  opportunity t o  increase 
water yield,  with a l t e rna t ives  1 and 2 having a moderate increase 
potent ia l .  The poten t ia l  increases a r e  r e l a t ive ly  minor Forest  wide and 
the increase from an individual timber sale may be undetectable. Any 
increase i n  y i e l d  i n  the a l t e rna t ives  would be divided between the Great 
Basin and t h e  Colorado River Basin on an 80-20 percent bas i s  respectively. 
A seven year study of cloud seeding i n  cent ra l  Utah indicates  t h a t  seeding 
can increase prec ip i ta t ion  during the period from January through March by 
8 t o  14 percent (Shaffer and Thompson 1980, p. 7-10). 

The ne t  reduction i n  o n s i t e  erosion has been determined by calculating 
acres affected in  each a l t e rna t ive  by range improvement practices, 
watershed improvemcnts, timber harvest, road construction and f i s h  and 
wi ld l i f e  treatments. Table IV-22 displays the ne t  reduction i n  onsi te  
erosion from the mix  of a c t i v i t i e s  included i n  each al ternat ive.  S i t e  
disturbing a c t i v i t i e s  which increase s o i l  loss include timber harvest and 
road construction or reconstruction. Management act ivi t ies  resul t ing in  
ne t  erosion reduction include a reas  t rea ted  for watershed improvement, 
areas improved by s t r u c t u r a l  and nonstructural range treatments, and f i s h  
and w i l d l i f e  pro jec ts  and s t ructures .  
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A comparison of a l te rna t ives  indicates t h a t  a l te rna t ives  3 and 7 provide 
f o r  t he  l e a s t  reduction of ons i te  loss, since few projects  reducing ons i t e  
erosion would be done. Alternatives 4, 5, 6 ,  9, 10 and 11 provide f o r  t h e  
most onsi te  erosion reduction, a s  t he  most acres  w i l l  be t r ea t ed  t h a t  w i l l  
improve watershed condition. Alternatives 2 and 8 a r e  moderate i n  reducing 
ons i te  erosion. 

While sediment is not included i n  s t a t e  water qual i ty  standards, it has a 
major impact on water quali ty.  Sediment delivery t o  a stream is re l a t ed  t o  
both onsi te  s o i l  loss and streambank erosion. Streambank erosion may be 
affected by road construction, l ivestock trampling, ORV use and high den- 
s i t y  recreation use. While ons i te  s o i l  loss  can be reduced through non- 
s t ruc tu ra l  or s t ruc tura l  watershed, range, and wi ld l i fe  improvement pro- 
j ec t s ,  bank erosion can be reduced most effectively through streambank 
s tab i l iza t ion ,  r iparian fencing, and reduction i n  grazing and recreat ion 
pressures. 

Alternatives 2 and 3 may increase sediment delivery t o  streams due t o  
increases i n  s o i l  and bank disturbing a c t i v i t i e s  or  decreases i n  d i r e c t  
watershed and streambank improvements. Alternatives 1 ,  7 and 8 w i l l  not  
s ignif icant ly  a f fec t  sediment delivery t o  streams. 

Alternatives 5, 6, and 10 may show an i n i t i a l  increase i n  sediment del ivery 
due t o  s ignif icant  increases i n  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  w i l l  d i s turb  s o i l  or 
streambanks. Sediment delivery w i l l  eventually be reduced by l a rge  
increases i n  watershed and streambank improvements. Alternatives 9 and 11 
may i n i t i a l l y  show a s l i g h t  increase i n  sediment delivery, but w i l l  result 
i n  a net  decrease i n  sediment by the  end of t he  planning period. 
Alternative 4 w i l l  show a continuous decrease i n  sediment delivery due t o  
la rge  increases i n  improvement projects. 

Lons-term Productivity 

Maintaining long-term s o i l  productivity is a major goal of t h e  Forest ,  a s  
a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  and outputs a r e  ultimately dependent upon sustained produc- 
t i v i t y .  The determination of t he  loss of productivity is t h e  t o t a l  of t h e  
following three acreages: 1)  Acres ident i f ied a s  par t  of t h e  s o i l  and 
water resource improvement needs backlog, 2) acres  permanently taken out of 
productivity, and 3) acres where established s o i l  loss tolerance levels (t 
values) a r e  exceeded. Acreage t o  be improved by watershed improvement 
projects  and acres permanently taken out of productivity, such as acres 
committed t o  permanent roads, buildings, etc., have been inventoried. 
Areas of the Forest where T-values a r e  currently exceeded are not  ye t  
inventoried. The t o t a l  is assumed t o  be minor and would be t h e  same for 
a l l  al ternatives.  Table IV-23 therefore, is calculated based upon t h e  
acreage i d e n t i f i e d  by the first two items only. I n  a l l  cases, more than 97 
percent of the land base w i l l  have its s o i l  productivity maintained f o r  t h e  
long term. I n  most instances, t he  percentage maintained improves over 
time. This indicates t h a t  watershed improvement projects w i l l  be 
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accomplished a t  a f a s t e r  pace than land w i l l  be taken out of permanent 
productivity through the construction of new roads and f a c i l i t i e s .  
Alternatives 4, 6, 8 and 10 w i l l  provide fo r  the  highest level of 
maintained productivity with al ternat ives  1, 5, 9 and 1 1  providing a s l i gh t  
but steady improvement i n  long term productivity. Alternatives 2, 3 and 7 
provide f o r  no improvement i n  productivity. 

Effects on Prime Farmlands 

There are no prime farmlands on the  Fishlake National Forest. 
a l te rna t ives  w i l l  a f f e c t  prime farmlands near Forest lands. 

Effects  on Wetlands and Flood Plains 

There are scat tered areas of wetlands and floodplains comprising 2.5 per- 
cent of the  Forest. Forest direction, standards and guidelines contained 
i n  t h e  Forest  Plan, give specif ic  direction fo r  the  management of these 
areas. Forest management activities i n  any wetland, r iparian area, o r  
floodplain w i l l  be designed t o  prevent long and short-term adverse impacts, 
i n  accordance with Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, and the direction 
outlined i n  t h e  Forest Service Manual, sections 2526, 2527 and 2633. 

Alternative 4 w i l l  result i n  the  greatest  benefit  t o  riparian areas  by 
providing more emphasis t o  management of l ivestock and more f i she r i e s  
improvements. Alternatives 5 and 10 w i l l  result i n  an i n i t i a l  negative 
impact t o  riparian areas  a s  watershed restorat ion and stream improvement 
pro jec ts  w i l l  not take effect m e d i a t e l y .  I n  the  long run, a l te rna t ive  3 
w i l l  have t h e  least beneficial  effect. 

None o f  the  

TABLE IU-20 
WATERSHED IMPROVEMENT PROJECT ACRES 

(ANNUAL ACRES TREATED) 

DECADE 
Alternatives 1 2 3 4 5 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 

180 180 180 180 180 
0 90 90 90 90 
0 0 0 0 0 

543 730 730 730 730 
260 403 403 403 403 
483 597 597 597 597 

0 0 0 0 0 
260 523 523 523 523 
300 414 414 414 414 
546 694 694 694 694 
300 41 4 414 414 414 



TABLE IV-21 

OVER NATURAL RESULTING FROM TIMBER HARVEST* 
AVERAGE WATER YIELD INCREASE PER YEAR I N  M. ACRE FEET 

> 
ALTERNATIVE 1 2 7 4 5 

1 .053 .I69 -169 .169 .169 
2 .159 .159 -159 .159 .159 
3 .053 .099 .099 .099 .099 
4 .032 .lo3 .lo3 .lo3 .103 
5 .I90 .190 .190 .190 .190 
6 .194 .194 .194 .194 .194 
7 .012 -071 .071 .071 .071 
a - 173 * 173 - 173 - 173 * 173 
9 * 177 - 177 * 177 - 177 177 

11 -177 - 177 -177 -177 -177 
10 .95 .195 -216 .249 .2a1 

*Water yield increase is for t h e  entire Forest. Water yield 
increase t o  the Colorado River would be 20% of the  above 
figures. 

TABLE IV-22 
N E T  REDUCTION I N  ONSITE EROSION ASSOCIATED WITH 

MANAGEMENT, CONSIDERING SITE MODIFYING ACTIVITIES 
(UNITS I N  M TONS) 

DECADE 
ALTERNATIVE 1 2 3 4 5 

1 7.2 .7 .5 .9 .6 
2 9.6 10.6 10.6 10.5 10.9 

4 19.0 18.0 18.4 18.1 1a.b 
3 5.5 4.0 4.2 4.0 4.3 

5 24.4 24.1 25.8 33.4 33.2 ~~ ~~ 

6 12.9 18.1 18.6 18.1 18.7 
7 2.9 1.5 1 .a 1.6 1 .a 
8 7.2 7.9 8.2 7.6 8.5 .~ . _  
9 17.5 19.5 28.1 19.5 28.1 
10 8.3 15.7 12.7 14.4 22.8 
11 17.5 19.5 28.1 19.5 28.1 

*Site modifying activites included are: 

Activities Resulting Activities Which Increase 
i n  Net Reduction Soi l  Loss 

Range Nonstructural Timber harvest 

Soi l  &Water Improvements Reconstruction 
Range Structural  Improvements 
Fish Structural  Improvements 

........................ ............................ 
Improvements Road Construction and 
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TABLE IV-23 
PERCENT OF FOREST WITH MAINTAINED 

LONG TERM SOIL PRODUCTIVITY 

DECADE 
ALTERNATIVE 1 2 3 4 5 

1 97.2 97.8 98.0 98.1 98.2 
2 97.6 97.7 97.7 97.8 97.8 
3 97.6 97.6 97.6 97.6 97.6 
4 98.0 98.5 99.0 99.5 99.5 
5 97.8 98.1 98.3 98.6 98.9 
6 97.9 98.4 98.8 99.2 99.6 
7 97.6 97.6 97.6 97.6 97.6 
8 97.8 98.2 98.5 98.9 99.3 
9 97.8 98.1 98.4 98.7 99.0 

10 98.0 98.5 99.0 99.4 99.4 
11 97.8 98.1 98.4 98.7 99.0 

Unavoidable Adverse Effects 

Under a l l  a l te rna t ives  sane watershed areas w i l l  remain i n  a deteriorated 
condition o r  w i l l  de te r iora te  fur ther  before rehabi l i ta t ion pract ices  can 
be applied. Alternatives with low budgets for  s o i l  and watershed w i l l  be 
the  worst i n  t h i s  regard. This deterioration w i l l  produce additional 
erosion and sediment. Furthermore, sane riparian areas w i l l  de te r iora te  
fu r the r  i f  not protected. Increased use of O R V s  p lus  deterioration of 
roads and t r a i l s  w i l l  increase erosion and the production of sediment i n  
streams. 

Short-term Uses v s  Long-term Productivitv 

Watershed treatment pract ices  generally involve the removal of exis t ing 
vegetat ive cover. The short-term e f fec t  on the  s o i l s  is negative, but t he  
an t ic ipa ted  long-term e f f e c t  is posit ive,  as  improved ground cover should 
lead t o  decreased ons i te  erosion. 

I r r eve r s ib l e  and I r r e t r i evab le  Commitment of Resources 

None of t he  a l te rna t ives  t o t a l l y  eliminate s o i l  erosion, nor is t h i s  
necessar i ly  a desirable goal. Tables IV-22 and IV-23 indicate the  amounts 
of improvements anticipated i n  each al ternat ive.  Those percentages of the  
Forest where long term s o i l  productivity is not maintained or  ons i te  
erosion is not reduced could be considered an i r re t r ievable  loss. 

\ 
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6 .  MINERALS 

The environmental e f f ec t s  of developing mineral and energy resources w i l l  
vary with the  method of extraction and the  amount of land disturbed. 
Geophysical surveys,  d r i l l ing ,  and extraction operations a l l  produce noise 
and s ights  foreign t o  wildlands. Mineral a c t i v i t i e s  e n t a i l  construction of 
access roads, well and mine-portal sites, e l ec t r i ca l ,  f l u i d  and gas  
transmission l ines  and industr ia l  f a c i l i t i e s .  The unavoidable impacts of 
minerals and energy resources operations t h a t  could be affected under 
implementation of a l l  a l ternat ives  include: 

Preemption o r  res t r ic t ion  of land from uses such as wi ld l i f e  habi ta t ,  
recreational use, grazing, e tc .  

Alteration of topographic features and change i n  visual character of 
landscape due t o  implementation of mineral operations and associated 
anci l lary f a c i l i t i e s .  

Land subsidence and increased seismicity resul t ing from underground 
mining a c t i v i t i e s  and production of f l u i d s  and the  reinject ion of 
f l u i d  wastes in to  producing zones. 

Noise problems associated with tes t ing  and production of geothermal 
resources. 

Noxious gas and f lu ids  emissions causing degradation of a i r  and water 
quality.  

Reduction of water quali ty due t o  increase i n  t o t a l  dissolved and 
suspended solids.  

Disruption of aquifers and reduction of t h e i r  long-term productivity. 

Increased demand fo r  industr ia l  and municipal water causing water 
pr ice  increases and economic problems for  agr icu l tura l  water users. 

Heavier average daily t r a f f i c  on transportation arteries generating a 
need fo r  additional tranportation f a c i l i t i e s .  

Destruction of exis t ing vegetation on sites cleared, causing t h e  loss 
o r  temporary displacement of wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  and other  resource 
values. 

Conversion of agricul tural  land t o  res ident ia l ,  commercial or 
indus t r ia l  uses i n  the  v i c i n i t y  of operations. 

Loss o r  disturbance of unidentified archeological, paleontological, 
and h is tor ica l  sites and values. 

Depletion of a nonrenewable mineral or energy resource. 

Loss of wilderness resource i n  areas t h a t  might be considered for w i l -  
derness proposals i n  f u t u r e  plan revisions. 
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Signif icant  increase i n  human population w i l l  c reate  adverse impacts 
i n  surrounding communities. 

Increased motorized recreational opportunities through road 
development. 

Increased opportunities fo r  putting land t o  a higher o r  more 
beneficial  use than existed prior t o  mineral ac t iv i t i e s ,  through 
employment of interim and f i n a l  rehabili tation measures. 

Discovery and u t i l i za t ion  of minerals necessary fo r  welfare of t h e  
Nation. 

Locatable Minerals 

The ex is t ing  area under mining claims does not vary between al ternat ives .  
The a rea  avai lable  f o r  exploration and development under the  laws governing 
locatable  minerals is t h e  same under each alternative.  Lands withdrawn 
from operation under t h e  1872 mining law include 12,367 acres composed of 
roadside zones, watershed protection areas, and recreation and administa- 
t i v e  sites. 

Leasable Minerals 

The area under, lease does not vary  between alternatives.  The minerals and 
energy industry is affected by decisions made by the Forest Service i n  land 
management planning, primarily through management direction and prescrip- 
t ions  affect ing the opportunity t o  explore for  and develop the  mineral o r  
energy resource. 

The Forest is using a format developed for  displaying acreages, by alterna- 
t ive,  of the  potent ia l  f o r  o i l  and gas and the l imitations t o  exploration 
and development imposed by the  goals, objectives, and management direct ion 
of the  spec i f ic  a l te rna t ive  evaluated. This format displays t h e  effects of 
the  various a l te rna t ives  on t h e  ava i lab i l i ty  of the o i l  and gas resource. 

I n  determining the geologic potential ,  the  following categories a r e  
considered: 

- Low - Presence of very few geologic character is t ics  favorable fo r  the  
occurrence of o i l  and gas; areas not explored using seismic 
methods. 

Medium - Presence of sane geologic character is t ics  favorable fo r  the  
occurrence of o i l  and gas; areas explored using seismic 
means. 

u h  - Presence of a number of geolgic character is t ics  indicating t h e  
occurrence of o i l  and gas; areas containing discovery or f ie ld .  

O f  t h e  1,424,479 acres  of the  Fishlake National Forest, 514,979 acres a r e  
ident i f ied  a s  having a low potent ia l  for  o i l  and gas resources. The 
remaining 909,500 acres  are considered a s  medium i n  potential .  Discovery 
o r  continuation of geologic features  from a known discovery area would be 
necessary t o  meet the  "high potential" requirements. 
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Land management planning encourages o r  discourages minerals a c t i v i t y  by 
imposing constraints  on access. These constraints  are t o  mi t iga te  
potential  adverse e f fec ts  t o  other resources and range from t o t a l  
withdrawal from leasing, t o  no surface mcupancy, t o  the  most permissive 
case which contains only standard stipulations.  The mix of acres  i n  each 
category of r e s t r i c t ion  w i l l  change according t o  the  planning alternative 
being considered (see Table IV-24). 
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ALTERNATIVE 1 

Access 
Restriction I/ 
Total 
High 
Moderate 
Low 
TOTAL ACREAGE 

ALTERNATIVE 2 

Access 
Restriction 

Total 
High 
Moderate 
Low 
TOTAL ACREAGE 

ALTERNATIVE 3 

Access 
Restriction 

Total 
High 
Moderate 
Low 
TOTAL ACREAGE 

ALTERNATIVE 4 

Access 
Restriction 

Total 
High 
Moderate 
Low 
TOTAL ACREAGE 

TABLE IV-24 
ANTICIPATED IMPACTS ON AVAILABILITY OF 
OIL AND GAS RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVES 

Geologic Potential 
L O W  Medium TOTAL ACREAGE 

4,821 68,035 72,856 
58,524 511,880 570,404 

451,634 329,585 781,219 
514,979 909,500 1,424,479 

Geologic Potential 
- Low Medium TOTAL ACREAGE 

- - - 
16,483 154,647 171,130 

176,064 428,596 604,660 
322,432 326,257 648,689 
51 4 , 979 909,500 1,424,479 

Geologic Potential 
- Low Medium 

- - 
69 145,868 

257 039 334,234 
257,87 1 429,398 
514 , 979 909 , 500 

Geoloaic Potential 
L O W  Medium 

79,117 227,485 
308,877 320,716 
134,985 361,299 
514,979 909 , 500 

TOTAL ACREAGE 

- 
145,937 

687,269 
1,424,479 

591,273 

TOTAL ACREAGE 

306,602 
621,593 
496,284 

1,424,479 

IV-48 



ALTERNATIVE 5 

Access 
Restriction 

Total 
High 
Moderate 

TABLE IV-24 (cont) 

Low 
TOTAL ACREAGE 

ALTERNATIVE 6 

Access 
Restriction 

Total 
High 
Moderate 
Low 
TOTAL ACREAGE 

ALTERNATIVE 7 
Access 
Restriction 

Total 
High 
Moderate 
Low 
TOTAL ACREAGE 

ALTERNATIVE 8 

Access 
Restriction 

Total 
High 
Moderate 
Low 
TOTAL ACREAGE 

Geologic Potential 
- Low Medium 

7,535 47,292 

210,133 654,849 
297,311 207 , 359 
514,979 909 , 500 

Geologic Potential - Low Medium 

- - 
5,049 49,173 

340,291 294,9 87 
169,639 565,340 
514,979 909,500 

Geologic Potential 
- Low Mediw 

- - 
62,695 31 3,635 
321,201 310,178 
131,083 285,687 
514,979 909,500 

Geoloaic Potential  
- Low Medium 

6,555 51,244 
321,504 279,983 
186.920 578,273 
51 4; 979 909 ; 500 

TOTAL ACREAGE 

- 
54,827 
504,670 
864,982 

1,424,479 

TOTAL ACREAGE 

- 
54,222 
635,278 
734,979 

1,424,479 

TOTAL ACREAGE 

- 
376,330 

416,770 
1,424,479 

631,379 

TOTAL ACREAGE 

- 
57,799 
601,467 
765,193 

1,424,479 
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ALTERNATIVE 9 

Access 
Restriction 

Total 

Moderate 
H i g h  

TABLE IV-24 (cont) 

LOW 
TOTAL ACREAGE 

ALTERNATIVE 10 

Access 
Restriction 

Total 
High 
Moderate 
Low 
TOTAL ACREAGE 

ALTERNATIVE 11 

Access 
Restriction 

Total 
High 
Moderate 
Low 
TOTAL ACREAGE 

Geologic Potential  
- Low Medium 

5,136 58,668 
384,745 240,902 
125,098 609,930 
51 4 979 909,500 

Geologic Potential  
- Low Medium 

- - 
166 40.962 

249,381 31 3;?53 
265,432 554,785 
51 4,979 909 500 

GeoloFic Potential  
- Low Medium 

20,294 1,200 
2,090 71,020 

161,356 634,361 
331 i 239 2025 9 19 

514,979 909 , 500 
1/ "Access Restrictions" a r e  explained a s  follows: 

w-  

&h - 

Moderate - 

b w  - 

TOTAL ACREAGE 

63,804 
625,647 
735,028 

1,424,479 

TOTAL ACREAGE 

- 
41,128 
563,134 
820,217 

1,424,479 

TOTAL ACREAGE 

21,494 

534,158 

1 , 424,479 

73,110 

795,7 17 

Statutory or discretionary withdrawals with no leasing 
permitted. Includes Wilderness, Wilderness proposals and 
may include other special  areas  such a s  formal municipal 
watersheds (closed t o  en t ry )  and Research Natural Areas. 

Recommendations usually contain "no surface occupancy" 
s t ipulat ion.  Area contains prohibit ively steep slopes, 
other f r a g i l e  environmental fac tors  or T&E species. 
Restr ic t ions a r e  usua l ly  yearlong. 

Leases usually show seasonal s t ipu la t ions  for  road-building 
controls,  hunting areas, seasonal mud, lambing or calving, 
s t r u t t i n g  grounds, summer o r  winter w i l d l i f e  forage, e tc . ,  
Short-term impacts permitted i f  rehabili tated.  

Leasable with standard s t ipu la t ions  only; access unres- 
t r i c t e d  by any surface resource. Reasonable surface damage 
can be tolerated.  
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The Forest  contains no lands which a r e  formally withdrawn from operation of 
the mineral leasing laws ( t o t a l  access Restriction category). 

However, 17,194 acres  designated under prescription 38 (non-motorized 
recreation),  and 4,300 acres  designated a s  Research Natural Area 
(prescription 10A) have t o t a l  access restriction. O i l  and gas leasing is 
allowed within these areas,  but, w i t h  t he  s t ipu la t ion  of no surface 
occupancy. Application t o  have t h e  Research Natural Areas withdrawn from 
mineral e n t r y  w i l l  be made. 

The amount of area where leasing would be permitted with high r e s t r i c t i o n s  
on access is summarized i n  Table IV-25 and is used t o  demonstrate t he  
difference between al ternat ives:  
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TABLE IV-25 
HIGH ACCESS RESTRICTION AREA SUMMARY 

BY ALTERNATIVES 
FOR OIL AND GAS LEASING 

LOW GEOLOGIC POTENTIAL MEDIUM GEOLDGIC FUTEhTIAL LOW h llEDIUM GEOLOGIC POTENTIA!. 
AREA (1,424,479 d.) Area (514,979 A.) 

Affected % of Affected % of Affected % of 

Area (909,500 A . )  

ALTERNATIVE Acreage Total Acreaee Total Acreaae Total 

1 4,821 0.9 68,035 7.4 72,856 5.1 

2 16,483 3.2 154,647 17.0 171,130 12.0 

3 69 >0.1 145,868 16.0 145,937 10.2 

4 79,117 15.4 227,485 25.0 306,602 21.5 

5 7 8 535 1.5 , 47,292 5.2 54,827 3.9 

6 5,049 1.0 49,173 5.4 54,222 3.8 

7 62,695 12.2 313,635 34.5 376,330 25.8 

8 6,555 1.3 51,244 5.6 57,799 4.1 

9 5,136 1.0 58,668 6.5 63,804 4.5 

10 166 >O.l 40,962 4.5 41,128 2.9 

11 2,090 0.4 71,020 7.8 73,110 5.1 



I n  comparing t h e  amount of land with high access res t r ic t ions ,  a l te rna t ives  
5, 6, and 10 have the l e a s t  acreage of medium potential  lands affected. 
Alternatives 2, 4,  and 7 have the  la rges t  acreage of medium and low 
potent ia l  lands where o i l  and gas operations would be affected. The same 
correlation is true for  the  overal l  Forest acreage. 

I n  considering the coal resource of the  Forest, a l l  a l ternat ives  a r e  t h e  
same i n  amount of area avai lable  for  future  leasing. O f  the  81,534 acres  
of Forest land i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  Forest 's  1984 Coal Lands Review a s  having 
a high t o  moderate potential  fo r  coal development, a l l  a r e  acceptable for 
further consideration fo r  coal leasing, subject t o  area-wide l imitat ions 
and multiple use coordination requiranents. 

Considering the 183,560 acres  of Forest land ident i f ied a s  having a 
potential  for geothermal resources, a l l  a l ternat ives  are t h e  same i n  
ava i lab i l i ty  for  leasing of geothermal resources. 

Saleable Minerals 

The deposits of common variety materials having potential  for  development 
a r e  present throughout t h e  Forest. The ava i lab i l i ty  of the  a reas  
containing these deposits falls  i n t o  much the  same category a s  t h e  
locatable minerals. Those a reas  not available fo r  location would no t  
normally be available for  operations involving c o m n  variety materials. 

Short-term vs. Long-Term Effects 

Impacts of mineral and energy resource exploration and development vary i n  
duration. Even though leases  a r e  issued fo r  a term of 10 years, they a r e  
extended for  producing operations. Generally, mining operations a r e  
designed t o  have a l ife of around 40 years, depending on the  amount of 
material available, market, and other factors.  Locatable mineral 
operations a r e  generally long-term commitments and can result i n  land 
patent and transfer t o  pr iva te  ownership. Geothermal operations may go f o r  
20 t o  50 years before the resource is depleted. 

(1) Vegetation resource: Most vegetation can be reestablished i n  a short  
time, but sensit ive species with small localized populations may be l o s t  
permanently. Removal of high alpine vegetation w i l l  have a long-term 
adverse effect .  

( 2 )  Soi l  resource: If vegetation is ranoved from an area,  serious s o i l  
erosion may result. Exposure of sensitive s o i l s  can result i n  erosion or 
mass movement. This would be a long-term effect requiring many years t o  
heal. 

(3) Hvdrologv and water ouali ty:  A minor increase i n  runoff could be 
expected from any mineral development. This runoff may add sediment t o  
streams, a short-term effect. Effects can be held t o  a minimum i f  proper 
procedures a re  followed. 

(4) Cultural-archeological and h i s to r i c  resources: These resources a r e  
not expected t o  be affected unless an unintentional disturbance occurs. If 
unintentionally disturbed, damage would be permanent. 
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(5) Wildlife and f i s h  habitat:  Most impacts on w i l d l i f e  and f i s h  a r e  
short-term. Site rehabi l i ta t ion can usually r e s to re  the long-term 
productivity of these habitats.  If cumulative impacts create  t o t a l  loss of 
w i l d l i f e  or f i s h  habi ta ts ,  t he  impact w i l l  be long-term. 

(6) Recreation: Noise, a i r  pollution, and visual  intrusion a r e  short-term 
impacts t h a t  return t o  normal following termination of the activity.  
Impacts on recreation opportunities a r e  generally short-term unless  roads 
remain open. That changes the type of recreation opportunities available 
over the  long-term. 

(7) w e :  Impacts on l ivestock operations a r e  short-term. 

( 8 )  Social: Change brought by mineral development usually creates an 
abrupt short-term impact t o  loca l  communities. Cormrmnities then gradually 
adjust  over a period of time followed by long-term s t a b i l i t y  u n t i l  t h e  end 
of mineral production, which again causes an abrupt short-term social  
change. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable C m i t m e n t  of Resources 

Extraction of mineral o r  energy resources is i tself  an i r reversible  and 
irretrievable commitment. Removal of mineral resources is permanent. Once 
removed, minerals cannot be replaced. 

Annually 2.2 mill ion tons of coal a r e  removed from the Forest. One million 
tons of quartz, shale, and limestone combined are removed and used t o  
produce 0.65 mill ion tons of cement. Approximately 3,200 tons of c o "  
minerals a r e  removed and 3,000 tons of kaol in i te  clay a r e  removed annually 
from the Forest. These a r e  a l l  i r revers ib le  and irretrievable commitments 
of resources and w i l l  not change with a l ternat ives .  

Major s o i l  loss due t o  erosion o r  mass s o i l  movement is an irreversible 
degradation of productivity. Soi l s  with high erosion potent ia l  and steep 
slopes should be avoided o r  receive special  mitigation practices. 

Should a w i l d l i f e  or f i s h  habi ta t  be l o s t  due t o  cumulative impacts, the 
action may be irreversible. If sui table  habi ta t  can be restored, the lo s s  
may be mitigated by transplanting from other  populations. Loss of 
threatened and endangered species could be irretrievable. 

Mineral a c t i v i t y  i n  a reas  t h a t  a r e  currently undeveloped could destroy the  
wilderness charzcter of such areas and preclude them from being considered 
fo r  wilderness i n  the future.  

Loss of a cu l tura l  resource si te due t o  mineral a c t i v i t y  is irreversible. 

Mineral impacts t o  water resources, vegetation, visual  conditions, and 
recreation opportunities a r e  not expected t o  be i r reversible  o r  
irretrievable. 
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7. HUMAN AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

The human resource programs of the  Fishlake National Forest a r e  affected by 
the  budget level rather than the resource management a l locat ions of the  
al ternat ives .  Under a l l  a l ternat ives ,  t h e  Forest w i l l  attempt t o  u t i l i z e  
volunteers and the  Senior Citizens Service Employment Program (SCSEP) t o  
the  f u l l e s t  extent. The Youth Conservation Corps (YCC) has provided 
valuable help t o  the Forest i n  the  past ,  but funding for both YCC and SCSEP 
are determined a t  the  national level, so they a r e  not included i n  t h e  
al ternat ives .  

Land Ownership 

Some fac tors  re la t ing t o  ownership adjustment a r e  a r e s u l t  o f - F o r e s t  
Service ac t iv i ty  and thus vary by al ternat ive.  Other fac tors  a r e  external 
t o  fores t  management but a l so  influence t h e  lands program. Private  and 
other government entities have needs which require a responsive program t o  
handle donations, exchanges and t i t l e  claims. 

Funding of t h e  lands program and t h e  amount of ac t iv i ty  generated by 
resource programs (timber, grazing, and recreation, etc.) are two 
s igni f icant  factors.  Alternatives with no o r  low funding of t h e  lands 
program w i l l  not be responsive t o  soc ie ta l  and Forest management needs. 
High resource ac t iv i ty  a l ternat ives  have balanced funding and provide f o r  
an adequate program. 

Land ownership adjustment is directed toward resolving intermingled land 
management problems and improves management efficiency. Lands with 
moderate and high public values are retained or sought i n  exchanges. 

Cooperation of other land owners t o  adopt land uses compatible with the .  
Forest environment w i l l  help resolve confl ic ts .  Land use regulations and 
enforcement to  obtain compliance by s t a t e  and county governments can 
promote compatible land uses. 

Bights-of-Wav: 

Under a l te rna t ives  1, 2, 4, 6 ,  and 8, right-of-ways w i l l  be acquired a s  
needed t o  accomplish project activities. Public access would be somewhat 
improved over the  present si tuation. 

Under a l te rna t ives  3 and 7, there  would be no right-of-way acquis i t ion 
program, and public access would not change from t h e  present. 

Under a l te rna t ives  5, 9, 10 and 11 an ac t ive  right-of-way program would 
eventually obtain a l l  needed access across pr ivate  and State lands 
necessary fo r  access t o  public lands. 
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SDecial Uses 

Requests f o r  t h e  use of National Forest  lands for special  purposes are 
received from pr iva te  individuals  and organizations and other  Federal, 
S ta te ,  and loca l  governments. Permitted uses and t h e  rate of appl icat ions 
f o r  new uses are independent of t h e  al ternat ives .  Differences between 
a l t e rna t ives  include t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  administer exis t ing permits and process 
new applications. Special  uses would be permitted i n  each a l t e rna t ive  on 
lands where they are compatible with t h e  management d i rec t ion  f o r  t h e  
area. Alternatives 1, 3 and 7 pose t h e  greatest  r i s k  of adverse 
environmental impact because of inadequate funding t o  properly administer 
permits. 

Before a permit is issued, t h e  proposed use is evaluated t o  ident i fy  and 
develop a solut ion t o  avoid or-mitigate adverse impacts. Depending on t h e  
type and amount, t h e  use can degrade visual  quali ty,  damage vegetation, 
d i s turb  soil  and displace wi ld l i f e  during construction phase. The 
operation phase can a l s o  have effects on t h e  environment, though they are 
usually minor. 

The Forest  expects some increase i n  interest i n  development o f  hydropower. 
Impacts would be t h e  same for a l l  alternatives. Hydropower uses would 
dewater some streams or reduce flow, causing loss of aquatic life and sane 
degradation of riparian zones. Forest  Service claims f o r  instream water 
may be challenged. 

TransDortation and U t i l i t v  Corridors 

With t h e  exception of those a l te rna t ives  where t h e  assignment of non- 
development prescr ipt ions s l i g h t l y  r e s t r i c t ed  potent ia l  corr idor  windows, 
t h e  designation of po ten t ia l  t ransportat ion corr idors  and corr idor  windows 
remained constant across  t h e  alternatives. The main difference i n  trans- 
portat ion planning caused by t h e  dipferent  alternatives tis t h e  s i z e  of t h e  
a reas  with nondevelopment prescr-kptions t h a t  “would l i m i t  t ransportat ion 
f a c i l i t y  construction. Table IV-26 shows t h e  approximate area of these 
areas by al ternat ive.  

TABLE IV-26 
AVOIDANCE AREAS FOR TRANSPORTATION 

AND UTILITY CORRIDORS 

A l t .  1 2 -3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

M Acres 88.2 360.0 276.0 565.1 86.7 149.4 753.2 147.7 168.6 108.9 130.4 

1” ’ 

Avoidance areas  t h a t  a r e  constant i n  a l l  a l te rna t ives  a r e  t h e  ex is t ing  
Partridge Mountain Research Natural Area and the  valley of Fish Lake. 
Those t h a t  vary between a l t e rna t ives  a r e  t h e  proposed Research Natural 
Areas and those assigned nonmotorized prescriptions.  

The Forest  expects t o  receive requests f o r  new transportation and u t i l i t y  
corr idors  and an increase of a c t i v i t y  within exis t ing corridors. 
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The principal consequences of a c t i v i t i e s  i n  corridors are adverse impacts 
on so i l s ,  water, and scenery. Problems associated with u t i l i t y  development 
a re  inconvenience t o  the  public, construction d i f f icu l ty ,  and management of 
ORV use. 

Appendix G t o  the  Forest Plan,displays an evaluation of corridors i n  more 
detai l .  

Suecial Areas 

The Fishlake National Forest contains one exis t ing Research Natural Area 
(RNA),  Partridge Mountain. This 1,200 acre area was established i n  1978 t o  
protect a nearly pr i s t ine  area of mountain brush habi ta t  fo r  f u t u r e  
research. 

A s  part  of the  planning process, ar search was made of p r i s t i n e  a reas  
located on the Forest. The results oE t h i s  review a r e  documented i n  t h e  
planning process records a t  t h e  Forest Supervisors Office. The preferred 
a l te rna t ive  recommends t h a t  two areas located i n  the  Tushar Mountains, Fish 
Creek and Bullion Canyon, be considered for establishment a s  R N A ' s  through 
the establishment report  process. U n t i l  a decision is made through t h i s  
process they w i l l  be managed Several 
a l ternat ives  were considered t h a t  did not propose these two areas  f o r  R N A ' s  
(see attached a l te rna t ive  maps). Regardless of what prescription was 
assigned t o  the  two areas, the environmental consequences would not be 
s ignif icant ly  different .  Di f f icu l t  access and a general lack of forage o r  
sui table  timber resources l i m i t  development potential .  

The U. S. Geological Survey has indicated t h a t  there  is a high mineral 
potential  i n  the Tushar Mountains where Fish Creek and Bullion Pasture 
RNA's  a r e  located (Steven and Morris, 1984). Designation of these two 
areas a s  RNA's  does not const i tute  a mineral withdrawal. The decision t o  
establ ish a RNA and the decision t o  withdraw an area from mineral entry a r e  
two d i s t i n c t  and sepapate decisions. Therefore, the designation of e i t h e r  
of these two areas a s  R N A ' s  does not consti tute an i r re t r ievable  or irrevo- 
cable commitment o f  the  mineral resource. It would, however, make discov- 
e r y  more d i f f i c u l t  and could heighten a potential  conf l ic t  over mineral 
development. 

No recommendations were made i n  the  Forest Plan for  t h e  establishment of 
any National Natural Landmarks. Several potent ia l  areas  a r e  on t h e  Forest, 
but they a r e  of such a nature t h a t  normal management would have no effect 
on them. 

Unavoidable Adverse Effects 

Some adverse e f f e c t s  w i l l  occur under a.ll al ternatives.  

U t i l i t y  and special  use construction and operation w i l l  d is turb vegetation 
and so i l s .  The resul t ing f a c i l i t i e s  may a l t e r  the  scenic qua l i ty  of 
sites. Special uses can interfere with other uses of the  National Forest  
and may reduce t h e  opportunities for  recreation. If Forest Service claims 
fo r  instream water a r e  denied, loss  of aquatic l i fe  and stream channel 
narrowing w i l l  result from hydropower projects. 

t o  re ta in  the i r  p r i s t i ne  character. 
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Short-term Uses vs. Long-term Productivity 

Most land activities w i l l  have the same effects on short  and long-term 
use. A few special  uses have short  duration, but most of them occupy t h e i r  
sites f o r  20 years o r  longer. 

Any impact of special  use on National Forest land is usually intense during 
the shor t  construction phase, but only moderately affects t h e  long-term 
productivity of the  land. However, a hydropower development could have 
long-term ef fec ts .  

I 

I r revers ib le  and I r re t r ievable  Commitments of Resources 

Commitment of National Forest land t o  a special use is usually long-term. 
Some types of f a c i l i t i e s  (e.g., an electronics tower) can eas i ly  be removed 
and the  land restored. Other f ac i l i t i e s ,  such a s  highways and hydropower 
developments, a l t e r  the  land t o  a greater extent, making rehabi l i ta t ion  
d i f f i c u l t  and expensive. Occupancy trespass does not usually create an 
i r r eve r s ib l e  or i r re t r ievable  commitment of National Forest lands. 

Acquisition of land through purchase, donation, o r  exchange is considered 
an i r r e t r i evab le  action. Returning land to  its original  owner would defeat 
the  purpose of the  acquisit ion.  However, changing pol ic ies  may d i c t a t e  
t ranfer r ing  some of the  acquired land back t o  pr ivate  ownership i n  exchange 
fo r  lands having greater  public value. This change of ownership is not 
i r revers ib le .  

9. WILDERNESS 

The Forest  had a t o t a l  of 735,320 acres tha t  met t h e  min imum requirement 
fo r  wilderness consideration prior t o  passage of t h e  1984 Utah Wilderness 
Act (PL 98-428). This a c t  did not designate any wilderness areas on t h e  
Fishlake National Forest. 

Irreversible and I r re t r ievable  Commitment of Resources 

Lands current ly  meeting t h e  Wilderness c r i t e r i a ,  t h a t  a r e  developed during 
t h e  first decade of Plan implementation, a re  an i r re t r ievable  cmitment  of 
the  wilderness resource t o  other uses. Table IV-27 shows t h e  estimated 
acres  of potent ia l  wilderness lands that  would be developed by timber sa l e s  
and t h e i r  attendent roads during the first decade. 

TABLE IV-27 
POTENTIAL WILDERNESS ACRES DEVELOPED BY TIMBER SALES 

AND THEIR ANCILLARY ROADS DURING THE FIRST DECADE 

A l t .  1 2 ? 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 1  
acres 1,600 3,300 1,500 1,100 3,000 1,600 0 1,800 1,700 1,700 2,000 
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Area Meeting The M i n i "  Wilderness Cr i te r ia  

Roadless areas with mineral potent ia l  may be developed but spec i f i c  
locations and impacts a r e  unknown a t  t h i s  time. Therefore the  e f f e c t s  on 
the wilderness resource cannot be estimated. Other a c t i v i t i e s  may be 
proposed a f t e r  the Forest Plan is implemented, such a s  u t i l i t y  corr idors  
and other special  land uses t h a t  may a f f ec t  the  wilderness resource. 

Although the preferred a l te rna t ive  does not recommend acres f o r  wilderness 
designation, it does not foreclose future  evaluations i n  the  next major 
Plan revision. Based upon development a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  preferred 
a l te rna t ive  and estimating unforeseen developments based on past  
experience, it is estimated t h a t  i n  excess of 720,000 acres w i l l  remain 
roadless and undeveloped and avai lable  for  wilderness consideration. 

10. FACILITIES 

-S 

Alternatives 1 ,  3, 6 and 7 do not include an adequate program for  repair 
and preventive maintenance of buildings and other f a c i l i t i e s ,  causing 
continued deterioration i n  t h e i r  condition. Several administrative s i t e s  
w i l l  be closed and cu ts  made i n  warehouse and storage f a c i l i t i e s  under 
these al ternat ives .  

Alternatives 2, 4, 5, 8, 9 and 11 would include preventive maintenance and 
repair ,  but  cutbacks i n  the  number of exis t ing administrative site f a c i l -  
i t i e s  would be made i n  order t o  keep the  remaining f a c i l i t i e s  i n  su i t ab le  
condition. 

Alternative 10 would represent a substant ia l  increase i n  t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  
budget and could bring most of the  exis t ing f a c i l i t i e s  up t o  an acceptable 
leve l  of repair  and performance. 

A cutback i n  the number of e x i s t i n g  administrative f a c i l i t i e s  is l i k e l y  
regardless of which a l te rna t ive  is considered, due t o  bet ter  fo re s t  access 
and changed working conditions and needs since most sites were 
established. No a l te rna t ive  has a yearly budget large enough t o  finance 
replacement and new construction of major buildings. 

Under the  provisions of the  National Histor ic  Preservation Act of 1966 (36 
CFR 800.31, the e f f ec t s  of t he  "cutback" i n  the  number of ex is t ing  
administrative f a c i l i t i e s  must be determined for appropriate properties.  
Appropriate properties a r e  those t h a t  a r e  a t  l e a s t  50 years of age and/or 
represent a Civilian Conservation Corps construction project from the  
1930's. As with any cu l tura l  resource, t he  property w i l l  be evaluated f o r  
e l i g i b i l i t y  t o  the National Register of Historic Places. Adverse e f f e c t s  
t o  s ignif icant  properties w i l l  be mitigated by data recovery plans. 
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TransDortation 

Maintenance - F i r s t  Decade 

Alternat ives  3 and 7 provide for road maintenance a t  a level  which is 
approximately 2/3 of the current  level .  Under these a l te rna t ives  only 
about one quarter  of the system receives annual maintenance. The road 
system w i l l  rapidly deteriorate.  

Alternat ives  1, 4, and 8 would provide f o r  road maintenance a t  the  current  
level .  About l/3 of the system would receive annual maintenance. The 
co l l ec to r  road system and major loca l  roads w i l l  continue t o  deteriorate.  
Maintenance costs w i l l  increase, resu l t ing  i n  poorer maintenance and a 
decrease i n  miles maintained. Generally under these al ternat ives ,  roads 
w i l l  eventually become unsafe and contr ibute  t o  resource damage. As loca l  
or pr imit ive roads become more impassible, new routes  would be pioneered by 
users  or use would be l i m i t e d  t o  4-wheel dr ive  or a l l - te r ra in  vehicles. 
Most pr imit ive roads evolved from wagon roads o r  off road vehicle tracks 
and were never constructed t o  a maintainable standard. Mamtenance often 
accelerates deterioration on these roads by lowering the  road grade below 
the surrounding terrain. Permanent or seasonal c losures  on many roads w i l l  
have t o  be implemented under these al ternat ives .  

Alternat ives  2, 5, 6 ,  9 ,  and 11 would provide for road maintenance somewhat 
above t h e  current  level. About fo r ty  percent of the system would receive 
annual maintenance. Maintenance emphasis would be on roads supporting t h e  
timber program while other roads w i l l  continue t o  deteriorate.  Traf f ic  
w i l l  be restricted on roads not constructed t o  an  all-weather standard. 
Rebuilding, closing, o r  abandoning substandard loca l  roads w i l l  be 
emphasized. This program w i l l  reduce the safety problems and resource 
degradation associated with these roads. 

Alternat ive 10 would provide f o r  the development and maintenance of an 
e f f i c i e n t ,  s a f e  and environmentally sound road system. 

Maintenance - O u t  Decades 

I n  f u t u r e  decades maintenance levels for a l t e rna t ives  1, 3, 5, 7, and 8 
would not  change. Environmental effects of implementation would be the  
same a s  previously s ta ted  f o r  the first decade. 

Levels of maintenance in  a l t e rna t ives  2, 4, and 6 increase t o  accommodate 
approximately half  of t h e  system i n  out  decades. However, s ince 
a l t e r n a t i v e  4 would require the  closing of some roads t o  meet w i l d l i f e  
object ives ,  maintenance on the remainder of the system would be a t  a leve l  
somewhat higher than a l te rna t ives  2 and 6. 

I n  a l t e rna t ives  9 and 11 maintenance would decrease t o  current levels i n  
t h e  out  decades. Effects would be the same as  those s t a t ed  for 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  1 ,  4, and 8 in  the first decade. 

Although maintenance level would increase somewhat i n  the out decades, 
a l t e r n a t i v e  10 would continue t o  accommodate a l l  road maintenance needs. 
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Projected road maintenance miles by a l t e rna t ive  and decade are l isted i n  
Table IV-28. 

TABLE IV-28 
PROJECTED ROAD MAINTENANCE 

(Base mileage fo r  Forest Service maintenance taken 
a t  1983 leve l  of 703 miles ac tua l ly  maintained) 

Proiected Miles Maintained Per Year 
DECADE 

Alternative 1 2 3 4 5 

1 667 667 667 667 667 
2 742 946 9 46 946 9'16 
3 445 445 445 445 445 
4 667 896 896 896 896 
5 742 786 786 786 786 
6 742 917 917 917 917 
7 445 445 445 445 445 
8 697 697 697 697 697 
9 742 664 664 664 667 

10 * 1483 "1886 *I886 "1886 *1886 
11 741 664 664 664 667 

*Includes a l l  system roads on present inventory. 

Construction and Reconstruction - A l l  Decades 

No a l te rna t ive  adequately provides for construction and reconstruction of 
arterial  and col lector  roads, s ince costs are beyond exis t ing budgets and 
constraints. A proposed reconstruction schedule of these roads based on a 
40 year useful l i fe  is included i n  Appendix J of the  Forest  Plan f o r  
informational purposes. Adequate funding would not be available under any 
a l te rna t ive  for a program t h i s  ambitious. 

No a l te rna t ive  provides fo r  bridge replacement o r  construction as par t  of 
t h e  Forest budget. Alternatives 2, 4, 5, 6, 9,  10, and 11 would provide 
some money for maintenance and repair  of exis t ing structures.  Bridge 
deterioration would be expected under a l te rna t ives  1, 3, 7, and 8. 

Each a l te rna t ive  considered roads for access t o  pr ivate  property, 
recreation, timber harvest, grazing, mineral development and other resource 
management ac t iv i t i e s ,  including road management. Alternatives 1, 3, 7, 
and 8 would need a small amount of loca l  road construction t o  meet project  
requirements. 

Projected road construction and reconstruction by a l te rna t ive  and decade is 
l i s ted  i n  Table IV-29. 
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Dams 
Under high budget alternatives, including a l t e rna t ives  4, 5, 6 ,  9, 10, and 
11, e ight  dams a r e  proposed f o r  reconstruction with wi ld l i f e  funds. These 
pro jec ts  w i l l  increase water s torage i n  t h e  project  area,  improve habi ta t  
capabi l i ty  for  f i sh ,  and increase recreat ion opportunities. There w i l l  be 
short-term increases i n  ground disturbance and some decrease i n  water 
qua l i t y  during project  construction. Under t h e  other  a l te rna t ives  no dam 
reconstruction is proposed. 

\. 
1' 
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TABLE IV-29 
ROAD CONSTRUCTION AND RECONSTRUCTION 

MILES PER DECADE 

Altern- Decade 
a t ive  1 2 3 4 5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Ar ter ia l  Collector 0 0 0 0 0 
Local 4.6 23.4 28.5 17.2 23.7 

Arter ia l  Collector 0 0 0 0 0 

**Road Betterment 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 

Ar te r ia l  Collector 0 0 0 0 0 

*Local 19.3 19.0 24.4 23.4 22.8 

*Local 4.3 8.3 12.0 8.3 8.7 

Arter ia l  Collector 0 0 0 0 0 
*Local 3.4 12.0 16.5 7.0 9.6 
**Road Betterment 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 

Ar te r ia l  Collector 0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
*Local 17.2 31.7 32.0 40.4 31.6 
**Road Betterment 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 

Ar ter ia l  Collector 0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
*Local 18.5 27.6 30.5 26.4 24.9 
**Road Betterment 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 

Ar te r ia l  Collector 0 0 0 0 0 
*Local 1 *7 9.6 10.2 6.8 8.5 

Arter ia l  Collector 0 0 0 0 0 
*Local 15.2 24.3 28.4 23.0 24.2 
**Road Betterment 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 

Ar te r ia l  Collector 0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
*Local 16.3 25.7 29.1 26.7 9.1 
**Road Betterment 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 

Ar te r ia l  Collector 0 0 0 0 0 
*Local 17.2 29.4 35.8 44.3 39.9 
**Road Betterment 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 

Arter ia l  Collector 0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
*Local 6.4 19.2 21.3 37.4 19.1 
**Road Betterment 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 

*Local roads include timber purchaser road construction 
**Road Betterment includes heavy maintenance and spot reconstruction 
on local  roads. 
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Unavoidable Adverse Effects 

Use of roads when w e t ,  par t icu lar ly  durmg l a t e  f a l l  and ear ly  spring, 
causes considerable damage and loss of maintenance investment. 
Reconstruction o r  construction of roads may increase t r a f f i c  enough t o  
d i s t u r b  w i l d l i f e  and cause resource damage. These e f f ec t s  can be reduced 
by seasonal area closures and/or betterment such a s  surfacing, drainage 
improvement, revegetation, relocation, etc.  

Road construction and reconstruction w i l l  temporarily increase s o i l  
movement, but  t h i s  effect w i l l  be reduced a s  slopes and ditches revegetate 
and s tab i l ize .  When roads a r e  constructed i n  semiprimitive, motorized o r  
semiprimitive, nonmotorized areas ,  the Recreational Opportunity Spectrum 
(ROS) c l a s s i f i ca t ion  changes t o  roaded natural. 

Dam reconstruction w i l l  temporarily increase ground disturbance and s o i l  
movement. There may be scme shor t  term increases i n  sediment delivered t o  
the reservoirs  o r  streams involved i n  the  projects. These impacts w i l l  be 
mitigated by revegetating a l l  borrow sites and disturbed areas. 

Short-term Use vs.  Long-term Productivitv 

Roads do not s ign i f icant ly  affect long-term productivity of the Forest, 
because of the r e l a t ive ly  small percentage of t he  t o t a l  Forest acreage 
encumbered. 

I r revers ib le  and I r r e t r i evab le  Commitments of Resources 

Roads and administrative sites can be obl i terated and the land returned t o  
productivity. Obli terat ing roads constructed w i t h  extensive cu ts  and fills 
may not be possible. The time required t o  accomplish t h i s  depends scmewhat 
on how much is spent t o  do it. Roads b u i l t  i n  presently unroaded areas  may 
prevent fu tu re  consideration of those areas a s  wilderness. 

11. PROTECTION 

The protection element includes f o r e s t  and rangeland pest management, f ire 
management, and a i r  qua l i ty  protection. 

Forest Pests 

The Fishlake's most s ign i f icant  insec t  and disease losses  a r e  associated 
primarily with unmanaged timber stands. For the  most par t ,  t h e  more 
harvesting an a l t e rna t ive  provides, the  lower a r e  the  losses  due t o  insec ts  
and disease and the less the chance of catastrophic losses  due t o  these 
factors.  T h i s  is especial ly  true with mountain pine beetle,  dwarf 
mistletoe,  and ro ts .  Avoidance of Engelmann spruce beet le  losses is more a 
matter of prompt and adequate salvage and debris  treatment. With western 
spruce budworm, the grea tes t  losses  w i l l  be i n  younger stands. 

Alternative 7 would have the  highest  level of insect and disease a c t i v i t y  
along with a high r isk of catastrophic  occurrences. Extensive periodic 
control measures w i l l  be needed t o  prevent spread onto other ownerships. 
Alternatives 1, 3, and 8 w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  continued o r  s l i gh t ly  decreased 

I 
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losses  due t o  insects  and disease compared t o  the current  s i tua t ion .  
Periodic control measures w i l l  be necessary primarily f o r  mountain pine and 
Engelmann spruce beetle. These a l te rna t ives  have a moderate chance of 
catastrophic insect and disease occurrences. Alternatives 6, 9 and 11 w i l l  
result i n  reduced losses  and chance of catastrophic occurrences compared t o  
present levels. Alternative 4 w i l l  result i n  a moderate reduction of these 
losses. A s ign i f icant  reduction i n  losses  t o  insects, and pa r t i cu la r ly  
disease, occurs with a l te rna t ives  2 and 5. Chances of catastrophic  
occurrences a r e  a l so  l igh t .  Losses t o  insec ts  and disease would be 
minimized under a l te rna t ive  10. 

Periodic inspection f o r  insect and disease outbreaks i n  spruce f i r  s tands 
is needed. Except f o r  a l te rna t ives  1, 3, and 7, increased monitoring w i l l  
be necessary s t a r t i ng  i n  t he  second decade f o r  a l l  a l te rna t ives .  In 
general, t he  la rger  t he  acreage harvested, t he  more area w i l l  need t o  be 
monitored f o r  insects  and disease. 

Rangeland Pests 

Grasshoppers and Mormon cr icke ts  reach epidemic proportions on t h e  Forest  
cyclicly.  When these epidemics occur, t h e  qua l i ty  and quantity of forage 
avai lable  f o r  l ivestock and w i l d l i f e  is decreased. Some sites may have 
forage values reduced up t o  50 percent, b u t  considering t h e  t o t a l  land base 
t h i s  may be only 10 percent of t he  t o t a l  forage on the  Forest. Under 
current management, t h a t  would represent approximately 14,000 AUM's. 

The amount of treatment t h a t  would occur depends primarily on t h e  funding 
level. Few i f  any treatments would be made under a l t e rna t ives  1 and 7. 
Moderate levels of treatment would be pursued with a l t e rna t ives  3, 4, 6, 8, 
9 and 11. High levels of treatment could be obtained with a l t e rna t ives  2, 
5 and 10. 

F i r e  Management 

Acres burned by wi ldf i re  for  each a l te rna t ive  were estimated through t h e  
use of Level I1 F i re  Management Analysis. During t h e  1970's t h e  Forest  
experienced an average annual wi ldf i re  burn of 740 acres. With t h e  funding 
level of a l te rna t ive  7, approximately 1,300 acres  per year would burn. 
Under a l te rna t ive  3 funding, wildf i re  burned acres  a r e  reduced t o  
approximately 820 acres. All other a l te rna t ives  have about 160 ac res  of 
burn annually. Limited natural  fuels treatment is planned, a s  f u e l  loading 
during the  planning period should not be a major problem. Alternatives 3, 
7, 9 and 11 have no natural  fue l s  treatment scheduled, while 1 ,  2, 4, 5, 6 
and 8 have 100 acres each. The la rges t  natural  fuel treatment program is 
260 acres  i n  a l te rna t ive  10. 

Prescribed fire from natural  unplanned igni t ions  w i l l  be used i n  a l l  alter- 
natives outside buffers and special  zones. Use of prescribed fire must 
comply with guidelines for  smoke management and state a i r  qua l i ty  
standards. 
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Unavoidable Adverse Effects 

Wildfires may r e s u l t  In loss of soil,  damage t o  range improvements, wild- 
l i fe  habi ta t ,  and timber, and increase the potential  f o r  flooding. There is 
t h e  poss ib i l i t y  of loss or damage under any al ternat ive,  but t h e  proper 
treatment of f u e l s  ca l l ed  f o r  i n  a l ternat ives  1, 2, 4, 5, 6,  8 and 
especially 10 reduce the r i sk  of damage or loss. Alternatives 3 and 7 
present the highest po ten t ia l  for damage o r  loss. 

Short-term Uses vs. Lonn-term Productivity 

Wildfires are short-term events. In  t h e  natural  environment, they occur on 
a cyclic bas i s  and do not  affect long-term productivity of the land. Both 
wildfire and its suppression can a f f ec t  short-term productivity by a l t e r ing  
plant succession, f u e l  accumulations, nutr ient  cycles, energy flow, produc- 
t i v i t y ,  d ivers i ty ,  and s t a b i l i t y  of ecosystems. Prescribed fire can be 
used for short and long-term advantages without reducing long-term 
productivity. 

Irreversible and I r r e t r i evab le  Comitment of Resources 

Low levels of f ire management may r e su l t  i n  irretrievable loss of a 
resource, primarily timber and so i l s ,  and off-s i te  damage t o  private 
developments. 

A i r  Qual i ty  

None of t h e  a l t e rna t ives  allow signif icant  degradation of a i r  quality. 
Uncontrolled w i l d f i r e  produces t h e  most a i r  pollution on the  Forest. The 
State recognizes t ha t  wi ldf i res  are unavoidable, occur only occasionally, 
and a r e  of short duration. 

Prescribed fires generally produce less a i r  pollution because they are 
burned a t  d i f f e ren t  times and under weather conditions favorable for smoke 
dispersal. 

Increased vehicle t r a v e l  expected under the  higher budget a l te rna t ives  w i l l  
add only a very minor volume of additional exhaust fumes and dust  i n t o  t h e  
air. 

The Air Qual i ty  Class i f ica t ion  of the  whole Forest remains a s  Class I1 i n  
a l l  a l ternat ives .  

Unavoidable Adverse Effects 

Under any a l t e rna t ive ,  smoke from wildf i re  o r  prescribed burning w i l l  
occasionally accumulate i n  val ley bottoms. 
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Short-term vs.  Long-term Effects 

None of the  short-term uses (wildfire, prescribed fire, vehicle use) are 
expected t o  degrade the quali ty of the airshed over the  Forest  over t h e  
long-term. Since the airshed is not isolated,  it is l ike ly  t h a t  i n  t h e  
long-term the  quali ty of a i r  moving onto the  Forest from adjacent urban 
areas w i l l  have a greater effect than a i r  pollution generated on t h e  Fores t  
i t s e l f .  

I r revers ible  and Irretr ievable  Commitment of Resources 

None of the al ternat ives  w i l l  have any i r reversible  o r  i r r e t r i evab le  effect 
upon the  Forest 's  a i r  quality. The effect off-Forest a i r  pol lut ion w i l l  
have on Forest resources is unknown. 

C. SOCIAL EFFECTS 

Some soc ia l  change could occur i n  t h e  five counties comprising t h e  zone of 
influence of Fishlake National Forest with any a l te rna t ive  implemented. 
This change r e l a t e s  t o  potential  development of mineral resources 
underlying the  Forest and an in f lux  of people seeking a rura l  l i fe  s ty l e .  
While the  second factor  has produced a slow, steady change, t h e  effects of 
the  first w i l l  be geared t o  the  pace of mineral development. The 
a l te rna t ives  a f f ec t  the social  descriptors of the  Human Resource U n i t s  
described i n  Chapter I1 t o  varying degrees, but most of the  changes and 
e f f ec t s  a r e  minimal. 

Social Effects of Alternatives bv Human Resource Uni t  

1- None of t h e  a l te rna t ives  w i l l  
have major effects on the  l i f e s ty l e s ,  social  organization, a t t i t u d e s  or 
land uses i n  these HRU's .  I n  the Delta HRU, t h i s  is due t o  the  low r a t e  of 
participation i n  a c t i v i t i e s  affected by the  alternatives.  Recreation a t  
Oak Creek is one of Delta's main uses of the  Forest. Richfield HRU has a 
high proportion of service, i n d u s t r i e s  and r e t a i l  t rade not t i e d  t o  Forest  
outputs controlled by the  alternatives.  Alternatives 2, 4, 5, 6, 9,  10 and 
11 would have a s l i gh t  posit ive effect due t o  increased recreat ion and 
wi ld l i fe  opportunities, while a l ternat ives  1, 3, 4 and 7 would have a 
s l i g h t  negative e f fec t  i n  t h i s  regard. 

Beaver and Fillmore Human Resource U n i t s  - These Human Resource Un i t s  could 
be moderately affected by the  alternatives.  Both have an intermediate mix 
of agr icul tural  and nonagricultural employment. People i n  t h e  Beaver HRU 
u t i l i z e  the  Forest for  grazing, timber harvest, and recreation. Those i n  
the Fillmore HRU u t i l i z e  it for  grazing and recreation. Thus a l t e rna t ives  
such a s  1, 3 and 7, which reduce grazing capacity, w i l l  have a moderately 
negative effect on the  lifestyles of residents of these two HRU's .  
Conversely, a l ternat ives  which increase outputs w i l l  have beneficial  
effects. I n  e i ther  case the e f f ec t s  w i l l  be modulated by non-Forest 
related employment t h a t  has increased over the  past 20 years. 
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P i u t e  Human Resource Unit - The economy of t h i s  HRU is highly dependent on 
t h e  output of two Forest resources: 

I n  t h e  case o f  range, a l ternat ives  1, 3, and 7 -- with grazing capacit ies 
lower than present -- w i l l  have an adverse effect on lifestyles, a t t i tudes  
and land uses within t h e  HRU. Alternatives 2, 6, 8, 9, and 11 w i l l  about 
maintain the  current conditions, and a l te rna t ives  5 and 10 w i l l  have a 
beneficial  effect. 

The effects minerals w i l l  have on the HRU is assumed t o  be par t ia l ly  depen- 
dent on t h e  land area available fo r  minerals development. Designation of 
two small Research Natural Areas i n  a l te rna t ives  5 and 11 might have a 
s l i g h t  negative effect, but on the  whole effects w i l l  depend on the  r a t e  
minerals are developed. Assignment of nondevelopment prescriptions t o  
s ign i f icant  portions of the  Tushar Mountains i n  a l te rna t ives  4 and 7 could 
hamper mineral development and thus slow the  growth rate of the  HRU. 

Fremont Human Resource Unit  - This HRU is most sensitive t o  the e f fec ts  of 
t h e  a l te rna t ives  of a l l  the  H R U ' s  i n  t h e  Forest ' s  zone of influence. 
Individuals depend on several  Forest outputs i n  order t o  maintain the i r  
economic base. Many have consciously chosen t o  forego material benefits  i n  
favor of the  rural l i f e s t y l e  available i n  t h e  area. The economy is highly 
dependent on t h e  outputs of goods and services  from the Forest. Thus 
a l te rna t ives  such a s  1, 3 and 7, which decrease those outputs, w i l l  have 
strong adverse effects on the l i f e s ty l e s ,  values, social  organization, 
population and land use on the HRU. Implementation of a l ternat ives  2, 5, 
and 10 w i l l  probably not lead t o  s ign i f icant  growth, but t o  a higher 
qua l i ty  of l i fe  f o r  present residents. While a l t e rna t ive  4 would lead t o  
increased employment, it would require a s ign i f icant  change i n  the  
l i f e s t y l e ,  a t t i t u d e s  and land use of t h e  HRU. Implementation of 
a l te rna t ives  6, 8, 9 and 11 would probably have t h e  l e a s t  impact on t h i s  
HRU, with a l t e rna t ive  8 probably having a s l i gh t ly  better impact than the  
others. 

Effects On Minorities And Women 

Minorities other  than women consti tute 2.5 percent of t h e  population i n  the 
Forest 's  zone of influence. None of the  a l te rna t ives  should have major 
effects upon them. On April 3, 1980, Congress adopted the  Paiute Indian 
Tribe of Utah Restoration Act, which allows up t o  15,000 acres of reserva- 
t i o n  land t o  be established i n  Beaver, Iron, Washington, Millard and Sevier 
Counties. A s  a result of t h i s  ac t ,  the  Paiutes have been granted a 
permanent special  u se  permit t o  hold rel igious ceremonies on 400 acres a t  
t h e  south end of Fish Lake during two periods of two weeks each during the 
summer. Their use of t h i s  land should not have any s ignif icant  e f fec t  on 
projected outputs. 

The Forest Service is an Equal Opportunity Employer and does not 
discriminate with respect t o  race, color, re l igion,  sex, national origin, 
po l i t i c s ,  marital  s t a tus ,  physical handicap, o r  age i n  any ac t iv i ty  it 
c a r r i e s  out. 
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D. ECONOMIC EFFECTS 

1. COST EFFICIENCY ANALYSIS 

The planning process, specified i n  t h e  NFMA regulations, requires consid- 
erat ion of economic efficiency a s  a basic  pr inciple  of planning -- 36 CFR 
219.1(b)(13); i n  t he  formulation of a l te rna t ives  -- 36 CFR 219.12(f)(8); i n  
estimating the e f fec ts  of a l te rna t ives  -- 36 CFR 219.12(g)(3); and i n  
evaluating the  a l te rna t ives  -- 36 CFR 219.12(h).In addition t o  t h e  NFMA 
requirements, t he  congressionally revised Resources Planning Act Statement 
of Policy s t a t e s  "...forests and rangeland, i n  a l l  ownerships, should be 
managed t o  maximize t h e i r  n e t  soc ia l  and economic contributions t o  t h e  
Nation's well being, i n  an environmentally sound manner.. ." Further, "The 
Secretary of Agriculture sha l l  continue h i s  e f f o r t s  t o  evaluate  t h e  
cost-effectiveness of t he  renewable resource program." The appl icat ion of 
Forestwide Management Requirements t o  a l l  a l te rna t ives  insures t h a t  
multiple use management w i l l  be applied " in  an environmentally sound 
manner. It 

The main c r i te r ion  used i n  t he  economic efficiency analysis is present ne t  
value. It is defined a s  discounted benefi ts  less discounted costs, 
including only those outputs t h a t  can be assigned monetary values. I n  t h e  
l inear  programming model, FORTLAN, each a l te rna t ive  was run t o  maximize 
present net value, given the  goals and objectives of t he  al ternat ive.  This  
ensured t h a t  t he  prescription assignment was cost  efficient. The optimum 
a l te rna t ive  is the  one t h a t  maximizes ne t  public benefits (NPB), defined as 
the overall  value t o  the  nation of a l l  benefi ts  less a l l  associated inputs  
and costs,  regardless of whether or not they can be quant i ta t ively valued. 

The economic parameters shown i n  Tables IV-30 and IV-31 r e f l e c t  only t h e  
monetary portion of t he  analysis  used t o  evaluate a l te rna t ives .  
Decisionmakers consider public benef i t s  i n  addition t o  economic e f f ic iency  
i n  t he  f i n a l  analysis. 

Some resources produced on the  f o r e s t  were valued exp l i c i t l y  i n  t h e  
planning process, others were valued implici t ly ,  and some were not  valued 
a t  a l l .  The benefits  shown i n  Tables IV-30 and IV-31 a r e  t h e  result of 
placing spec i f ic  dol lar  values on timber, l ivestock grazing, recreat ion,  
w i l d l i f e ,  increased water yield,  and minerals. These a r e  t h e  outputs  t h a t  
were exp l i c i t l y  valued i n  t he  planning process. Timber values were 
calculated using Fishlake National Forest  timber s a l e  bid pr ices  f o r  timber 
sold during the period between 1977 and 1983. A l l  other output values were 
derived from data used i n  the 1980 RPA and the  Regional Guide. A l l  values 
a r e  i n  1978 dol lars  compounded t o  1982. 

Certain resources were implici t ly  valued through t h e i r  associat ion with 
resources tha t  were expl ic i t ly  priced. No dol lar  value was placed on an 
acre of su i tab le  wi ld l i fe  habi ta t ,  ye t  t h i s  resource was valued through its 
association with hunting and nongame recreation ac t iv i ty .  Those management 
a c t i v i t i e s  which improve wi ld l i f e  hab i t a t  were a t t r ibu ted  t o  more 
wildlife-related recreation v i s i t o r  days than those which degrade w i l d l i f e  
habitat .  I n  t h i s  way, wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  and divers i ty  were impl ic i t ly  
included i n  t he  economic analysis. 
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Some resources could not be valued e i t h e r  exp l i c i t l y  o r  implici t ly  through 
association with other resources. Examples of such benefi ts  include 
research benef i t s  of designated research natural  areas, t he  value t o  
f u t u r e  generations of protecting and preserving cu l tura l  resources, the 
benef i t s  of maintaining viable populations of animal species not related t o  
recreation use, and the  vicarious sa t i s f ac t ion  derived by some individuals 
who des i re  t h e  establishment of Research Natural Areas y e t  who have no 
intention of v i s i t i n g  these areas. 

Economic parameters used i n  t h i s  planning e f f o r t  can only serve a s  r e l a t ive  
indicators  of t he  benefi ts  t o  society t h a t  would accrue under each 
a l te rna t ive .  They cannot be interpreted as absolute indicators of t o t a l  
soc i e t a l  benefits .  

Table IV-30 shows the benefits  and c o s t s  of t h e  various a l te rna t ives  
discounted a t  4 percent. Table IV-31 shows benefi ts  and cos ts  of t he  
various a l te rna t ives  discounted a t  7 percent. I n  addition t o  the  above 
t ab le s  one may refer t o  Tables 11-22A & B, 11-26, 11-27, 11-28 and Tables 
11-10 thru  11-20 f o r  a detailed examination of t he  benefits, costs,  and 
outputs of t he  various al ternat ives .  

Individuals i n  t he  society place d i f fe ren t  values on resources than the  
Forest  Service o r  the Fishlake National Forest  does. The d e t a i l  of outputs 
should help t h e  reader t o  form t h e i r  own opinion about t he  merits of each 
a l t e rna t ive  presented and not re ly  exc lus ive ly  on the  Fishlake calculation 
of "net present value." 

Resource Values 

The benef i t s  shown i n  Tables IV-30 and IV-31 result from placing specif ic  
do l la r  values on timber, l ivestock forage, developed and dispersed recrea- 
t ion,  minerals and water yield outputs. These a r e  the  only outputs 
exp l i c i t l y  valued i n  the planning process. All values a r e  estimates of 
"willingness t o  pay.I' Timber values were calculated using h i s to r i ca l  
f o r e s t  level bid prices from timber sold. All other values derive from 
data used i n  1980 RPA and Regional Plan e f fo r t s .  Values used a r e  i n  terms 
of 1982 r e a l  do l la rs ,  and a r e  displayed i n  Table 11-25. 

I n  the FORPLAN model, only timber, l ivestock grazing and dispersed 
recreation were tracked and valued. By using an investment analysis 
technique known a s  MTVEST, cos ts  and benef i t s  associated with a l l  t he  items 
shown i n  Tables Tv-30 and IV-31 were analyzed. This resulted i n  present 
n e t  values t h a t  incorporated a l l  types of resource outputs, a s  well a s  a l l  
Forest  Service budgetary costs.  
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TABLE IV-30 

BENEFITS AND COSTS OF ALTERNATIVES DISCOUNTED AT 4 PERCENT 

MIN. MAX. 
PNV ALT. 1 ALT. 2 ALT. 3 ALT. 4 ALT. 5 ALT. 6 L N l L  

Present Net Value 186519.3 452821.9 349741.4 335153.8 347364.1 353287.8 371209.2 347187.5 
Present Net Value Beneflts 207636.3 586224.1 436870.7 500026.7 426516.2 501074.0 567465.4 520300.4 
Present Net Value Costs 21117.0 133402.2 67129.3 164872.9 79152.1 147786.2 196256.2 173122.9 
PVB. by Outuut 

Recreation 
Developed 
Disperse 

Range 
Tmber 
Wildlife (WFUD's) 
Water Yield 
Minerals 

0 
442.5 
0 

1089.8 
4434.2 

0 
201669.8 

65028.6 
121455.2 
31740.2 
56589.7 
109561.3 

181.3 
201669.8 

32747.4 
53470.0 
32136.3 
24860.9 
91 829.3 
157.0 

201 669.8 

58573.7 
55049.7 
34887.7 
57027.5 
92618.9 
199.4 

201669.8 

27551.4 
47693.1 
33819.5 
24446.6 
91233.4 
102.4 

201669.8 

4775.6 
79175.5 
33814.0 
36654.9 
103888.6 

95.6 
201 669.8 

63110.6 
86302.4 
40287.1 
68007.0 
107650.8 

238.3 
201669.8 

51604.0 
68458.9 
34052.1 
63306.5 
100965.8 
243.3 

201669.8 
PVC-by Category 

Total Forest Budaet 21117.0 95874.5 69242.1 112403.4 62061.9 122476.5 139268.0 124085.9 
F i x e d  cos& 

- 
Protection 
General Administration 

Variable Costs 
Investment 

Total Roads 
App. Funds - Roads 
Purch. Cred. Roads 

Operational 
General Administration 

Non-FS Costs X Roads 

12373-7 
8743.3 

12373.7 
8743.3 

15775.0 
9899.2 
1874.3 
8024.9 
45293.1 
9087.0 
32230.9 

12373.7 
8743.3 

7870.6 
4409.7 
908.7 
3501.0 
31452.1 
6917.3 
15362.6 

12373.7 
8743.3 

22191.9 
12967.6 
1682.8 
11284.8 
55265.9 
9513.6 
43816.9 

12373.7 
8743.3 

9000.2 
3506.3 
565.0 .. ~ 

2941.3 
24885.0 
5520.9 
15122.7 

12373.7 
8743.3 

29564.4 
6532.1 
1792.7 
4739.4 
59166.4 
9521.7 
21884.6 

12373 -7 
8743.3 

36435.9 
15040.4 
2128.4 
12912.0 
67595.7 
9518.5 
46548.7 

12373.7 
8743.3 

30956.1 
11748.0 
1598.9 
10149.1 
57282.2 
~~ 

9667.7 
41795.9 



Present Net Value 
Present Net Value Benefits 
Present Net Value Costs 
PVB, by Output 

Recreation 
Developed 
Disperse 

Range 
Tmber 
Wildlife (WFUD's) 
Water Yield 
Minerals 

PVC by Category 
Total Forest Budget 

Protection1 
General Achinistration 

Variable Costs 
Investment 

Fixed Costs 

Total Roads 
App. Funds - Roads 
Purch. Cred. Roads 

Oneratlonal - r - .  
General ddministra t ion 

Non-FS Costs X Roads 

TABLE N-30 
(COWTINUED) 

BENEFITS AND COSTS OF ALTERNATIVES DISCOUNTED AT 4 PERCENT 

ALT. 7 ALT. 8 ALT. 9 ALT. 10 ALT. 11 

300341.7 349810.0 353688.5 317897.7 352852.2 
355800.9 473658.2 518144.3 550010.7 516420.1 

5549.2 1238'40.2 164455.8 232113.0 153567.9 

23981.6 
4321.8 

32016.6 
6736.3 

87013.7 
61.1 

201669.8 

51914.1 
67063.8 
34850.5 
24633.7 
93301.3 

217.0 
201669 .a 

52116.8 
68688.3 
33867.5 
584 10.6 

163169.3 
222.0 

201669.8 

51604.0 
68458.9 
35668.4 
91184.4 

101159.7 
265.5 

201669.8 

50744.4 
70687.6 
33696.5 
55502.2 

103897.6 
222.0 

201 669.8 

52045.3 105802.5 118290.2 152213.0 118242.5 

12373.7 12373.3 12373.7 12373.7 12373.7 
8743.3 8793.3 6743.3 6743.3 8743.3 

4985.9 20260.9 27536.3 41778.0 27405.5 
1549.1 4729.6 11545.5 17986.1 12085.0 
641.9 1207.6 1603.8 1612.9 1603.8 
907.2 3522.0 9941.7 16373.2 10481.2 

19578.8 52716.3 55763.8 71791.7 56144.0 
5370.5 9522.5 9518.5 12429.4 9518.5 
2857.9 15493.9 33974.7 67010.8 37297.9 
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TABLE IV-31 

BENEFITS AND COSTS OF ALTERNATIVES DISCOUNTED AT 7.125 PERCENT 

MIN. MAX. 
LEV% PNV ALT. 1 ALT. 2 ALT. 3 ALT. 4 ALT. 5 ALT. 6 

Present Net Value 116632.7 273877.5 222033.9 212577.7 222233.3 214220.0 229575.0 216885.0 
Present Net Value Benefits 129995.7 357344.7 275309.2 307562.8 270585.0 300269.7 341254.4 313616.3 
Present Net Value Costs 13363.0 83467.2 53Z75.3 94985.1 48351.7 86049.7 111679.4 96731.3 
PVB, by Output 

Recreation 
Developed 
Dispersed 

Range 
Tlmber 
Wildlife (WND's) 
Water Yield 
Minerals 

0 
224.0 
0 

550.4 
2245.1 

0 
126976.2 

38323.4 
71813.9 
20329.1 
31524.8 
68262.6 
114.7 

126976.2 

20914.4 
34637.7 
20542.4 
13945.1 
58206.6 

86.8 
126976.2 

36180.3 
34530.3 
221 11.2 
29120.7 
58517.9 
126.2 

126976.2 

18144.2 
32257.6 
21494.9 
13698.9 
57953.4 

59.8 
126976.2 

26343.0 
431 32.0 
21493.3 
17748.5 
64523.9 

52.8 
126976.2 

36675.4 
50508.1 
25355.3 
34479.1 
67109.5 
150.8 

126976.2 

30137.3 
41772.7 
21657.2 
30001.5 
62917.4 
154.0 

126976.2 
Pvc by Category 

Total Forest Budaet 13767.0 59549.3 43558.0 69051.8 39033.4 74225.3 84111.7 74731.6 - 
Fixed costs 

Protection 
General Administration 

Variable Costs 
Investment 

Total Road 
App. Funds - Road 
Purch. Wed. Roads 

Operational 
General Administration 

Nan-FS Costs X Roads 

7830.2 
5532.8 

0 

~~~ ~ . 

7830.2 
5532.8 

9429.1 
5796.0 
1116.1 
4679.9 
281 64.2 
5750.3 
20964.6 

7830.2 
5532.8 

4721.6 
2514.2 
575.0 
1939.2 
19903.2 
4377.4 
8395.9 

7830.2 
5532.8 

12817.7 
6905.4 
1034.1 
5871.3 
34330.8 
5964.2 
2 1604.0 

7830.2 
5532.8 

5456.8 
2018.7 
357.5 
1660.8 
15747.4 
3493.7 
8272.5 

7830.2 
5532.8 

17466.9 
3429.0 
980.1 
2448.9 
35659.0 
5971.2 
10160.6 

7830.2 
5532.8 

211 11.9 
7595.5 
1285.9 
6309.6 
410114.0 
596814 
22596.6 

7830.2 
5532.8 

17594.8 
5704.0 
959.9 
4744.1 
34873.7 
6096.9 
19098.9 
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Present Net Value 
Present Net Value Benefits 
Present Net Value Costs 
PVB, by Output 

Recreation 
Developed 
Dispersed 

Range 
Tmber 
Wildlife (WND's) 
Water Yield 
Minerals 

PVC by Category 
Total  Forest Budget 
Fixed Costs 

Protection 
General Administration 

Variable Costs 
Investment 

Total Road 
App. Funds - Road 
Furch. Cred. Roads 

Operational 
General Acbninistration 

Non-FS Costs X Roads 

TABLE IV-31 
(CONTINUED) 

BENEFITS AND COSTS OF ALTERNATIVES DISCOUNIED AT 7.125 PERCENT 

ALT. 7 ALT. 8 ALT. 9 PLT. 10 ALT. 1 1  

188901.7 220464.3 220129.9 199328.5 221264.1 
223693.3 295957.2 313034.4 331997.8 313635.8 
34791.6 75492.9 92904.5 132669.3 92371.7 

14676.9 31405.9 30492.5 30137.3 29939.6 
2665.2 42596.6 41471.7 91772.7 43508.4 
20480.1 22052.4 21501.0 22478.4 21377.3 
3788.5 13756.3 27886.1 47445.6 26671.9 
55074.1 59032.5 64566.4 53025.6 65021.9 

32.3 137.3 140.5 162.0 140.5 
126976.2 126976.2 126976.2 126976.2 126976.2 

32880.8 65743.3 71912.1 92831.0 71905.1 

7830.2 7830.2 7830.2 7830.2 7830.2 
5532.8 5532.8 5532.8 5532.8 5532.8 

3091.8 12341.9 15556.4 24232.0 15517.5 
921.5 2656.5 5680.5 9293.6 5731.1 
392.9 692.1 965.6 -977.0 965.6 
528.6 1974.4 4714.9 8322.6 4765.5 

12459.3 32758.8 34414.8 44214.0 34751.5 
3398.5 5970.3 5968.4 7841.4 5968.4 
1557.5 8392.4 17921.4 33725.3 17040.2 



2. BUDGET ESTIMATES 

The average annual budget by a l te rna t ive  is l i s t e d  i n  Appendix 9. The 
budget ranges from a low i n  a l te rna t ive  7 t o  a high budget i n  a l t e r n a t i v e  
10. 

3. EMPLOYMENT. POPULATION. AND INCOME 

An economic impact analysis  was prepared t o  predict  changes i n  population, 
income and employment t h a t  each a l te rna t ive  would stimulate if implemented. 
An input-output (IO) model, IMPLAN was used f o r  t h i s  analysis. The model 
calculated the  d i rec t ,  indirect  and induced changes i n  employment and 
income. These effects would be i n d i r e c t ,  and e i the r  beneficial  o r  adverse, 
depending on the  al ternat ive.  (See Appendix B f o r  a detai led explanation of 
input-output analysis) .  

Table IV-32 shows the  predicted impact of each a l t e rna t ive  on t h e  popula- 
t ion,  income and employment i n  the Fishlake National Fores t ' s  zone of 
influence. The impact of a l l  
other  a l te rna t ives  is based upon the  change from t h i s  alternative. The 
range of  predicted changes is i n  the plus  o r  minus 2.8 percent range for 
t o t a l  population, income and employment. The range of changes predicted 
f o r  selected sectors,  however, is much larger .  

Alternative 8 is the no-action al ternat ive.  

TABLE IV-32 
PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT POPULATION AND INCOME EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES 
FOR BEAVER, GARFIELD, MILLARD, PIUTE, SEVIER AND WAYNE COUNTIES 
(Estimated changes from 1980 t o  1990 a t t r i bu tab le  to  a l t e rna t ives ,  
with a l te rna t ive  8 the no-change al ternat ive) .  

Employment Income Population 
Alternative (Jobs) (MM 1982 $) (Persons) 

Base Year 1980 12,700 
1 -75 
2 -17 
3 -76 
4 -86 
5 94 
6 -27 
7 a 

-345 
0 

9 -49 
10 9 
11 -22 

259 36,450 
-1.728 -140 
-0.i63 
-1 -729 
-1 -645 

-0.490 
2.464 

-7.145 
0 

-0.940 
0.432 

-0.449 

- 
-79 

-345 
-387 
423 

-12i 
-1,561 

0 
-224 

38 
-102 
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4. RETURNS TO THE U.S. TREASURY 

Returns t o  the  Treasury are expected t o  grow dramatically from current 
levels i n  a l l  a l te rna t ives  (Table IV-33). O i l  and gas lease ren ta l s  and 
payments from coal  roya l t i e s  and rentals  should contribute the  bulk of the  
return t o  the Treasury. Each al ternat ive 's  returns t o  t h e  Treasury vary 
according t o  the level of grazing production, developed campground fees, 
and re turns  from fuelwood and sawtimber production. Alternative 10 
produces the highest  returns;  a l ternat ive 7 produces the lowest returns. 

TABLE IV-33 
ESTIMATED RETURN TO THE TREASURY 

Thousands of 1982 Dollars (AverageIYear) 

DECADE 
Alternative 1 7 3 4 5 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 

5. 

9,613.9 
9,721.6 
9,614.8 
9,638.6 
9,743.9 
9,637.3 
9,550.0 
9,631.5 
9,630-1 
9,764.6 
9,629.1 

PAYMENTS TO COUNTIES 

9,605.0 
9,767.9 
9,606.5 
9.716.7 
9,819.2 
9,775.6 
9,551.6 
9,646.5 
91760.3 
9,778.5 
9,752 - 5 

9,601.9 
9,771.6 
9,599.7 
9,725.3 
9,835.9 
9,790.2 
3,547.5 
9,653.6 
9,774.7 
9,810.8 
9,763.1 

10,089.3 
10,264.4 
10,087.2 
10,231.8 

10,294.5 
10,O 35 .O 
10,141.6 
10,278.6 
10,346.6 
10,261.5 

10,339-9 

10,088.2 
10,268.0 
10,086.7 
10,249.3 
10,355.5 
10,293.4 
10,034.9 
10,140.9 
10,227.9 

10,270.6 
10,379 - 3 

By law, 25 percent o f  the revenues collected by the  USDA Forest Service 
must be returned t o  t h e  s t a t e s  t o  be used fo r  schools and roads i n  the 
counties where National Forest System lands a r e  located. 

A f a r  more s igni f icant  source of funds t o  the  s t a t e  and the  local  counties 
comes from t h e  Minerals Leasing Act of 1920. The state and local  counties 
can share  up t o  50 percent of t o t a l  receipts  from lease sales,  bonuses, 
roya l t i e s  and rentals .  Forty percent goes t o  t h e  Bureau of Reclamation, 
and the remaining 10 percent of receipts goes t o  the  U.S. Treasury. 

Making an assumption t h a t  the  counties might receive 25 percent of the 
funds ava i lab le  from t h e  Mineral Leasing Act, estimates of receipt shares 
to  counties by a l t e rna t ive  a r e  shown i n  Table IV-34. Alternative 10 
consis tent ly  returns a higher amount t o  the counties over t he  nex t  f i v e  
decades than any of t he  other alternatives.  Alternative 7 consistently 
re turns  the smallest  amount t o  t h e  counties over the  n e x t  five decades when 
compared t o  the  other  a l ternat ives .  
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TABLE IV-34 
AVERAGE ANNUAL ESTIMATED PAYMENTS TO COUNTIES 

Thousands of 1982 Dollars per Year 

DECADE 
Alternative 1 7 3 4 5 

1 2,403.5 2,401.3 2,400.5 29522.3 2,522.1 
2 2 , 430.4 2,442.0 2,442.9 2,566.1 2,567.0 
3 2.403.7 2,401.6 2.399.9 2.521.8 2.521.7 - 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

. 
21409.7 2: 429.2 2.411.1 21557.9 2: 562.j ,--. - 
2; 436.0 2i454.8 2; 459.6 2,585.0 2; 588 .G 
2,387.5 2,387 -9 2,386.9 2,508.8 2,508.7 
2,409.3 2,443 -9 2,447.5 2,573.6 29573.3 

2,407.9 2,411.6 2,413.4 2,535.4 2,535.2 
9 2; 407.5 2i440.1 2; 443.7 2; 569.6 2; 569.5 

11 2,407.3 2,438.1 2,440.8 2,565.4 2,567.6 
10 2,441.2 2,444.6 2,452.7 2,586.7 2,594.8 

E. POSSIBLE CONFLICTS 

The projected ta rge t  and a c t i v i t i e s  assigned National Fo res t s  i n  t h e  
Regional Guide fo r  the 1980 Resource Planning Act ( P A )  a r e  displayed i n  
Table IV-35. They represent Fishlake National Forest’s share of t h e  RF’A 
outputs assigned t o  Intermountain Region. I n  the analysis of t h e  Manage- 
ment Situation document, we ident i f ied areas where the  Forest was no t  ab le  
t o  meet the assigned ta rge ts  even with maximization of various resources as 
modeled i n  different scenarios. 
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TABLE IV-35 

1980 RPA PLANNING TARGETS, ACTIVITIES, AND COSTS FOR THE FISKLAKE NATIONAL FOREST 

Annual Units 
1986- 1991- 2001- 2011- 2021- 

Prowam Element and Activitv Unit of Measure 1981 1982 1987 1984 1985 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 

Recreation 
Developed Recreation Use Thousand RVD's 370 375 380 385 390 420 450 540 630 720 
Dispersed Recreation Use Thousand RVD's 840 840 840 840 840 90 960 1,040 1,120 1,200 
Trai l  Const./Reconst. Miles 0 2 6 8 io 1 1  12 12 12 12 

Wilderness 
Wilderness Management Thousand Acres 

Wildlife Habitat Improvement Acre-Equivalents 
Anadromous Fish Improvement Thousand Pounds 

Wildlife and Fish Thousand 

Range 
Grazing Use (Livestock) Thousand AIMS 

Tunber Million 
Program Sales Offered Board Feet 
Reforestat ion Acres 
Tmber Stand Improvement Acres 

Water Million 
Meeting Water Qual i ty  Goals Acre-Feet 

Leases and Permits Operating Plans 
Minerals 

Human and C m u n i t y  Development 
Human Resources Programs Enrollee Years 

Protection 
F i re  Management Effective- Dollars per 
ness Index Thousand Acres 

Lands 
Purchase and Acquisition 

(Escludes Exchange Acres 

Acres determined by 1984 Utah Wilderness Act (P.L 98-428). 

147 150 153 156 158 160 163 165 167 167 

3 3 3 3 3 6 8 8 8 9 
200 225 250 275 300 300 300 300 300 300 
200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 

0.637 0.645 0.653 0.660 0.671 0.671 0.671 0.671 0.671 0.671 

183 195 206 218 228 271 304 336 368 400 

Targets programmed on annual basis. 

146 153 160 167 175 174 167 167 167 167 

Targets assigned by Region on annlgl basis. 



TABLE IV-35 
(Cant.) 

1980 RPA PLANNING TARGETS, ACTIVITIES, AND COSTS FOR THE FISHWLKE NATIONAL FOREST 

Annual U n i t s  
1986- 1991- 2001- 2011- 2021- 

Program Element and Activity U n i t  of Measure 1981 19 82 1983 1984 1985 1990 2000 2010 2020 2930 

s o i l s  
Soi l  and Water Resource 
Improvement Acres 160 252 344 436 526 506 485 482 480 479 

Fac i l i t i e s  
Road Const./Reconst. 
(Arterial, Collector) Miles 
Returns t o  Goverment Million Dollars 

Targets developed a t  Forest level. 

TUTAL Funds Thousand Dollars ?.U46 3 .  491 4.700 5.181 6.01'1 5.7 84 6.67 4 7.043 7.882 * I  7.882 



I n  both developed and dispersed recreation use the  Forest  has the capabil- 
i t y  t o  meet Regionally assigned targets.  However, t he  predicted growth 
t rend ind ica tes  t h a t  t he  Forest w i l l  have a demand of 660 thousand RVD's of 
developed recreation. Capacity, a t  45 percent occupancy ra te ,  is only 588 
thousand RVD's,  unless  new f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  constructed. The same growth 
t rends f o r  t he  area indicate t h a t  dispersed recreation w i l l  be nearly 
double t h e  assigned ta rge t  i n  1995. 

None of t he  a l t e rna t ives  provide f o r  achieving the RPA t a r g e t  of 169 thou- 
sand AUM's.  The a l te rna t ives  vary i n  AUM's i n  2030 from 120,700 t o  
162,600, depending on budget, acres  t reated,  and emphasis of resource use. 
The Forest ' s  AUM capacity is influenced strongly by the  past, present and 
fu tu re  nonstructural  and s t ruc tura l  improvement projects.  Without con- 
t inued projects ,  t he  grazing capacity of many allotments w i l l  decline. 
Consequently, use must decline. 

The Forest  does not foresee any problem i n  achieving t h e  RPA ta rge t  for  
timber s a l e s  offered i n  the  conifer type. The current market averages only 
300 thousand board feet per year. Additional market w i l l  have t o  develop 
f o r  aspen before there  w i l l  be demand for  t h e  wood the  Fishlake can 
produce. Regional reforestat ion and timber stand improvement ta rge ts  
assigned w i l l  not  be met s ince the backlog of these treatment needs w i l l  be 
eliminated p r io r  t o  1985. Only t he  needs of current harvest w i l l  then be 
required i n  these two items. 

The Regional t a r g e t  of 671 thousand acre feet of water meeting water 
qual i ty  goals  cannot be met. The projected output w i l l  be only 611 
thousand ac re  feet of water. 

A Watershed Improvement Needs Inventory of t h e  Forest  indicates about 
26,000 ac res  needing treatment. The Regional t a r g e t  is t o  have the backlog 
eliminated by 2000. Three al ternat ives ,  (4, 6, 10,) provide f o r  meeting 
t h i s  t a r g e t  date. I n  the remaining a l te rna t ives  t h e  ta rge t  would be 
completed between 2020 t o  2030 except i n  a l te rna t ive  7, which does not 
include any backlog treatment. 

The c u l t u r a l  resources overview, a s  outlined by the  National Forest Man- 
agement Act (19761, w i l l  not be met by the prescribed date  of 1983. A s  of 
January 1982, t he  Forest Archeologist has committed 95 percent of h i s  time 
t o  t h e  completion of project work. The Forest 's project  workload has been 
heavy. I n  FY 80, and again i n  FY 81, the  Forest Archeologist and a tempo- 
rary archeological technician surveyed more project  re la ted  acreage than 
a l l  o f  t he  other  Utah Forests combined. The Forest  cu l tu ra l  resources 
overview w i l l  be completed by the  next plan i terat ion.  

There is a poten t ia l  conf l ic t  between mineral development and existing and 
proposed Research Natural Areas. These areas  a r e  presently under mineral 
l ease  o r  claim. Should there  be increased interest i n  exploration o r  
development within these areas, there  would be potent ia l  conf l ic t  between 
development and nondevelopment interests .  

Confl ic ts  could develop between big game and l ivestock in t e re s t s  on and 
adjacent t o  t h e  Forest. Monitoring s t u d i e s  a r e  i n  place t o  i d e n t i f y  any 
resource conf l i c t s  between big game and livestock. 
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Coordination With Federal. State.  and Local Agencies and Indian Tribes 

Throughout t h e  planning process t h e  Forest has kept s t a t e ,  l oca l  and o ther  
Federal agencies informed of its planning effor ts .  No major c o n f l i c t s  have 
been expressed. 

The Fishlake National Forest  is required t o  examine possible c o n f l i c t s  
between the proposed action and the objectives of Federal, s t a t e ,  and l o c a l  
land management plans, pol ic ies ,  and controls for  t he  area covered i n  t h e  
Forest Plan. 

Contacts, meetings and other  public involvement a c t i v i t i e s  with Federal, 
S ta te ,  and local goverment agencies indicate there  a r e  no conf l i c t s  between 
t h e  provisions of the preferred a l te rna t ive  and the  various management 
plans of local  entities and adjacent Federal land managing agencies. The 
Forest holds annual coordination meetings with Capitol Reef National Park, 
Richfield District of t he  Bureau of Land Management, Utah Bureau of Water 
Pollution Control, the  Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, and county 
commissioners of the s i x  counties within and contiguous t o  t h e  Fishlake 
National Forest. Additional d e t a i l s  about t he  public involvement a r e  i n  
Appendix A. 

There a r e  no major conf l i c t s  between provisions i n  t h e  Preferred 
Alternative and the  Resources Planning Act (RPA) Program. 

The Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah Restoration Act (Public Law 96-23] was 
passed on April 3, 1980. The Act res tores  the Federal trust r e l a t ionsh ip  
t o  the  five Paiute Indian Bands and makes t h e  Paiute Tribe and its members 
e l i g i b l e  for  a l l  services  and benefi ts  furnished t o  Federally recognized 
Indian Tribes. The Kanosh and Koosharem Bands reside i n  close proximity t o  
the  Fishlake National Forest. 

The President signed the Paiute Indian B i l l  on February 17, 1984 (P.L. 
98-219). The B i l l  r es tores  cer ta in  t r a c t s  of land t o  be held i n  t r u s t  for 
the  Indians. I n  addition, it provides t h a t  t he  t r i b e  o r  its members have 
t h e  r igh t  t o  use a t r a c t  of National Forest land along the  south shore of 
Fish Lake during the  second and th i rd  weeks of June and t h e  first and 
second weeks of September each year f o r  re l igious and ceremonial purposes. 

This Final EIS and Forest Plan w i l l  be made available t o  Federal, S t a t e  and 
loca l  agencies and Indian t r i b e s  f o r  t h e i r  review and comment on any 
possible conf l ic t s  with other  plans. 

Additional information is contained i n  Appendix A. 

F. ENERGY REQUIREMENTS 

Evaluation of t he  energy effects resul t ing from t h e  forest management 
a l te rna t ives  has become very s ignif icant  since f o s s i l  fuel demands and 
energy pr ices  have escalated. Tables IV-36 and IV-37 show t h e  
charac te r i s t ics  of t he  n e t  energy balance of Forest-based resources. The 
ne t  Forest energy balance (net gain) is the  difference between t h e  energy 
produced and the energy expended i n  u t i l i z ing  Forest resources o r  services. 
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The energy consumption (energy expended) includes the  energy required t o  
produce and u t i l i ze  Forest  resources and t o  provide service and protection 
from natural  disasters .  Energy consumption includes the energy content of 
consumed fuels and lubricants ,  the energy used i n  fabrication of required 
materials, fuels, and lubricants,  and the  prorated energy used i n  
manufacture of t h e  machinery used. The energy d i rec t ly  consumed by people 
is generally not included. 

The energy yield (energy produced) is based on the present form of 
u t i l i za t ion  of any Forest  resource. Energy yields r e l a t e  t o  d i rec t  fuel 
values, energy savings over subst i tute  materials, or energy savings due t o  
reduced need for expenditure of energy. 

The a l t e rna t ive  t h a t  produces the  greatest  net gain i n  energy is the  
Twenty-Five Percent Reduced Budget, a l ternat ive 7. It a l so  has the  lowest 
rate of energy consumption. The al ternat ive with the highest r a t e  of 
energy consumption is t h e  1980 RPA Program, a l te rna t ive  5 which a l so  has 
t h e  lowest amount of n e t  gain. Alternative 2, Market Opportunities, has 
t h e  highest energy yield but ranks th i rd  i n  n e t  gain energy yield. 

Tables IV-36 and IV-37 summarize to t a l  yields and consumption of energy and 
t h e  ne t  gain or loss of energy projected for  each alternative.  These 
t o t a l s  a r e  evaluations for the  next five decades. The figures i n  these 
summary t ab le s  t o t a l  a l l  outputs and a r e  computed from evaluations fo r  the  
five decades. These summary tables a r e  presented i n  two par t s  t o  show t h e  
effect of t h e  yield of fuel minerals (coal). The impact of the  yield of 
energy from fue l  minerals causes a l l  net changes t o  be posit ive i n  Table 
IV-36 . Without t h e  yield from these minerals, a l l  n e t  changes a r e  
negative a s  shown i n  Table IV-37. 

The planning records and working papers available a t  the  Forest 
Supervisor's Office contain detailed analysis of these yields and 
consumption by resource function over the same five decades t h a t  were used 
t o  develop t h e  summaries (Schwartzbart and Schmitz 1982). 



TABLE IV-36 
TOTAL YIELDS AND CONSUMPTION OF ENERGY 

From Selected Forest 
Activities'  Under Proposed Management Alternatives. 

Alternative Consumtion Yield Net Gain 
- - - Million BTU's Der Year - - - 

1 520,000 142,123,600 141,623,600 
2 380,000 142,130,800 141,750,800 
3 360,000 142,125,600 141,765,600 
4 640,000 142,124,000 141,484,000 
5 720,000 142,124,400 141,404,400 
6 600,000 142,122,800 141,522.800 
7 
8 
9 
10 
1 1  

220; 000 142;127;000 141;907;000 
500,000 142,119,800 141,619,800 
500,000 141,119,200 141,619,200 
640,000 142,119,000 141,479,000 
600,000 142,126,600 141,526,600 

*Timber; biomass harvest; range management; water management; fuel 
minerals (coal only);  non-f'uel minerals; road construction and 
maintenance; f i r e  management. 

TABLE IV-37 
TOTAL YIELDS AND CONSUMPTION OF ENERGY 
From Selected Forest Activit ies* Under 

Proposed Management Alternatives 
(Excepting Coal Production) 

Alternative Consumtion Yield Net Gain 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
1 1  

- - - Million BTU's Der vear - - - 
520,000 124,000 -396,000 
380,000 130,000 -250,000 
360,000 126,000 -234,000 
640.000 124.000 -516.000 
720 ; 000 124;OOO -596 ; 000 
600,000 122,000 -478,000 
220,000 128,000 - 92,000 
500.000 120,000 -380.000 
500 ; 000 120; 000 -380 ; 000 
640,000 118,000 -522,000 
600,000 126,000 -474,000 

* Timber; biomass harvest;  range management; water management; 
non-fuel minerals; road construction and maintenance; fire management. 
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G. IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

An irreversible commitment of resources refers t o  actions which d i s t u r b  a 
nonrenewable resource. This a l so  includes actions which d is turb  renewable 
resources to  the extent t h a t  recovery can occur only over a long period of 
time or a t  g rea t  expense. Measures t o  protect resources t h a t  could be 
i r revers ib ly  affected by other resource uses were incorporated i n  Forest 
Direction and apply t o  a l l  al ternatives.  

Development of mineral resources is an irreversible commitment of 
resources, since t h e  minerals a r e  no longer avai lable  for  f u t u r e  use once 
they a r e  extracted. Normally, t he  ro le  of the Forest Service is t o  manage 
t h e  surface resources t o  minimize adverse environmental impacts during the 
exploration and development of mineral resources. Approximately 300 acres 
of surface disturbances a r e  involved Forest-wide t o  extract  limestone, 
quar tz i te ,  shale,  coal, clay, gravel, and miscellaneous rock fo r  
construction purposes. These a r e  i r re t r ievable  commitments of resources 
which do not  vary s ignif icant ly  among al ternat ives .  Amounts extracted can 
be found i n  t h e  minerals section of t h i s  chapter. 

Actions such a s  road construction, timber harvest, and range management 
generally a r e  not considered irreversible. Soi l  loss associated with these 
activities is considered irreversible. 

So i l  and water conservation measures have been developed fo r  the various 
Forest  management pract ices  t o  assure t h a t  s o i l  loss tolerance values (t 
values) f o r  d i f f e ren t  soils a r e  not exceeded. So i l  loss tolerance is the  
maxi" permissible annual r a t e  of s o i l  erosion t h a t  w i l l  permit s o i l  
productivity t o  be sustained. Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 7, and 8 have the  
grea tes t  amount of erosion. Management direction i n  the prescriptions is 
designed t o  hold losses  t o  acceptable levels. 

An i r r e t r i evab le  commitment of resources is the production o r  use of 
renewable resources t h a t  a r e  l o s t  o r  consumed because of management 
decisions, including opportunities foregone. Productive timber tha t  is not 
harvested and subsequently l o s t  by mortality is an example of an 
opportunity foregone. The commitment could be reversible by changing 
management d i rec t ion  t o  provide for  harvesting the  renewable resource. 

Ut i l iza t ion  or development of any one resource t o  its maximum potential  is 
generally accomplished a t  the expense of other resources. No al ternat ive 
considered i n  d e t a i l  u t i l i zed  a particular resource t o  its maximum 
potential .  A l l  a l te rna t ives  provide for  a mix of resource uses. 

Designation of Research Natural Areas is reversible. However, alternation 
o f  a natural  area by human ac t iv i ty  is not reversible for  s c i en t i f i c  
purposes. Once natural  ecosystems a r e  unnaturally a l tered,  t he i r  value a s  
a s c i e n t i f i c  baseline is diminished or destroyed. 
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H. ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED 

The al ternat ive formulation process considered a wide range of a l terna-  
tives, some of which had major environmental effects. Many of these ef- 
f e c t s  were avoided by the  c r i t e r i a  established for  select ing a l t e rna t ives  
t h a t  could be implemented. Thus, the eleven a l te rna t ives  considered i n  
de t a i l  represent a broad range of resource outputs, but a l s o  minimized 
adverse environmental effects. Mitigation measures included i n  the Forest  
Direction and Management Area Direction of the Proposed Forest Plan a r e  in- 
tended t o  minimize the  extent  and duration of these effects .  However, sane 
adverse e f fec ts  t h a t  cannot be avoided a r e  included i n  t he  proposed 
actions. These e f f ec t s  are: 

Scenic Values 

Vegetation manipulation and road construction a c t i v i t i e s  cause a temporary 
change i n  the landscape t h a t  is normally d is tas te fu l  t o  t h e  observer. 
Higher budget a l te rna t ives  with greater  amounts of resource development 
w i l l  have greater changes i n  visual  quali ty than lower budget a l terna-  
t ives .  Acreage of natural  landscapes w i l l  decline a s  roads, fences, 
f a c i l i t i e s ,  vegetative changes and other evidence of man increases. 

F i r e  Management 

During the  short-term period of logging and thinning operations there would 
be a temporary increase i n  fire hazard from waste left on the  ground i n  t h e  
form of unmerchantable trees, tops, limbs, and needles. Th i s  effect would 
be greatest  i n  a l te rna t ive  10, l e a s t  i n  a l te rna t ive  7, and intermediate i n  
a l te rna t ives  2, 5, 6 ,  8, 9 ,  and 11. 

Recreation 

The recreat ionis t  w i l l  experience a change i n  the social  s e t t i n g  during t h e  
planning period, especially f o r  a l te rna t ives  2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9 ,  10, and 11. 
This  is from a three fold increase i n  people v i s i t i ng  the Forest. The kind 
and amount of r e s t r i c t ions  placed on people's actions w i l l  a l s o  increase a s  
numbers of people increase. I n  addition, project  a c t i v i t i e s  such a s  timber 
sa l e s  and road construction may disrupt recreation uses by reducing or 
changing the type  of recreation t h a t  normally would occur on the area.  

Air Qual i ty  

Vegetation manipulation and road construction w i l l  cause a s l i g h t ,  
temporary change i n  a i r  qual i ty .  This change, which occurs only during t h e  
actual  construction, harvesting, and burning, w i l l  be i n  the form of 
increased dus t ,  noise, and smoke. None of t h i s  w i l l  cause a v io la t ion  of 
S ta t e  Air Quality Standards. 

Erosion and Water Qual i ty  

In  high budget a l te rna t ives ,  there w i l l  be a short  term accelerat ion of  
onsi te  s o i l  loss and stream sedimentation associated with resource develop- 
ment ac t iv i t i e s .  Over the  long term, s o i l  loss  w i l l  decrease a s  goals  of  
management a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  met, and a s  permitted l ivestock numbers are 
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adjusted t o  grazing capacity. Under low budget a l ternat ives ,  such a s  1, 3, 
and 7, lack of mitigation measures w i l l  allow erosion t o  continue a t  
present levels or increase. This includes sedimentation from lands where 
maintenance is i n s u f f i c i e n t  t o  protect the resource. 

Wildlife and Fish 

Increased human a c t i v i t i e s  throughout the  Forest w i l l  adversely a f fec t  
w i ld l i f e  species  which are not compatible o r  adaptable t o  such ac t iv i t i e s .  
New or improved roads and increased use of exis t ing roads w i l l  adversely 
impact most species of wi ld l i fe  because of vehicle-animal co l l i s ions  and 
expansion of t h e  human use zone. The increased o r  improved access w i l l  
decrease escape cover which, i n  turn,  w i l l  l ike ly  increase hunter harvest 
and i l l e g a l  k i l l  of w i l d l i f e .  

Cu l tu ra l  Resources 

An increase i n  i l l e g a l  collection, vandalism, and inadvertant disturbance 
of a r t i f a c t s  is expected fo r  those al ternat ives  t h a t  provide fo r  high 
numbers o r  recreation v i s i t o r  days. Mitigation was included i n  these 
a l t e rna t ives  by increasing law enforcement funding. 

I. SHORT TERM USES OF MAN'S ENVIRONMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF LONG-TERM 
PRODUCTIVITY 

The relat ionship between short-term uses of man's environment and t h e  
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity is complex. 
Short-term uses are those t h a t  generally occur on a yearly basis  on sane 
par t  of t h e  Forest, such a s  livestock grazing a s  a use of the  forage 
resources, timber harvest as a use of the  wood resource, and recreation and 
i r r iga t ion  a s  uses of the  water resource. 

Long-term here  refers t o  longer than a 10 year period. Productivity refers 
t o  t h e  capabi l i ty  o f  t h e  land t o  provide resource outputs. So i l  and water 
are t h e  primary resources. The quali ty of l i fe  f o r  future  generations w i l l  
be determined by t h e  capabi l i tes  of the land t o  maintain its productivity. 
Land usage and permitted a c t i v i t i e s  must not s ignif icant ly  impair t h e  
long-term productivity of t h e  land. 

Standards and Guidelines t h a t  apply Forest Direction i n  the  al ternat ives  
were developed by t h e  interdisciplinary team and a r e  contained i n  the  
Forest  Plan. Specif ic  direction and mitigation measures were included i n  
t h e  Standards and Guidelines t o  assure t h a t  long-term productivity was not 
impaired by t h e  application of short-term management practices. Chapter I V  
of t h e  Forest  Plan lists t h e  Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines. 

Each a l t e rna t ive  was analyzed t o  assure t h a t  m i n i m  Standards and Guide- 
lines could be met. Through t h i s  analysis, long-term productivity of the  
Forest  ecosystems is assured i n  a l l  al ternatives.  Alternatives 10, 5 and 
2 have t h e  highest level of short-term uses, a s  ref lected by acres  of 
vegetative treatments, and therefore result i n  higher levels of short-term 
consequences such a s  visual  impact, fire hazard, and s o i l  disturbance. The 
remaining a l t e rna t ives  a r e  shown i n  decreasing order of short-term uses: 
8, 6, 9, 11, 4, 3, 1, a n d 7 .  
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The management prescriptions, management practices, and effects o f  Plan 
implementation w i l l  be monitored t o  provide data f o r  insuring t h a t  t h e  
Standards and Guidelines a r e  met. Details on the  monitoring program are 
included i n  the Forest Plan. Monitoring w i l l  a l so  assure t h a t  long-term 
productivity on the  Forest w i l l  be maintained o r  improved by t h e  
application of management direction. 

J .  NATURAL OR DEPLETABLE RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS AN D CONSERVATION 
POTENTIAL OF ALTERNATIVES 

Natural resource requirements for implementing the  proposed action, or any 
of the other a l ternat ives  considered i n  detai l ,  require t h e  basic  s o i l  and 
water resources and associated plant and animal communities t h a t  comprise 
the Forest and rangeland ecosystems. Decisions t o  assign lands t o  various 
management prescriptions i n  t h i s  Planning e f f o r t  were made with 
consideration of the  multiple use benefits  and coordinating requirements 
necessary t o  conserve these resources. Mitigation measures t o  insure 
resource conservation a r e  included i n  the Forest; and Management Area 
direction of the  Forest Plan. 

Resource depletion may include removal of a nonrenewable resource such as 
minerals o r  the loss of a basic resource such as so i l .  I n  the  case of t h e  
mineral resource, once t h e  mineral has been extracted it is gone. 
Conservation of these resources might be defined a s  the  planned r a t e  of 
removal and removal method i n  t h e  case of coal, for example, t h a t  gives t h e  
highest precentage recovery. Mitigating measures involved i n  t h e  loca- 
t ion,  development and removal of resources a r e  considered and may be found 
i n  the Forest Plan. Soi l  depletion through natural or manmade disturbances 
is a lso  considered and rehabilitatiodconservation ac t iv i t ies  associated 
with the potent ia l  depletion of t h i s  resource is planned f o r  i n  each 
alternative.  

I n  addition, the  extinction of a plant or animal species may a l s o  be 
thought of a s  depletion of a resource. Protection and improvement of 
threatened or endangered species habi ta t  has been considered i n  a l l  
a l ternat ives  and management direction included i n  the  Forest Plan. 

K. URBAN QUALI’IY, HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES: THE DESIGN OF THE 
BUILT ENVIRONMENT 

Historical  and Cu l tu ra l  Resources 

Cultural resources a r e  protected by laws enacted since 1906. 

With the conception of a project,  a thorough f i e l d  survey is conducted t o  
identify exis t ing cul tural  resources within the  projected area.  If 
cultural properties a r e  evaluated a s  s ignif icant  and e l ig ib l e  fo r  inclusion 
on the  National Register of Historic Places (36 CFR 800), then t h e  effects 
of the proposed ac t iv i ty  upon the  s ignif icant  resources must be determined. 
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The following adverse e f fec ts  should always be considered: 

-Destruction o r  a l te ra t ion  of t h e  property. 

-Isolation from or al terat ion of the  surrounding environment. 

-Introduction of visual,  audible o r  atmospheric elements t h a t  a r e  out 

-Transfer or s a l e  without provisions t o  preserve and protect the  

of character or a l t e r  the sett ing.  

property. 

Since 1980, over 99 percent of the  projects conducted on Fishlake National 
Forest have been determined a s  causing Itno effect"  on the  s ign i f icant  cul-  
t u r a l  resources. The large number of no effect determinations is consis- 
t e n t  with pr inciples  of management t h a t  steer disruptive project actions 
away from s ign i f i can t  cu l tura l  propel'ties. For example, s ign i f icant  sites 
within range chaining areas  a re  simply flagged and avoided. Most projects 
conducted on Fishlake National Forest a r e  suf f ic ien t ly  f lex ib le  t o  allow 
fo r  the  avoidance of s ignif icant  cul tural  resources. An exception t o  t h i s  
is the  land exchange which removes the protective umbrella of legis la t ion 
from t h e  archeological property a s  it moves in to  pr ivate  ownership. 

When a project  w i l l  adversely affect  a cu l tura l  property, t h e  e f f ec t s  of 
the  project  must  be mitigated. I n  consultation with t h e  Utah Sta te  
Historic Preservation Office, a plan is developed t o  salvage the unique 
cha rac t e r i s t i c s  and data t h a t  has made t h e  si te e l i g i b l e  fo r  inclusion on 
the  National Register. 

It should be noted t h a t  the  enacting of any one of t h e  eleven management 
a l te rna t ives  w i l l  not change the direct impacts t o  t h e  cu l tura l  resource 
base. Management direct ion w i l l  continue t o  allow fo r  the  avoidance of 
s ign i f icant  c u l t u r a l  resources. 

Although t h e  selected al ternat ive w i l l  not a f f e e t  cu l tura l  resource policy 
and procedure, it w i l l  influence the acreage surveyed annually and the 
degree t o  which we expand our knowledge of the  cu l tura l  resource base. 
Alternatives 2, 5 and 10, which emphasize the  treatment of rangelands, w i l l  
subject thousands o f  acres t o  the  f i e l d  survey while great ly  increasing our 
knowledge of t h e  cu l tura l  resources. Range chainings, which a r e  normally 
positioned within t h e  high si te density zones of the  pinyon-juniper 
fores t s ,  a r e  intensively and extensively surveyed. Alternatives 1, 3, and 
7, which have fewer range treatments w i l l  negatively a f f ec t  t h e  cul tural  
resource program by decreasing the annual t o t a l  of surveyed acres. 
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V. LIST OF PREPARERS 

The following persons, l i s t e d  alphabetically,  were t h e  pr incipal  preparers 
of both the  Environmental Impact Statement and the  Forest  Land and Resource 
Management Plan. Each person's educational qual i f icat ions,  work experience, 
and r o l e  i n  t h e  planning process is included. Those persons who provided 
s igni f icant  contributions t o  t h e  Plan i n  i t 's ea r ly  development stages, but 
tJho are no longer with t h e  Fishlake National Forest  or no longer with t h e  
Forest  Service a r e  denoted by an aster isk.  Members of t h e  I . D .  Team are 
denoted by a double as ter isk.  Also l i s t e d  is the  typing and copying team 
and resource support personnel. 

Charles R. A l l &  - Richfield District Ranger, B.S Range Science 

Twenty-three years of Forest Service experience, primarily i n  range manage- 
ment with 14 years a s  a District Rangeli. Par t ic ipated as a member of t h e  
Forest  Management Team which has provfded management direct ion throughout 
t h e  planning process. Provided detai led resource management input on t h e  
location and scheduling of implementation act ion plans. 

Timothv M. B l i s s  - Soi l  Scientist - B.S. Soil Science, M.S. Resource 

Eight years of Forest Service experience a t  the  Supervisor's Office level 
i n  soi l  survey and interpretations.  Six months experience with t h e  Soil 
Conservation Service. 

Economics 

Provided technical input on soils. 

* Stanlev P. Buck - Geologist, Loa District 

Four years Forest Service experience a t  d i s t r i c t  level. Coordinated 
d i s t r i c t  input t o  Plan. 

* Rodnev L. Busby - E%onomist - M.S. Resource Econcmics, B.S. General 
Biology 
Five years of Forest Service experience a t  District and Supervisor's Office 
levels. Conducted economic efficiency and d is t r ibu t iona l  s tud ies  of alter- 
native Forest  plans. 

Robert L. Day - Loa District Ranger, B.S. 

Seventeen years of Forest Service experience i n  a var ie ty  of resources a t  
t h e  d i s t r i c t  level. Transferred t o  the  Fishlake National Forest  during t h e  
lat ter stages of t h e  planning process. Participated as a member of t h e  
Forest Management Team which has provided management d i rec t ion  t o  t h e  
planning process. 

* Ellen Daugherty - Forestry Technician 

Five years of Forest Service experience a t  District and Supervisor's Office 
levels, two years i n  land management planning. One year cartographic 
experience with U.S. Geological Survey. Responsible for assembly of gra- 
phics, boundary plot t ing and compiling special  solutions. 
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Bethea J. Edmonds - Information Assistant 

Twenty years of Federal Service with two years experience a t  Supervisor's 
Office level  i n  support services i n  public information. 

* Ivan Erskine - Fuel Management Special is t ,  Richfield - B.S. Forest 
Watershed Management, B.S. Elementary Education. 

Eight years of Forest  Service experience a t  District and Supervisor's 
Office levels. A t  t h e  District level primarily worked i n  timber, recrea- 
t ion,  special  uses, minerals, and fire management. A t  the  Supervisor's 
level primarily worked i n  fire and fuel management. Acted a s  team leader 
fo r  the Beehive Peak F i r e  Management Area Environmental Assessment and 
author of t h e  fire ac t ion  plan. Also responsible for  completing Levels I 
and I1 fire analyses used i n  the  planning process. 

Lvnn A. Findlay - Fores te r  - B.S. Forest/Range Management 

Nineteen years of Forest  Service experience a t  District and Forest levels 
with respons ib i l i t i es  i n  range, w i l d l i f e ,  watershed, timber, minerals, 
wildfire, and recreation. Participated a s  member of Planning Team 
providing technical expert ise  i n  t h e  minerals management area. 

%* Andrew E. Godfrey - Forest  Planner  - A.B. Geology and Ph.D. Physical 
Geography 

Four years teaching geology a t  Vanderbilt University.  Eleven years Forest 
Service experience a t  Supervisor's Office level i n  geology and land manage- 
ment planning. Responsible for  coordinating a l l  activities necessary t o  
prepare Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Forest Plan. 

* Theron Garth Heaton - Utah Energy Liaison Officer- B.S. Forest Management 

Sixteen years of Forest  Service experience a t  District and Supervisor's 
Office l eve l s  i n  timber, lands, recreation, fire, fores t  planning, and 
minerals and energy. Provided technical direction i n  energy corridor 
planning. 

Hale Hubbard - Administrative Officer - B.S. Industrial  Engineering 

Twenty-two years of Forest  Service experience a t  Supervisor's Office level; 
A.O. f o r  15 years. Additional assignments: safety coordinator - 10 years, 
law enforcement coordinator - 10 years, special uses s t a f f  o f f icer  - 9 
years, telecommunications manager - 1 year. 

Christine A. Jauhola - Fisheries  Biologist - B.S. Biology, M.S. Zoology 

Four years of Forest Service experience a t  both Dis t r ic t  and Supervisor's 
Office levels in  f i s h e r i e s  habi ta t  management. Two years of experience 
with the  Bureau o f  Land Management i n  f i sher ies  habitat  management. Pro- 
vided  technical input i n  f i sher ies .  
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* Cov G. Jmet t .  - Dis t r ic t  Ranger, Loa - B.S. W i l d l i f e  Management 

Fourteen years Forest Service experience a t  District and Forest levels i n  
timber, range, w i l d l i f e ,  f i r e ,  watershed, minerals and land uses with four 
years a s  Di s t r i c t  Ranger. A s  a member of the  Forest Management Team, pro- 
vided management direction throughout the planning process. Provided 
detailed resource management input on t h e  location and scheduling of imple- 
mentation action plans. Experience i n  planning has involved various phases 
of t h e  process including public involvement, technical data preparation 
(range and wildl i fe) ,  analyses, coordinating resource considerations, 
a l te rna t ive  selection and document preparation comprising 12 land use plans 
on 5 National Forests and 16 Ranger Districts. 

Darwin R. Jensen - B.S. Range Management 

Eighteen years Forest Service experience a t  District and Supervisor's 
Office levels, twelve years a s  a Dis t r ic t  Ranger. Has par t ic ipated a s  a 
team member on three Planning U n i t  Plans. Member of Forest Management Team 
which provided management direction throughout the  Forest planning process. 

* David Kennel1 - Hydrologist - B.S. Watershed Sciences 

Three years of Forest Service experience i n  hydrology a t  Supervisor's 
Office level. Provided technical input i n  water resources. 

Robert W. Leonard - Forest Archeologist - B.A. History, M.A. Work 
Archeology 

Three years of Forest Service experience a t  the  Supervisor's Office level. 
Three years with the National Park Service. Provided functional ass is tance 
i n  t h e  archeological inventory of proposed project a reas  and i n  t h e  general 
management of cul tural  resources. 

* Lars F. Lind - Budget and Accounting Officer 

Five years of Forest Service experience a t  Supervisor's Office l eve l s  and 
four months a s  program director of a 100 enrollee res ident ia l  YACC camp. 
Process manager for  the Forest 's multi-year Program Planning and Budget- 
ing. Participated a s  chairman of the  committee t o  t i e  t h e  program budget , 
RPA al ternat ives ,  and Forest planning al ternat ives  together a s  one submis- 
sion. 

Elbert J. Lowry - B.S. Zoology 

One year experience a s  an ecological associate with epedemiological and 
epizoological staff fo r  Universi ty  of Utah a t  Dugway Proving Ground, Utah. 
Five years experience a s  wildlife/recreation spec ia l i s t  for Bureau of Land 
Management, Cedar C i t y ,  Utah. Nine years experience a s  wildlife/range 
spec ia l i s t  (one year) and w i l d l i f e  management biologis t  (e ight  years) fo r  
B L M  a t  Richfield, Utah. Two years a s  Forest biologis t  fo r  t h e  Fishlake 
National Forest. 
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: 

** Don Marchant - C i v i l  Engineer - B.E.S. C i v i l  Engineering - Registered 
Professional Engineer (Utah) 

Thirteen years  of Forest  Service experience a t  Supervisor's Office level 
with r e spons ib i l i t i e s  i n  water and sanitation, road planning, design and 
construction. Engineering representat ive for  t he  planning effort r e l a t ing  
t o  Forest  faci l i t ies  and roads. Provided data for road system planning and 
costs. 

* Leonard A. Miracle - Writer/Editor - B.A. English, M.S. EnglisWJournalism 

Twenty-three years  na t iona l  magazine and newspaper writ ing and edi t ing.  
Author t h r e e  published books. Five years Forest  Service experience a t  
District and Supervisor's Office levels. 

** David N. Morin - Resource Staff Officer - B.S. Forest  Management 

Twenty-two years  experience a t  t h e  Ranger District and Forest Supervisor's 
Office levels. Primary a reas  of 
respons ib i l i ty  have been timber, recreation, lands, and f ire management. 
Provided technica l  input  t o  t h e  lands and fire management functions. 
Served a s  team leader  f o r  publ ic  involvement. 

Served a s  a District Ranger for 11 years. 

Edited d r a f t  documents. 

* James L. Mower - Staff Officer - Resources - B.S. Range Management 

Twenty-two years  of Forest  Service experience a t  District and Supervisor's 
Office levels, including two years  range planning and development for t h e  
Government of Kenya. Served 15 years  a s  District Ranger and 5 years as 
staff officer for range, w i l d l i f e ,  minerals, and s o i l  and water. Parti-  
cipated as a member of t h e  Forest Management Team which provided management 
direct ion throughout t he  planning process. Provided detai led budget plan- 
ning and scheduling o f  range implementation action plans. 

Ferr in  J. Rex - Landscape Archi tect  - B.F.A. Landscape Architecture 
Registered (Idaho), and Environmental Planning 

Nineteen years  of National Forest  planning and management experience a t  
four Supervisor 's  Offices and one Regional Office (Intermountain) i n  land 
management planning, recreation opportunities, and visual  resource. Pro- 
vided technical  data,  evaluation, and expertise primarily i n  recreation and 
v i sua l  resource. 

* Judv Rose - Archeologist - M.A. Anthropology 

Three years  Forest  Service experience a s  archeologist for Utah Zone. Two 
years National Park Service resource management, interpretat ion,  archeology 
experience. Provided technica l  input i n  archeology t o  a l te rna t ive  assess- 
ment. 



Ronald M. Sanden - Forester (S i lv icu l tur i s t )  - A.B. Pre-Forestry, M.F. 
Forest  Management 

Twenty years of Forest Service experience a t  District, Supervisor's Office 
and Regional Office levels i n  timber, fire, insect and disease, transpor- 
ta t ion,  and recreation. Provided technical expert ise  i n  timber, fire, and 
fores t  pest  management. Member of Analysis of Management Situation and 
Evaluation of Alternative Teams. 

* J i l l  A. Steward - Range Conservationist - B.S. Range Management 

Four years experience a t  Supervisor's Office and D i s t r i c t  levels i n  Range 
Management. 

J. Kent Tavlor - Forest Supervisor - R.S. Animal Husbandry, M.S. Range 

Twenty-four years of Forest Service experience a t  District, Supervisor's 
Office, and Regional Office levels. Fourteen years experience i n  staff 
assignments a t  Forest and Regional Offices involving a l l  aspects  of 
National Forest management. Served a s  a member o f  numerous regional 
committees and task force assignments covering a broad range of management 
operations. Provided overal l  management direct ion on t h e  preparation of t h e  
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Forest Plan. 

Provided technical expertise i n  range. 

Management 

** Ronald K. Tew - Range Staf f  Officer - PhD i n  Plant Nutri t ion and Bio- 
chemistry. 

Twenty-three years of Federal service working with t h e  following agencies: 
(1) National Park Service a s  a Park Ranger; (2) Intermountain Forest  and 
Range Experiment Station a s  a Research Sc ien t i s t ;  (3) Soi l  Conervation 
Service a s  a Soi l  Sc ien t i s t ;  and (4) Intermountain Region working on four 
Forests and i n  the  Regional Office with respons ib i l i t i es  fo r  water qual i ty  
and water rights.  Worked a s  an Associate Professor a t  Fresno S t a t e  College 
i n  California. 

Dee B. Thomag - Analysis Team Leader - B.S. Forest Range Management, 
M.S. Watershed Science 

Nine years experience i n  range management a t  t h e  District level. Thirteen 
years experience a t  the  Forest level i n  hydrology. Par t ic ipated as member 
of the  Forest Interdisciplinary Team i n  preparation of U n i t  plans and t h e  
current Land Management plan. 

Ronald S, Wilson - District Ranger, Fillmore - B.S. Range Management 

Nineteen years Forest Service experience a t  District and Supervisor's 
Office levels primarily i n  range, w i l d l i f e ,  watershed and minerals a reas  
including five years a s  a District Ranger. Participated a s  a member of t h e  
Forest Management Team which provided detailed resource management input t o  
the location and scheduling of implementation act ion plans. 

v-5 



Typing and special support provided by the following: 
Cindy Chojnacky, JoAnn Dodds, Jeff FOSS, Della Rasmussen, Brent 
Spencer, Sherry Sorensen and Mica Church. 
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CHAPTER V I  

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
AND 

LIST OF AGENCIES,ORGANIZATIONS, AND PEOPLE 
TO WHOM COPIES OF THE DRAFT WERE SENT 

I. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses e f f o r t s  t o  involve and consult with a var ie ty  of publics 
during the  formulation of t h e  proposed Plan and Draft EIS. It a l s o  contains 
and responds t o  comments received during the  public comment period for t h e  
proposed Plan and EIS. 

The second section of t h i s  chapter, CONSULTATION W I T H  OTHERS BETWEEN THE DRAFT 
AND FINAL EIS, summarizes the public involvement efforts undertaken during the 
comment period. 

The th i rd  section, PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS AND PROPOSED FOREST PLAN 
AND FOREST SERVICE RESPONSES, contains a l l  wri t ten comments sent t o  the  Forest  
and swlmaries of public meetings. 

The fourth section of t h e  chapter, MAILING LIST, lists a l l  those t o  whom copies 
of t h i s  statement have been sent. The list was composed i n  response to  
direct ion i n  t he  Forest Service Manual, requests f o r  copies, and those who 
commented on the  proposed Plan and Draft EIS. 

The Forest  Service conducted an active public involvement program throughout 
t he  Planning process as di rec ted  by the  National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). Federal, State, and local government agencies have been informed and 
consulted. Individual Forest users and in te res ted  groups also had the 
opportunity t o  par t ic ipate .  

Prior t o  publication of t h e  proposed Plan and Draft EIS, newsletters, 
brochures, personal contacts by Forest personnel, and meetings with various 
interest groups were used t o  give people opportunities t o  review issues and 
concerns, and preliminary al ternat ives .  A summary of t h i s  public involvement 
a c t i v i t y  is contained i n  Appendix A. 

I 

11. CONSULTATION W I T H  OTHERS BET!dEEN DRAFT AND FINAL EIS 

The Notice of I n t e n t  was published i n  the  Federal Register. The proposed Plan 
and Draft EIS were f i l e d  with the  Environmental Protection Agency and made 
avai lable  t o  the public on August 2, 1985. News releases were a l s o  prepared 
for t h e  media i n  Beaver, Delta, Fillmore, Richfield, Salina,  and Salt  Lake 
City, Utah. About 800 copies of the Summary of the Draft EIS and proposed 
Forest  Plan, and about 400 copies of t h e  Draft EIS, Forest  Plan, and map 
packages were d is t r ibu ted  t o  people and organizations on the  Forest Plan 
mailing list. 

The deadline f o r  submission of written comments was October 31, 1985. The 
schedule for  t he  preparation of the  Forest  Plan and Final  EIS was such t h a t  it 
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was possible t o  include a l l  w r i t t e n  comments received by November 30, 1985, 
even though those comments were received a f t e r  the comment period closed. 

During the month of August, 1985, open houses were held a t  a l l  Ranger Di s t r i c t  
offices t o  present t he  proposed Plan t o  t h e  public and t o  answer questions. 
Also, meetings were held during t h e  months of August, September, and October 
with various i n t e r e s t  groups and public agencies t o  discuss the Plan. Records 
of those open houses and meetings a r e  available a t  t he  Forest Supervisor's 
Office, 115 East 900 North, Richfield, Utah, 84701. 

111. LIST OF PERSONS. ORGANIZATIONS. AND AGENCIES WHO COMMENTEQ 

The following persons, organizations, and agencies provided comment on the  
draf t  EIS and Forest  Plan. They a r e  l is ted i n  alphabetical  order: 

NAME 
Acord. Clair  R. 
Andersen, Roberta 
Andrews, Dianne 
Bangerter, Norman H. 
Carr, Dr .  Gerald P. 
Carter, Dick 
Clardy, Bruce I. 
Cowley, Ivan 
Dykman, James 
Flesche, M. M. 
Frel l ,  Alice I. 
Fuellenbach, Mark 
Gordon, Gerald E. 
Gregas, Norman P. 
Holt, Francis T. 
J u l i f f ,  R. J. 
Knuffke, Darrell  
Lopez, Edward 
Matuschek, Robert J. 
Nielsen, Randy T. 
Niemeyer, Paul 
Niemeyer, Paul 
Peterson, Bonnie 
Peterson, L. Cordell 
Peterson, David R. 
Porter, James Niel 
Robinson, Gerald 
Ruesink, Robert G. 
Salina Lions Club 
Stewart, Robert F. 
Stubbs, Grant N. 
Sudweeks, Calvin K. 
Swanson, John R. 
Tuhy, Joel S. 
Valantine, Vernon E. 
Vodehnal, Dale 
Wintch, John W. 

ORGANIZATION 
Utah Wool Growers 
Amoco 
The Wilderness Society 
Governor, S t a t e  of Utah 

Utah Wilderness Association 
Sohio Petroleum Co. 
Lost Creek Boobie Hole Grazers' Assoc. 
Utah Division of S ta t e  History 
Chevron U.S.A. Inc. 
Rocky Mountain O i l  and Gas Association 
The Richfield Reaper 
Utah Wildlife Federation 

USDA Soi l  Conservation Service 
Southern California Edison Co. 
The Wilderness Society 
Dept. of t he  A i r  Force 
U.S. Dept. of Housing & Urban Devel 
Mountain Men of t he  Wasatch 
Sevler She r i f f ' s  Pos3e 
Sevier Wi ld l i fe  Federation 

USDI Fish and Wildl i fe  Service 
Salina Lions Club 

.opment 

PAGE NUMBER 
vi-24 
v1-44 
v1-64 
v1-76 
v1-90 
v1-9 1 
v1-46 
v1-40 
v1-5 
v1-60 
v1-62 
v1-45 
VI-I I 
VI-IO 
vi-27 
vi-89 
v1-64 
v1-4 
VI-8 y b 
v1-42 
v1-56 
v1-57 
v1-70 
v1-7 1 
v1-47 
v1-4 1 
v1-59 
v1-7 
VI-I 19 

USDI Office of Environmental Project Review VI-I7 ~~ ~~~ " 

C i t y  of Salina 
S ta t e  of Utah Dept. of Health 

v1-88 
v1-68 
v1-26 

The Nature Conservancy v1-27 
Colorado River Board of California v1-6 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency v1-48 
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IV. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS AND PROPOSED FOREST PLAN AND 
FOREST SERVICE RESPONSES 

This sect ion of Chapter V I  contains a l l  wr i t ten  comments from t h e  publ ic  and 
the  Forest  Service responses t o  those comments. The comment letters appear on 
the  l e f t  s ide  and the  responses a r e  on the  r ight .  To see t h e  response, read 
the  corresponding numbered answer t o  the  r igh t .  

Comments on the  Draft EIS and Proposed Forest plan generally confirmed the 
i ssues  and concerns ident i f ied i n  t h e  f lrst  s t e p  of t h e  planning process. Not 
a l l  of t he  or iginal  issues  and concerns were mentioned equally. Travel 
management and forage for l ivestock and wi ld l i f e  were mentioned most 
frequently . 
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8 August 1985 
i 

1. The Fisblake Forest Plan should have "0 impact on the use of lau 
a l t i tude  airspace by the DlillhrY. 



Auglst 14, 1985 

Andre* bdfrey  
Forest Planner 
Fishlake Natimal Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield. Utah 84701 

RE: Draft Enviromental Inpact S t a tmmt  for  Fishlake Matima1 Forest 

In Reply Pleare Refer to Case no. I244 

Dear M. bdfrey: 

The Utah Preserntim Office has received fo r  consideratim a wpy of the 
Draft Enviromntal lmpact Statement and Propsed Forest Land and Resource 
Managment Plan fo r  the Fishlake Natimal Forest. Our only m m t s  are 
related to the placement of a l t u r a l  resow~es in the plan Itself .  
of Cultural reiomces IS made under m m c r  oomts in the EIS. a d  there is no 

2 

Wo mentlon 

mention of a l t u m 1  reswrces "der lriev&ible and lnevit&le Comwtment 
of Reromcer. Cultural resomce~ should also be l i s ted  under Adverse 
Envimwnta l  Effects tha t  Cannot be Awided. Apparently the only affects 
that are acknowledg?d are vadalism due t o  increased recreatimal use. That 
p i n t  nay be up fo r  consideration, considering the m u d  of p m j g t  develop- 
mmt a d  sme of the Problenr that  f l w "  brings with deve lment  smh  as .- - - 
timber re60urCes. 

Since no formal consu l td im request concerning e l ig ib i l i ty ,  e f fec t  or 
mitigation as outlined by 36 CFR 800 #as indicated by you. t h i s  l e t t e r  
represents a response fo r  infomation concernrng l cca t im of cultural 
resources. If p u  have any westions or concerns. please contirt  m a t  
533-7039. , 

Jane5 L. O y & n  
Cultural Re urce Advisor 
Office of State Historic 

Piesewation Mficer  

JLD Jm. 1244/199ov 

2. 

..... ~~ 

project activit ies.  



. 

mr. 3. Kent TZ+X 

Page 2 
AUgUSt 16. 1989 

August 16 ,  1985 

MI. J. Kent Tav lo r  
F o r e s t  supervrior 
U S .  F o r e s t  Service 
F i s h l a k e  N a t i o n a l  F o c e s t  
R i c h f i e l d ,  Utah 84701 

Dear fir .  Tay lo r .  

W e  h a v e  r e v i e w e d  t h e  D r a f t  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  
S t a t e m e n t  (DEISI and P r o p o s e d  F o r e s t  Land and Resource 
Management P lan  f o r  the F i s h l a k e  N a t m n a l  F o r e s t  s e n t  t o  us 
by l e t t e r  d a t e d  July 22. 1985. We a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  
t o  r e v x e w  t h e s e  d o c u m e n t s ,  a n d  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  a r e  O U T  
comments: 

(1) The v a l u e  a s s igned  t o  water on the s tudy ' s  economic 
a n a l y s i s  -- $58.38 per a c r e - f o o t  -- seems r easonab le .  

(2) The S t u d y ' s  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  A l t e r n a t i v e  11, 
p r o d u c e s  an increase ~n W a t e r  y i e l d  over A l t e r n a t i v e  8 ,  t h e  
no a c t i o n  alternative. o f  4,000 a c r e - f e e t  per year Uniformly  

3 Over t h e  50-year s t u d y  p e r i o d ,  20 percent of which would f low 
i n t o  t h e  C o l o r a d o  R 1 V B I  Bas%". The r e n a m i n g  80 p e r c e n t  
would go i n t o  t h e  G r e a t  Basin, an area t o  be se rved  by wa te r  
d l v e r t e d  f rom t h e  C o l o r a d o  River when t h e  C e n t r a l  U t a h  
P r q e c t , B o n n e v l l l e  U n i t ,  LS c o m p l e t e d .  Eence, d L r e a t l y  or 
I n d i r e c t l y ,  any "ease i n  Water y i e l d  on F i s h l a k e  N a t i o n a l  
F o r e s t  l a n d s  w i l l  a u g m e n t  f u t u r e  s u p p l i e s  in t h e  C D l o c B d o  
RlVBZ BaS1n. 

While  A l t e r n a t i v e  11 keeps water y i e l d  a t  a h i g h e r  l e v e l  
t han  moat  a l t e r n B t l v e S r  we s t r o n g l y  urge t h e  F o r e s t  S O ~ V L F B  
t o  reassess t h e  p o s s i b i l z t y  Of s e l e c t i n g  A l t e r n a t i v e  1 0  a s  
t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e .  I t  would p r o v i d e  an a d d i t i o n a l  
7 2 , 0 0 0  a c r e - f e e t  per year i n  t h e  f o u r t h  d e c a d e ,  and 104 ,000 
a c r e - f e e t  per Year i n  t h e  f i f t h  d e c a d e ,  Over t h e  y i e l d  t h a t  
w o u l d  b e  d e v e l o p e d  under A l t e r n a t i v e  11. T h i s  w o u l d  
r e p r e s e n t  a new w a t e r  s u p p l y  ~n t h e  C o l o r a d o  River Basin i n  
t h e  f l f t h  decade Of more than 20.000 a c r e - f e e t  per year .  A t  
p r e s e n t ,  supp ly  I" t h e  Co lo rdo  R ~ v e r  Basin exceeds  demand, 

b u t  a r e v e r s a l  O f  t h a t  s r t u a t i o n  is i n e v i t a b l e .  We p r e f e r  
A l t e r n a t r v e  1 0  as t h e  more f a v o r a b l e  alternative, n o t  Only  
because it y i e l d s  moce w a t e ~  on the average, h u t  because  t h e  
y i e l d  i n c r e a s e s  in c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  t m e  as demand ~ncreases. 

SL"Cerely, 

3. The need For additional water i n  the Colorado River Basin and the Fact 
that demand "111 exceed Supply in the near Future is recognized. 
Harever, considering a l l  OF the multiple-use objectives, it appeared 
t h a t  Alternative 11 was the mst Feasible. 

The Figures For water Flm, 86 with other outputs, are projections 
which are dependent an budget The plan w i l l  be revised w i t h i n  15 
years and the water yield w l l l  be reassessed a t  that time. 



3. Kent Taylor. PoreaC S"pcrvis0,r 
USDA-Forest Service 
Pish lak  National P0re-r 
115 EaaC 900 North 
Btcbfield. Utah 84701 

Dear Wr. Taylor: 

In response t o  ,mr letter of Jnly 29. 1985. concemng the draf t  
Ens%ronmeoral Impact Statemeor and Proposed Poresf Land Reaaurce Management 
Plan for the Fishlake NeCIooal Forest. the Endangered Species Office. U.S. 
Pish uul Wildlife S e m c c .  h.B the following comments. 

Four listed ( I P E C ~ ~ S  have been iddenzified as occuring om the Porenr. They arc 

linLing will be effective September 20. 1985, therefore. we bare included 
CO-ntS P e r t d d W  to this Species d S O .  

The peregrine falcon h ie rodca l ly  reseed on the  Poreat. No active eyries *re 
presently *nor. t o  occur there hut occasimal migrants are obsemed. 
therefore. we believe II h o  effect- sitvarion exists  for *hi8 'pedes. 

The bald eagle i n  a winter migrant utilizing the  Parest ea hunting and feeding 
grounds. me proposed plan would 
mslnrain bald eagle habitat ac existing levels, therefore. se believe a -00 
effect- situstion uisfii for this species. 

No roosit areas herre been identified. 

The Utah prairie dog h- been reestablished on LYD sites in the Forest. 
Poresf Plan would maintain and immove hahitat. therefore. Ye believe a 
effect- siLuQCim eriscs for fNe-epecier, due io proposed~ectiviziea Lo 
enhance LNS population. men alre-specific proposals are developed b7 the 
Poreat LO improve p r a i r i e  dog habitat. Section 7 COnsulLatim should be 
in i t ia led  with t h i s  office. 

The Bydherg ailk-verch O C C Y ~ B  01) the Forear with IIm estimated population of 
4.000 individuals. Bahizar for t h i s  ilpecim~ would CmCinYe to be protected 
under the proposed F o r e ~ f  Plam, therefore ve believe a -no effect- Eituacion 
exist6 fo r  this species. 
endangered species, sa described on page 24 of the snmmary. 

The Rydberg milk-vetch is I rhreafened not  am 

lo I IYmmav,  of the five Mated species (effeeciss September 20, 19851 that 
occur on the  Piahlake National Poresr, only the Utah pra i r ie  dog "odd be 
affected by pcoposed acfiYirie(l i n  the Forest Plan 
implei.eoraiion of Eny proposed project that would affect t h i s  apecies Or other 
l i s t e d  species an the Forest, either pos<cively or negallvely, the Forest 
Service should ioiriare Section 7 C o ~ ~ s u l L s t l n n  YiLh this office. 

Rior t o  the 

If, io the  fueure, the Plan is modified svch that  proposed aelions vovld EBYPC 

a *may effect' sltwdiom to any of the liared species. Section 7 urnsu l fa t i~n  
should be initiated. 

ff we may be of any furthmr assistance please feel free LO confacr Lhle office 
at  your cor.venfec.ee. 

4 

4. see carment. 0" letter from U.S. Department or Interior. 

The Last Chance fownsendia O C C U ~ E  within the L85c Chance Creek drainage near 
the east boundan of the Forest. coal miring and mad ConsfiucCim pose a 
rhrear LO rhls 50eCle9. i h e l  3Ilc SpeClfl: projects develop, which may affect 
chis species, Secrion 7 consulCarlon sooild be iniflared wILh chis ofllee 



September 13, 1985 

Mr. J. Kent Taylor 
Forest Supervi mr 
Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 9W North 
Richfield. Utah 84701 

Dear Mr. Taylor: 

This i s  i n  response t o  ynur request for c e n t s  on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement ( D E W  for the Fishlake National Forest. 
i n  Utah. 

Your OEIS has been revieved with consideration for the areas of 
responsrbil ity assigned t o  the U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban 
Development. This review considered the proposal’s compatibil i ty with 
local  and regional comprehensive planning and impacts on urbanized 
areas. YIthin thew parameters, we f ind t h i s  document adequate fo r  our 
purposes. 

Mr. Wron Eckberg. Envi romnta l  Specfalist. a t  (303) 844-3102. 
If you have any questions regarding these ccmentr. please contact 

5 

5. No cmment. 

Office o f  eopmunity 
Planning and Development 



6. The expansion of elk w i l l  be w e l l  mnitored and the i r  nmbers w i l l  be 
held t o  the ab i l i t y  of the habi ta t  to Support them. If you are awa-e 
of a Specific area on vluch the  vegetation is StPesJed because of elk, 
we will consider it for establislrment of a study transect. 

7. The Plan calls for upgrading 13 milea of existing road each year. 
Hany no"-system mads u l l l  be pemnent ly  closed. 

Honori Peak 6 South hater l.ollov 
Z John WinLCh 
466 Sourh main 
Hanfi, UT 84642 
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Noman P. Orebas 
512 E. Center at. 
Shenandoah, Pa. 11976 

U.S.D B 
Forest Plur 
Forest %T.YIEB 
hsh l -k r  “atlonal Forest 
115 2. 400 Yo-th 
Stchfield, l b h  a701 

8. l h e  timber program in t he  plan has an alloYable Sale quantity, the 
maxi” t ha t  can be hawested OD an average annual basis for the 
decade of the plan, of  three million bawd feet. Actual harvest has 
averaged l e s s  than a thi rd of t h i s  during the  past five years. 

TO redwe the msts, the pm- does mt call fw t he  construction of 
any a r t e r i a l  Or fOllector mads. only loU standard Ones in t he  sale 
area. Further, harvest methods which do not require replanting have 
generally been seleoted to minimize replanting msts. 

llns i$ a minfmal program Which Supports m a l l  1-1 timber 
operators. In addition t o  pmviding a p r d m t .  logs for local  m i l l s ,  
timber sales are designed ba improve wildl i fe  habitat through the  
creation of mll openxngs i n  the forest  canopy. Also, timbar sales 
are sanetimes necessary to keep t m e r  stands healthy through the 
m v a l  of defadent or insect infeated trees. 
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DEDICATED TO THE CONSERVATION OF OUR NATUWLRESOURCES 

9. me Plan is the Forest SemioP5 Plan for m g i n g  the land and 
hvmg impl-tatlan of rezaurces Of the Fishlake National Forest. 

the Plan.  mordiMti0" "ith the Utah Dl"iJ l0" Of wlldlire Resources 
w i l l  continue on matters that affect wildlife. 
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10. The Plan uses the sage gmum as a kmgcment hdicatnr S p i e s  uhwl 
w i l l  prevent managerent practices which will sdveryly impact the sage 
grouse. blso, the Standards and Guidelines pmvide rnr habitat 
impmvwent w i t h  their d i m t i o n  for habitat diversity, edge effect on 
revegetation projects and other pmctices which will enhame existing 
habitat.  

11. The nmters in Lhe Plan are estimatu developed to vhuallze herd 
sizes or  populations. The actual nmber my be higher or lwer. 
bemuse it h dependent u p  the carrying Eapcity of m u a b l e  
habitat.  

12. Even under the marl" wildlife beneb1-2 I" which maximized 
potwtial  outputs for wildlife. the Forest failed to meet eipected 
publia d-d Cor fish and ~rtdlife remreer .  Without an Imlimited 
budget, ell the Forest can reasonably hDpe to achieve is a balanced 
Forest pro- that dates incMJed emhasis on the fish ad WLldlife 
pmgrsm. 

ds pointed 0th in the previws s t a t e n t .  the s e t d  nmwr w i l l  bs 
dependent vpon habitat capability. Honitaring of CTltical areas W i l l  
be the primary means of detemning carrying capacity. 

13. 

14. No ecments. 

DEDICATED TO THE CONSERVATION OF OUR NATURAl RESOURCES 
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3. 

a. 
16 

b. 
I7 

C. 

18 

d. 
19 

e. 

7.0 

f. 
21 

22 8. 

16. me preferred alternative of t he  Us was d i f i e d  i n  l i gh t  Of DYhllC 
o m n t  to form the selected alternative as spelled Out i n  the Record 
or Decision. 

In w n s t m t i n g  and madeling tM Plan, the Standards and GuidRlines 
yere Eonsidered the level to which any activrty on the Forest must 
clmfom. muS a reduced budget, DuEh as in Alternatives 3 and 7 YDuld 
lead to decreasd DVtpUts but not deweased standard% 

18. mis statement has been d i r i e d  to mre d e a r l y  state the  existing 
situation. me statement is a description of organiraticns and the 
public interested in Forest use. It is not included i n  t he  section 
describing the Forest plan's response to these gmups' desires, as you 
ermneovsly sssmed. 

19. 

20. 

mny of the factors mnt r ihu t iw  to red"& fisherie3 potential are 
l a r g d y  i?i-eversible or not mder ow wntml .  In particular, many of 
OUT lakes and r e ~ ~ o i m  are p d u c i n g  a t  less than potentlal dye t o  
affelerated eutrophication, winter-kill problems, and large 
populations of non-game fish (particularly in Fish IaYe). Although 
many of the problems mntributing to accelerated eutmphmation have 
been eliminsted the process is essentially irreversible. me excess 
of nongame fish in Fish W e  and other resemolrs mvld be eliml-ted 
thmugh chanical t reabent ,  hut t ha t  IS a State prerogative. me 
Forest is exprlmenting with lake aeration to tackle the problm 01 
vmter-&fll, but has been limited by lack of pruer SOLvEeS M m y  of 
its 1aKes. 

Factors contributing to reduced fisheries pmduction in stream are 
largely contmllahle or repairable such as over-grazing. poor bank 
stability, and pmr pml development. Forest Plan Include3 
extensive stream habitat improv-nt Dmjects and B pmposed fisheries 
habitat fmpmvement budget of Sm,ow p r  year thmghwt the 
planning period. Repair of extensive flood daoage on many of the high 

budget f o r  the first decade. 
quality fWKriees stre- "ill VZe up large BmDUntS or the Prwsed 

Tentative grazing capacities are established thmugh range DMlYaIS. 
Harever, the capability of an allotment to provide forage over tMe is 
mre important than pmdustion estimates a t  any m e  point. me Forest 
has follar-up studies which deternine if an allotment ha5 me 
capability tn handle the staking levels  m i t i a l l y  established. IhiS 
information is d m w n t e d  in a l l o t m n t  management Plans which have to 
be periodically updated. 

Livestock managanent is being changed yearly on many allotments. 
Redmtlonf in  1iVcstoEk nmbec, and zeay1m of use have bRen mae as 
Sham in Table 11-13 "here pmltted a n d  unit mnth.5 have been 
reduced fm 22'4.188 in 19944 t o  136,900 in 19Rn. In 1984 the  Gtt.5 
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21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

- 
28. 

muntain allotment pian ini t ia ted a 3m w w t m  in grazmg to be 
implwented over a &Year period. 

me Forest Direction. a9 well a, varIou3 presmiptlons provide 
Standams and Guidelines for riparian a ~ e a  mnagerrnt. 

men insect infestation. take a major toll on forage, reductions i n  
permitted l i ves twk are W t  made. Harever, the animals that  *Ye 
Emitted are rwoved a t  the time ut i l izat ion of the forage reaches 

betueen-propos;d &ual b;dgets Bnd actual appropriated finds. 

'his appears to be a question of degree. If the average funding for a 
pmgram (for example Wildlife or Timber) falls DO Far Del* 
expeetations that there is DO hope of attaining t h e  anticipated 
average outputs. and if Uose outputs are signiflcant s that the 
shortfal l  is controversial, then me plan will be revised. me 
? W ~ S ~ M  omcess is l u s t  l i k e  this i n i t i a l  romulation Drocess. and 

'his appears to be a question of degree. If the average funding for a 
pmgram (for example Wildlife or Timber) falls DO Far Del* 
expeetations that there is DO hope of attaining t h e  anticipated 
average outputs. and if Uose outputs are signiflcant s that the 
shortfal l  is controversial, then me plan will be revised. me 
? W ~ S ~ M  omcess is l u s t  l i k e  this i n i t i a l  romulation Drocess. and 
will be dine with Ni Public Involvement. 

Specific impmvements are already spelled Out i n  Forest Direction page 
N-19, Preseriptlm 46 page lV-87-88, and PreSWiptlM 9A Pages 
N-144-145. 

Wildlife and fish habitat improvement needs are identified i n  Appemir 
D. Where improvezents are not needed. it is approprLate to mamtain 
conditions. 

Improvements are identified for  Watershed projecta i n  dpped i l  P. Not 
all sites om De improved with the pmpsed  funding levels for the 

mamtenance level. 

A standard for Water developments has k e n  added but t h e  s t a d a d s  in 
the Forest Service HandbwK are adequate far fences. 

No Emment. 

Standards will have t o  be W e n  on a case-by-case b a d s  For exanple, 
a desert site may Only be able to maintam 201 Cove? under t k  t e s t  
CMditlonS, whereas m e  high muntam Sites may be considered in  poor 
condition if cOVVeT 15 reduced t o  40%. A standard Or ID% cover Would 
not be acceptable for bo ths l t e s ,  because m u l d  not be attainable 
on the desert site. 

siternatiYe pians Of action. mereore, - sites w i n  r a a m  a t  a 



multipleuse,  projected outputs rather than awes of a prescription 
describe where the Forest is putting its emphasis. 

29. me riparian area pre5cription is EDmpatible with the Forest-wide 
Standards and Guidelines frm a Wildlife p l n t  Of Vim. I t  1s a mOre 
restrictive prescription than the Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines 
i n  Order to provide wre protection to riparian area3 and flsherles 

30. me record of declaim explains the reasons for choosing the selected 
alternative. 
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UTAH POST SALT LAKE 
WiLDLlFE OFFICE CITY UTAH 
FEOERATION BOX 15636 841 15 

DEDCATED TO TYE CONSERVATIOY OF OUR NATURAL RESOURCES 



United States Department of the InterioI 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETWY 

OFFICE O f  ES\'IROX\IEhT<L PROJECT REX'IElt 
Raam 488. Building67 
Den\cr fcdcril Ccnier 

October 9, 1985 I, IC?,. Dimer. Cdorzdo 80225 
Un" 70 

ER 8511178 

Mr. J. Kent Taylor 

Fnshlake Notrmal Forest 
I15 East 9W North 
Richfield, UT &70I 

Dew Mr. Taylor: 

We b e  reviewed the Draft Enwronmmtd Statement m d  Propored Forest Plan for the 
Fshloke NotV" Forest, m d  offer the followmg mmments. 

Fish m d  Wildlife Resources 

We hwe three general meas of -em h t  the Firhlake Fwert Plm. Thew me the 
adequacy of extrtmg fish M d  wildlife tnventones, management rerponrr to humm 
ppl lotm growth needs, m d  resource program emphoJir resulting from multbple US 
.".IYSLL 

Pmt eqeflence with this o l d  other Fwerh  has been that Inventory doto for raptor3 m d  
migratory birds of high Federal Interest Ilar mt been adequate to m&e the balanced 
dRiriani needed for multiple use mmagemmt. It does mt appear that the prowed PIM 
provides a Clem POIICY to Inventory, or protect habitats for. renrltive seem rvch m 

Forest Supervisor 

31 

mnopy mveroge below the thernold levels fM. the W d l ~ o ~ o n ' s  mprrrker m d  vestem 
bluebird Both me sensitive bird species M d  ore on the "Mqrotory B ~ d s  of High Federol 
Interert" t i i t  for the mal program. Specter ploced m this l is t  me lhcrc besouse thcy me 
Darl.culmlY aenritrve to disturbme and receive mec.01 Dr0tect.m under lm or mow he , -- ~ ~ ~~~ .~ ~ ~. 
beclining r&mwide. 

Activity m the wt to protect magi IS evident by the Faest'r identifimtim of wlldlgfe 
trees or mqs. This prqrom, while loudable, oppmently doer not recogntre the rome 
voluei that aspens provide m nest sites. Unouthonzed firewwd Suttmg tar removed 
mmy of these ldenthed mogr, rendermg the mltqahon measure lmgely Ineffective. 

In our specific mmmatr  lomended to this letter). we have recommended that specific 
Standards ocd twdelmer be strengthened to recognize and prowde for adquate #""en- 
lories. A i  sated m the EIS, the Standards m d  Guidelines we d ~ )  the mjtlgat.tlm mea- 
we* (EIS 11-31). 

In regord 10 ovr second concern, fish M d  wtldhfe resources fod to meet current plbllc 
demand for both Consumptive a d  nonconrumptwe u m .  Thm S i t U o t l M  will be cxaccer- 
bated If the pmjectnan for gmwth of humm popllotions by the year 2000 (RMP. p. 11-7) 

32 

31. The l i S t  Of &mgement Indicator Spcies (HIS) is comprehensive enough 
to take care O f  t he  concems you express. other protections are also 
b u i l t  in to  the plan i n  the Standards and Guidelines. The Forest a150 
operates under the  direct ion of p l i c y  staterents Smh a3 the Snag 
Polioy. We alw c w r d i m t e  w i t h  other ent i t ies  suoh as the DiviSion 
o f  Wi ld l i fe  Re~owfes and U.S. F i s h  & Wi ld l i fe  Service. 'me removal 
of snags identi f ied for retention is unfortunate and 1% enforoement 
w i l l  be increased to provide Wre PWtectlOn. 

32. me possib i l i ty  o f  bringing the supply of wildlife resources up t o  the 
d m n d  is samething that w i l l  never happn. The dewnd w i l l  always be 
higher than the habitat can support. This Plan w i l l  m e  these gaps 
oloser together under a multiple-use concept. me ForeSt is currently 
develooina a Wild l i fe  transplant D O l i C Y  which W i l l  also hdD t0 
allevi i te-the concerns you eXiPeSs. 

Even under the maxlnum wildlife kncbmrk run which maximized 
potential outputs for wi ld l i fe ,  the Forest failed to meet expected 
public demand for f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  resour~e~ .  Without an unlimited 
budget, all the Forest Can reasonably hape t o  achieve is a balanced 
Forest pmgrm that places increased emebasis on the f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  
program. 
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Mr. J. Kent T w l w  2 

are realized The most omreswe dternat~ve In term of wcldlife and ftrherles valuer 
Provides M l y  obwt  (I 20 prmt insreore (compared to 100 percent hmm paplotton 

Nme of the alternatives amhitravrlv meet ths demmd f w  wildlofe resurces.  For 

Increase. 

quickly as pxsible. 

33 It was mted M poge IV-M RMP) tlvot bvestock grozmg IS prowed to  be emphasized on 
654,539 acres (b6 percent of the Forest). Yet on page 11-37, the RMP Indicates only 
639,856 mren are ruitohle for Iwestock grozmg. Acreage e q h w z e d  for grozmg 
exceedi; the acreoge empharmzed far 011 recmatwn, faheroer, wddltfe, w w d  productm, 
m d  r iparm combined (628,540). 

At the same ttme, the €IS indicates that wildl~fe m d  recreation mcaunt for nearly h d f  
the projected annwl benefrts under Alternotwe I I (€IS 11-€4). Rmge and ttmber mmunt 
for less than 5 percent each It IS apporent that to receive maximized benefits, range 
and timber should be “red os tmli to acmmpl~rh improvements needed In the wildlife and 
recreotim progrow. Wlldltfe ppulot~onr should he maxlmired m d  range and tmber 
meshed where remaining opportunities exist. 

Demmdr for fuelwmd, timber, minerals, Iivertoek, m d  nghts-af-way hove caused the 
continued degradation of mmy f ish ond wildlife reswces. In many I T U ~ M C ~ S ,  mitigdim 
hor rot occurred, has not heen compensatory, Or her not been effective. On a ~ m u l a t w e  
boras, these tmpsts  are mounting ond should be addressed 

To rummwiie, we believe that the Fwert Plm, while providing hnef i t r  to wtldl~fe, does 
mt adeouotelv remmize the ne& of fisherre. and wildlife. It should mnsider deemohn- 
sm of programs srrcor Iwestock and timber, taking mto mnriderattm Cost effect&& 
ond tempering such progrom as minerals d lands where fisheries and wlldllfe values 
ore degraded without mmpenmtton or mttigoticn. The U.S. Flrh and Wddllfe Servrce 
would be pleased to work with you an resdwng the irruer discussed m there comments. 

Threotened and Endonqered Species 

,& Five llrted species have been identified os occurring on the Forest. They ore the pere- 
grine falcon (w er mud, bold eogle (- lmcuc~ce holud, Utah prome dog 

LOIt h a n b n d t a ) .  
w w d e n s h $ h  milk-vetch (Astroqolur P&Tawnsendlo 

33. A l l  prescnptlons are for multip1e-use management, not single use 
Wnagmnt lhey thUS can mntain areas uithm tbeir borders that are 
not sultable For the it- belng emphasized. For example meadWus mY 
be included i n  an area aaslgned a t u b e r  prescription, or 51OpeS to0 
steep for l ivestock may be included i n  Prescrlptlon 68. lhls 1s t o  
keen the manaenent areas broad. Since the 0r’eSCTiDtiO”S are for 
mulhple-use y& should 1wk a t  projected autpu& rathi; than acres of 
a prescription. 

3% Any management practices contanplated by the Forest, YhlCh may affect 
the l i s t e d  SpeCleS you mention, v l l l  be coordmated by consultation 
with the US Fish k Wlldlife Service. 

The peregrine folmn hi~toricolly nested M the Forest. No active eyries ore presently 
known to occur there but occos~ono1 migronts ore observed, therefore, we belleve D “no 
effect” sttwiton :xiits for thm ~offies. 
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The bald ewle IS a winter migrant utilizing the forest or hunting md feeding grwnds. 
No r-st meoi b e  been identified. The proposed plan would momtam bald eagle habr- 
tat 01 existing levels; therefore, we believe (I "M effect" ntuotlon exists for this rpecmes. 

The Utah prairie &q has been reertablirhed on two $Utes ~n the Fwert. The Forest Plan 

35. We agree. Consultation w i l l  be init iated. 

The Rydberg milk-vetch occurs on the Fwert wlth p1 erttmated paplatm of 4,WO tndn- 
wdualr. Habitat for this species would cmtin~e to be protected under the proposed 
Forest Plan, therefore we believe a 'Bo effect" sitwtion e m t s  f w  this species The 
Rydberg milk-vetch 1s (I threatened not M endangered species, m described on page 24 of 
the rummmy. 

The Lmt Chance townsendm oecurr withm the Lost Chance Creek &ahrage neor the east 
boundary of the Forest; cwI mining ond road constructton pore a threat to thrs specter. 
When rite specific proiects develop which m w  effect this soecles,Sechon 7 conrultotion 
should be m i t i o l d  

Priw to the tmplemmtotrm of m y  propared project that would affect my listed ~ p ~ i e s  
on the Forest, either p~sitively or negatively, the Forest Service rhovld mtiote Section 7 
consultotton with the USFWS Endangered Specter Office m Salt Lake City, UT. If, tn the 
the future, the Plan IS modified ruch that propored o c t ~ o ~  would cwse a "moy affecl" 
sitcation to m y  of the listed species, Section 7 conwltatim should be mtioted. 

Mineral Reiwrcer 

The aubiect documents adeourtelY dirsuss mineral rerourw and the ImDmts wch alter- 
Pmt, present, ~d porrible future 
W. 11-52-57. PLRMP W. 111 9-55). ~~ 

Gmlogic potentid Ievoluaied & high, maderole, and lbw) for lhe'Ocmrren& of mol. 0 0 1  
a d  gar, urm um, m d  geothermal relourcei are dercribcd (DEI5 pp. .11-53-55). Toble IV. 
24 (OEIS p. IV-49) mmporer acreoge by alternolive for e w n  0 4 1  and go1 p0tm1.01 c o t e  
gory witn me03 where e*ploiot.m M d  developmnt ~ ~ t ~ ~ i t i e i  would oe rertr.c!ea by 
proposed lond monogemen1 PrOCI ces (rertrict4on categor.ei ole 101d, hign, moderote, 01 

low) Melhaooloq M d  rei~ll~ of Dpplying the b.nru.Iob l i fy crlterm lo high ond mwer- 
ote-potent.al cwI  me01 ore erp.o.ned tn Ao2end.x 0 (P-RMP). Stanoord ond spec.oI 
st.p4ato" tho1 mdd be owl ed lo leosee ore 8rvluard .n lnc PLMRMP (append.x h). 

The d.scusriar of tw 0.1 rhole w.thdrawo1 IDEIS p. 1 1 4  IS i n ~ ~ ~ ~ i o t e  ocd lncompletc. 
E x e c ~ r ~ v e  Oraer 5327, u h c h  tem?oror l y  w.lhdrew depm 1s of 01. shole and lands con- 
lamng ruch aepor.1~ from the mineral lows of the United Sloter, uar doted Apro IS, 
193D-noi Jme 25. 1910. On J a n ~ o r y  26, ,967,  Ihe B ~ r e o ~  of LMO Monagemenl fllea M 
D P P I ~ C O ! ~ ~  for u,tndroro. of c. 011 5ha.e deposiii of pvb1.c lonm .n Wyoming, Uton, ana 
Comrao?. We JnderrlMO ,not 0 reYcc01vx of the 0.1 3m.e wolharow tn tho F.rhlake 

36 36. Existing o i l  shale YithdraWal acreages have been corrected. K O  5157. 
dated February 7. 1972. deleted 011 shale withdrawals on FLshlake 
Natmnal Forest lands. 

Hineral eonstrants ape p r m r r l y  assaciated wi th  Prescriptions 38 and 
io&. mese areas are Shwn on the Forest maps. 
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Mr. J. Kent Taylor 4 

National Forest IS pading. The find d-ments should clmify whether IM~S tn the 011 
% M e  wdhdrwrd =e opt" to mimrol Icatlm m d  leamq, m d  h u l d  ocntrately re t l r t  
the acreageof londr wtthdrwn. 

The usefulness of the documents would be enhanced by oddttm of mops rhowmg oreas 
hwing mineral patentid and a r m  where management prat icer wwld c ~ s t r a m  mi- 
erol-related mtivities. Swh mops would facditate orserrment of Ihe Impacts each 
alternotwe would hwe on mineral exploration m d  development mtwttaer. 

Tables 11-10 through 11-20 (DE18 pp. 11-33-64) project the overage mnwl beneftts, w t s ,  
and returns for each alternative throughwt the SO-yem plamlng period It !I not cleor, 
hawever. why minerol lmome prqectms ore the same for each of the propcsed dterno- 
twer. Stated goals or objectives of oltemativer 2, 5.7. and 10 are to maximize re~ource 
o~twt, including minerals, alternatives 9 m d  I I hove (1 specific objective of rehobilitmg 
inocttve mines (DE18 pp. 11-31-62). Also, under alterndwer 5, 6, and IO, there ore fewer 
rettrictim~ on mineral (htivity tn oreas that hove moderate patentml for 011 m d  gor 
(Table IV-25. DEIS p. IV-53). Subsequent v e r s i ~ ~  af the documents &Id consder the 
effects each alternative would have upm prqected mlnerol wtplt. 

CWl 

The draft EIS &es not malyre rn &tall the Impacts that muld result from -I leasng 
d developnent beyond that emluoted in the UmtoSwthwestern Ut& Cml Region 
F m l  EIS, Rolnd 2. The Forest Plm should m t e  that additianol environmental molys~s 
and coordination with fhe Bureou of Land Management will be necerrmy before any 
cddtttonal cool leasing m u m .  We commend the Forest Serace for ddrerrmg unrwtobnl- 
bty criteria for coal leasing under 43 CFR 3403 8n Appendix 0 of the Proposed Land and 
Resource Management Plan. 

37 

- 
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Water Resources 

None of the olternotiver under mnrlderotim would hwe m y  impoct m MY Bureau of 
Reclomotion project. Although the Sewer River partian of the proposed lrrigotmn and 
Oromage System of the Bonneville Unit IS within the smpe of the Fwert Plan, no fmrll- 
tier would be constructed M the National Forest. Also, d l  of the alternotwer would 
maintoin the current water yield capobllities of the Sewer River dratna(le so the Bmne- 
wile Unit woter supply would remorn as presently projected. 

The study area far Reclommw'r Worotch Front Totol Water Management Study ~ c o m -  
parser ports of Juab, Millord, and Smpete Countrer that are withln the Fmhlake Nattonol 
Forest. The goals md obiectivei of the Forest Plan wil l  be emboded ~n the woter mor- 
qement study through conrultatm with the Forest Service. 

Drilling of Ielsmic rhotholes ond geothermal, oil, m d  gor testholes IS mentiwed. The 
requirements for filling and redtng the ohandoned haler te protect groundwater rcsovr- 
eel should be discusred. 

37. There currently are three mineral related developents on the Forest 
t h a t  pmduce a1 but an insignificant portion o f  the minerals 
benefits lhese projects are: lhe Sufco Coal Hme, Hartin-Uarretta 
cement Plant, and mther Earth Industries ~eothe-1 Plant. mese are 
a l l  long term operatum. since mineral act iv i ty  IS basically a walk 
i n  use o f  the Forest Ulat I s  controlled by w r l d  wide efonrmlc 
conditions, future act iv i ty  cannot be anticipated. Displaying the 
PeStriCtionS on mureral ac t i v i t y  by alternative describes the effect3 
on minerals o f  the alternative. 

38. Tbe information requested is given in Appendix 0. A statement on 
coordination nith We Bw has been added. 

39. M €IS is presently being prepared covering noxious weed control 
throughout the Intenmuntain Region. This ~ 1 1 1  be cmpleted i n  the 
s m e r  of 1986 and v l l l  cover possible water cont2mmtion. 

me standard stipulations provided in Appendix H of the Fore& Plan 
mver the requiPementS For restoring a s i t e  follwlng completion O f  
the proJect work. Pemlttees are bonded t o  insure that work is 
oompleted. 

In the preferred alternative (the Plan) portions O f  the munlcipal 
watershed areas, l i s ted  zn the current alternative, are covered by 
prescriptions Far Watershed and WlldllFe. This provide3 the needed 
proteotion for  the watersheds while increasing f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  a l l m  
other wes. 
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We rote that the ocrwge asfgned to mrniclpal vmterrhedr under the planned manage- 
ment prescription IS to decrease from the current 3,636 =res to 1,179 exes. This should 

Capitol Reef Notional Pork 

be expiamed. 

40 We would lhke to  y e  -rideration tn the plan for fencing by the US. Forest Service 
(USFS) of the mmmm bundory between Fshloke Notional Forest and Capitol Reef 
Notional Pmk. lntrwms of cattle mto park imxk oicur with emsequent impoctr m the 
vegetation in that port of the pmk. 

41  There IS M mention of the proximity of the Fishlake Nattlmd Forest to Capitol Reef 
Notional Pork, (I Class I Air Quality area Cool 1-er on USFS Ian& ore preset near the 
baundary, m d  w e  of the dirt w c e s  r w d  (Stole Rmd 72) m d  the pottentid mining =ti- 
vity itself should be considered ar potential threats (primmdy dust) to Capitol Reef's air 
qwl~ti. The nearby Cathedral VolleyRlPper Swth Desert ovetlmk m the park hor been 
propored (u m intqlrol vista for the Utah Statewide Air Quality lmplementatim PIM. 

Notional Natural Lmdmmkr 

Specifics m propo~ed NatW" Natural Lmdmoks *auld be dvded.  For mformottlon 
M there you may cmtmt M r  Carole Modism, Natv"  Pork Service, Rocky Momtam 
Region01 Office. 655 Porfet Sheet, P.O. Box 25287, Denver, CO 80225. 

Corridors 

42 

43 There ore some patentid conflicts between "wmdowr'' described on the Forest Plan m d  
the Bur- of Land Manogement'r ondyrir for corridors on public I d .  As t t  IS in the 
plblic mterest for Occeptable potential rights-of-way to be compatible ceros odpining 
Federal lands, these c m f l c t r  need to be resolved through dlscurnonr between ELM and 
the Fwest Servgce. 

Slmerel y, 

PboA-~idzA- 
Robert F. Stewmt 
Regionol Envirmmetol Officer 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

lhis issue IS bebeen t he  Park and the 1iveStwk rimers. As the 
Agenay suprimposmg a change in management, we believe I t 25 the Park 
Sewice's respanslbility to work with the l ive3tcck wners to arrive 
a t  an acceptable solution. lhe Forest would be ~ l l l i n g  to help as a 
l ia ison  i n  thia matter. 

Standards and Guidelines were added t o  the  Forest Diretion t o  inswe 
consideration is given to air quali ty h e n  any a c t i v i t i e s  mew near 
capi to l  Reef National Park. Dust fmm State Hi.3may U-72 should be no 
warse than dust fmm the Burr Trail uhieh is within the National Park. 

A disoUSSlOn of National NatUraL Landmaw has been added. 

lhe Forest is keeping in touch W i t h  the BLH on this prob:em and is 
awaiting the documentation of this analysis. To help solve the 
problem, the use Of the ward "uindoun is being redefined. 



SPECIFIC COMMEEm - PROWED F O l w  PLAN 

The Forest Standards and Guldelmes (RMP, IV-IO) establtrh the'hsellne" requirements 
maintoiced m carrying out the Forest Plan. This !L II w d  start, but we belteve that they 
need to be bolstered to further protect wldllfe and farherrer resources. 

Poge IV- l  I, item 4: Standards o ld  Guidelinr should be established to pmvlde mmimum 
nesting Opportunities for cwlty nesting birds and mptws. They also need to address 
other ~ r i t c d  wildlife functimr. A s p a  commvlitier pmvlde the mopnty of cavity neat 
rites of the orem surveyed m d  primary nest rites for tree-dwelling ropton. 

Page IV-18, Wildlife m d  Fish Resource Mmogemat WFRM), item It Standards o ld  
Guidelines should require site-specific tnventaries for hishFederd intermt species ot 4 1  
riles mdergorng surf- dlrturbolce, f w l d  old tmber m t t m g ,  DI where nm-surfoce 
disturbing actwities such 05 seismic exdoration wi l l  interrum critieol life functions nem 
raptor nest d e l .  

Page IV-IS, WFRM. item 2: The Standards o ld  Gudelmr should mtei that the ,Eagle 
Act" and the "Migratory Bwd Treoty Act" pmv~de more vestricttve regulahonr regarding 
oztwties that offect nesting birds. erpecmlly eagles. 

Poge IV-18, WFRM, item 3. The Standards m d  Guidelines should require the reestablish- 
merit of or swplemental Rocking of 011 rumble sltei by q rpeched date. 

44 

45 
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N 
Poge IV-18. WFRM, item 6: The Standards and Guidelines should require mmitoring of 
there species popllatimr to -we they are not being impocted by other pmgmm. 
inventories should be completed to estobiirh barelme data 

b8 

Page IV-21, Wildlife m d  Fish Caapemtion with Other Agencies, add new Item 2: Cmrdi- 
nate with the US. Fish and Wmldlife Servtce on dl matters dealmg wmth dwerrmn or 
mcdificotim of waters of the Unnted States 01 required under the Flrh m d  Wtldhfe 
Coordination Act and the Clem Woter Act. 

Page IV-23, Rmge lmpmvemat m d  Maintenonce (RIM), Item 2. Standards m d  Gutde- 
liner should require 011 watering devises to be modified to prevent entmpnent of wdd- 
life. Al l  new fence8 should provide for rofe passage of big game. Existing fencer should 
be checked and when needed modified to  meet standards or removed. Where possible, 
ponds should be designed and/or protected to provide waterfowl m d  rhorebtrd hldtng ond 
nerting hobitot. The Standards and Cuideliner should specify how many and when these 
items are to be completed. 

49 
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Page IV-24, RIM, new item 3 Exclude Ihvestock or reduce grazing as requlred to d o w  
reertoblirhment of stable or tmpmved candttionr along ripanan communmer. The Stond- 
ardr ond Guideltnes should specify the Itandord for judging thlr condition ond when ~t wdl 
be reached. 

5 ,  

Page 1%:-27, item 3 m d  page IV-90, item 7: Revire to reflect that tmpocts to other 
resoaurcer could override there statements, particulmly For senlitwe or Threatened and 

52 Endangered ~pecies. 

Page IV-29, item 7 Stondords old Guidelines for wildlife habitat should be stipulated. 
Protected trees need to be oggrerrively monitored. Management of dead and defective 
trees should err on the ride of wildlife needs. 

53 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

me Standards and Guidelines i n  Wi ld l i fe  and Tfmber, cmbined w i t h  t he  
IUS protection concept for  cavity nesting species. and the Forest Snag 
Policy, wUl give adequate protection t o  cavity nesting species and 
raptors. (Forest Snag Policy is outlined i n  Forest Semioe Hanval 
2630, Fishlake Supplenent Ill 

811 of  the  ac t iv i t ies  mentioned are required t o  have an envimrmenm 
assessment p r io r  to implementation. With the new Standards and 
Guidelines and MIS fonfept, this interdiscipl inary evaluation w i l l  
provide the site-specific analysis. 

me Forest Plan does not negate exist ing laus, regulations, etc. me 
acta you mention are binding on Forest tenagent .  

The Forest is currently developing a transplant policy and -ill work 
w i t h  the Utah Division O f  Wildl i fe Resources for any JtOcking o f  
Suitable sites. 

mese species are mnsidered and analyzed before any project, which 

See Honitmmg Requirements (LW page V-6). 

I h e  addition has been made. 

The Standards and Guidelines have been mcdifled t o  include water 
development directlons. Fencing guidelines are contained i n  the 
Forest SerYlce Handkook. The Forest Plan would be to0 bulk7 i f  it 
contained the speol f id ty  you suggest. As t h e  Forest move9 forward 
in to  improved riparian area management much of the habitat lwrovement 
for waterfowl w i l l  be acccmplished. 

Riparian Standards and Guidelines are found under Riparian Area 
Ilanagment (LW N-34) for  all riparian area3 not included under a 4A 
or 9A Nanagement Area. Speolfic Standards and Guidelines can be found 
under Prescriptions 4A and 9A for those management areas. 

The Standards and GuldelineS on page IV-11 concernlng habitat 
diversity and page N-19 concerning ThE and Sensitive speoles. 
adequately cover your concerns. 

The Plan and Forest Policy for  Snags adequately provide for w i l d l i f e  
habitat Noonltoring and prevention o f  cutt ing o f  them trees w i l l  
require a great deal o f  time and effort. Budgetinn will be the 
determlnlng factor on the effectiveness O f  the la t ter .  

"t af fect  them, i s  implanted.  
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56 Page IV-98, item 2 Gmlr rhuld  reflect future demmd for re~lurces I f  greoter than 
a r r e n t  UDWR gwls. 

Page IV-99, items I m d  2: Management of t m b s  moy requm less than optimal oqrnal- 
turd treatments to benefit wildlife for there 43 mea. Forest management should be 
respanwe to fish m d  wlldhfe needs ond flexlble os d o t e r  to percent treated and at 
what rotmmn. 

Poge IV-IO?: We urge that nxlflicts between livestock old wildlife be rerolved m favor 
of wildlife where winter range. critical winter range. or mitical life functmnr (eg. rage 
grouse strutting m d  nesting areas) msur. 

51 

58 

59 Poge IV-l 12, WFRM, item I and 2. Mointom habitats a required to meet future demmd 
for T-UICs. 

Pages IV-117, 124, 131, old 137, Wildlife Mmogement Actwitlu: New sectkcor need to 
be provrded to address and protect criticol wildlife habttotr. There mclude habttat for 
Threatened md Endangered I P R ~ ~ S .  ~ritiml winter ranger, mag mmogement, raptor 
nesting m d  other critical life functions. 

60 

54. General Direction under I tan  1 covers other r e ~ o w c e  uses. Thls is 
adequate without itemizing wildlife, f i sh ,  yatershed, recreation and 
timber. 

55. Prescription 5A has been changed to provide for  ml tWtion .  
Hanagement Indicator Spcies (HIS) concept precludes projects causing 
excessive losses in wildlife nmbers. 

lhe en t i r e  Plan is directed tDYard the future demands On the Forest. 
Actual nmbers of these ~pecies w i l l  be depndent upon the carwlng 
EaDafltY Of available habitat  and w i l l  be COOrdxMted W i t h  the UDWR 1” 

AlSOi  the  

56. 

57. YOU? concerns ape noted, and it is f e l t  tha t  the Plan contams 
adequate safeguards to prevent significant problems for u i ld l i fe .  

58. lhe desoription of this prescription has been mdlf ied  t o  mre c lear ly  
re f lec t  the  multiple-use aspects which ace bu i l t  l n to  a l l  
preSEriptions. lhe Standards and Guidelines m the Forest Direotion, 
as well as Presorlptions 41, 48 and 5A, pmvlde for  pmtectlon of 
wildlife critmal areas. 

59. me Forest Plan is a multiple-use plan. The Future demand For 
wildlife could not be met even if all other d-nds on the Forest Yere 
subjugated to wildlife. lhe Plan moves wild l i fe  resources tarard the 
demand as f a r  as is practicable during th19 10 year plannlnn p r l o d .  

811 of the  concerns you e x p r e ~ s  here are covered in the pPescriptionS. 
Standards and Guidelines and existing mandates O r  PlicleS. 

60. 
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P 61. Predator control I s  covered i n  the Plan. See page IV-21 1. A. 

62. me Objective i s  to bring 3 k k i n g  rates On all allotments i n  line 
with carrying capacities of the range. lhese determinations are made 
af ter  years of evaluation, and are docmented in allotment manax-nt 
plans.~ I"  me cases, oat t le  and sheep are using the w e  ran& and 
there are swe Opportunities to improve the range. 

63. me Plan does not necessarily pmpose increasing big  game nuobers. 
lhe valves shwn are For the winter range carrying capacity which i s  
the l i m i t i n g  Factor. We aclolovledge that sme of the winter range 
traditionally used by big game is off the Forest and Can lead to 
private land depredations. We have considered the problem, and 
believe part of the Solution i s  habitat impmvement i n  winter range 
areas of the Forest. 

64. me Forest is YoPkmg tmaM developing a pol icy for a n m l  
transplants. Within this Planning period no wolves, bram, black or 
grizzly bears w i l l  be con~idered f o r  transplants. I n  the event that 
bighorn sheep are considered, ovners of sheep will be Consulted pr io r  
to any intmduction. 



65. Agreed that there is a need to maintain resxrce values over t ime and 
that the livestofk industry plays an important role in nearby 
G c n " i t i e s .  
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66. hle Of the baaic Purposes of the National Forest io to preserve the 
wilderness, SEenio values, wildlife, fish, tetanic. and cultural 
PeSources. b i l e  the Forest Service does hare a responsibility to 
mdnage these resources, it also has respansibuities to msnage for 
mul t iae  uses of gnrmg, timber, developed recreation, sineras, and 
other uses. 

me Utah UUderness l o t  of 1984 dedmated no area a% wilderness on 
the Fishlake National Forest. me Utah Wilderness A c t  also mntains 
language vhrch staterr that madless and UDdweloped lands in the 
National Forest system in Urah need not be mamaed for  the ~ u r m s e  of 

and does not rec-nd additional area> for k lderness  designation 
during the plamlng period. (1985-2000). 
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P.3 EO 11350 
S a l t  Laie C l t Y .  'JT ui:*7 

Ocmber 22. 1-95 

TheihJature Conservancy 
(8011 752.4154 

0rtob.r 28. ISES 



67. me cove area is not included as a propased ~esearth Natural Area 
because Vle hetors chat have maintained It  i n  a pristine mndition 
will continue to function. Further the relatlanship this area has 
with Mal merits a mDre detailed revied than E m  be done a t  t h i s  stage 
of the planning process. Rlis area w i l l  be renewed during the 
implementation pha~e of Forest Planning. 
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68. &reed. change made t0 PrescPiption 1OA. 

69. Agreed. lhese changes were made to Prescription 1OA. 
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70. Agreed. Change made to PPeScription 1011. 

71. This direction would be too restrictive and could seriously impair 
reJearoh in the areas. me direction under reoreation as  it presently 
stands, give3 the Ranger the authortty to prevent wtorized recreation 
i n  the areas. 

72. Partridge Hountain is not an issue that we !mar of. I t  19 a 
designated Research Natural Area, and the Plan makes no change frm 
this .  
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73. If these items were mentioned on the pages of the Forest DirectLon. 
there would be no need for DSMgement area directions. TO avoid 
unnecessary redmdanoy these types OF direction are not  included i n  
the Forest Direction, but rather the direction that applies 
SpecifiOaly to Me &MgW"t BTW. 

74. hanges made. 

75. Changes made to Prescription 10.4 mver thls. 

76. me areas should be mnitnred. Harmer, Unacceptable impacts should 
lead to mPreEtiVe action. not further planning. 
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n. mis is a cartographic mistake. IF the alternative maps are 
reprinted, they w i l l  be mrreted.  

78. It was necessary to have m e  alternatives with new Research Natural 
Areas (RNA's) and -e without i n  order to test the ef fects .  

79. The t e x t  of the EIS on page lV-52 and the tables an IV-51 and IV-53 
have been modified to mrrrt this  pmblem. 

Bo. Have added thin material to part G of Chapter IV of the EIS. 

81. l l ese  statements are correct. But i n  the interests Of EOnciJeneSs 
they should be Put in bacwp documents In t h s  case the backup 
docuoents referred to on the pages you c i t e  are the establishment 
reports However, the de5oriptions have been expanded. 
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83. Ihey are. 



04. On the basis of this and previous discUSSionS the change has been 
made. 

85. ma* you for your assistance. It is very h e l p N .  

86. Changes made. 

87. changes made. 
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R brraf s y n n p s l s  o f  r s l s v a n t  p o l l r y  s t a t e a m t r  t h a t  I found w i t h i n  
t h e  DE15 and PLRHF 1 6  15 IOllouII 
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sure3 a t  t h e  Forest l ~ r e l  which a r e  c a l l e d  f o r  ~n th. F o r e s t  ServiEe Man- 
ual IF5M 2670 451: 

88. Both the Forest Plan and the Forest &mice Hanual give direction for 
managing National Forest land. mus, a EOLISC~OUUS effort  has been made 
not to r e p a t  manual items i n  the Forest Plan: if there is r e p t i t l o n  
it is Only redundant. The directions You cite fm the manual Will 
have to be folloved in  implementing the Forest Plan. 

89. Changes made. 



Hr. J .  Kent Taylor 
October 28, 1985 
p. 12 

C " l l L " t  
TNC- Federal FNF 

ran); sta t"% * t a t " %  

Proposed 
TNC Fedsral FNF 
rank  stat= s t s t l l r  

6351 c 2  5 
iiS1 3c 5 
*:si12 c 2  5 

90. The change for the %&mar& mu!a listing haas been done. 

91. Listing these three species as sensitive m w t  be done at the Regional 
Office level. We have fomaPded your cc"ent5 to them 

I p  I 3 1  
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Hr J. Kent Taylor 
Octoher 25, 1955 
p. 13 

The Mature Conservancy 1 %  v e r y  concerned i i t h  t h e  .axntenlnce Of 
r a r e  p l a n t s  and a n l n a l s .  Hy camrent9 an the  preceedlng paragraphs d e a l t  
m t h  t rea tnent  of such spe<.les ~n the  Forpst  P l a n ,  a l o n g  MIth recosmendr- 
t l m L  f o r  updat ing your l i s t  o f  spsc ler  of c o n c e r n .  Beyond thess w r t t s n  
~ m m e n t s ,  however, the  C o n s e r i a n ~ y  IS also " ~ l l i n p  t o  uork a c t i v e l y  with 
the  F ish lake  Nat iona l  Forest  t o w a r d  :he goal  o f  r a r ~  ~ p e c l r r  C D n E e r Y I -  
t lon .  Such C O l l p e r a t l v P  m r l  would Include Informatloo-sharing and actua l  
f i e l d  asrrstance -- as )mu r e q u i r e  and 1s our  resource^ allow. .* .  

In ronrlurion, thank you f o r  Tonsidering .Y comments in the  devmlop- 
.ent of the  F i r h l a l e  Il.txonal Forest L Land and Resource Ilanrgenent P l a n .  
I v a r y  much a p p r e c i a t e  the  I n t e r e s t  and support t h a t  1 havs r e r p i v e d  
throughout the  Forest  d u r i n g  ~y v i r r t s  there. I L m k  forward t n  cont ln -  
ving 1 gond working r e l a t l o n r h x p  betMem The Mature Conservancy and the  
F i s h l i k e  Mat,onal Forest. 

Ginrerely yours,  

+ I S  x+ 
Joel 5. l u h y  
Utah Public Lands Coordinator 

Note: 
Gf'fice, Riohfield. Utah. 

me appendioes to this letter are on file a t  the SUpeWkOr'S 



October 29, I985 
Venice, Utah 

, 
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F i s h l a e  National Forest 

Gentlemen, 

I am writing in r e m s  t o  t he  Fmposed land and R e a m s  
Ilanagement Plan. 
has reviexed t he  plan. 

bauwer. "e have sevare.1 c0nc-s. 

The last Creek Boobie Hole Gra%ers' AssociBtiQn 

option 8 seems t o  be the best option as far as (le EBn tell, 

Whether some people believe it or not. this - of the  
State depends p f i M l y  an a g e i d b e  vNch %a extensively 
livestock and livestock grazing. So with the  mall number of 
acres t ha t  a r e  suited for d t i M t i O n  and intensive Meted 

92 

piit&ng, the B . L . i  md ktionai l  Forest land is neededto 
complete t h e  necesbary aczeage t o  operata these S m U  @dt& 
enterprises. 

I n  these cr i t ical ' f inaneial  times in @ d t u r o .  

Ye have concmm over closing too many mads. Ye feel there 
are enough. houwa.  some need better maintenance thas  they 
reseiw. Ye don't feel  that  any more mads a r e  nesesssry. 

Ye know and realioe there are a n y  d m n d a  an t he  f o w t  
lands and each has its place. 
make t u n g s  be t t e r  for a l l  as 18 have dons in t he  p a t .  

Ye are willing to c o o p e t e  and 

sincerely. 

92. me Forest recognizes the need for grazing on National Forest System 
lands to mke a viable operation for local ranchers. Fenalng and 
uater deuelomnts do need i"pmVe0lent. Where fUInanclng is available, 
these structures are being impmved. Harever, it is the 
responsibility of the pelinittees to maintain impmvements. 
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RxChfIeld. Utah 
October 30, IS85 

fir. Kent la"l,Jr, SUDFr",.Or 
Fish lake Nat ional  Forest  
115 Ea3t 900 NDrth 
R lch f l e ld .  Utah E4701 

Dear nr. Taylnri  

I would l i k e  t h e  fc4Imwing comments considered b y  thoac 
indrvxdual. rcspnnclable f o r  d r a f t i n g  and approval of t h e  
proposed t r a v e l  msnaqement policy f o r  t h e  F i s h  Lake Nat ional  
Forest. F i r s t  O f  all, l e t  me canmend t h e  member9 of your 
s ta f f  who went out  of t h e i r  May t o  preaent t h e  planning 
XnformatlDn t o  t h e  members O f  t hc  Scvzer Sher i f f  3 Jeep 
Posse. I reallre they d l d  not have t o  make such a 
presentat ion and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  they did =peaks *ell of t h e i r  
dedzcatxon and commitment t o  the  public welfare. 

ny 5pec i f i c  remarks are d i rected t o  t h a t  area o f  Cove 
Mountaln which 19 located adjacent t o  t h e  proper ty  which I 
own on t h a t  nountarn. AS I read t h e  prmposed planning t h x s  
a ~ e a  IS r e s t r i c t e d  t o  m f f  road t r a v e l  foT soil, vegetat ion 

9 )  and Yatcr5hed protect ion.  I agree wxth t h e  proposal as it 
r e l a t e s  t o  t r a v e l  by wheeled vehicles. HOY~VFT. I do n o t  
t h i n k  t h e  _ea should b e  closed t o  * In te r  r e c r e a t i o n  
vehic les such a3 snow"i l e5 .  R t  l e a s t  t h a t  area f rom 
Hunter'= F l a t  south tn  the  Kooaharem Ranger S t a t i m  
locat ion.  This area generally e*per%ences a heavy 
Concentration of m o w  fall and provJde9 =me O f  the most 
enioyable anmwmmblling country It has been m y  p rzv l l edge  t m  
enJoy. 

The access roads are such t h a t  when t h e  =no* begin- t o  mel t  
and damage could occur t o  the  vegetat in  o r  water shed. It 1.1 
rcnpossxble  t o  get  to. Road clo5ure t o  wheeled Vehicles used 
t o  t ranspor t  snmdnobilcs ~n the loner ranges where w a t e r  
shed, Wildlife w i n t e r  range and regetatxon could b e  e 
problem would prevent the  damage t o  t h e  hlgher venges. 
Therefare. I f  t h e  closure w e r e  made seasonal, t h e  area could 

94 be protected durrng t h e  c r i t r c a l  s p v ~ n g  and f a l l  pevIod5, 
yet  l e f t  t o  b e  en>oyed dur ing the winter.  

Srnce I have been an a c t i v e  member o f  t he  Sevler Sher l f f  s 
Jeep Posse fa r  twenty years, an0 t he  Utah C l v i l  R & r  Pat ro l  
for seven y e a n ,  1 would lzke t o  also recommend t h a t  a 

95 statement be Incmrported 1nt0 the plannlnq PhllOIDPhY t h a t  
t he  r e i t r l c t i o n s  t o  vehic le  t r a v e l  w i t h i n  the  Fishlake 
Nat iona l  Fores t  are aut~mrtically waived *hen orqanized 
unxts  of L~cal. sr3.Ze and feacral gm,ernments are respandlng 
t o  the O T C . ~ C C ~ ~ O ~  or TPSCUI of humsn life. We O f t e n  f i n d  
oilrsclie !n 5 x t ~ i f i ~ n s  w x c h  r e m 1 r c  ludoement 00 t he  Par t  
0, tnc respanler  u1inQL.t %he benarlt Of a51zn9 a nloner 
authority -07 approvdl  en sndlr iaui l l  rcspondinq t o  th l .  

k l n d  of need ahrruld not  b e  h e l d  IlaEle t o  t ravel  
re3 t r xc t i ons  intended f o r  general PublLc use. 

Thank you f o r  a l lowing m e  t o  respond t o  your planning needs. 
I appreciate the  opportunty. 

NJPln, 

93. me ares r m  h t e r ' s  Flat to goolrharm Guard Station w i l l  be OW" to 
sn-bile use. 

94. 5m$ m a d s  a t  the larer elevaticms will be olosed seasonally to 
prevent resoume damage. 

95. Travel restrictions m closed areas oan be waived under certain 
circmstances by the Forest Supervisor. In cases of w e a n l i e d  search 
and reScue opratlons where 105s Of himan l i fe  is possible. the 
closure is waived in the Travel HaMgemenr Plan. 
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96. mi5 is 10 percent of the AUP's. 
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ar. J. ~ e n t  T A Y I O ~  
Ocmber 30, 1985 
Page 2 

A l s o  we would qYeSLion why any wildlife funds should go to livestock 97. 
vegetation rehabilitation. IC is our belief chat our %rats game managers would 
increase rhier managem~nc objectives if more range yere available t o  elk. 

YE would like to recommend that moose be &en prime considerazion., and efforts, 
f o r  rranrplancs and distribution throughout the forest and that, as P means t o  
create more habitat chat would be beneficial to moore, trout,  ducks. geese, elk. 
deer, eCc.3 Chat riparian zones be sdaquately developed and protected. 

98. 

99. 
We feel that beaver are also s beneficial form of wildlife Lhsr should recieve 
nore artencion. and proTecIion where possible, without adversly affecting other 
species. Beaver meace unique habitat that is especially favorable co brook trout 
and native cutchrout LIOYL. these ponds provide a needed Opportunity for fishing 
on this forest. - 
We would like t o  see greater numbers of bear on this foreat This sitate has a 
great natural propensity for growing record sire black bear, but for some 
reason this species is not being allowed LO have much of a population. 

As a closing recommendacion we rill rec-end chat a Leasability rrudy be done 
t o  study the feasabiliry of providing avirable habitats for re-inrrodueciona o f  
buffalo, Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep. wolf and, possibly, the introduction of 
Rocky Mountain Coats. 

Thank you for allav~ng interested groups such as ours the OpporLuniLy 10 part- 
icipate in rhia planning process and t o  hopefully be able t o  help your office 
prepare P plan chat rill be of chi mesf benefit for the most people over the 
planning period. 

100. 

In reality no wildlife C u d s  are going to livestock projects. No 
single use pmjeets occur . me vegetation manipulation projects i n  
big w e  winter range beneFits wildlife as well as livestock. 

me Plan will bring abut  changes i n  riparian area management which 
will be beneficial to the species you mention. Ibose will be given 
p r i m  consideration in the transplant program advanced by the Utah 
Division of Wildlire Resources. 

me Fishlake National Forest considers beaver to be an impartant and 
desirable part OF the Forest ecosystem. 

The blmk bear is managed primarily by the Utah State agencies. mis 
Forest provides ample habitat, and the nmber OF black bears Over the 
last 10 Years is believed to be on an "pard tred. 

The Forest is working h a r d  developing a wildlire species transplant 
plicy. Bighorn sheep and mmse have been identified by the Utah 
DiViSion OF WildliFe Aesurees, as species they would like to see 
transplanted onto this Forest. Rocky Ibuntain goats have already been 
authorized For a transplant to a partion of the Tushar Ibuntains and 
are scheduled For intmduction i n  the S m e r  OF 1986. Wolf and bison 
habitat parameters have changed XI drastically slnce these animals 
were extirpated From the Forest that they will not likely be 
considered as candidate3 For transplants during this planning period. 

For' 

IIOUNTAIN MEN OF M E  KASAICH 
James E. Salmon. Pra(iidenC 



e. Andre+! Codfrq 
Forest Plmmex 
Fishlake National Forest 
11s East 900 Horch 
Richfield, OT 84701 

Dear m. Godtrey: 

b e 0  Produetion Campmy ia a subsidiary of l l l w o  COrppocatioa. I t a  D-01 
Begion ia responsible f o r  finding and producing oil and gae in the Western 
~ i t d  States. We have a continuing interest in federal land USE planning. 
and appreciate t he  opportunity t o  C m e n t  on t he  Draft Land m d  Reliurca 
-8-t P l a n  f o r  t he  Fiahhks Rational Forest 

We appreciate the job t he  planning t- did in writing t he  documentation 
f o r  t he  Fishlake. Both the  Draft LPm and EIP show you w e n t  t o  considerable 
lengths t o  prepare 1 f a i r  and repaonable multiple-use plan which f u l l y  
integrates meray and minerals. We appreciate t he  fact that  the staff on 
t he  Flehleke ia v i l l i n g  t o  VrlIk with energ, eo~lppniea io ao. effort t o  mirlgara 
possible impacts rather than to a rb i t r a r i l y  prohibit exploration activitiee. 
Ye sense you understand there are relatively few cases vhere an agreement 
SO to bov oper~ t ions  s h l d  ba conducted is inpossible t o  reach. 
Produeti-n Company eupports y u r  Preferred Alternative 11 as being an 
equitable decision. 

b e 0  

We do have a concern vhich VI hope y u  rill address in the f i n a l  plan, howwe.. 
h e  informntion you have used& the minerals seetione ia not recent. 
under lease, f o r  example, is 1981 information. Rwanue figvreD a r e - 1 ~  - -.- would DEEU~ if everything Was updated t0 1985 figwe% AlSOr t he  
1981 vintage. 
figures since che forest  plan is sumosed to  remain in d a c e  for  10 t o  1s years. 

102. me objective is to portmy general lease informtion. Little change 

leages c o v e ~  a ?&year pricd as does the plan, although the  w e  tim 
Rame is not involved. 

102 k r e a g e  

We strongly evggesr that the f lna l  documents refleer more recent 

/ 
rob 



The Richfield Reaper 

Oct 30,1985 

Dear Kent 

The fomi m e 1  plan IS weU thoughtout and should be adopkd with a few 
changes. The nsmcted mas on h 
onen IO snowmobhe ’nus 1s n 

top and x v c n  mile area should be 2 
103 

to the iounst busineu m the area 
Sbme of the wmter r&ge areas should be open on a seasonal bases. 

If I can be of any assistance please call me. 

10). Under the proposed plan, the FisU*e High Top would be closed to a l l  
wtorized vehicles. but the Sevemile area Would be open to 
ylanmbiling. It is f e l t  that scme areas of the National Forest 
should r w i n  closed to a l l  wtorized quip’ement. ’he H i g h  Top was one 
of the selected areas Since it was the only area of the Forest Uhlch 
Was rec-nded for wilderness designation. lbt is, all the 
a t t r ibu tes  for semi-primitive reoreattan are present. Also, c r i t i c a l  
areas of big m e  w i n t e r  range are closed to uranmbile use. Even 
though big game animal3 may not frequent these a- for the entire 
winter, it would be iE$awible to determine when s n m b l l e s  would not 
be detrimental to wildlife. For this reason. the areas are closed to 
SMWoblle we thmugkmut the winter wntha. The areas are open to 
off mad vehicles, ezcept during specified minter pricds.  



October 31, 1985 

J S. Tixier 

Dear Mr. Tixler: 

We have reviewed the Fishlake Proposed Land and ReswIcc nanaSemt Plan and 
Draft Fnviranoantal Impact Statemnt  and our c m n t s  follow. 

sohm Petrolem c-ny (sohm) supports Alternative 10 for m g e m u r t  of the 

opportunity for  potential future  hydmcarbm discoveries. 

Alternative 10 has the least  acreage Mder highly restr ic ted access. It also 
has the greatest  amount of medium energl potential acreage under lau and 
derate access r e * t r l C t , O N .  

Alternative 6 is our second choice due t o  less acreage d e r  lushly restr lc ted 
access and mare acreage under lar and d e r a t e  access r e ~ t n c t m N .  

sohm IS apposed to Alternatives 7 and 4 due t o  large acreage blocks m d e c  
highly restr ic ted access 

In  r m a r y ,  Sohio supparts Alternative 10 and secondly. Altematlve 6.  We 
104 believe the Flrhlake National Forest 1s doing a cwuoi.ndable ]ob of managing 

the forest  and r o o r d m t i n g  the different  ent i t le5 Hho have interests  ~n the 
forest  "k you f o r  the opportunity to  c o m n t  on this propposed plan. 

Fxshlake N a t l m l  Forest. Sohlo belleves Alternative 10 pmvldes the best  

104. Considering OF the multiple-use objectives, we considered 
Alternative 1 1  the preferred alternative. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce I. Clardy 
Operatla"* Manager 

)ns/ec. t1c 
1826F 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PRO7ECTlON AGENCY 
REGION Vlll 

ONE DENVER PUCE - am im STREE~ - SUITE ma 
i-i- @ m o  1985 DENVER. COLO@ATJO eOWlZ.2413. 

Ref: BPM-EA 

3. Kent Taylor. Forest Supervisor 
Fishlake Natimal Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield. Utah 84701 

Re: Fishlake National Forest Pvoposed 
Plan and Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (OEIS) 

Dear M. Taylor: 

Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Region VI11 Office 
of the Environmental Protection Agency IEPA) has renewed the referenced 
documents. 
long-range resource management pmgvam. We belleve that it will prawde a 
Very POSltive Influence On the achievement Of envlmnmental DhJeCtiVeS Which 
m e  shared by our respective agencies. Ue recogmze the importance. BI doer 
the Forest Serv~ce. of the grazing. watevshed, and flood control values of the 
Forest. Yith this in mind, we have identified several concerns related to 
exirtlng m o u r c e  problems where we encourage a stronger rehab~litatlon andlor 

of concerns and reconmendations regarding water quality, r i p a r i a n  and wetland 
a?eaS. aquatic life, and watershed resources. 

These Forest Service documents address important programs for  water 
quality and watershed management. 
incorporate the EPA and State of Utah antidegradation requirements that apply 

105 to all surface waters in  the Fishlake N a t m a l  Forest. Our COmentS reflect 

Service land management activities. We recomnend that existing Water quality 
trends and Standards be described i n  more depth as barelme data fov 
Consistency with roanagevent activities. Ue have expressed several concerns 
regarding water quality-?elated best management pract7Ces (BMPI )  and the 

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental 

The €PA appreciates the efforts invested i n  developmg this 

management program. hleeenclosed detailed COmnentS cove? a substantial range 

However, we believe that It is necessary to 

the TmpOrtance of dercnblng the ImpllcatiOnS Of these requlremntr on Forest 

.ssessment of water qua11ty Impacts. 

we suggest r e v i s i o n s  to the I&nitonng and Evaluat~an Progrm regarding 
106 requirements for. evaluating sail and water best management practice 

effectiveness, the water 4uality momtaring program, and for the 
implementation of aquatic lifelhabitat monitoring. 

inter-agency involvement. The Plan should descrrbe this cont,nulng 

~peclflcally as it relates to ,dater gu&lity stanaards, the Clean Water Act 
Section 404 Permit Program, Plan anendrent. and to the project-rpeclfx MEPA 
compl>ance process. 

The Forest Plan and draft EIS represent a comnendable level of public and 

Coordination and COnSUltatlOn P q r a m  I n  more detail generally, and 
101 

2 

Bared on our concerns and the criteria EPA has established to rate 

The EPA review has 
adequacy Of draft EISr, we have rated this draft EIS as Categoiy EC-2 
(environmental concerns-insuffic,ent informat~on). 

should be included i n  the Forest Plan and final EIS. If further EPA 
assistance IS needed, please feel free to Contact Doug LOfitedt Of my staff at 
FTS 564-1717. 

identifled additional corrective measUI.eS, data. analysll. and discussion that 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

cc J. 5. Tixier. Regional Fopester 
D.we Ketchum. Dlrectar of Environmental Coordination, Forest SerVrCe 
Mike Relchert. Utah Bureau of Water Pallutlon Control 
William Dickerson. A-104 IOFA) 
Kerry Clough, ARA 

105. 

106. No caoment "f-3Szdrl. 

Standards and Guidelines for ULah State anti-degradation requirwents 
have been added to the Forest Direction. 

107. management or National Forest is @tided by several different swrces 
of direction, lhese include Laws and their implementing regulations, 
executive orders, manu31 dlrectlon. and Forest Plans. There IS a nSr 
section of the Forext Service Yanual being formulated that directs hvd 
we will work With the corps of Engineers in admmlsterlng the 404 
pemlt program. me a b m m  of repetition or manual m t e n a l  in the 
Forest Plan must not be construed in any way a3 meaning that the 
Forest gives lesser importance to it. In general. manual direction 
addresses items llke the 404 p e m l t  program, that are COmPan to many 
Forests. In contrast, the Forest Plan addresses items such as bud& 
emphasis Or management emphasla on the land, that are slngUlW tO that 
Forest. To evmd duplicatlon they are divided into che two direction 
SYStemS. 
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EPA Cements on the Firhlake National Forest 
Proposed Land and R e s o ~ r c e  M a n a g a n t  Plan and Oraft EIS 

Water Resowces and Watershed Manaqement 

The EPA appreciates the level of existing w d e v  quality which, from the 
disCuSs1on an OEIS page 5-9. appeavs to be i n  almost all cares higher than 
needed to protect State-assigned designated uses. We feel that the EIS needs 
to be strengthened by documenting r m ~ e  specifically the designated user, and 
existing quality data and trends. preferably in a table format. Such 
information would be important in providing consistency With alternative 
levels and locations of forest activities. We would also like to see 
cumulative Hater quality Impacts addressed more spec~fically on OEIS 
pager Iv-31, 45. etc. 

We w o m r t  the intentions of mamtainins. and in some areas. imProvina 

-e should be clanficatmn Of what these 
requirements mean m t e i m  of existmg quality and in terns of individual 

continued "Minor degradation of water quality of some streams" (OEIS 
page IV-11) violate the bntidegradation requirements7 The State-Forest 
Serv~ce mrtitutmnal arrangements: 1) for allowing any water quality 
degradatm, and 2) for assunng that 'all cost-effective and reasonable best 
management practicer for nonpoint source Control" are a c h w e d  (40 CFR 
Part 131.lZ(a)(2)), should be defrned. Utah notes in its antidegradation 
policy that pmjects Such as COnStmctiOn Of roads W 1 1  be ConSIdered in 
antidegradation segments On a care-by-care basis where pollution rill result 
only d u n n g  actual construction activity . . . .. The p1'ncess for Penmtting 
.Short-term or temporary" violations of watev quality Standards Should be 

in this pmcess (considering the antidegradat7on requ1rement)l Define the 
meaning of "Short-term or temporary". Are the existmg beneficial uses to be 
maintamed ummpaired7 If not. what degree of impairment IS to be allowed? 
EPA'r antidegradation policy includes a provilion requiving the maintenance 
and protection of "outstanding National re60wce" waters (Part 13I.lZ(a)(3)). 
The Plan and EIS Should address Whether any of the Forest's Streams ave under 
this dengnation. The general directmn on Plan page 1V-35 also states that 
improvement actions are not necessary where "natural background water 
pollutants Cause degradation". Why not7 

io9 activities like logging, road construction. and mineral developnent. Will 

addresskd (Plan page IV-35). How me the Forest SerV7ce and State coordinated 

We suggest that the Standards and guidelines dealing with roads and 
timber hawesting identify the existence of and requrrements for measures to 
adequately control water quality impact6. What additional requwements. or 
best management practices (8MP's) are needed7 Will these requirements also 

110 
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with management are ouwently kt a lou level. 

109. An antz-degradation policy has been added to the Forest DlreCtlOll. 
mis covers activities over the entire Forest. b y  short-tem lmpaots 
would be coordinated with the Utah Division of Uivimmental Health tO 
WIR) past year3 aotivities and plans for the current year. 

No Waters on the Forest have been Elasslfled as "outstanding natural 
resources." mis has noy been stated in the EIS. 

lhe statement dealing with h p r o v m e n t  actions on natural pollutiOll 
remains. Aotion to deal with natural pollution would be i m p l m n t e d  
If effective and efficient. 

Best management practices (BwW are applied to all timber sales that 
invol~e m a d m e  
Plan. 

110. 
mere is no need to repat  these practices i n  the 

111. We have added this Direction t4 the F o r e s W i d e  DlreCtion so it 
applies to all areas. Instead of formulating our oun Water qUlltY 
standards, we believe it is better to refer to State standards SO 
*nnfllnts hetueen the two will not arise in the future. Vegetative .~. ~~~. ~~~ 

manipulation does indude timber harvest and other thmgs. 

Prior to any projeot, an interdi3Clplinary team Will make a slte 
S p e E i f i E  examination. If they detemlne the prodst Will not be able 
to meet Standards and gJldeline5 (includmg antidegradatlm) or  that 
mitigation measures Mill not resolve the problem, the proJect will not 
be Gplemented. 

112. If a large demand COP aspen developS during the plan priOd, an 
amendment to the Plan and EIS would be ccmpleted to WallUte the 
increase in program. 

Clearcutting is limited to aspen stands where cUtOveY patehes Ulll not 
exceed 40 acres Generally, clearcuts in aspen atand9 have not 
exceeded 20 acres on th1.s Forest. All proposed timber sale areas 
which oould affect Yarer quality are evaluated on a project by project 
basis. To bt t m p t  to include guldellnes in the Forest Plan uhlch 
would apply to all situations would not be possible. (It stauld be 
pointed out that the total forest timber program far the decade Ulll 
occupy only a 0 0  acres.) 

113. A prescription Ylth Standards and Guidelines already exists In the 
Plan for m m i o i p l  watersheds. Currently no drinkin8 water problems 
exist. In most cases, an intensification of nultlple-use manaeement 
provides needed protection of water qoallLy ulthout totally 
restnrtine all use vithln the watershed "h16 1s pOJSlble because 
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apply to local m a d s  that are built to lover standards, and for timber 
purchaser built roads? The Plan deals with the need to determlne the water 
quality effects of m a d  constructlon and "vegetation man~pulation~ as general 
dlrection for 9A management al-eas on page IV-147. We believe that the same 
general direction needs to apply to these projects i n  other management apeas 
where water quality effects could occur. Additionally. water quality 
Standards should be included i n  the standards and guidellner for determimng 
the water quality effects under this part~cular general dlrectlon. ne assume 
that "vegetation manipulation" includes tlmber hamestlng. HOW negative would 
a project's impact be before It would not be approved ( i n  Context of the 
antidegradation requirements)? 

According to the Plan and OEIS. about 236.000 a w e s  a m  available for 
aspen Cutting, with some of it on potentially unstable so11 ( O m  page 5-81. 
Since aspen was "nearly excluded from the harvest projection" (OEIS 
page IY-331, re feel that the Plan Should promde for an amendment with an 
dppmprlate NEPA action to address the effects of a larger harvestlng program 
if a market becmes available. For the timber program ~n general. what are 
the equivalent clearcut area crlterla needed far Water resource p r o t e c t m i  
We feel that the environmental effects of the tlmber program, by alternatxve, 
Shauld be addressed more directly ( I n  additwn to the extenslye use of 
alterndtlVe OUtPUt cmnparlronr). 

We suggest that the. planned protection actions for mumcipal watersheds 
113 be identlfied more SPeClflcally 

addressed? 
What drinking "ate7 problem need to be 

114 

We w e  pleased to see the Plan include priontized lists of watershed and 
abandoned mine treatment pwjects (Appendix 0). What types of p*aJects are 
there7 Which have water quality COmPOnentS? In what years 1s treatment to be 
accom~l~rhed? He suggest that the Plan recognize any Watersheds needlng 
treatment that are I~rted I n  Utah's Section 305(bl report On State-wlde water 
quallty. Ue feel that the Forest needs to jurtlfy why It can not complete the 
the watershed treatment backlog at least by the end Of the 50 year planmng 
period (OEIS Page IV-41). 
alternahve, of not achlenng treatment of all 26,000 acres? According to 
Plan Table 0-3. 5.489 acres Of watershed rmpravement are planned Out of about 
26.000 dmes needing treatment. 
19.560 total acres to be treated 
~larifleo 
neem should be made on OEIS Table 11-23 (page 11-90]. We a15a belleve that 
Table 11-23 needs to recognize appropmate amounts of grazing and vegetation 
far watershed protection under the Preferred alternative (page 11-87). what comprehenrfve watershed management plans are needed? 

What m e  the envlvanntental ~mphcations, by 

DEIS Table IV-20 (page IV-43) IndiChtes 
This apparent discrepancy Should be 

The Correlation of planned watershed improvement acreage versus 

119. Abandoned mine land projects include such things as closing mre 
Shafts and restoring vegetation on sites that have been abandoned. 
They do not include Work an aCtiVe d a b s  when the ourrent operator is 
required to Omplete work needed to protect Vater quality and M e t  
other enviromental ~ o n c e ~ n s  Projects are listed i n  priorrty. Work 
uxll be accanpliJhed accordmg to the level of finaoclng received. 
Currently, no problems e n s t  for heavy metal oantamlnation. but 
sediment reductlon can M accanplished. 

me watershed backlog identifies total aoms needing treatment. Funds 
available For treatment are inadequate to meet the needs. The 
implication is that accelerated emslan levels w i l l  continue on 
watershed lands. That W U l d  hold true far all alternatives. 

The apparent discrepancy in acres needing treatment ewes atout 
because the acres Shwn i n  the plan identify acres and funds only For 
Projects to be aocmplished in the next 10 years. The ZG,OOO acre2 
represent all lands mrrently needing treatment I h e  19,560 a w e  
Value s h w s  h w  many acres could be treated in 50 years if full 
funding was received For Alternative 11. 

Table 11-23 ccmpares alternatives in a relative manner. BY cmparlng 
any alternative to Alternatme 4, a Feel for maximm treatment effect 
can be obtained As Far as grazmg and watershed proteetion goes, the 
allotment management plans cover the concerns adequately. Here, 
interdisciplinary teams have a chance to identify issue5 and concerns, 
then a plan 1s developed to establish objectives, implement actions, 
develop p r o p r  use criteria and to evaluate actions through Follw-up 
Studies. 

115. Srme OF the projects identified in the watershed restoration appendix 
are for closing abandoned mads. These E ~ O S U P ~ S  are done For resource 
pratectlan and water quality management. JS roads are still required 
for management purwses. then malntenance is done for resource 
protection. Again, the problw is b a n g  unable to maintain all roads 
every year uith the h d s  available. A statement has k e n  added to 
the E15 to recognize this probl". 

Wnagement of National Forest IS guided by several different sources 
of direotion. These include Laws and their implementing regulations. 
executive orders, manual direction, and Forest Plans. There is a new 
5ectiw of the Forest Service Wnnual being formulated that directs hou 
~e will work w t h  the Corps of Engineers m administering the 404 
permit program The absence of Pepetition of manual material In the 
Forest Plan must not be construed in any way as meaning that the 
Forest gives lesser importance to it. In general, manual dreetion 
addre%es i t e m  like the 404 p m l t  program. that are c m n  to many 
Forests In ContPast, the Forest Plan addresses I t W S  Such as budget 
emphasis or manaeement emphasis on the land, that are singular to that 
Forest To avoid duplication they are divided Into the two dlreetion 
SIStemS. 

116. 
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Ue have problems with the preferred alternative's program far dealing 
with existing m a d 6  that are having adverse enmronmental effects. 
Apparently. road maintenance would be concentrated on " w a d s  supporting the 
timber program while Other roads will continue to detenorate" (OEIS 
page IV-SI). 
deterioration. particularly when w a t w  quality and riparian resources are 
involved, needs more recognition. 
87) needs rove dlsclorure of the road management effects on water quality by 
alternative. 

process for working With the Corps of Engineers (COE) and other relevant 
agencies in admmistenng the Section 404 dredge and fill permit program 
Important COnSlde).diOnS to address include notlflcation of projects to be 
done under nationwide. state, ov regional 404 permit, identification Of 
projects needing an Individual permit, and development of mutually agreeable 
m i t i g a t i o n  ~equirements for Individual projects. 

We comnend the P l a n 3  emphasis on '"concurrent m m t o r l n g  to ensure that 
mitigation measures are effective and i n  compliance with state w a t w  quality 
stan(ldrdq" for 4A and 9A weas (pages 91 and 148). we feel that such 
m o m t o n n g  may be important far activities done outside of 4A and 9A areas 
which could effect water quallty. Secondly. we were unable to clearly 
C O ~ ~ e l a t e  there requirements to the requirements (field revlew. quantities, 
frequency. etc.) for evaluating the effectiveness of installed so11 and water 
BMP'r i n  Plan Chapter v. we question the effectweness Of only $z.wo 
annually to provide both 5hOrt-term and baseline water quality mamtorlng 
(Plan page V-91. In 1981. o w ?  120,000 of Knutson-Vandenberg (K-V) funds were 
received (Plan Page 11-18). We suggest that the Plan discuss the planned use 
of K-V and any Other potential funding sources to supplement the water quality 
and other environmental resource m a m t o n n g  programs. Where me the baseline 
ItdtlOnsl 
USGS1 What Darameters besides sediment. Will be used t o  determine comliance 

Ue feel that treatment of "on-tiinbe? roads to prevent 

We believe that the EIS (pager IV-86 and 

We believe that the Plan and EIS need to descnbe the f a m l  coordination 

We have several concerns regarding the water-related monitormg program. 

Ho* IS water quality nomtorlng coordinated with the state and 

118 

Livestock and Grazino Manaqement 

Livestock grazing appears to be a Significant part of Forest operations. 
However, we had difficulty i n  adequately determining the existing condltlon of 
the Forest's rangeland and grazeable woodland. 
description of such conditions. with Supporting mapping If available. In teams 
of multiple resource values or at least ecaloglcal condition. We feel that 
such information would provide a stronger basis for management direction. 

We encourage a m ~ e  specific 

117. A menltoring requirement has been added to evaluate beSt management 
Practice effectiveness and CCmpliance with objectives On land 
disturbing projects. In addition, funds for annual menitwing have 
been increased. 

Currently, I(nUts0hVandenberg (K-V) Funds are very lhlted because of 
the m a l l  timber program. If the timber industry has renewed 
activity, it uould be possible t o  obtain sane needed funding 

Baseline mnitDring stations have teen located over different parts of 
the Forest. During the early 1980'5, Stream monitnring was done on 
key Streams. After a base level Was established, stations Mere m v e d  
to gain i n f o m t i o n  in other areas. In 1985. 14 statmns were 
established On streams near Fish Lake and in nearby $wage lagoons 
m h a s i s  1s being placed on recogmtion of nutrlent enrichment f rom 
natural sources as well as frm recreational facilitie3 Later on, 
baseline stations will be placed in areas where dispersed mining 
activities could possibly result in heavy metal enrichment m the 
streams. 

Each year a cmrdination meeting is held with the State Division of 
Environmental Health. They receive a oopy of the current mnitoring 
plan, results from past m n l t o r m g  and are mformed on ProJectS 
planned for the coming year 

Same of the key water quality parameters being fallCued 1" the Fish 
Lake menitorlng include Kjeldshl nitrogen, nitrate, nitrite and 
phosphate. Also. several crmplete chmical analyses have been done as 
Y e l l  as measuring temperature, pH and dissolved oxygen. Stream 
mnitorlng includes bacteriological and chemical analyses. 

Annual frequency of wnitoring does not necessarily mean only one 
Sampling date is involved. In 1985. there were three sampling dates 
on Fish L&e. Th~s provided a measure of change with season. 

Same of the chemical parameters measured are correlated with the 
biological parameters. For example, streams high in bicarbonates may 
have higher populations of biologl~al material than lor bicarbonate 
streams. This concept 1s built i n t o  interpretive guidelines 

hti-degradation evaluations w i l l  be based on changes over time at 
baseline Sites. Cunulative MpBCtS are based only 0" broad 
eValUationS of the total activities ~ c ~ r r i n g  within a given 
uaterShed A sediment codel to track every activity over time has not 
been prepared because there is such a large source of error associated 
with sedlment sampling. Also, It 15 extremely dLfficult to separate 
sediment coming from bank erosion O r  OnSlte emslon, and to Separate 
natural sedinlent associated with a major climatic event frm that 
induced by management actwities. 

At the present time, SIX different ecosystems are being considered on 
the forest These have dlffeerent geologic and soil COnditianS In 
addition, 11 climatic zone3 where sljnlficant difference, occur i n  
precipitation and evapotranaplration t . m  been Idenrifxd. 
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Alternative 4 would withdraw livestock from suitable range that is i n  
*poor to VWY poor condition" (DEIS page 11-41]. Ue are concerned that 
Alternative 11 also recognize such exist ing Poor conditions and prescribe 
effective improvements. The general direction to "Achleve or maintain fair or 
better range Conditions on all rangelands used by livestock" (Plan page Iv-23) 
presents some Concerns. Apparently this direction conflicts With the 
statement on Plan page 111-2 that "An upward trend w i l l  result from Improved 
admlniStPation and range Improvements: Uhet values are used in making 
condition determinat1anr7 We recommend the connderation of management 
direction to lmP?ove, rather than Just maintain, rangeland resources ?n " f a i r "  
Condl tion. Furthemore. the effects Of the proposed g r a n n g  management 
program in correcting past watershed prohlems related to overgrazing (as 
dlscu6ied on Plan page 11-64) On 9F and other appropnate management w e a s  
should be described more Clearly. As a case in point, the dlsusiion of 
Alternative 1 1  on DEIS page 11-87 should he more complete in descnhing 
adequate watershedtwater resource protection and prevention of overgranng. 
Uhat effect m11 more intensive grazing management have on reducing floadlng 
potential7 The ecolog~cal impacts of alternat~ve grazmg programs (OEIS 
pager IV-29-31] should be more thoroughly dls~losed. The alternative Impacts 
and trade-offs of vegetatlon "spraying. crushing. plowtng, and chalmng" 
(Plan page 1V-109) also need disclosure. 

an OEIS page 11-87], yet OEIS page 11-70 Indicated an increase i n  ammal u m t  
months of grazing by over 51.000 i n  the flrrt decade and even mre ?n later 
years under the preferred alternative 
Clarified. 

Flrhener and Aquatic Life 

119 

The Plan and DEIS address r e d u c t m s  needed in livertack g r a n n g  (such as 

120 
The apparent dlrcrepancy should be 

121 

The Plan pmposes a "20 percent decrease" In fish numberr as an 
acceptable limit before corrective action I S  taken (Plan page v-6). i n  
dlscurnng this proposed limit with Forest staff, It apparently relates to 
natura1 population fl~ct~atlons. and not to ?ermirrlhle reductions as a result 
of Forest management activities. 
needed to 11 assum Consistent ProvlslOnS for maintenance and improvement of 
flrh populatmr from Forest management, and 21 to arrure consistency with 
w a t w  guallty antldegradatlon requlrementr. 
Jurtlf~cat~on for what appears to be a large ndtw.1 populat~on fluctuat~on. 
A concern Wlth the d4UatlC life guldellnes In general deals with the PPopoied 
standard and guideline to m a m t a l n  vertebrate habitat by protecting "at least 
40 percent Of the ecOIyStemS fop eXIStlO9 Species'' (Plan page IY-18). 
ability of such d requirement to adequately pmvide  for fish, water qual~ty 
requlrementr, and healthy dqUdtlC POPulatlOns Should be addressed for 
appropnatenerr. 

Consequently. we believe that revisions w e  

We also Suggest biological 

The 

118. The information requested is provided in current allotment management 
plans and supporting doCMents used in the preparation of these plans. 

119. There is no oonflict in the statwents that are being referred to. 
You can have an "ward trend and achieve better range conditions. If 
desirable Conditions already exist, maintenance of those conditions 
does not create B problem. 

Trend is follwed  win^ nested f r a w n o ~  evaluations on a five-Year 
interval. This is outiined in t h e  mn;tonng section of the pian. 
Improved administration 1s Obtained by enforcing conditions outlined 
in grarmg penoits. 

The statements on restoring depleted YaterShed area3 have been 
clarified in the EIS. (See also Range h Soil and water goals on pages 
N-4 k 5 and General Direction P N-35 3" the Plan) 

Unfortunately, many of the flooding events that have occurred in 
recent Years would have caused severe damages no matter what k m d  Of 
management was being Collared. 

Lnpacts associated vlth speclfic projects dealrng ulth spraying, 
chaining, plarmg, etc., are covered i n  e n v i r o m t a l  analyses for 
allotment management plans, and for individual projects where needed 
Here, specific Units of land o m  be identified and specific Impacts 
addressed 

120. A typing error was made on page 11-70 in the €IS. This has been 
corrected. 

121. Acceptable limits for fish nmbers have been changed to a l l w  
interagency coordination ta determine aoceptable fish populations. 
Since the state 1s the lead agency in popvlatlon management, 
acceptable limits will be determined i n  coordination with the Utah 
Division of Wildlife RCSOYTC~S. 

The proposed Standard and Guideline to maintain vertebrate habitat by 
protecting at least 40% of the ecosystems far er-tlng species 15 
deslgned primarily far terrestrial ulldllfe. ItW 4 under General 
Direction (LW page N-18) includes mre specific guldelines far flsh 
habltat management. All Waters capable of supporting Self-SUStalning 
trout populations w i l l  be maintained at or above 40% of optlmm Mare 
speclflc guldelines for streams In ManagRnent Areas 4A O r  9A can be 
found under Prescrlptlon 4A and 9A Of the LMP 
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122. The Foreat Sewice is required by National Forest Hanagement Act 

regulations (36 CFR 219.9) to maintain viable  populations, "Fish and 
ulldlife habitat shall be managed to malntaln vlable PODvlationL of 

122 

123 

124 

125 

The Plan and DEIS discuss fisheries and aquatic life goals in terms o f  
" m ~ m m u m  viable papulation numbers" (OEIS page 111-40). Our concern IS that 
protection of healthy PoPUlatiOns be recounmd. Ue sumest that the 
documents assure coniistency With antidegiadatmn requi;iments, and that a 
"viable" populat~on IS i n  fact a healthy populatm. 

in order to emphasize fish habitat improvement. These areas are designated 
p n m a n l y  on the western part of the Forest. The Plan map indicates several 
perennial  streams in the South central and eastern pait of the Forest, yet it 
is unclear Why almost no water bodies thePe are designated 4A. 

Include any addlt~onal Stl-eam zones needlng the 4A prescription. 
365 of the Forest's 380 miles Of streams have either poop or fait- habitat 
condition (DEIS page 5-7). how ouch of the stream mileage is identified for 
improvement under the 4A prescript?on7 

We cormend the use of Management Prescription 4A f o r  several stream zones 

Is the aqwtlc 

Slnce about 
llfethabltat all i n  good condition7 We recomnend Plan map revisions t o  123. 

The lack of streamside vegetation 1s part of the m a i o n  for the extensive 

Likewise. we 

Poor and f a i r  stream habitat Condition (OEIS Page 111-32). 
question the Standard and guideline vequinng maintenance. as a minimum. o f  
only 40 percent of the overhanging vegetation (Plan page IV-19). 
questIan the requirement for maintenance, as a m m m u m .  O f  50 percent of 
"total Streambank length i n  stable Condition where natural cond?t?anr allow" 
(Plan page IV-19). 
guidelines to the existing conditions7 The ability and adequacy of these 
standards and guidelines for "malntammg shade and bank stability for 
stmans" (Plan page IV-84) In 4 A  and Other management areas needs to be 
addressed. The pmpoied standard and guideline to "Maintain or ~ O P P O Y ~  
ove~a11 stream habitat condition at or above 50 percent of optimal" for 
streams i n  9A areas (Plan page IV-144) IS also a concern. It appews that 
such a requirement would allow degradation of exlstlng higher conditions. 

Consequently. we 

Haw much of an improvement are the above standards and 

The Biotic Condition lndex (BCI) will be used to quantify stream 
condition. What macroinvertebrates m e  to be management and water quality 
indicator specmr7 The Forest S~TYICB Intermountain Region's 
October 1979 "Biotic Condition Index: Inte~rated Blolao~cal. Phvrical. and 
Chemical Stream Parameters far Management" publlcation ind1c;te;on paie-14 
that a 70-8s BCI rating requires a management strategy to ~mpvove habltat. 
Table 111-21 ( O E I S  page 111-40) Indicates a BCI Of 70 as 3 minimum for a 
viable ooeulation. We would like to see the Plan on oaoe IY-18 and m d w  

~ ~ ~ ~ 

directibn'for Management Area 4A specify the BCI levei Ghich will trigger 
improvement actions 
it appears that even a reduction by 15 percent Of the BCI ratlng to an 
unacceptable level would not trigger 1mPrOvement dCtlDnS. 
clearer ~n a s w r i n g  that macroinvevtebrate studies have been designed to 
measure desired environmental effects. What does "annual" measurement 
frequency mean for macroinvertebrate Indicate? species7 The extensive amount 
Of deteriorated stream CondltlOn appears to  Indlcate d need fo r  more than the 
"slight Improvement" Of macroinvertebrate hdbltat stated an OEIS page 11-89 
m a  an increase i n  6CI rather than the slight decrease projected on OEIS 
page IY-26. 

Addltl~nally. from the momtorlng Plan on P lan  page V-6. 

The Plan should be 

124. 

125. 

existing native and desired &-native vertebrate $e&s i n  the 
planning area Estimates of minimun viable populations set the 
minmm threshold levels for plannlng purposes. m e y  are not goals , to  
achieve. me Forest is required to address minimun viable population 
levels in the plan and asswe that, at a minimu?, these levels will be 
met. It IS estimated that the proposed preferred alternative w i l l  
maintain populations at levels EOnSlderably higher than mlnimm 
viable. 

In cmplianoe with the State's anti-degradatlon policy, ernting 
Instream water uses and populations will be maintained and protected. 

Several additional Stream have been designated 4A Hanagement Areas on 
the map. Approxmtely 164 miles of stream have been designated 4A 
Hanagement Areas for thlS planning iteration. Due to the high Cost Of 
Stream habitat improvement and extensive flood damage that has 
~ccurred on the Forest, only part of needed habitat improvement can be 
scheduled for the first desade. 

Since the m s t  recent SUNBYE. current stream conditions have changed 
substantiallv as the result of extensive flood damaee over the cast 
several yea&. The best estimate of current conditions 1ncl;des 
overhanging vegetation of less than 20% and bank stability of less 
than 20% Only two streams of those surveyed have current eondltions 
of 501 o r  higher of optl". m s t  of the Forest's streams fall b e l w  
this standard The intent is to raise all currently degraded streams 
to a minimally aoceptable level. not to allar the feu hieher rated 
Streams to slip b e l w  t h e i r  current Conditmn. 

lhe exactmcminvertebrate Indicator ~pecies will vary by Stream. 
general, the following species Will be used: 

In 

me standards or afceptable limits lndlcatlng no need for further 
planning action have been changed to read "BCI above 75" (see LW page 
Y-6). The reference €0 a BCI of 70 as a mlninm for a viable  
moulation has been deleted (see DEIS ~ a ~ e  111-90) smce the minimran 

poor &dition. Tnerefare, are u s m ~  d BCI of 75 a5 a minlmm 
standard for all fisheries streanis. This standard has been added to 
the Forest Direction (LEW page IV-19)). 
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Ripanan  Areas and Yetlands 

Ue have several concerns regarding r i p a r i a n  area and wetland management. 
The preferred a l t e r n a t i v e  would on l y  s l i g h t l y  improve r i p a r i a n  h a b i t a t  
Condit ion (OEIS page 11-89). We f e e l  t h a t  t h i s  contrad ic ts  the  need f o r  
r i p a n a n  a w a  lmpmvement noted ~n several areas of the  documents. It appears 
t h a t  A l te rna t i ve  4 mre e f fec t i ve l y  addresses r i p a r i a n  area needs. The EIS 

resources m o m  thoroughly. Management areas 4A and 9.4 cove). Only 2.623 acres 
Out of a t o t a l  of 34,600 acres O f  n p a n a n  area (Plan page IV-50). We feel 
t ha t  much more o f  the n p a n a n  area Should be included a t  l eas t  in t he  9A 
area. How extensive w i l l  the n p a n a n  management n a m t o r l n g  program be7 

We question the a b l l l t y  of the standards and guidelines f o r  mamta?mng 
" n p a n a n  dependent resource values . . . i n  a s tab le  or Upward trend" (Plan 
pages lv-33 and 34) t o  adequately provide for improvement o f  degraded n p a n a n  

e ~ o l o g i ~ a l  cond i t i on  and Other resource valuer are needed. Me $ w o e s t  

126 

Should d isc lose the e f f e c t 5  Of the a l te rna t i ves  On n p a n a n  and wetland 

2 
I 

VI c 127 resources Ue fee l  t h a t  stronger improvement goals and requirements based on 

The Plan's general d i r e c t l o n  Ca l l s  f o r  aspen ClearCutt lng In both 4A and 
9A r i p a r i a n  a w a s  (pages IV-89 and 146). 
p rac t i ce  as r e a l l y  being necessary 

What IS the al lowable cutting i n t e n s i t y  fo? Other t ree  spec~er  I" r t p a n a n  
areas7 

The Plan and EIS Should j u s t i f y  t h i s  
What are the Impacts and 

128 multiple-resource trade-offs o f  such c learcut t ing7 What a l t e rna t i ves  e x i s t ?  

Off-road vehicu lar  t r a v e l  would be prevented i n  n p a n a n  areas "when the  
ecosystems would be unacceptably damaged" (Plan page IY-141). 
unacceptable damage? Why IS off-road vehic le  t r a v e l  needed in n p a r ~ a n  areas 
a t  a l l ?  

Forest Plan Implementation and COOrdindtlOn 

What 1s 
129 

~~ ~ 

130 We recomend t ha t  the d l l c u l s l o n  be mo;e consistent w i th  the recent ~ ~ V ~ S I O ~ S  
t o  Forest S e r v ~ c e  l iEPA ImPlementat7on procedures (June 24, 1985) 10 whtch on ly  
c e r t a m  types of po ten t i a l  categorical e x c l u ~ ~ o n s  are specl fwd.  

me measurement frequency for  macmmver tebra te  species has been 
ohanged t o  read "5 streandyear."  Each stream w i l l  be sampled Dio to 
four t lmes per Year depending UpOn the p r o j e c t  b a n g  monitored and 
ava i l ab le  funding. I f  mre monitoring funds becane available, 
add i t i ona l  streams w i l l  be sampled each year. 

l h e  BCI may decrease I n i t i a l l y  due to increased p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t y  
i n c u d i n g  range and w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  improvments. watershed p ro jeo ts  
and tmbeber sales. A f t e r  t he  f i r s t  fed years the  average BCI should 
increase with unpmved npa?ian and watershed condit ions. 

126. It is n o t  w~sible to discuss the  e f f e c t s  O f  each Drowsed DrOieCt 

p r b j e c t  proposal and implementat& plan. 

Ten percent of all perennial streams will be surveyed on each D i s t r i c t  
each year. 

127. Add i t l ana l  guidel ineS for riparian area improvement w l l l  be provlded 
i n  i n d i v i d u a l  Al lotment bnag-nt  Plans. These plans inc lude 
i n d i v i d u a l  s i t e  specific envirormental assesment- w l th  
m t e r d i s c l p l i n a r y  in teract ion.  

Durlng t h e  f i r s t  decade, 29 miles of gtream fencing and 28 acres of 
sp r ing  and wetland fenclng are proposed 

" 

128. If decadent aspen stands are t o  be regenerated, they must be 
Best Hanagment Practice$ (BWP's) ape followed in  riparian 

129. Unacceptable damage 13 that which causes degradation of Stream5 or 
lakes. Although o f f -mad Vehicle use 1s n o t  "needed" m most riparlan 
areas, there 1s no need t o  r e s t r i c t  th l3  use where damage Is nbt 
occurring Also, pos t i ng  and enforcement of an ff-road vehlc le  
flosure m all ~ l p a r i a n  areas Would be a m n m e n t f l  and expensive 

Clearcut. 
areas for all t imber aCt lY l t l es ,  regardless of OUttAng J y s t w  used 

130. 

task 

A d e f i n i t i o n  of categor ica l  exc1usion has been added by referenclng 
sec t i on  1952 2 of the Forest  Service Ibnua l  This 1s consistent U i t h  
the l a t e 5 t  (June 24, 1985) rev1510n of t he  Forest Semlce NEPA 
implementing procedure3 u h x h  are FSM 1950 I n  t h a t  chapter, Sectlon 
1952 2 States in paPt nTypical ly, clases and representative 
examples of act ions t h a t  might be ca tegor i ca l l y  excluded are l r s t e d  
below Thm 1s t o  keep the  dec is ion making as close t o  the ground 
as possible 
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131 Ue suggest a more specific discussion of NEPA compliance activities 
assOClated wlth Plan rewsion and amendment (Plan page Y-14). 
compliance documents will be required for a significant amendment? At what 
polntr will the PUbllC and other agencler be able to have Input? what m e  the 
“NEPA QrOCedUreS” and NEPA Outputs arroclated wlth inSlgnlflCBnt Plan 
amendments? 

What NEPA 

132 Ue feel that the Plan Should descnbe the requirements fov periodic 
evaluations of Plan implelnentation from a multi-discipline, multiple resource 
QePSPeCtlYe. 

Ue recamend that the E I S  (page Iv-82) recognize coordination With the 
Utah Bureau of Uater Pollution Control and the local areawide water quality 
management agency. 

131. Agreed that thls process needs to be spelled Out in detail 
currently, the waaington level of the Foret s e w m  is preparing 
manual direction to provide guidance in this area. 
crmply with the neu direction when it is received 

The Farest W i l l  

133. Agreed lhe deScription of this aordinatlon has been added. 



134. Generally, locked gates u U l  be used fo r  temparaty mad closures 
needed cor resource protection during wet =rids. I n  casea or 
organized Seamh and rescue operations, where loss of hlnwn l i fe  is 
p s s l b l e r  me claswe is uaived in the Travel Wnaeement Plan. 

Once Forest Plan closures are implemented, enforcement w i l l  be 
"1gOro"S. 

Ihe only areas where Sn-biles are prohibited are those eQded 3A, 38 
and Y on the anagement h a  Wp which aecrmpanies the Forest Plan. 
me Y and 38 areas are set aside far nm-mtwired recreation uhUe 
the 5 1  areas are c r i t i c a l  wildlire ulnter range. 
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135. Seasonal doswes w i l l  be made on roads each year. Hast seasonal 
dosures w i l l  be f o r  the purp3e of resource pmteotion when mads are 
wet. ~ouever, m e  ii7.000 acres oe the Forest w i l l  be toral ly  closed 
to mtor vehicle use (except sn-biles). uhi le  vehicles 1,111 be 
restricted to designated routes on an additional 364.000 acres of the 
Forest. once these changes are Implemented, enrorcarent vi11 be 
"igOr0"s. 

Rec-ndations relating to the h m t  should be directed t o  the Utah 
b a r d  of Big C- Cantml. 

Sane winter habimt impmvement Is called f o r  i n  the Forest Plan. 

Range and timber outputs m a i n  essentially a t  pre$ent levels uhile 
project act ivi ty  to enhance f isher ies  and big game winter range 
increase Substantially. A190, Iundlng t o  mnage dispersed recreation 
and trails IS sly) substantially increased. 

It is our understanding that state laus relat ing to  off-mad vehicles 
are presently being revised, Also, under the Plan, off-road vehicle 
use would be prohlblted O r  re6tricted an the acres previously 
mentioned. 



" 
Paul Niestyer 
Uxg Came Chairnun 
Sevier Uildlife Federrtion 
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301m4-8261 Oil & Gas Association, Inc. 
October 23, 1985 

Mr. Andrew Godfrey 
Forest Planner 
Fishlake Natlonal Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield, UT 84701 

Dear Mr. Godfrey: 

On behalf of the Rocky Mountam Oil and Gas Association 
(RMOGa), I am urlting to comment on the Draft Land and Resource 
Management Plan (LUMP) and Draft Envlranmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the Fishlake Natlonal Forest. BMOGA IS a trade 
assooiation representing hundreds of members who account for 
more than 90 percent of the 011 and gas exploratmn. production 
and transportation activities in the Rocky HOuntain West. 
Because of this, our members have a vital interest in how the 
Forest Service manages its lands, particularly wzth respect to 
mineral resource actxvities. 

The Forest Planning Team did an admirable job in preparing 
the Fishlake Natlonal Forest Draft LRMP and acoompanylng DEIS. 
upon r e y ~ e w  of the planning documents, it IS ~ D Y ~ O U S  that the 
Planning ~ e a m  vent to conszderable lengths to prepare a fair and 
reasonable multiple-use plan which fully integrates energy and 
minerals. The Forest s e r v ~ c e  has made it clear that it 1s 
willing to work wlth energy companxea ~n an effort to mitigate 
Impacts rather than to arbitrarily prohibit these aCt%Vities. 
There are relatively few Eases where an agreement as to how 
operations Should proceed is xmpossible to reach. We appreciate 
that the Forest Service  realize^ this point. The Preferred 
Alternative 11 15, rn our opinion, an equitable management 
decision and RMOGA will Support its adoption provided that 
several minor modifications are incorporated into the final 
plannrng documents. 

The followxng Comments represent the modifications we feel 
the Forest service should make i n  the plannrng documents. These 
changes will provide a better overall treatment of energy 
~ ~ S O U C C E S  an the LRMP. 
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Forest Planner 
F1shlake National Porest 

Page 2 

Pase Iv-47 of the DEIS discusses leaseable minerals and 
how the-Forest S ~ Z Y I C B  has categorized geolog~s potentxal on the 
Forest. The .High* category 15 defined as areas where there 15 
the .Presence of a number of geologic characteristics indicating 
the occurrence of 011 and gas; areas containing discovezy or 
field: Yet, in the following paragraph the Forest Service 
states that .the lack Of discovery ellminates any Of the Forest 
as having a high potential for or1 and gas resources: The 

139 paragraph does not mention the second part of the crlterla 
regarding geologic characteristics or favarability. We believe 
that a disCUs8mn regarding geologic favorability should be 
included in this section explaining what geologic 
characterzstics e n s t  and how they do not mdicate a hxgh 
potential on the Forest. The fact that there have been no 
dlscoverles does not necessarily indicate a lack Of hzgh 
potential. The €act that half the Forest ie under lease would 
imply that Industry believes the Forest does, ~n fact, have 
significant 011 and gas potential. 

140 We are concerned that the Informatron the Forest Service 
used in its mineral Sections IS not relatrvely recent 
information. The Forest Servlce states that 1.2 million acres 
of the Forest was under lease as of 1981. The revenue frgures 
are also dated 1981. It Would seem that this information Should 
have been updated sometime during the last 4 years before the 
draft was finalized. Since the plan 15 to remain ~n place fo1 a 
period of 10 to 15 years, It doesn't make sense for the Forest 
servrce to start out with rnforrnation that is already 5 years 
Old. 

The Environnentnl Consequences chapter discusses each 
resource and the unavoidable impacts resulting from these 
resource uses to the land. However, there is mrnimal discussion 
as to how these re~ources impact one another except in the case 
of minerals. Numerous adverse impacts are associated with 

141 energy and mineral activities. Yet, it 1s interesting to note 
that there is no real quantlficatxon Of these xmpacts or, more 
importantly, that extensive mitigation measures are rmplemented 
to minimize adverse effects. Most companles work very closely 
with the governing agencies to this end. agreelng that 

140. me objective is to portray general lease infonnatlon. Llttle change 
would OCCUP IF everything was updated to 1985 f~&res. Also, the 
leases cover a 10-year period as does the plan, althoueh the same time 
Frame is not involved. 

141. me Federal regulations, Standards and Guidelines ~n thls plan. and 
stipulations @veri m Appendix H cover the direCtICn we must folioY. 
Elltigation 1s often done thrOUCh the ii:c OF best ri;mLmertt Pr~ctIcCs. 
smie profe~sional judfimunL io rcquired to ~ Y B I U J C C  lapJCtS. 
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unnecessary Surface disturbance must be avoided. By law, energy 
companies are subiect to rigorous restrictions and stipulations 
xn order to word Such an occurrence. 

142 Moreover, there le no discussion as t o  how energy and 
minerals would be impacted as a result of the surface allocation 
decisions, except in Table IV-24. While this table dxsplays how 
mush acreage 1s Subject to varying degrees of restrictions. none I 

01 of the other resource sections mentions how mineral actinties 
would be foregone due to the management decisions or goals for N 

other resources. 

s 

In concluszon. we appreciate the opportunity to participate 
In the Flshlake National Forest planning process. AS w e  stated 
earlier, the Preferred Alternative 11 appears to be a reasonable 
manaoement alternative selection. Nevertheless, we believe the 

142. mst of the Forest is open for mineral exploration. merefore. little 
impact in the mmerals program is expected a5 a result of 9UTf9Ee 
allocation decisions. 

eodi~lcations we have previously outlined should b e  incorporated 
into the final plan. If you have any questions, we will be 
pleased to discuss our recommendations with you at your 
convenience. 

A1F:cw 





THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 
CENTRAL ROCKIES KEGION 

30 October 1985 

E v a  J. Kent Taylor 
Forest SUP~NLJOI: 
Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Rlchfield, Utah 84701 

Deaz plr. Taylor: 

"he Wilderness Society is I national conservation 
orLTanization of 145.000 "hers which devotes all of its 
&ources to the pieSeNatLon and wise management of 
Amen~a 's  publxc lands. Founded 1" 1935. The society has 
been m rhe forefront of malor conservation battles for half 
a century. 
the Flshlake Natronal ForeSC Draft Environmental Impact 
statement (DeIsl and Pzoposed Forest Plan. 

We are pleased to submt to you our coments on 

Timber Aaevest. We are concerned. first, abaut +he level of 
h.TYeSrPrOpOSed for the Fishlake Natzonal Forest. 

W F  after the 

G I Y ~ ~  the fact that you currently offer 3.0 W F ,  but find a 

preferred alternative p m p o ~ e  to offer 8.3 
first decade the plan is m effect2 National txmber demand 
has dropped PreCrPrtoUsly i n  recent Years. In 1984 the 
Forest Service failed to find a buyer for mare than 50 
percent of the tunbez offered for sale. In aadltlon. lumber 
producers are turnmg bacK to the Foresc Service and the 
Bureau Of Land Managemem a great deal Of unharvested trmber 
due to low demand Ian estimated 10 hzllmn hoard feet across 
the cou~)cryl. Yet you contend that demand for timber on the 
Fishlake will ~ncrease slowly over the plannxng period. HOW 
can you 1UStify this peedicrron' And why spena your t m e  
and rc~ources during che plannmg process an a scenario 
dhich seems af the presenr. time to be so unlikely9 In the 
DEIS Ip. TV-331 YOU stace that "The aspen type 15 nearly 
excludeo from the harvest ~roiect~ons shown in the 
alternatives because chere 1s Ilccle market far IC.', Why, 

market for only 1.7 brMBF iin an average Yeart. why does the 143. lhe Forest Plan C(IYBL-S the first deeade. where the antas1 program will 
be W F .  The out decades were listed to shar bfalaglcal capability. 
me Forest would not afCer thls val- If m, market existed. Because 
of the mnfllsion caused by the oubdeeade display. the tables have 
been revued to exclude out-d-des. A nea Forest Plan and EIS w i l l  
be prepared before Such chances would "1.. Under the proposed Plan. 
the timer ?ale program "Ill r m l n  a t  current levels. 

1720  R A C E  STREET DEYYEA COLORADO 80206 
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then. are the various softwood timber species included in 
harvest proiectiOns when you have s h o w  no reason to expect 
that the demand will increase by fivefold in the near 
future and when little more than half Of 
currently offer IS being sold? 

In addiuon, we find the envimmental consequences of such 
144 a harvesz are inadequately descrrbed. In many of the 

alternatives dlecussed in the DEIS You show an increase in 
the timber yield and a decrease in the Water yield, but as 
you harvest trmber the w a r e l  yield vrll ~ncrease. In the 
sumnary of the Draft EIS and Resource m F  plan ip. 
271 you State thac "Water yi.elQ m y  increase by 177 
acre-feet per year without any Elgnlfrcant unpalrment to 
Water qualrty." Perhaps we could argue Iu)out the meaung of 
the wora "srgnrficanc." but given the fact that "The average 
stream rated O n  the Forest has a habitat condition rating Of 
less than 50 percent of optmum based on p o r  pool qualrtp, 
lacx of streamside vegetatron and high levels of silt'' (p. 
11-32, Plan), the impacts Of thrs increase in water yield 
Should be evaluated. me fact that sedrment is the malor 
wafer pllutanc on the forest and your intention to increase 
empnas~s on riparian area management are also relevant here. 

Anocher area or concern is the 
Act's requirement that forests be managed "without 
mpairment m the PCoduCtivLty of the land." Although the 
DE15 makes a blanket assertion that long-term praducxivrty 
of the land will be mamcamed or unproved under all of the 

the timber you 

National Forest Management 

I L S  alternatives e x a m " .  It does not back UD this asserfion __- 
with-a reallstLC look at the bopacts tha; the proposid 
trmber cutting and road building program would have on other 
natural resources (range, recreation. wrldlrfe. and Water) 
which contribute to the long-term Prcductivrty of the land. 

Otner defrcrenclea that need to be corrected are these: (1) 
the cables lack any rndrcatron of how much of each timber 
s~ecleb will be cut. and (21 DEIS Table IV-14 does not 

146 

~~ _ _~ .  ~ 

figures bias your en=& economic analysrs. 
the economic analysis IS the use of a horizontal demand 
curve IDEIS. 6-49 ) .  This rmplres thar demand i s  not  
affected by price-a completely insupportable prop~slti~n. 

Fmther bia&g 

Roadless Areas. Flfty-two percent 1735,320 acre51 of the 

144. We M i w e  It is adequately described. Bdditionally. site speific 
UlYlmrmental analyses will be mndwted for each pmposed sale. 

145. We believe it is backed up. me impacts that tmkr hawest  and mad 
building would have 0" range. recreation, etc. are mntalned in those 
sections of chapter N. 

ffibst or the hamezt. irdicated IO the tables-, w i l l  be ~nge~mann spruce 
with lesser m u n t s  Of subalpine hr. Douglas fir and Ponderosa pine. 

me total acreage listed i n  table N-14 doe3 not include rUelVood 

146. 

cutting areas. 

147. me lunber se l l ing  prices stmn in the DEIS are mriet .  lhese are 
the prices for finished lrmber mB the mill YOUP quote of sa per 
WF for the m e  speies on National Forests in Colorado is omre 
likely stmpage value, which would a150 apply t o  the Fishlake U F. as 
we are i n  the appraisal zone as the &lorado Forests. 

While theoretmally plausible. the dwelopent  of "d-nd schedules", 
or oUWeS, depicting the relationship between expected tmber pr1CeS. 
by species, and quantities offered vas beyond the smp of the Forest 
planning pmeess. mi$ was due prlmrlly t0 the mpractlcallty Of 
estimating stunpage denand oumes. As Such. recent hlstorle prlces 
Were asswed for iuture tlmkr Offermgs. thus leadlng to hoPIZOnTa1 
d w n d  EUWes belng used ulth regard to "volmes offered" i n  the 
v a r i o u ~  Forest plan alternatives The iiashlnecon Offlce of the U C M .  
Forest Servlce, docmented th1s declslon In B Febrwry 3, I C p l ,  Letter 
frm the WO DirectoP of Tmber ",?nagemem t o  a l l  Pqloral Fcrerrerr 
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Fish lake  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  is now road la s s .  
Dra f t  Plan.  720,000 acres " w r l l  r-in a v a i l a b l e  for 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  f o r  w i l d e r n e s s  d u r i n g  t h e  n e x t  p l a n n i n g  
period." 
f o r e s t  m Utah With no d e s i g n a t e d  wi lde rness .  t h ~ e  olan 

According to t h e  

C o n s i d e r i n g  t h a t  t h e  Fish1a)ie 16 the o n l y  n a t i o n a l  

148 

r e p r e s e n t s  a c l e a r - a n d  very welcome-attempt t o  k&p 
opclonr Open on t h i s  acreage for f u t u r e  w r l d e r n e s s  
c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  We are concerned ,  however, t h a t  o n l y  17,912 
acres on t h e  f o r e s t  have been inc luded  111 t h e  38 management 
d e s i g n a u o n ,  or "Non-Motorized R e c r e a t i o n  without 
Development of  Other  Resou~ceo," whrch p r o h i b i t s  cimberrng 
and road b u r l d i n g .  P r e s c n p c L o n  3A. which emphasizes  
Semi-prULUtLVe. non-motorized r e c r e a t m n  b u t  a l l o w s  road 
COnStructlon and t lmber lng ,  is assvqned t o  over 90,000 
acres. i n c l u d m g  t h e  18.810-acre F i sh lake  Kigh Tops area, 
whrch was t h e  o n l y  area on t h e . f o r e s t  r ecomended  f o e  
wr lderness  d e s r g n a t i o n  i n  RARE 11. I f ,  zn f a c c .  a l a r g e  
percentage  of t h e  C u r r e n t  r o a d l e s s  area is t o  be l e f t  in its 
n a t u r a l  state d u r i n g  t h e  n e x t  decade, why n o t  znc lude  more 
acreage i n  t h e  38 management ca t egory ,  e s p e a a l l y  smce you 
intend t o  l i m i t  t i m b e r  h a r v e s t  d u r i n g  thls p e r i o d  t o  t h e  
c u r r e n t  3.0 MMBF? 

There i o  l i t t le  d i s c u s s i o n  of  t h e  impacts  of  t h e  r o a d  

b u i l d i n g  has  malor impacts  On w i l d l r f e  h a b i t a t ,  water 
q u a l i t y ,  5011 p r o d u c t x v i v  and r e c r e a t i o n a l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  a 
d z r c u s s r o n  of t h e s e  uneaccs s h m l d  be inc luded  m t h e  DEIS. 

GrazIn . Accordmng t o  the DEI5 (p.  IV-291. "The h i s t o r i c  
d - n d  f o r  the range resource on t h e  F i s h l a k e  N a t i o n a l  
Forest has  Lent  u t ~ l L z a t l o n  n e a r  man" l e v e l s . "  

149 b u l d i n g  program proposed  In a l t e r n a t r v e  11. Since  r o a d  

150 

camel& d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  i a n g e - c o n d i t r o i  was-included-in 
the d r a f t  I1.e.. how many acres of grazing l and  are i n  poor 
or good c o n d i t i o n .  how many acres are s e v e r e l y  o v e r g r a z e d ? l .  
Also, t h e r e  1s l i t t l e  d r s c u s s i o n  of  t h e  m p a c t s . o f  t h e  
conversion of  p inyon- iunrper  habitat t o  g r a s s l a n d s .  What 
mecn(ia5 o f  conversxon are berng used on t h e  f o r e s t  and what 
are t h e  Impacts of  conversion on wacer q u a l i t y ,  s o l i  
p r o d u c t i v i t y ,  and w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a x ?  The DEIS a l s o  r e f e r s  t o  
noxious weed c o n c r o l .  b u t  d o e r  n o t  lrst or descrxbe  t h e  
methods t h a t  w i l l  be used. 

Another EOnCeT-n 1s your r e c o m e n d a r l o n  t h a t  range p e r m i t t e e s  

very smrlar LO t h e  COOperatlVe Management Agreements 
,51 be given more concrol over t h e i r  al10Ments. This  sounds 

148. I n  o w  jvdgement this is the right "t Of 38. 

149. The only mad mnstmticm h o l u d e d  in Alternative 11 is that. 
asmciated with tmber d e s  (6.2 m i e s  per year). k t  OF these are 
mini" standard mads Which w i l l  be closed Follrwmg harvest. It 1s 
not anticipated that the 12 to 13 amre5 of National Forest land  u d  
for mad mnrhmt ion  w i l l  mUnt to a serious imDact on other forest  
remwoes. 

150. Cticma have been Men and w i l l  continw to be a n  on adjusting 
live- nrmbers where range mnditlonf dictate such action is 
"SNSaPY.  Rather than Wing to place mnditiOn ratings M all 
lands. we are l m k h g  a t  emlogfcal s ta tus  and re~ource value 
ratings. Canditlm is a relative term and m u s t  M related to the me 
being made O f  the land. for exwple, good mndition for livestock U e  
(grass stands) may not be gmd mndition far t r e e a e s t i n g  wildlife. 
Also, mndit im 1s addressed in a l l  a l lotnent  management plans 

11, far as impacts a s s ~ ~ i a t e d  w i t h  mnversm of  pinyon-juniper habitat 
to grasslands. there are positive values For lnprovinp habitat 
diversity for UildliFe ~n the pinyon-juniper zone. fOOrage pmductiw 
is m a t l y  enhanced and mofF and sedimentation Ea" be reduced i n  
many instineas. It m s t  ala be rwmized that  swmega t lve  aspects 
could be identified in terms OF habitat f o r  non- YildliFe. As 
uith other act ivi t ies  and projeots call- far i n  the Plan. s i t e  
specific envwm"ta l  analyses will be done prior to pmject 
1"it iatlM. 

ClariFioatiM has been pmvided in noxiws weed contml methods An 
Env11'0mntal Impact Statment is currently being prepared by o w  
Regional Office which addresses these ~SSU~S. men this Regional EIS 
is CmDleted. Si te  sceecifie environnental analyses w i l l  be done WIOF 

151. h e  Forest Service 1s M t  adopting the approach used by the Bureau of 
Land Hanagement in thelr Cooperatlve Hanagemnt Agreements. 
Pemitteer are required to a651Jt in maintenance OF improvments. but  
are not g w e n  mntro1 Of allotcent mWnaG.eent. 
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initiated by the Bureau of Land Managesment. The National 
Resowces Defense Council has brought suit agarnst the BLM 
over this issue. which has yet to be resolved. In the 
meantune the BLM has placed a voluntary m o r a t o r z m  an the 
program. Since, as the DEIS stares, the range 1s already 
srressed. and you are in fact takrng Steps to -rove range 
quality. we question the wisdom Of relaxmg--mstead Of 
ti9htening--5uperv1s~~n of range permittees. 

Overall. we commend you for p u r  attention co the 
mpzovemenr of range and water Z ~ S O W S ~ S ,  protection of 
c n t z ~ a l  wildlife habltaz. and extension of recreational 
opporrunlties on the for&.. We thank you for your 
consideration of OUT comments on the Proposed Forest Plan 
and DEIS. Please let us know if we can assist you m any 
wily as YOU prepare the F i n a l  EIS'and Plan. 

Sincerely YOUS. 

b- 
Dianne Andrews 
Administrative Assistant 

Darrell Knuffke 
Regronal Direct0 
Dirrell Knuffke 
Regronal Direct0 



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH N3"Y B l H j E I l r E l l  c(Mw 

- ~ o i u o o "  uDuPIL~um"v€o,~cIcil,w 
October 30, 1985 

533-6146 

RE: Rev!- of R o p e d  
Forest man ana EIS 

umbers of OUT s t a f f s  met last R p r i l  9,  1985 t o  disolss water 
q u a m y  issues re lat ive t o  r m t  plans, projmts  and a t e r  quality 
mmitoring act ivi t ies .  You Sent us y o u  p r w e d  mmitoring plan on 
h e  3, 1985 and we have yet t o  m p m d  repruing wr laboratory 
capaoillty t o  earform the  chemtal anslvsia for vcu a t  o m  cost. Is 

~ ,~~~ ~~ ,~~ ~~ ~- .... ~ .. 
152 the plan You sent us on h e  3, 1985 the same m i t a r i n g  plan 

referenced m paw I1149 of tk draf t  E=? If not, please send us 
a mpy of It. H e  hope t o  respand t o  y w r  r q s t  . m i n  the next 
mmth. we look forward t o  meeting with you again st y m  
convenience In t he  e K l y  Spr- (March 01 April 1986). 
aduJse us of the meeting as early BE possible. 
rather general m-ts c m l n g  the proparea Plan ma EIS. 

or resources h a r d  improv-t or riparian mystens. mployea 
riparian zmes s h d d  help r e a m  Sedirmt which w a s  identified 8s 

cn page Iv41 o f  the EIS. we are uncertain exactly what s m f i c  
153 measmes are oeing taken or pmposea t o  pmtect  rater m a l i t y  ~n 

identified in the plan? 

Please 
F o U a i n g  are sone 

We Stmngly S W r t  the F0mt.s InfRBSed prior i ty  and allacatlan 

prMaOly the mmt C m n  PDllutant On the forest. 

lnnicioal watersheffi. t b w  are ~ l c i p a l  watershe- defined and 

r% p. 11-47 of the Proposed Plan you State  that expected lnineral 
developnent may increase the m e r  of point S O U ~ ~ C C S .  As you are 

Forest are designated as anti-aegraaatlon s e w t s  ana as such new 
point E W ~  aiscmges of wastewater, treated or Otherwise, are 

attachea TeINlatiOns also re lates  t o  the  C M t r O l  of nmDoint sou~ces 

Shall Oe cantrolled to the extel t  feasible through iinplwentatim of 
best rsnagement Practices or reEdlatory programs. 

st- SegMnts located within the outer owmry of the 

154 prohioited. (Mte Page 4 o f  the enclosure). Section 2.3.2 of the 

antiilegraaatian s e q m "  It s t a t e s  tmt nonpolnt soume4 

152. It is the plan referenced on paee ma9 of the draf t  Us, hever.  
the plan is updated yearly. Updates vxll  be Jent t o  your Department. 
n e  annual meetings w l t h  the Department of Health help key i n  an 
significant water q m l l t y  issues each year. Mnltorine depnds  
Srmevhat an the ~ S S U ~ S  identified as well as the funding that  is 
available in any given year. 

153. A micipal Yatershed is one t ha t  serves a public drinking system. 
hese are U S v l l l Y  m k l  watershed areas with one or mre spring 
~ources that  hew been enclosed in a coiiectlon svstenl rnr llFo I n  II 



J .  Kent Taylor 

Even thmgh the State Mater Pollution Cantml " l t t ee  has not 
developed or adopted "Best Management PTaCtlCes". t he  intent  of t h e  
r e w a t i o n  is clear. soil and water conservation measures, t he  
terminology &so used by the nasatcbthche F o r s t .  or any Other 
appropriate control measures mt De used t o  prevent v io l a r im  of 
state water q u d t y  standards and maintain donstream Qeneficlal 

Page rwo 
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R O J e C t S  Such as CDnftruftion of dams or ma65 i n  anti-degredatim 
segments *here pollution rill Zesult during CmtrUCtiOn act ivi ty  
w i l l  be CMISidered by t h e  c o d t t e e  on a case oy case bas~s. Best 
m g e m e n t  practices or soil and water conservation measures nust De 
ewloyed t o  minimize pollution effects. wring the  development of 
environmental as*e5S"t5 or en"irCnmenta1 impact statements 
CUrmlative impacts s h w l d  also Qe addrezsed. In the Proposed plan 
and €15, we are unclear how you addressed NMlatlVe impact and t he  
maintenance of rater quality s t a n d a m  and benefiicial use 
designation for waters within and leaving t he  National Forest. 

ne c m m d  YOU and y m  s t a f f  Of the Fishl&e National Forest i n  
t h i s  mnu"ta1 planning effort. 
ycu thrcugh our mennran&m of understandling ana as closely 8s 
resources a l l o w  in the inplementation of t h e  plan. 

ne look PonaTd t o  working with 

cc: OeMlS w e y  - Rocc 
Pete Stender - Intermantain Reglm Fmest  Service 
Oarg Lofstedt - EPA 

155. C d a t i v e  impacts of management ao t iv i t i e s  have been addressed on a 
Forest-wide basis in  Chapter N. As t he  Plan is implemented, we ul l l  
I w k  a t  CLmUlative mpacts a t  the project level. 
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1%. wildlife and wildlife habitat  mansgenent agencies have cat yet 
developed a mndi t im  index for big m e  winter ranees. 
they are developed they w i l l  be utilized. 

As m n  as 

157. 'ne s ta temnt  you abject to i n  preScription 68 has been m v e d .  
Current at3tU.S is mt the detemnlng  factor in developent Of 
prescriptions. Whatever the prer r ip t lon .  overstCCkin& problems are 
being resdved to bring animal nunbers in l i ne  w i t h  carrying 
capacrty. Wildlife are mt being eliminated frcm lands vlth a 68 
Prescription ~ i n c e  a l l  prescriptions provide for d t i p l e - u s e  

Section Zl9.lZ[g) of the planning regulations deals with nEstimting 
e f fec ts  of alternatives." Section 219 19 deals Y l t h  f i sh  and 
wildlife. Narhere dws it require impmvement of hahltat for 

, " 
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158. 

159. 

160. 

161. 

162. 

The description Of PreScriptlon 68 has been mdi f i ed  W a r d  a 
multiple-use COnCeQt Projections shou the Plan nrovides habitat  for 
the nunber of bia m e  inimals that WWR has indicated are the i r  
objectives. The Plan 13 based On habitat aVailabilltY and carr~lnc 

- .  
modified. 

The General Directlm dms not d e  any such implication. The 
Direction is intended to prevent Joil erosion caused by OW use. 
&-biles operating on snw w i l l  not cause such emaim. The 
FOreSt'3 IraVel Map SharS areas O f  vehicle res t r ic t ion  and I s  updated 
annually. If specific areas are identified where snanmbile use is 
harassing Yinterlng Yildllfe. the Travel Plan (Plan Appendix PI can be 
changed to relieve the pmblw. 

me 40% YOU mention is far mnag-t areas. T ~ I S  d w s  not a l l w  for 
a 601 decrease of any given habitat Foreswide. Le. IT there are 10 
hab i t a t  areas of big sage Foreswide. there cannot be 6 of then 
eliminated. Each Of the 10 areas VOuld  have a t  l ea s t  90% of the 
existing h a b i b t  r-ming after Vegetation mnipulatmn. In 
ac tua l i ty  the possibility of the i o  areas beine manipulated during the 
10 year planning period Is remote. l h s  Forest is o m i t t e d  to 
maintaining viabil i ty of all a p e o m  found on the Forest, Uvoughaut 
their geographic range. 

If the selected MIS are Men care of, the white-tailed jacbabbi t  
W i l l  also be provided for. it 
would be ansidered as an Ia.5 lmder the sage neater auild (group.) 
The decline In trend 13 an e s t h t l o n .  and the reason for decline is 
m n m .  wildlife species are often cyclio and the reason for 
population declines are often spffulations. The Forest has reqwsted 
t h a t  th is  animal be ansidered for inclusion on ow neeion sensit ive 
Spffies list. If this happens, DDrP enphasls U l l l  be plaeed an 
finding ansers to m of the unlmouna. 

A t  the present time any livestcck losses due td predation are 
considered to be SUiriCient ream to JUStIW predatdr eMtm1. 

To" are correct In p l n t i n e  out that  hel lmpter  shwting and trapping 
are p a p d s t i m  reduEtiOn methods. Thl3 is also the intent of the 
paragraph you refer to. The paragraph goes on t o  indicate U l a t  when 
need Is dwonstrated, Other methods are Used contml inoivldual 
anm1s. 

If it IS an Indicator O f  sagebrush, 

The plan does not mntain a predator m n t m l  schedule becau~e t h l s  
work 13 done by lvliml Dmee Control. h im1 and Plant Health 
hnspectlon Service. USA. They, not the Forest Service. are Funded 
far this work. N s ,  like spe~ial uses, it 16 done 00 an as needed 
basis. A mpy of the progran. which is u m n t a  annlclly, Is 
Wallable a t  the Supervisor's Orf!;e or Z t  any Fishlake Raneer Office 
I f  You would like to rcy~w a t .  
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163. The Standards and Guidelines in the Forest Plan s e f y  the sizes of 
openings for  the various timber cutting methods. Regional policy is 
Vlat no elearcut w i l l  be over 40 awes. me 75 to 150 acres you cite 
refers to the total c u t  area in a sale Which w i l l  be made up of 
several cutting wits. me effects OF these outs  on the Northern 
Flying Squirrel pOpulatlOn W i l l  have to be considered on B site 
specific basis when the e n v i m m n t a l  analysis for the timmber sa l e  is 
done. 

164. me list Of "sensitive" Species is long and varied. lhe  Northem 
f lying squirrel was not chosen as an HIS became it is not considered 
to be an issue on t h i s  Forest. Planned timber cuts which d e a r  an 
area of all trees seldm exceed 10 acres. The built-in safegtiards of 
the  Standards h Guidelines seotion will imt all- this squirrel 
species to be significantly affected. 

165. 'his ooneept of 10% Wildlife flmding of livestock pmjec t s  is O U Y  
applied i n  deer winter ranges and then only as funds are available. 
me projects referred to autcmaticauy resem 101 of t he  increased 
farage for  big game regardless Of finding. mis may clarify and 
alleviate your concern for t h i s  Utilization of wildlife b d s .  

166. me anwer to your question is no. On t he  contrary, it means t ha t  
under the pmposal, old grovth dependent spe~le.3 v l l l  not be 
significantly affected. 

me estlnated population of BDnneville cutthroat t m u t  is 5,500 fish.  
W i l e  the State  Of Utah presently does not recognize instream flm 
needs as a beneficial use. the Forest intends to quantlfy and protect 
instream f lou needs for  a l l  f isher ies  streams. 

167. 

-3- 
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168. Studies i n  Idaho have indicated tha t  even riparian systems i n  pow 
condition w i l l  recover over t m e  if grazing pressure is reduced to 
l igh t  use (EO-3W). Riparian recovery would. of course. be fas te r  if 
grazing vere t o t a l ly  ellmlnated. Hlth over 700 mlles OF perennial 
ztreams on the Forest, elimination OF livestock grazing thmugh 
riparian fencing along all streams would be ewnmica l ly  unfeaslhle. 
If the  u t l l l za t ion  standards pmposed i n  the Forest Plan are met, 
r iparian areas w i l l  improve over time. 

h e  Forest MS Fed SeEtionS OF stream that are t o t a l ly  dwaterM Year 
mund. Portions of the follfflihg Stre-3 may be t o t a l l y  d m t e r e d  for 
part  of tke year primarUy during dry years: 

Lake Creek 
Chalk Creek 
Ivie Creek 
mree Creeks 
Box Creek 
F i r s t  Left  Hand Fork 
Skutmoah Creek 
"ihg c r e  

I r r iga t ion  
I r r i m t i o n  
I r r iga t ion  
I r r iga t ion  
I r r iga tmn  
I r r iga t ion  
Hydropaver 
Irrrigatlon 
IFrrigatlon 

It 1s impossible t o  predict where future proposals far dewatering may 
wcur. current appl iwt ions   or stream dewatering for  hydropouer 
include: Chalk Creek, Beaver RIver, and a tr ibutary to Ivze Creek. 
All aPPllcatlon for dedatermg for irr igation purposes IDclYdeS L i t t l e  
Pine creek. 

ApProxmtely Y4 mile of Chalk Creek Is presently dwatered for part 
of the year For Lrrigation. me h y d r o p e r  application would r e su l t  
in devatermg t h i s  same section for a longer pricd. 

169. No prescpiption imres the other uses of the Forest. All 
preSCrlptlOns are multiple-use n a b r e  md, when w b i n e d  with the  
Standards and Guldelmes, no use is exempted from the NEPA process. 
me Forest a l so  has a separate Snag Wnagement Policy whlch gwea 
additional protection to mag dependent spemes. (Forest %nual 2630, 
Fishlake supplement t l )  

170. See EIS Section IV-33 first paragraph. The Forest has completed 
backlog reforestation. Future backlog cannot be anticipated. although 
l i t t l e  is expected to develop because OF present si ivzcultural  
practices. Large clearcut3 are no longer used in spruce Stands on 
Fishlake National Forest. 
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construction w i l l  t e  .acomplished in eonjunctlon u l th  the limited 
timber program. 

UOWR wildl i fe  papulation goals are already being met on Fishlake 
National Forest. Also, the neu Fishlake N.F. Travel Hap (Appendix P) 
delineates extensive areas which w i l l  be closed or rest r ioted to 
mtorized vehicle me. These closures w i l l  be ~lgorous ly  enforced. 

NO Other  nw mad mnstructmn is planned. 

Host or these apeas are p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t l y  open to cotorized use. 

172. l%e Utah Wilderness Act of 1984 allocated areas not designated as 
wilderness to other Uses, but r q u l r e d  the wilderness issue to be 
reviewed in t he  next i terat ion of planning YhlCh w i l l  Occur ten to 
fifteen years after the Plan is implemented. A t  that time there W i l l  
be about 720.000 awes without develowents that could be considered 

173. Several areas could have been assigned B 3B Presviption. Our 
professional judgment was that this area be assigned Prescription 38 
as part of the multiple-use management O f  the Forest. 

-5- 
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October 29. 1985 

111. J. Kent Tavlar 

, 

. ._ . 
Foreit SYpervIsOr 
Fishlake national Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield. Utah 81701 

Dear IIr Taylor: 

The State of Utah. through the Resource Oeuelapment Coordinating 
Cormittee. has completed i t s  r e v l e u  Of the Oraft Environmental 
Impact Statement and ProQOIed Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plan f o r  the Fishlake National Forest. The State SUppOrts the 
Forest’s preferled alternative wi th only relat ively few changer 
suggested. These suggested recamendations are attached. 

Areas Of specific concern are those regarding budgeting and 
water rights. The preferred alternative i s  bared on a 150% increase 
i n  fundlng Over present. 6 i w n  the current economic c l tmte.  the 

funding. The Plan indicates that any changes to the Plan due to a 

amndmentr bared on budget reductions. Uhile a f u l l  environmental 
impact statement i s  not necessary. a environmentai assessment m y  be 

I n  regards t o  water rights. the forest i s  encouraged to work cloreiy 
with the O i v i i l o n  of Yater Rights in adjudications O f  water r ights 
needed for the national forest 

and strengthening the Plan that i s  a important planning tool for  
bath the State and the forest  

Qar r i b l l l tY  e X l S t S  that the Forest W i l l  not rerelvs the propored 

budget reduction. which Seem l i ke ly .  W i l l  nOt.require public 
174 notif ication. The state request not i f icat ion o f  any mjor plan 

an aQQrOQrlate mechanism to Convey Such InfOrWtiOn t0 the State 

I hope that the State’s cormentr w i l l  be useful in clar i fy ing 

The more we work together to  

Page Tu0 
Ilr. Kent Taylor 

understand the resoYrce base OF the State o f  Utah the closer we come 
to  making Yise decision as t o  use and sustenance o f  those natural 
values 
step closer to  better management. Your ef fo r ts  are acknowledged and 
appreciated. 

The information contatned i n  the Plan brings us a l l  one 

Slnccrely. 

NH8/la* 
Attachment 

174. Significant amendments to Ute plan w i l l  be made f o l l w i n g  appropriate 
NEPA procedures and public involvement, including the State. 

?he Forest is currently working closely with t he  Division of Water 
Rights i n  Cedar City, Rlchfield, and Price. 
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6EIERAL CWllElilS 

OM classlflcatlons are referred t o  contlnuallf throughout the d o c m n t .  
It would help to explain each of these classes in mare depth than uhat 1s 
offered ln the glossary. For oxample. uhat exactly do RM clasSes--Primltlve. 
Iml-prlmltlve non-motorlied. seml-primitive motorlied. loaded natural. rural. 
and urban m a n  
cxperlenced recreation proferrlonal. they may be u n k n m  to many interested 
readers. 

The oiv5sim of State Lands and FOrCstiy found aspen manag-nt and land 
adjustments to be zdcquately addressed in the Plan. 

.Off-hlghray vehicle. ( O W )  1s the preferred tentnology lnstead of 
'Off-road vehicle. (ORV). The t e n  OHV seems to nore accurately capture the 
essence of this actlvlty. Host V o w  uheellng' OCCUII on some type Of road. 
rather than as a cross-country event. and 1s generally on underdeveloped or 
prlmltlve roadways. The state Dlvliion of Parks and Recreatlon has encouraged 

175 
Although these classes m y  be very famlllar to the 

i76 

4 varlou agenrles to adont a standard term IOHY) In Order to Drevent confurlon s 
I 
U 
U 

and inconiirtency. uo Lould recormend thii teiaimlagy change be made l n  the 
Forest Plan on pager 111-1. paragraph 6. and. IV-3. sectlon 2. llne 2 and In 
the CIS on pager 1-9 paragraph 5; 1v-5. paragraph 1; and. IV-5. Table Iv-2. 

A number of headlngr are not consistent thrwghout the Forest Plan and 
CIS. 
capltals). and E I S  page 111-7 (subheadings should be lettered or underllncd). 
Thls lnronrlrtcnry can be ronfurlng and hard to follow. 

177 Examples lnclude Forest Plan page 11-25 (headlngs should remaln In all 

178 It would be helpful lf all tables were c~mplcte6 M L single page. 
lncludlng footnotes. 
the footnotes on the followlng page. Examples lnclude Forest Plan pages 11-16 
and 17; LIS pager 111-12 and 13. and 111-17 and 18. 

Some tables are shom on one page ulth some or all of 

I" the prermtatlon on the Flshlakc Natlonal Forest Plan at the RCSDYIC~ 
Development Coordinatlng C m l t t e e  ( R O W  meeting of August 21. 1985. It was 
stated that "on-motoilzed areas are open t o  resource dcvelopnmnt projects 
(timber sales. etc.). but are closed to publlc mtorlzed use. yhy 1s the 
public excluded fraa motorlied use ln these areas l i  mtorlzc6 vehlcles are 
used for resour~e development ProJects? yhat does Closed to motorlied 
use mean? 

179 

115. nm @ossary is sufriciat in its description oi nos classes. mrc 
detail on a s s e s  is wailable in the ROS Handbodc. 

176. Ihe accepted Forest Semice t e m o l o g y  is V f f - m d  vehicle" CORY) 
and is consistent with UK execytlve order. This is mre appropriate 
since lo, "highdays" cross the National Forest. 

in. Agree. Dlanges made. 

178. me Fore3t has Wied ta do this as mueh as possible, but m tables 
are so long that to mdine than r0 one page would &e them 
illegible. 
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Page Two 
Attachment 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

1. Prmosed Land and R e i o u r ~ e  Hanaqe,wnt Plan 

A. Sectlo" I1 comentr 

Paqes 11-7 and 8' The graph on page 11-1 shwr a dramatic increase in 
projected population and page 11-8 narrates there figu-..popuiation 
should reach 64.000 by the Year 2000. . Thlr 106 percent increase compares 
with the State of Utah's 'high development Scenarto". In this scenario. the 
Utah state Planntng Coordinator predicts a 11 percent increase. HU was 106% 
predicted qrouth determined? Thlr same table and narrative 11 included l n  the 
EIS pages ill-9 and IO and similar coments apply 

Pdqe 11-11. Paraqrmhs 2 and 1: The relatlonrhipr betreen 
~ 8 1  nOn-agrIcLltUrdl inlercrts. reg iona l  service centers and agriculture that the 

document reerr to establish ale not clearly explained. 

Paqe 11-14. f tni l l  Paraqraoh. Liner 1-8: As It now reads. 'One at the 
182 beginning of June and the other at the end of September.. Is not  a complete 

sentence 

Page 11-20. ParaqraDh 5. Llne 8' The Banneville cutthroat trout I s  also 
183 found In the south end of the Fillmore Ranger District. 

s 
I 

< I  
1 

P w e  11-22. ParaaraDh 2. Liner 9-10. was the statement that many virltorr 
'do not uant more developed rites and facilities. based on visitar S U T V ~ Y I ~  
This statement seems t o  be 'slipped' into the dlrcurrlon about the benefits of 
camping away from developed rites. but 1s not dlsCYssed any further 
lnformtlon 1s needed about this tOplc. 

m 

le4 
nore 

Paqe 11-23. Paraqraoh 1 This IS a redundant repetltlon of a p r i o r  
paragraph on page 11-22 

Pa.% 11-24. P d r w r w h  2 The paraqraph stater. 'A trail management rev\% 
was conducted ln September. 1980. 
reduced from 1.008 miles to 891 mlleS ' Mole lnfolmdtlon needs to be provided 
as to why the system inventory ha5 been reduced and how that relater to future 
demand projection 01 expected trends for  forest trails 

the Fremont v i l l a g e  called Nauthii near Goareberry Creek, p r ~ m i ~ e ~  to 
revolutlonlze both our thlnking and textbooks of Utah prehistory " 
elaboration as why thls I S  S O  would be h e l p f u l  
rlte. the Plan should include IPeClfiC management directlon regardlng it5 
protertlOn and development 

Since then the system Inventory has been 
181 

Pa4e 11-25. Paraqraph 1 The paragraph States. 'Some properties. ruch B I  

Some 
188 GlYen the riqnlflcance of the 

180. 

181. 

182. 

183. 

184. 

185 

186 

187. 

188. 

The grmth rate was Eamputed by taking the baseline papulatlan 
projection far Beaver, W l a r d .  Piute, %vier. and Wayne Counties that 
was calculated far the 1980 'Utah 2OOO." The papulation hpaot 
projections for the Intemuntaln Pauer Pmject that were furnished in 
the mcioeeonCmic portion of the Fina l  EIS far that project were then 

UintaSoutmestern Utah Coal Region Bcund mo EIS were also added 
This e v e  a pmjected papulation of about 64,000 pwple in the %vier 
SOclal Re~~wee U n i t  In the yea? 2OW. The 106 percent grovth figure 
was then calculated frm the projected papulation of 64,000. 

With a relatively fixed population in the agriculture sector the 
grmth of the Richfield HRU as a Servlfe Center W i l l  mean that the 
percentage of the papulation in the non-agmcultural sectors w i l l  
increase. The result of th l s  shift is explained in the fourth 
paragraph of the pge, 

Change made. 

added. Ihe papulation inpact pmjeetions fimizhed In the 

Change made. 

The statenent 1s based umn Dublie re5DonseB received durinp. the early 
stages of  the planning imciss. m e -  people stated they Zo not m n t  
mOre f a c i l i t i e s  hecau~e Forest campgrounds mpete  w i t h  private sector 
ones located a m u n d  the Forest. Other pople  did not want mre 
developed FecPeatlon s1teS bemuse the Forest already has too many 
people. 

Change made. 

Change made. 

Trails dropped from the systen were those which paralleled m a d s  and 
were not used. Also, sme m a d s  which were carried on the trai l  
inventory were dropped 

Text has been expanded upon. 
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Page Three 
Attachment 

P a m  11-28. Para9raDh 1 Exception i s  taken to the statement. 'planned 
management activities would not rignlficantly impact (ragegrouse) - Range 
improvement practices may severely impact this S Q ~ C ~ ~ S  if n o t  pr~perly 
planned Past 
management has impacted ragegrouse i n  seven ~ i l e  and Tiduell Slopes 

are  up for the bald eagle. pra i r ie  dog. and cutthroat trout. and static for 
all others What types o f  trends are these--numbers. distribution, health? 

One way would be to radically reduce or remove sagebrush 

P a w  11-29, Paraqraph 4. Lines 14-16 The document indlcates that trends 

Pa4e 11-33. PaTaqraOh 3. Line 1: Elk numbers should not be finalized 
untll the Elk Herd Unit Plans are completed. 

Paqe 11-35. ParasraDhr 1 6 2 Again. elk numbers should not be finalized 
until the Elk Herd Unit Plans are completed 
eventually be a POlnt reached when harvest IUCcBII. by present Standards. will 
diminish 
efforts by the managing agende5 
Unavoidable 

We agree that there will 

PUbllc CrltlClSm tan be minimized by good planning and honest 
Change in hunting and fishing patterns i s  

An addition needs to be made to this sentence. P a w  11-31. Paragraph 3' 
AI the sentence now reads the reader only knows that there is a shift from 
.projects that benefit big game terrestrial ulldllfe.. but no indication as t o  
what the shift I s  twards. 

p a w  11-49. Final Parasraoh 
covered by emergency funding i s  lilted here as approximately $223.000 
there any plans for rehabilitation? This same estimate appears on page n - s o  
of the E l 5  

Recreation facility damage that was not 
 re 

P a m  11-54. Paraqraeh 1: The statement that 423 acres are 'pmSently' 
The tracts w e r e  being evaluated for coal learlng i s  somewhat misleading 

evaluated in an October 1983 final E15 

needed 

Coal leasing ir currently on hold. if 
and when coal leasing ( I  initiated a IUPPlmental EIS Will probably be 

Paqe 11-59. Final PBlasraDh The Fishlake law enforcement situation 
conrirtr of a number of changer that Cost money 
for budgeting? 

What allouancer are there 

P a w  11-61. Flnal ParaaraDh Uhilr develoument and maintenance of radio 
and comnunirationr s i t e s  may not  considered to be a major impact on ex ist ing 
lands i n  terms of access. they can present a visual intrusion. Is that aspect 
considered I n  siting' 

Pase 11-68. Final ParasraDh. Is there a budget for lncreased trall 
maintenance activity? HOW will the costs for these programs be covered' 

difficult to locate on the map 
Paqe 11-69 and 70 These existing and QrOpOSed corridors are very 

It would be helpful If the router themselves 

189. 

190. 

191. 

192. 

193. 

194. 

195. 

196 

197. 

198. 

The plan has built-m protection factors for Hamgement Indicator 
Species (HIS ) 
Other factor5 are also built in to insure habitat and specles 
diversity and multiple-use "gent. 

mi5 reference could not be matched to either the €IS OF the Plan. 
H O W ~ V ~ P ,  if your reference IS to the chart depicting trends an page 
11-28. it IS for an estlmatian of population trends. 

A g m d  Falth effort was made to acquire the best nmbers fran the Utah 
Division of Wildlife Resources. Situations oan change. and the 
nmbers w i l l  be reviwed when the Plan is revised. 

This will be corrected. 
The ahLft is b a r d s  projects benefitting fisheries and mll and 
nongame species. 

There are plans far rehabilitation. f w d m g  remains questionable. 

The sage grouse 1s an HIS of the Sage nesters guild 

The change has been made i n  the Plan. 

Wording was changed to 5h.1 evaluations have Men ccmpleted. 

Budgeting is part of the Planning process. ~ e e  for example the bottcm 
portion of table IV-1. 

Yes. Any proposed commications site will have to be compatible with 
the standard3 and guidelines for the management mea it is to be 
located in. A site speciflc envimmental analysis w i l l  be conducted. 
If visual3 are important, which they Often are with emmunlcations 
sites, they v l l l  be considered. 

The fore$t Plan budget does represent a significant increase m trafis 
mamtenance actlvlty. 

Ihe legend on the north half states that the dotted lines are the 
existing oorndors. M u s e  of other E-nts, the term nPmposed 
mrridoPS" on the Legend has been Ehanged to " ~ r o ~ o s e d  windows." This 
19 to alleviate 9" eonfusion. 

The c m m e n t  sddreSSe8 bath existing utility m u t e s  and proposed 
mPPidOrS; there is a difference i n  meaning between these two terms, 
i.e., routes VS. wrridors. me term "route". as used i n  the m n t ,  
refers to existing utility rights-of-way on the National forest. The 
term "corridor'. in forest Service planning, indicates Opportlmltie.2 
for expansion of eX1Stmg right-of-way widths .  thereby permitting 
additional YtilitieS withm the expanded width. 

me fishlake National forest does not plan on labeling exiating or  
proposed rightJ-of-my proposed corridor 
designations. The u l t m t e  question or concern is ..do the proposed 
corrldor loostion3 meet the needs of the energy industry. while 
protecting and, where required, preserving the resource values and 
uses on and off National foreat System lands? 
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Attachment 

were labeled on the 'Utilltler and Transportation management nap' 
example. the state uuertionr whether the transportation and utility corridor 
identified an the south end of the Beaver Ranger Oiltrict i s  really needed 
Adequate space and more gentle terrain occurs i n  the lower elevations on BLM 
property t o  the south where a pouerllne and major roadway presently eXist9. 
however. it i s  difficult to comnent more extensively at this time because the 
m t e  identified on the mp i s  not labeled-a necessary piece of informatton in 
order to make an evaluation of the Pian's treatment of the prowred m o t e  

For 

8. section 111 c o m n t r  

Page 111-3. Final Paraqlaoh The document stater. .Much of the existing 
roadless area will remain In an undeveloped state at  the time of the next 
planning sequence and ulll be reconsidered for  wilderness proposals at that 
time ' what management guidelines will be used to manage these areas will 
they be managed to protect wilderness values or will development be allowed if 
the demand i s   rer rent' 

199 

c. section I Y  comnentr 

Paqe Iv-1. ParaqraPh 3. The Plan stater. 'Changes resulting from the 
budget appropriation process Shall not be Considered a significant 
amendment 
increase i n  funding over present. and no intent t o  involve the oubllr in 

' Given the current economlc Climate. a plan based on a 150% 

... . 
of the appropriation pro& 

Paqe IV-6. Research The State supports the Forest's goal of establishing 

The Forest i s  encouraged t o  work closely with 

The first HANAGEHENT ACTIVITY listed should read 

research natural areas 

the state olvlrion of water Rights in its efforts to secure water rights 
Page Iv-7. Uater Rights 

Page Iv-12. ParaQrauh 1 

201 

202 mCONllNUAIION OF DIVERSITY ON NATIONAL FORESTS 

Paoe IV-15. F l n a l  Pdla4raDh The second GENERAL OIRECTION under 
Recreation Oppwtunitler and Use Administration (A14 and 15) proposer to 
.close or rehabilitate dispersed rites where unacceptable environmental damage 
11 occurring 
be mitigated' Are there any DldnS f a r  dealing with the dirplacement of urerr? 

Wildlife and fish resource management should describe general 

n i l  unnatural 

203 
How long are  these rites to be closed? How will the clo~ure 

P a w  lv-18 
dlrectionr and standards and guideliner for the Cmrtructlon Of fencer which 
wlll not lmpede wildlife movement a5 well a5 insure the hlghert degree of 
safety 

204 
we would recnwend Bucklog fencer i n  e l k  mmer range 

Appendix G of  the Forest Plan discusses the invenbry, analysis, and 
evaluation process FOP corridor designation. The "Utilities and 
Transportation Hap* 1s the end result of th1s process. Proposed 
Corridors are shaun an the map; Dot eXlStlng or proposed UtllltY 
rights-af-Hay. 

Existing and propased energy rightsof-way and existing highnays were 
InVwtOried, analyzed, and evaluated to determine IF the rightS-Of-WaY 
would Or could be expanded i n  width t o  meet the definitIOn Of an 
energy corridor. (See page G-2 Of Appendix G for this deFinitlOn 1 

cmridor loeations were proposed for wase rightwf-nay where 
expansion 1" width met the analysis and evaluation criteria. 

Actual corridor widths were based on evaluation criteria covermg 
utllrty design and engmeermg, safety, and re4oYrce values and uses; 
but only as such criteria applied to existing and proposed energy 
transpartation projects. (See pages G-8 and G 9  of Appendix G For a 
list of the evaluation criteria.) me pmposed widths YePe those 
considered as best meeting the Specific design and engineering 
concerns of IndUStry and, at the same tlm. best meeting the 
associated resowoe eoneernx. 

me utility mrridor proposed at the south end of the Beaver Ranger 
District meets existing and proposed industry needs as we !mnOu them, 
and p r o h t a  and/or preserves impartant resource values and Uses. 

199. Various management guideline3 will be used i n  the Former "roadless . areas" according to the prescription applied. Develomment w i l l  be 
allwed if it eonforms to the W % a g e W t  direction for a given area. 

200. Any significant deviation frm the projected outputs could require a 
revision of the Plan. A revision entails the entire EIS process so 
the State along W i t h  Other interested parties, Would be involved. me p m v i ~ i o n s  you request are already in the regulations that gulde 
Forest Planning. 

201. The Forest vlll continue to Follar established pmcedwes far filing 
FOP water rights. 

202. Changes made. 

203. Sites will be permanently cloSed and rehabilitated. There are no 
plans for dealing with the displacement OF users slnce there 15 liar= 
than ample space to provide for dispersed USBP needs. 

Guidelines. See page m-23 SM; 1.A. 
204. mis is t&en o w e  of i n  the Plan m the Range Standards and 

A Standard and Guideline has been added to the above Section whlch 
w i l l  improve water developents For wildlife. 
under 1 on page IV-23. 

It will be Sectlon 8 
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205 

206 

201 

208 

209 

211 

212 

213 

214 

215 

water sources Should be Constructed and maintained for the availabllity and 
safety of wildlife Bird and small m a m l  ladders or perches should be 
installed to avoid dromlngr 

Paqe IV-20. Paraqravh 2. Standards and Guidelines IC1 The meaning 11 not 
clear Can cuts exceed the levelr or .  doer it mean cover can exceed the given 
levels 
problems? And. does disease apply to aspen only? 

Paqe IV-21, Ranqe Rel~urce Manaqement. General Direction Item 1 Change 
the sentence to read .provide forage for liuertock and wildlife within range 
capaclty t o  sustain local dependent liveitock Industry and the interests o f  
uildlife. 

Paw IV-21. Standards and Guidelines 11A) It ir not rearmable and 

Also. doer It mean cutting can exceed levels to correct direare 

probably not porrible to place utilization rertrictionr on free ranging wild 
animals 

Paqe IV-23. RaWe ImDrOYeRent and Maintenance. Standards and Guideliner 
fAL Doer FSH 2209 2 2 4 4  relate to fences and water development for wildlife 
movement and safety' 

Paqe IV-32. Reforertation Standards and guidelines should be established 
to inrure tree height and cover i s  adequate for hidlng deer and elk and for 
providing thermal cover before harvest removes adjacent shelter belts 

Paqe IV-33. Rioarian Area Ranaqement Concern i s  expressed throughout the 
plan  i n  regards to proper management of rlparlan areas. 
critical functions of r imrim areas. the State w m o r t s  r~eclal orotectian 

Given the many 

and management of there &ea. 

p e 9 e V - 3 4  and 35. water User Hanaqenent It 11 reromended that the 
Forest work closely with the State O i v i S l o n  of Water Rlghtr on all water right 
matters 

Page IV-37. Paraqravh 1. Standards and Guidelines: How doer the Forest 
define *thre$holds"> Have specific thresholds been established? 

Page IY-31. ParaqrdDh 2 and 3. Standards and Guidellner. There appears to 
be a disparity betveen paragraph 2 and 3 as to activitier allowed on steep 
slopes? .Cm allows limitation of coal 'activities. on KO degree or greater 
slopes. while .B* m y  limlt coal activities on 40 degree slopes. 

P a w  IV-47. PmaPraDh 1: Under H. 'renratlvem should be 'Sensitive.. 

Paqe IV-50. Wanaqement Area Sumnarier A format change for thlr sectlon 
i s  reconmended 
example 
an identification of the management prescripti0n 
especially helpful i n  terms of Prescription Area 10A 

The WasatCh-Cache National Forest Plan provider a good 
First. a description of the area and a map should be provided. then 

This would have teen 
In the draft documents 

206. Wording was changed. 

207. Guidelines refer tD total utilization by all animals. 

208. See tu0 pre"i0"S responses 

209. General Dirwtion 6 Under silvicultural prescriptions, €03, i n  the 
Fore4t Direction cover3 this. 

210 No crmwnt. 

211. The Forest is currently working dosely vlth the DlVlSion OF Water 
Rights in Cedar City. RicMield, and Price. 

Wording was changed with a reference to AppeB3lX H. 212. 

213. Wording was changed to Slmd 8ftivities may be limited an Slopes 
greater than 40%. 

214 Spelling was corrected. 

215. The management areas for the Fishlake Forest are based on a different 
Concept fmm t h m e  OD the Wasatch. On the Fishlake, the Hanagement 
areas are repeated at various geographically separated locations 
across the Forest where management direction wlll be the same Thus 
the llanaeement Area mag. included Y l t h  the Plan. 1s the Only practical 
way tD display the location OF the &!=anage" areas. 

The Plan was designed for the professional resource managec, who will 
have to manage Fishlake National Forest. Thus it 1s of necessity 
cmp1er. 
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216 

217 

218 

3 
I 

N 
m 

219 

220 

221 

222 

223 

Information about the specific areas I s  Iimlted and hard to find A narrative 
about the areas involved and where they are located uauld be of great 
dTlistanCe to the reader 

Instead of first piov id ing  a clear picture of each management area, the 
Flrhlake Plan I n  short shift jumps Into the computer printouts which can be 
fairly overuhelaing to the lay redder 
sophisticated and complex. but the proper format can help i n  its 
readabllity--which i n  turn increases participation Additionally, without a 
map that brings the management areas together it I s  difflcult tO get an idea 
of the comparative extent of the various management areas 

Forest plans are necessarily 

P a w  IV-61. ParaqraPh 1. General Direction. A definition of *Frisiell 
Condition" and its associated classes needs to be included I n  the glossary 

P a w  IV-101. Riqhtl-of-Uw. General Direction 1 Omit the w i d  
and Iubltitute the word - so the sentence reads. 'Acquire available 
lands needed 
sector as i t  could be interpreted to mean that condemnation proceedings are 
possible 

The or ig lnal  narrative IUggePtl a threat to the private 

P a m  IV-109. PrercriPtion 68. We have concerns with a blanket decision t o  
favor  Ilvestock over ulldlife in this area Spedflc critical areas for deer. 
elk. and Sagegroure have been omitted On Thousand Lake nauntain and the 
Tidwell Slopes 

Paqe IV-112. Uildlife and Fish Rerource Hanaqement. General Olrettion 2 
Agdln.  elk numbem should not be finallzed until the Elk Unit Hanagement Plans 
are completed 

apply t o  reintroduction of uildllfe specter. 1 e , bighorn sheep on the T w h i r  
Rauntains 

Page IV-155. Hanaoenent Prescription 1OA HOW will this prescription 

0 section Y conmlentr 

Pdqe V-2. Sectlon B ( 5 1  'Reliablity' In the second paragraph should read 
'reliability " 

E sec t ion  V I  comnentr 

Paqe VI-26.  Senrltlvltv L e v e l  AP elaboration of the definition of 
"renritivlty l e v e l "  as to the criteria far each level would be helpful 

216. me Frissell publication whL& defines these Classes is clted in the 
refeR"ces 

217 mls prescription does allar for seasonal m a d  closures. Also, the 

218. 

Forest transportation plan will take care of these concerns 

Not necessary to change sinoe t h i s  is simply a general direction. 

219. me prescription assigrment i n  the vicinity of Forsyth Reaervolr has 
been changed to deal w i t h  this p m b l w  Sage grouse 1s one of the 
management indicator species of the sage nesters guild. As such, It 
receives proteotlon 50 that it can not fall beldl minmm vliible 
oooulatian. Further. the Forest Service has guidelines m n t m l l l n g  
ieietatiue treatment' pmjeets a m m d  sage grime strutting ground; 
Uhioh w i l l  be monitored 

220. See reply nmber 191. Also, by regulation, this Plan is the guiding 
docment for management of the Fishlac National Forest. 

221. Creation of Research Natural Areas on the Tushar HOuntainS w i l l  mean 
that any proposed action or  activity will have to show It does not 
impact the natural P ~ O C ~ S S ~ S  of these areas before It can pmoeed. 
me Forest Service manual (4063.3) states: "A research natural area 
must be pmtected against activities which diPeCtly or indirectly 
oadlfy ecological processes..." Any propaaal to tPanSplant anma16 to 
the Tushars or Canyon Range u w l d  have to be reviewed against that 
standard. 

222. Change made. 

223. The definition 13 deslgned for the general reader. Forest Servlce 
managers have detailed references that give the criteria for the 
l eve l5  Repeating these criteria here would duplicate eXlStlng 
material and make the plan unnecessarily bulky. 
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224. This will be done where Feasible. 

224 

225 

226 

227 

228 

229 

230  

231 

F Appendices Camento 

Paqe 0-3. Beaver O iP t r i c t ,  Water Development Wodification The Forest  i s  
encouraged t o  p lan a l l  water developments, particularly ponds. IO t h a t  i t  11 
fenced t o  p ro tec t  the banks and a l l ow  vegetat ion t o  grow 
necessary. a method should be devised t o  dellver water from the pond t o  t h e  
l ivestock.  

IF I i v e s t a c k  use i s  

Paqe G-14. EvaIUatlon PmcePS. Table 0' In t h e  eva1uQti.m of e f f e c t s  of 
highways on range or h igh  interest ulldlife. were highway m o r t a l i t y  Problems 
of  deer and e l k  considered? 

A l s o  note t h a t  under I t em ( e ) ,  Highway 12 l i e s  between  LO^ and 1-10 n o t  
Sa l i na  and  LO^. 

P8qe G-28. Table F Management D i r e c t i o n  f o r  planning windows should 
consider Critical ranger used by h igh  i n t e r e s t  w i l d l i f e .  
SedSOnS O f  C l l t l L a I  USe Should be avoided 

const ruct ion during 

Paqe G-39, I t e m  l e ) .  The v i sua l  impact of power transmission l iner  
through Hogan Pass needs fu r the r  eva lua t i on  
the re  i s  l i t t l e  i n  t h e  way o f  t e r r a i n  or vegetat ion which would s c r m  d power 
l ine 

The Tidwel l  slopes are  open and 

Paw 1-3. Pdrawaeh 6 The S ta te  IYppOrtS t h e  Forest S e r ~ i c e ~ s  e f f o r t r  t o  
reserve t h e  lower  e leva t ion  lands f o r  w in te r i ng  deer and e l k  

11. Environmental Impact statement 

A sec t i on  5 comments 

Paqe 5-16. F i n a l  Paraqraeh This dilcusliDn concentrates on 
market-valuable outputs and resources. Many o f  t h e  bene f i t s  r e s u l t i n g  from 
rec rea t i on  are o f  non-market va r ie t y .  such as aesthet ics .  so l i tude.  species 
diversity. etc. These should be discussed 

B s e c t i c n  I C0Imne"tl 

The boundaries on t h i s  map are not  clear I ran County Should 
be dlsPlayed O n  t h i s  ndP I h c e  I t  doex con ta in  d small portion o f  the Forest  

225. As par t  Of energy transportation planning, Federal, State. and 
In te rs ta te  Highway mutes  were vlnsxdered as potentmi l o c a t m a  for 
Uti l i ty  Mrridors. The highvay mutes  Yere not analyzed for potential 
expansion or widening of the  actual mad running surface andlor mad 
rlght-of-uay. 

The analysis and evaluation For these h i h a y  locations did include 
efFects to range or high in te res t  wlldlife, but only as such would be 
affected by the Mnstmotion and mamtenance of uti l i tzes.  Impacts t o  
Cr i t ica l  wildlife and f i sh  resaurces and habitats,  as a result of 
U t i l i t y  COnStMtim and maintemance ac t iv i t i e s  wlth111 and adJacent to 
the highway rights-of-way, were analyzed and evaluated. Page G-15 
discUSSed those highway mutes  where wlldlife and f i s h  Impacts would 
be di f f icu l t  to mitigate, ~ e . ,  In te rs ta te  70Sal ina   anyo on S ta te  
~ighway (u-i3)-~1ear cpeek canyon, In te rs ta te  15Sc ipm pass: s t a t e  
HighvaY (U-7Z)-FreeZOat Junction to Loa. State Highway (U-5). and 
Sta te  Highway (U-153). 

Correction is noted on S t a t e  Hlghvay (U-72). n u s  hlghuay ~ $ 1 1  be 
l l s t ed  111 the MrratiVe as located between Fremnt Junctlon and Loa, 
Utah. 

226. Direction and Standards and Guidelines For wl ld l i fe  and Fish rcsou~ce 
management are included in general F a r e s t r i d e  management requirements 
and in specific management area prescrlptlon requrenents.  

Ihe Fares t r ide  General Direotion and Standards and Guidel ines For 
wildlife and fish resource management State tha t  .. "ac tmi t ies  o r  
praotices tha t  would negatively impaat endangered, threatened, or 
sensit ive plant or animal species w i l l  be pmhiblted" (page IV-19 of 
t h e  Pmposed Land and Resaurce kMgement Plan). 

Hanagement PresFriptiOn 1D On page IV-55 Of the  Proposed Land and 
Resource Hanagement Plan states that... "mnagement OF wildlife and 
f i sh  habltats Yithln EorrldwS W i l l  be MnSiStent or Cmpatlble With 
adjacent management areas." 

4, addition to the V l l d l i f e  and f i sh  reJDurce management direction 
listed i n  the general Fo res t r ide  and individual management area 
requirements, the fDlloving direction W i l l  be added to Wnagement 
Prescription 1D for  u t i l i t y  corrldws. 

me construction, operation, and maintenance Icon) plan for 
u t i l i t i e s  to be permitted w l l l  contain a wildlife/Fish mitigation 
section. As par t  of this unttup,  mltlgation measures my be 
developed Far the protection of u l ld l l fe / f l sh  Jpecles and habitat  
during seasons Of c r l t l c a l  Use, Such measures W i l l  be developed 
where cmments applicable on COM plans. o r  in response to s t a t e  or federal agency 

227. The t e r ra in  with111 the proposed Corridor width on e i the r  Side of Sta te  
Highuay (U-72) was analyzed For t y p  of scenic quality, visual 
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Paqe 1-9 Parauraph 5 '  'Recreation Use' i s  equated w i t h  OHV use I n  t h i s  
discussion 
that  OHV use I P  only one aspect of recreation use 

A s  there are other users and uses. perhaps it should be added 212 

233 

234 

235 

237 

238 

239 

C. Section I1 Conmenti 

Chapter I 1  In  the discussion of each of the eleven alternatives. 
Alternatives 6.  10. and 11 are not assigned a 'nondevelopment prescription 
What i s  the rationale for  Including or not including nondevelopment 
prercrlptionr as a conrtralnt t o  the model? 

P a w  11-1. PdrwraDh 2 .  The rclatlonship betheen mnagcnent prescrlptloni 
ana the alternatives 1 1  not clear In this pdrd9raDh 
reldtlonshlp Inould be better articulated 

Thls important 

Paw 11-6 ParaoraDh 1. Liner 6-8 The statement i s  made that  'Developed 
recreation was modeled uslng HTVEST. i t s  e f fec t  On efflciency vas deemed 
lnrlgnlflcant due-to the Small  amount O f  the land bare lnvalved i n  developed 
recreation r l t e r  Developed recreation 1s ballcally a non-mnarket value and 
may s t i l l  be important. as i t  i s  lncluded in the multiple use mandate 

as the definitlon Of PAOT already lncluded in the glossary. would be helpful 
Paqe 11-23. ParaqraDh 1 Addition of a definltion of V A O T  Days.. as well 

P a w 5  11-25 throuqh 11-28. There figurer are confusing. 

Paoe 11-85, Alternative 11 Alternative 11 should lnclude consideration 
of long-term demand i n  addltion t o  an addressing o f  short-term needs 
long-term demand 1s not anticipated and planned For negative effects  will  be 
d l f f l t u l t  t o  mitigate 

1f 

0. section 111 conmentr 

Page 111-23. PaTaqraPh 2 and 3 Same mention Of funding Should be 
lncluded In this  dlrcvrrian 
people reeking the same opportunities in the r a m  a m .  a point wiii 
eventually be reached where the experience i s  degraded . What are the types 
of 'opportunitier' being sought? HOU war this  measured--visitor ~ ~ r v e y ?  can 
any techniques be used t o  a l leviate  thls  Problem Of erperlence 
degradatlan--edu~atin" o f  frequently used r i tes .  relocation by permit. zoning 
f o i  day use. etc 7 

Paragraph 3,  l iner 2 and 3 s t a t e ,  "With more 

Pdqe 111-24. ParaqnDh 2. Liner 4 and 5 An explanation ar t o  Why the 
deadline cannot be met and the effect  o f  not meeting the deadline. would be 
appreciated 

Page 111-25. Pardqr'dph 2 The EIS suggests that  protection of the 
Forest's cultural  reloulcer and mitigation of the problem 1s occurring t h m u g h  

228. 

229. 

230. 

231. 

232. 

233. 

234. 

235. 

sensitivity. and scenic overlooks. It Yas determined tha t  underground 
and over-the-surface f a c i l i t i e s  would not change the existing Visual 
quality Objectives within or outside of t he  corridor. It vas also 
determined that above gmund electrical tranmxSS1on l ines  could 
change the visual quality objectives within the  corridor itself, but 
Yould not Ehange those objeaivts COP areas outside of the mile wide 
corridor. i.e., the ~ m w s e d  corridor 1s not par t  of a scenic 
backdmpjbaokgrbund fo; &si t ive visual overlooks' or travelways i n  
this par t  of the National Forest. 

There are no tranmission l i n e s  in  the pmposed corridor a t  present, 
and thmugh the use of visual simulations and non- sp~u la r  conductor 
and h e r s ,  one major t rangniwim l i n e  should not change the  
carridor's existing visual quality objeotives. Hare than  one major 
transolirsion l i ne  would cause visual management problems, but again 
only within the mile wide Corrldor Itself. Long-range industry 
proposals s h w  no mre than one major electrical tanmission line for 
the  area i n  questmon. 

No o m e n t .  

These ape irretrievable e-itmentr. 

Not appropriate to this section. 

Change made. 

Not  appropriate to this section. "is is a statement of an identified 
issue. 

I n  t he  development Of alternatives. the FIsNake NT evaluated a Wide 

h a p t e r  IV dlromses these effects. 

No attempt is made to expand upon issues. 

range O f  multlpk-use mamgement piescrlptlons in  Order to address the 
issues, oppr twz t i e s .  and concerns identified in t he  Planning 
~TOEBSS. I n  order to address the gaala and ob3eotives of 5me 
alternatives, a "nondeveloment prescrrptionn uas assigned t o  scme 
areas of the Forest. 

I" other alternatives. the Forest evaluated the effects on eeonmio 

undevefoped For the& reasons, Alternatives 6 ,  10, and 11 were not 
assianed the "nondeveloment DPeSCriDtionSn in ~(rven areas. It should 
be noted, h6leYeP. that  the~FDoSFUN nodel had the option t o  chO0.x 
such mescrmtmns  if the7 sat isf ied the overall moals and obieotlves 
of the mst &st efficient solution given the consiramts. 

Paragraph rworded t o  elarlfy the concept. 

Direction was to put developed reoreation m the group of market 
outputs since 7-5 are charged for the use Of leereatlo" sites. 

Less than two one-hundredths of one percent of the Forest 's land base 
1s ~n developed recreation sites Changes i n  area between 
al ternat ives  would be less than one percent of that  m a t  13 why we 

U S O .  see page 11-3 
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240 

24 1 

242 

243 

244 

245 

246 

247 

248 

249 

2SO 

education of the pub1 I C  
Protectlon For example. Sme People may not realize the value of p a t  hunting 
un t l l  they are educated as to Uhat i s  available and where i t  may be found 
Educatlon. while important as a parrive management technique, i s  not adequate 
and requires p o s i t i v e .  assertlye management. some s o r t  of enforcement program 
i s  needed to mittgate this problem 

needs to he updated 
far current information 

I t  ir stated that 'Ideally. the 
primary responsibility of the employee is to report any activity initiated by 
the puhltc or the agency that 1s detrimental to cultural resources ' A 
dlrcurrlon of uhat the Forest's law enfarcement authority pragram i s  would be 
helpful 

sometimes education i s  Counterpraductive to 

Paoe 111-25. Para." 3 This s e c t i o n  on the Clear Creek Canyon Project 
Pleare check with the Ol~ision of Parks and Recreatlon 

P a w  111-25. ParaqraDh 4. Liner 4 and 5 

AS the abbreviation 'T 6 E* may not he 
known by some readers. it I s  suggested that "Threatened and Endangered' be 
used instead 

P a v  111-29. PaiaqiaDh '1. LIne 15 '  *cutthrout' should read 'cutthroat . 
Paqe 111.11. ParawdPh 1 .  1 1 1 1 ~ s  1 and 2' The sentence should be Changed 

t o  read *There are  tnirteen I P ~ C I C I  o f  renrltive plants. ana one threatenen 
plant rperier. on t h e  Forest'. 1 e.. and the word .plant' after threatened. 

Pase 111-33. PaiawaDh 3 The adverse Impacts on fish habltat and 
Production by Increased mineral development. 011 and gal exploration. road 
Conrtructlon. timber harvest. and Ilvestock ProdUCtion are dlrrurred i n  thlr 
Paragraph Hill these Impacts be mitigated? 

Page 111-44. ParaaraPh 5 'Inflected' should read 'Inflicted. 

E. Sectlon I V  Comentr 

~ d a e  IY-S. Paraqranh I The paragraph states which alternatives have the 
most acreage closed to OHV Use and which alternatives have the most acreage 
w i t h  restricted clarsiflcatlon. as shown ln Table I Y - 2 .  Th is  dl<rncc lnn  . . . . .- -. . ~~ ~ 

should a i m  include which alteknativer have the mort acreage 
Alternatives 1 and 5. 

to OHV use. 

Palre I Y - I O .  Table IV-4 DO the 'Eltimated Acres TO Be Surveyed" lnclude 
the actual ""#be? surveyed Qr the number subject to  "sample surveys"? 

Paqe IV-11. Fiqure I V - 1  The reprerentatlon Of the flrSt and second 
decade should be better explained 
decades uhile thIl only deals with the first and second decades? 

Why do other analyses deal with all flve 

236. 

237. 

238. 

239. 

240. 

241. 

242. 

243. 

244. 

245. 

246. 

241. 

248. 

249. 

did not include developed recreatmn in the FURPLAN model uhlch 
emphaslres dollar values. 

The use of diffwent models Eannot be cOnStrued as implyma developed 
recreation is COnSidePed Unmportant. It Is vev  important on the 
Fishlake. 

Definition added. 

Plannmg is for the long ranga. Hmuever, given the current 
condltmns. the Forest cannot meet projeoted long term demand. Part 
O f  the Plan's function IS to point out these problems. 

the National Foreat. me seotion relates to the nufected 
Enviromnt", not to a discussion of posslble 501UtmnS.  

me over~iw has been targeted to be cmpleted p r ~ r  to the next 
iteration of the plan (lo to 15 years). me Job hasn't been completed 

me section refers to a11 types Of recreation opportunities sought on 

because Of lack of funding and Work pnorfty. 

Public education has worked for the Forest. me dmcovery OF the Fwe 
Fmgers Ridge site was a result of public educstlon. In the %vier 
River Valley, tentative plans have been made t o  establish an mat- 
archeologioal sooiety - which vlll place a great deal of 
preservational responsibility in m e  hands of local cibzem. Peer 
pressure goes a long Yay i n  curtalling behavior deemed ~OElallY 
unacceptable. Aggresive lay enforcement IS a130 needed to pmtect 
the ~esources. but where cultural resources are SO uidespread. it IS 
fmpossiblble to proteat all site$. 

m i s  Section has been updated. 

Not appropriate to UlLs section. See page 111-62. f inal  paragraph. 

me change has been made. 
me change has been mde. 

??E change has been made. 

mese Impacts vlll be partially rmtrgated by f o l l m m g  the Standards 
and Gndellnes i n  the General Forest Direction and individual 
prescriptions. speeif'ic stipulations are found i n  Appendix H. 
Additional mitigatlo" will be ulllsldered On an lndlvldual PrOJect 
basis. 

Change made. 

Added to text. 

A small portion of the acres would be sample survey (2%). 
be 100% surveys. 

HDSt would 
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253 
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257 
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Page Ten 
Attachment 

Paw IV-58. SOeLIa1 Areas, The State fully supports the maintenance OF  
the Partridge llountaln Research Natural Area and the preferred alternative's 
IeCDmendatiDn that Fish Creek and 0ullion Canyon be consider for 
ertablirhment as RNAs. 

impact on potentla1 lass OF fish SpaMing habitat should also be mentioned 
Pace Iv-65. ParaqiaDh 3 In this dircurrlon on increased sedimentation. 

Page IV-69. Paraomoh 5. Line 0: Should be changed f rom * . O f  Fish Lake 
during two. periods O F  tu0 weeks each 
periods of two weeks each :. ' to '...Of Fish Lake during two 

250. me plan 1s for the first decade. ' b e  second decade 1s displayed t o  
shar trends. No purpose Would be served i n  tiying to s h w  mre 
decades. 

251. me change has been made. 

z2. Change made. 

Pace IV-11. Paracraph 6 This  paragraph discusses the use o f  HNEST i n  
the economic efficiency analysis. There are benefits accruing that are not 
raptured by these criteria--dispersed recreation i s  one. 

yjj. mls paragraph has been changed to make it clearer. All the it" 
shwn ~n Table N-30 and N-31 were analyzed ulth WEST. 

P a w  Iv-86. Paragraph 4. Lines 5-1' It 11 stated that - ..project 
activttier such as timber sales and road construction temporarily disrupt 
recreatlon uses by reducing or changing the type of recreation that normally 
uould occur on the area ' Some o f  these project activities m y  permanentit 
dlsrupt recreation uses that normally uould occur on the area. 

2511. Substituted the word n t a w r a r i l y "  with "may" 

F. Appendices Comnentr 

~~. Alternative 1 1  as well as others. nondeneloiment irercriition was not a 
constraint 
analysis 

It seem as i f  "on-valued outputs get the .short end. of the 
This 1s not conrtrtent uith the Hulttple Use mandate 

Page 8-13. PalWraDh Bib) 
uoula be available to the model i n  reaching 3 tort-efficient solution * 
3s not true f o r  each alternative. 
favored by local interests (Alternative 6) 

It I S  indicated that 'A Wide range Of choice3 
This 

A nm-development DreSCription was not 

P a w  8-11, Para9raDh llf). Liner 2-1 It 19 sta ted  that "Recreational 
outputs are valued only to the extent that the output 11 less than or equal to 
demand * It seems as though demand i s  already greater than supply (fishing, 
hunting, et< ) AS demand Outstrips SUPPIY. there I M Y  be a %remiumY Dlaced 
on d recreational OQpOrtUn(ty 

Pace 0-14, Paraqraph 3. This section is vague. It IDYndP as if the f fna l  
analyrir W ~ I  a ludgmental, subjective decision 

Paqe 8-34, Paraqraoh 2, Liner 4 and 5 This sentence. .Because it was 
bellevea desirable to have some kind of autput value in FQRPLAN, the follo~ing 
proceduve wax undertaken" maker the PT'DCedule sound 'Second rate' and subject 
to arbitrary value judgments regarding the analyrir 

255. ?he treatment of developed recreatmn was explained a b v e  me Only 
"%all Value" assigned developed recreation vas the -11 area that 
developed rites cccupy an the Fo'orest. 

- _.. ._ -.. __ . . . .. 
required of the model." I ~ L S  does iot mea.. thit nan-develoFment 
preScrlpt10ns were precluded In addltlon, there Vas a wlde range of 
Other prescrxptxons available to the model. lherefore, a wide range 
of choices was available. 

In scme alternatives there ~ e ~ e  times (decades) uhen the supply of 
classes of recreation, Such ag developed recreation. exceeded d m n d .  
In these cases recreation outputs were valued w l y  to the extent of 
the demand. mat 1s to m y  that if there 1s not a willing buyer there 
cannot be a sale. Uildllfe outputs were measured separately 8.3 
WND's. 

257. 

258 In all analysis there zs a point where we do not have total 
knwledge For example the exact nmber Of deep on the Forest is not 
Ime.411. A t  that point the analyst ha8 to use the professional 
J u d g a n t  OF the specialists. Forest Plannlng 1s no different. 

259 Disagree with your comment. 
explalned in the rest or the paragraph. 

The judgements were not arbitrary as 



Page Eleven 
Attachment 

260 Pam 8-35. ParaQraPh 1 This Paragraph i s  unclear 

P w e  0- 5 .  ParauraPh 5. Llne 4 Nonconsumptive use i s  - t imed Doer 
261 the -Consumer have equal weight? 

262 Paqe 8-35. Pdraordph 6 This Paragraph mentions the Fore= Service'r use 
Of the S M l l e r  Of tu0 Wtimater 
values 

This ChOiCC may Underestimate benef l t r  and 

263 Page 8-62. P a r a q w h  1 
prescriptions to analysts areas 
alternatives ran under uhtch * a s s u m ~ t i ~ n s . ~  

There 1s a discussion arrlgning l y d f i c  
Hou was the decision made as -a uhich 

260. Agreed. lbe paragrap0 has been reurltten 

261. me values used are slunin on page 8-52. 

262. Ihe data that was used Was collected by the SYStBP that  appared t o  
have the most validity.  When more accurate data IS available It Y l l l  
be used. 

263. mIs was based on the intent or the alternative. 
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November 14. 1985 
nr. J. Kent Taylor 

Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield, Utah 84701 

Dear m. Taylor: 
SUBJECT: Fishlake National Forest 

Draft Land and Re80Yrce Management Plan 

In response to your letter of July 22, 1985,'Sauthern California 
Edlson Company appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
Fishlake National Forest Draft Land and Resource nanagement Plan. 

We are very pleased to see that the Fishlake National Forest 
recognizes utility corridors to the extent shown and described 
wzthin the texts and maps utilized in the Draft Plan. 

Edieon, therefore, supports any alternatrve that includes, as 
Its basis, Appendix 0 of the plan entitled .Energy Transpor- 
tation and Utility corridor Evaluation.. 

Forest supez"is0r 

Again, we thank you for this opportunrty to comment on the plan, 
and commend the Fishlake National Forest for recognizing the 
need to plan for utxlity corridors. For further information 
and/or future correspondence, please ccntact J. P. Wilson at 
I2131 491-2880. 

Very truly yours. 

904s 



u.s Depar tmen t  of A g r i c u l t u r e  
F o r e s t  S e r v ~ C e  
F l b h l a k e  N a t r o n a l  P o r e s t  
115 E a s t  900 N o r t h  
R ich fLe ld .  UT 84701 

12 irovember 1985  
6 0 1  P a r k e r  
EOUJtOn, TX 77007 

Re: 1920 

Dear Sir or  Madame; 

Thanks f o r  s e n d i n g  m e  t h e  Draf t  DEIS and P r o p o s e d  F o r e s t  
Land and R e s o u r c e  Management P l a n  for r e v i e w .  

S i n c e  I h a v e  n o  expertrse I n  y o u r  d l s c l p l z n e  I found  the 
q u a n t i t y  of d a t a  t o  be ove rwhe lming  and, t h e r e f o r e ,  
c o u l d  n o t  q$f$r useful  compts. 

It does a p p e a r ,  however ,  t ha t  my p r o p e r t y  borders o n  o r  
1s p o s s i b l y  m c l u d e d  Ln areas which  are targeted f o r  asqul- 
s l t l o n .  
w h e t h e r  the F o r e s t  s e r v i c e  h a s  an interest %;I a c q u r r x n g  my 
l and .  

=2 
H 
I 
W 
0 

I would appreciate a let ter f r o m  y s u  i n d i c a t i n g  
265. Since you did no t  pmvide a l ega l  description of your land in your 

letter, we can only address the question in general terms. "-e 
lands which are i n d i d %  For afquis l t ion on the Land h e r s h i p  Plan 
are simply lands uhi-&. irbuld be desirable to include i n  the National 
Forest system, m s t l y  for mnsoiidation purposes. mere is no 
intent ion to &ark on an aggressive land acquis i t ion program. lbst 
acquis i t ions are aceompllshed through land erohanges whereby pr ivate  
lands within t h e  Nat%nal Forest bOundary are exchanged for qval 
value National Forest lands, also vithrn the National Forest. lbst 
eases are i n i t i a t e d  by the  pr iva te  l a n d m e r .  

265 

(713)  880-4592 

If your lands are d e s i p a t e d  as acquisition lands i n  the  plan, this 
smply  means t h a t  t h e  Forest Service would be amenable t o  a land 
exchange involving those lands. 



Utah Wilderness 
Association 
455Ed.l4WSouth8-40/SaltLalieGh UT 8411 1/(801)359 1337 

NovembeP I?, 1985 

Mr Kent Taylor 
Forest Supervisor 
Fishlake National Forest 
Richfield. Utah 84701 

Dear Kent 

From the outset let  me thank you for providing this additional informal period 
of time to comment on the Fishlake National Forest Land Management Plan 
However, as I discussed w i th  you on the phone our substantial complaint 
Concerning the intransigence of the  Forest Service to formally extend the 
public review period for the Fishlake National Forest I and others ) f o r  a period 
exceeding the additional thirty days you have provided s t i l l  exists As an 
appendix to this comment we are providing for the record a copy of our 
correipondence to the Fiegional Forester and the Chief o f  the Forest Service 
concerning this issue 

As you know, from October 25 to November 22 we have been in the process of 
attempting to comment on two forest plans--the Fishlake and the Manti-LzSal I 
the formal comment period for the latter ends on November 22 as does the 
informal comment period on the Fishlake I That is a task we challenge each 
forest Dlanner or Supervisor to unaertake It IS simoly a burden on our abil ity t o  
read a long and complicated plan, look at  the planning recoras and FORPLAN 
runs, v is i t  the planners on each forest ana prepare and wr i te  a quality 
comment. 

Because of these constraints dictated by the Forest Service and placed on an 
interested public ana ConstitUent of the FiShla'e Yational Forest, it 1s very 
unlikely we w i l l  ne able to spend the time w i th  vour staf f  and the planning 
records to fully analyze this Dlan we want to emDnasize this 15 not E 
decision ana if we were not so TeStTiCted by the :crest Service to ac%s ana 
particloate in this process we would ut i l ize th? full 30 nays to analyze 

I 



document 

Our complaint .5 not wi t? the ef fcr t  the CishlaKe made during the public 
w l e w  process d e  met with you ana your planners in Richfield and i n  field 
WOrYshOPS as ve l1  as i n  our office over the years We fully appreciate +nay 
Gocf-ey 5 visi1s to our Office during the in i t ia l  public review phase an0 we 
appreciated receiving the forest plan a couple Of days early But that did not 
get a t  the issue At the same tlme three other plans were out in final or draft 
form with comment an0 review periods identical o r  about 30 days apart 

The above concem we formally regist?r as B complaint about the public 
Involvement pmcess on the Fishlake Foresr plan In ouropinion. when the Forest 
Service decided to cast public involvement concerns aside they threw aut the 
pmverbizl baby b3thwater 

From a readina of the forest plan this is wnat one sees while looking a t  the 
preferreo z ! t m r t i v e  b f te r  the f i r s t  decade timber harvesting i s  increased 
135% The reasw7 In essence it is because FORPLAN told us we could do i t  It i s  
not because it IS an oojective we want t o  meet or pmouce In fact, the 
preferrPd alternative aitw the f i n t  decade. simply removes a moderately 
sensible oudgec ana aemaid constraint that was brought into solution a m n g  
the f i rs t  decaoe NO reason is offered ror  such a remartable change 

mougnout the document it is clearly noted domestic grazing is overobligatei 
Yet in the description O f  alternatives (11-63) the E15 shows only a 3,000 ALM 
decline in the ' n t  decade--a 2%' dec!ine After l i ve  decades grazing goes 
down only 4% T;at is an awfullyshallow way to treat an overool igated r a n y  
program aut w e n  more confusing i s  page 11-70 which shows qariq in the 
fint decade wder  Alt : I ,  the Dreferreo alternatlve. ~olngup51.000' Aupts 
and gong UD 6:.000' ay the f l f t h  aecaae That IS no way to  handle an 
overobllgated m g e  9:og:am and certainly shed5 doubt on what the dOCdment i s  
portraying to t re  PIibllc 

The E15 notes ore RNA exists and two were proposed under Alt I I It does not 
appear that these Praoosed RhAs were included in any other alternatives There 
*s 10 explanatif- why '0 alternatives including the non-market altercative ao 
nor harbor UV+ ;rc~osals ana only the preferred alternative harbors RRA 
:esignaticns C3::hern~:2 the value of !he RNAs createa ,n the preferrec 
alternative is. accorn-:, t o  the elan, :a :eooarn; even befcre their designat!on 
This i s  became I?? 0r:;oSed Plan rzfusos to wlthdraw tne areas from any 
-veal entry a!!C eve? rails t o  ir.d:cate ?ow mineral conflicts. should they 
arise, w i l l  ne cl::,qatea an3 stlll maintain the intei t  of an RNA 

266. 
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The Plan is for one d w d e  only. The allwable %e qlantity W i l l  
P-m a t  current lwels. The next iteration of the Forest Plan (10 
to (5 years mn W U )  w i l l  have to evaluate the t-r situstion st 
that tm. m i s  could lead to an increase, decrease, or no &awe 
mm current conditions. 

The nmbers on p g e  11-7-70 were incorrect. This table "as fotued by 
cwputing the differences fPm the first d-de of Alternative 8. The 
correct nlrmbers are a decrease Of 3.1 Ulousand AUH's in the first 
decade and a pmjffted decrease Of 6.6 W U m d  AUH'S in the Semnd 
deeade. 

mle l ing  indioates that the m i n g  nmberr portrayed w i l l  relieve the 
overgrazing si t lat ion,  assunlng the budget for range is avarlable. 
Haturally, different d-dinal range budgets Y f l l  mean different 
-ins nlrmbers. The Forest 1s to manage to the Standards and 
Eiiielines m the plan, not the modeled nrmbers. 

ntemat ive  5 also has the R ~ * S  proposed v a n a g e n t  Preseript:on 1Oh 
on page N-156 Of the Plan which c a l l s  for wlthdmdal of the RNA's 
fm mineral entry. This 1s in conformance Ulth manual direction FSH 
MK2.W "Research Natural Areas Should be uithdrarn frm m l n e r a l  entry 
aner establishment ...." 



. 
The ;ieremeoaitemat::svaintains that some i ~ O . O O O *  or unroaoea lands w i l l  
remain moaoed throuyout the decade A t  the same time tne preferred 
alternative only recommends part of one roaale5s area unoer prescr:otion 36 
(most restrtct.ve~ ana depending on the page from IO~,OOO' acres to 192.000' 
acres a5 semfprimltlve nonmotorlzed recreatlon In truth. not one area on the 
forest 1s pr0tec:ed frcrp surface disturblng activl t les wnlle empnaslzino 
natural vzlues i o  say tne least tnis is eye-catcnlng given the fact the plan 
notes tnere s r.0 Elace on a 1 4mi l l lon  acre Natlonal Forest that IS more than 3 
mlks from a road--three mtles7l 

You w i l l  not find a map II this conment of propopsed r0adleSS areas or other 
allocations we rave made We simply have not had the tlme to  prepare a 
detailed map as we have on other forests HOWeVer, we have expressed t o  the 
Flshlake many times & r i n g  thls planning process ow speciflc concerns on 
roadless bounOYies. tor eYample Thus we really do'l't tntnk a map Is necessary 
as you look a t  this comrent and consult D:evious inpuis ny tne UWA on this 
process 

From here we *vi11 proceed wth a more cetailed analysis of major resource m a  
plannlng concerns F'rsi. however. let  me again aclcnowleage. w i tn  the already 
noted hesi:arion. o w  m ~ ( ~ c l a t 1 o n  for m e  aadltlonal30 oays of comment 
pericd As I Clscussea with you. thougn we are not within the fomal  time 
frame tor ouolic peiww "ou nave assured us. as has the Regional ForeStBr, this 
comment w i l l  be consldered as though I: were f i led on tlme and our access to 
the aomiristrative review Deriod w i l l  not be hindered because this comment 
did not arrive in your omce on October 3 I. 1985 I also hope you w i l l  pass OUT 
concerns on to otner Flsnlaide Nalional ,%rest staff  wno are Interested in wna: 
tne Utash wilderness Association has to say w i th  respect to this forest plan 
slnce we have put as mucn effort Into :ne Dlan as any other Interested publlc If 
you have any questions p'ease contact us! 

TnanKs very much 

Cordially, 

OICL carter 
Coord.nator 



, ,~Ierness/Unroaded Areas 

I t  vas  areal disapointrrent to see the preferred Jlternativenot harboring a 
nonoevewrert  prescription Why7 Certainly, this was an issue throughout 
tne forest plan and the years of working w i th  !he Fishlake 

Gur f i rs t  concern i s  a complete understanding cf the relationship of the 
newsprint travel plan proposal and the forert The plan i t re l f  i s  not clear 
wi th TeSPrCt to where motorized vehicle travel is not allowed within 
prescriptions l i k e  5A or 48 In many ways the proposed travel plan seems to 
be more restrictive For example, winter wildlife range E A )  is shown as 
closed to motorized vehicles in the proposed travel plan Yet the forest plan 
does not clearly show such a distinction We certainly support the restriction 
of such closures but are not clear as to the intent of the plan 

Though the Utan Wilderness Act did pass the Congress i t  did not sen0 a signal 
to igwre wilderness in th? forest plan It does prevent you from making 
vnlderness recommendations during this pimning horizon It does not prevent 
You from displaying the EOCial impacts or environmental impacts of not 
having any wilderness--the only forest in Utah For example. there is no 
demand znalysis on t re  Fishlake for wilderness type recreation For that 
matter tnere is no demand chart for unroaded nonmotorlzed recreation 01 the 
forest 1Jh'/7 Certainly, a substantial puolic concern, bcth local and regional 
exist3 lo r  bxkcountry recreation on the Fis'IIake 

i h e  larues. concerns x d  opportunities section is not quite accurate For 
example. this portion of the document boils the roadless issue down to issue 
'IO. wilderness recommendations and rather summarily disposes this issue 
by stating the Utah Wilderness Act didn t designate any wilderness on the 
forest That i s  not the way the issue was portrayed by the UWA and other 
puolics Our concern expressed back in 1980 and againon December 11,1984 
was the preservation of areas not receiving wilderne55 designation but 2150 
having qualities deserving protection in a m g e  and contiguous body of 
unroaded land Thus an thrs issue we must even challenge the issues and 
concerns raised in the plan That concern also reflected not developing 
particula- ro2dless lmos as a 1ogkc3t compltn'ent to  protecting some of 
those lands 

At firrt gate !he plan zpprars to do a reasonable. but inconsistent. job w i th  
reSp?ct to T??ring the Concern and not e"presring i t  as J concern in the 
issues an0 COncerPs section of !he plzn Far e Y m p l e ,  the plan notes sonle 
i ? O  000 acre5 d i l l  s t i l l  be 2vzllaole l o r  wild?rness consideration at the eno 
of tnis cycle of  planning That vie n w t i l v  mPI2ud The plan also states 
ny i rb r re  lrom (I zcres to 3.000 acres 1 2,000 acres in the preferred 
alternative I of potential wilderness w i l l  be developed by timber harvesting 
That we have no problem w i th  and 2pplaud We would l ike to know what 
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269. me Utah Wilderness Act of 1984 di rec ts  "That such area3 need not be 
managed Cor the purpose of pmtecting the i r  ~ u i t a b i l i t y  for wilderness 
designation prior to or duri.78 rension of the i n i t i a l  land management 
pian," regardless of the  prescription applied, it is anticipated that 
over TOO thousand acres W i l l  remain undisturbed a t  t he  time Of plan 
PBVISIOO. 

270. In t h i s  case the  travel Plan is in confomnce with the direction in 
the Forest Plan uhioh is, t o  close the areas to lmtorired t rave l  
dorInng the winter season when the a n m s  are ssresw. 

271. Although the  Forest Plan does not mnsider wilderness, many area4 W i l l  
be managed COP non-motorized recreation. Same of these areas can be 
considered Cor wilderness deagnation in the  future. ?he fac t  t ha t  
the Fishlake National Forest is the  only Forest in Utah not havmg any 
vllderness is a result of Congressional action. Significant portions 
of the  Forest have been designated far semi-pnrmtlve non-motorued 
recreation management as a resu l t  of management mmem Cor a broader 
recreation opportunity spectnm. Public responses rre lved during the 
development of issues did not indicate that there was substantial  
in te res t  i n  wilderness or no-motorized recreation manaEement Cor t he  
Fishlake National Forest. 

272. Regardless of hn, it is put, the  issue is wilderness. lhir is the  
heading of your c m n t  page. Congress is Specific on t h x  subject: 
R98-428, Sec.201 (bI(3): 

"(3) areas in the  S ta te  of Utah reviewed i n  such final 
environmental Statement or referenced i n  subsection (d) and not 
desimated vilderness uWn enactment of t h i s  Act Shal l  be manaced Cor 
mUltTple-use i n  accordhnce with land management plans pursuant t o  
Seotlon 6 of the Forest and Rangeland Renwable Resaurees Planning A f t  
Of 1974, as amended by the &t iona l  Forest Mmagement Act of lT6: 
Provided, lhat such areas need not be managed for the  purpose of 
pmtecting the i r  SultablitY Cor wildernes5 dedgnation prior t o  or 
during reVlslon of the  m l t i a l  land management plan;" 

Further, the  management area map Cor the Plan clearly shms the  
locations of planned develoments. 

Nothing eliminates those acres a t  t h i s  time. lhhese are e s t i m t e s  of 
the acreage t ha t  W i l l  be available far wilderness consideration when 
the plan is revised. The 13,000 was a purposefully large nmber t o  
account COP developnents Such as transmission l ines ,  radio repeater 
s i tes ,  or mines tha t  are not planned In the Forest Plan. 

273. 



~ 1 i m i ~ 3 1 e s  .ne re'n3in:rc l j ,GOI) acre5 tnocgh7 

Ttere Eeirrs to be 3 signiricant discrepancv in the numbers the plan portrays 
wi th resi:eCt to  v.nat actually falls within the semiprimitive nonmotoriled 
crt??ory sage 1':- 5, EIS. <:ate5 155,100 a r e s  of the Fishlake are closed to 
ORV use >?;e 11-58, E15 :rows 10?,,033 acres or the forest fa l l  within 
prescription 5,SPNM Page 11-97. however, shows a l t  I I placing 192,500 
acres in 5PNn This neecs clarification 

But way beyond clarification is a malor issue Why i s  only 9% of the forest 
closed t o  ORV use7 I assbme this acreage (135,100 acres 11s contained within 
prescription 3 (108,033 acres 1 and the wi ld l i fe winter range prescription7 
Goes this :igJre include rnowmobile use7 

To add t o  this major Enresolved issue i s  the allocation of prescription 3 i A  
allows for tirnber harvest-ng, including clearcutting. mineral -and 
exploration Roads are bui l t  and closed to the public 30 allows for  mineral 
develooment and exploration What we see i s  an area t o  be administered for 
semiprimitive recreation opportunities being developed for timber 
harvesting. motorized access for grazing, and mineral development It males 
no sense t o  US Again we Cannot Support this plan due to this obvious 
inconsistency !t I S  as though years of work wi th the Forest Service an 
pr0teCt:m of a number O f  important areas simply wept out the window with 
the Uta0 Wilderness Act It sets in concrete our belief that without 
wilderness forest: lihe the Fishlake w i l l  never stand up and take the lead in 
protecting lands viithou? Congress and the public pleadirg, begging and 
dragging the Forest Service t o  do it without the WilderPo55 Act 

For a t  least 10 years the Fishlake has known of areas of Darticular 
importance to  conservationists and the reasons for protecting those areas 
Our concerns have been f lat  out ignored in this plan 

Beyond even this inabil ity to Satisfy at  least portions of a l l  o f  your 
constituents the plan does nothing to acbieve a diverse recreation spectrum 
on the forest It does nothing to achieve a diversity of land base in terms of 
development Prescripaon 3 allows roads and development as though that i s  
the a t t r a c t m  to a bacncountry area The plan states cleaply Of the supposed 
720,000 acres of unroaded lands none of them are protected from mineral 
explorition or development So even that figures i s  circumspect At least tbe 
plan states it 'up fr0n:'--"Specific objectives Of alternative I I inc!ude 8 )  
not ccnstr:ir,:?g tPe model wi th regard t o  nonde!!elapment type of 
presc-i$io?s'The anly problem IS the plan the? sets out to attempt t o  
convince the public that the forest i s  making at  least a small ef for t  to  
provie2 an unroaded lana base There are two options--drop prescription 3 and 
te l l  the public the truth that the plan w i l l  allow development of every acre of 
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recreation oppartunity spectrum. Since public involvement and 
refinement of baundaries, t h i s  figure is closer to 177,000 acres, and 
the copreftion has been made on page 11-96. It should be pointed O U t  
that all semi-primitive no-torired recreation areas do not f a l l  
within P r e ~ c r ~ p t i o n s  M and 3. 
Approximatay 177,ow noreas w i l l  be closed t o  ow use. The f igu re  
does not include the  W i l d l i f e  winter range, which is a seasonal 
Closure. The f igure does include sn-bile use. This Pepresents 12 
and va of the  Forest land base. presently, there are vir tual ly  no 
p e m n e n t  area closures on the Forest. 

275. 

276. Presoription 3 is established for non-rmtorized reoreation - not 
wilderness. The areas a ~ e  still wnaged for  multiple-use. Hruever, 
to be consistent with the prescription, pmject  ac t iv i t i e s ,  such as 
timber sales, w i l l  be very limited during the plan period. Pmjec t  
a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  not occur under Prescription 38 - anly mineral 
act ivi ty  w i l l  be allwed with no surface occupancy. If Congress had 
mted the Fishlake closed or withdrawn frcm all land developoent 
act ivi t ies ,  it would have done SO. There is no mandate t o  manage in 
the manner you describe. 

3 7 .  AS discussed in the  previous EMment, smi-primitive no-torired 
reoreation does not equdte with wilderness. Treatment of these areas 
in the plan is pmper. the closure of xme 117,000 acres to public 
Dotorized use is not ignoring t he  limited demand f o r  no"-mtorized 
mreation in t h i s  area. The Fishlake National Forest w i l l  no t  
wnsider  Wilderness i n  thh i terat ion of the Forest Plan. 



Vv%t  !mc on the Fienl3fe Of co~rse. the o t w r  option is to  proviae the 
aiverrirp of  aeveloomenl m a  nonaeveloDment lancs 2no recreational JSPS by 
Z . C ~ J ~  ly  restrictin3 areas of semiprimitive nonmororized use to  sJrface 
a'sr~roinn zcrivities wnicn require motorizea use If you need t o  ao a wi la l i fe 
vo!ect a0 it the way it Fhodld be aone in tnat 1.ina of environment-oy foot or 
on nmeoac% D i n t  forget the Fores  Service usea to a c t ~ a l l y  rlae tne range 
But in all SeriameEs tnr p~rpose of plannina is to provide management 
consistent wi tn wnat is on tne grouna and provide a diversity of uses There 
is no motori:ra clos~re. regaraless or what a mythical plan and statement of 
ob!ectives says. i f  the particular piece of terrain is open to oi l  l le ld  
aevelooment, hararocx mineral devrlooment. tlmber harvesting or grazing 
wlthaccessoyvenlcles It is withoutcommonsense It iswithout sensitivity 
to meeting public issues m a  concerns It is w i tnox  professional recognition 
of planning regLlaiions ana planning intenr 

Thus c'ir suqg?siions follow tne abore comment in ihese S D ~ C I ~ I C  areas First, 
we wculd s.9aest a wilderness ana semiprimitive nonmotorizea user demana 
table Second. we suggest placing a l l  or tne existing prescription 3 units into 
a lrJe semiprimitive nonmotorizeo category wnlch restricrs tne access to  
nonmotorizea means ana pronibits suriace aisturbance wnicn would conflict 
w i th  tne intent of tho primit ive lype resource allocation ana mcnagemtnt I 
Lm very familiar wlrn the ROS and the QJiaelines wi th that  process w l tn  
r e ~ p r c t  t o  forest plznling. in particular t 15 a legitimate Lse of the R05 
category to do as w e  s ~ g y s t  Beyoni i?3t i t  meets the concerns of the gro.na 
ana me puolic i i ter rs ts  on me Fishlxe It has no impact on tne objectives of 
the plan f i r  the most cart an0 clearly has no impact on social variables tn? 
plrn n ign l i~h ts  11 w i l l  minimize environmental impzcts. aide wilal ire naot tx  
and restr ict worrnle~si in the figJratlwe renre of marginal trees ana sites ana 
economics ) timoer nervesting in futLre aecades 

In vzrticulzr. we wou10 s~ggest  the pI2n incorporate an unroaaed bencnmsr6 
Tnis r 3s oetn aone in otner plans 

we also suggest the new prescription 3 areas inchoe a l l  of tne TLsharS 
identiflea in 'Rki4E 111 25 wel l  a5 a11 01 TnoLsano L%e Ill, Wayne konaerlana. 
Betnive Peak, Pznvant MIS.  Fisnlarr ML. l l t  Mzrvice an0 the Canyon Mts kll 
of tneie arezs nave o.tstmalng Drimitlre values a:d would not alter tne 
ob~ectives of  rnznqrment In [ne plzn or in each 3re3 m y  were regaroea 
@ i t e  nignly in rne'RA2E 111. VmteLpS 1\11 nave well known values A l l  o i  
[?e 2:resge in tnese 2re35 NCLla compliment otner orescription 3 areas in tne 
p 1 2 i  :na otnrr ~ r e ~ c r ~ n t i o n s  wnicn restr ict or prohibit rnotcrizea LSe 

Witn0.t sucn a oesicnation i t  just $imply appear? a5 no area on me forest 
w1.1. In 12ct. De protectea Rdlntr inan solvlng conflicts tne plan ueates 
tcem Ratner tnzn recognizing mr03oea lanoi crovlae wl la l i fe refuge. old 
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278. Portions Of a l l  the areas mentioned are included i n  Prescription 3. 
The bOundarie3 Of the management areas Were based upon a consideration 
of a l l  resources on an equal basis. The mst appropriate prescription 
Was then applied t o  the land. The Suggestion that all areas On vhioh 
non-watorized use could be applied be s e t  aside and that  the renamder 
of the Forest be considered for other uses is not valid. 



div*r5lty in allOcaIiOn and management. recreation OPPOrtUnitieS, economic 
eificenc,j j table soils, warerquality and a place to get at  least three milee 
fr3m a road on the Fishlake, the plan ignores thrse issues It IS a forest w l t n  
$ ? i 1  5 t i Q i l l l i  proclems and a l o t  of roads We simply don t see the logic in the 
p k n  not IO maximize a no development unroaded prescriptlon The plan has a 
long uay  t o  go to just i fy  the extensive potential development allowed by i t s  
ub~ectives and dssumptions 
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Timber 

ThoiJgn :Ye nave been told 3 number of times by the forest planner and other 
Fi;,,Idhe i imonal  Furesi SiSff not to worry about the timber section in the 
pix. oecause timber i s  such an unimportant resource on the forest, 
r - ioct  sucn 2dvIce The w m i e  matt% of fact 13 the Fishlake Dlan has fPllen in 
trhEt is becowino a stanonrd. unimadinative tr3o with respect to forest 
oI~nnln~--incre?se timber harvests reoardless of demand. Costs and the datJ 
showlna Parvests neea not or should not be increased Is  it any wonder why 
timber harvesting on the National Forests has become a major Nb l i c  izsue 
aqain?Literally. i t  isaenegrating thequalityof everyplan 

And SO be It on the Fishlake 

The plan correctly Shows and anceaes timber harvests are both small, 
inconsequential and very inefficie?t from an economic standpoint This despite 
the fact the forest i s  heavily roaded ( no spot on the Fishlake 15 more than 
three miles from a road and, according to the plan, only 2,000 acres of 
'potential wilderness" w i l l  be developed by timber harvesting In the f i rs t  
decade 

Tne plan &shows timber harvesting increasing by a whopping 176% after 
the f i r s t  decade In part the plan implies this isnecessary because timber 
demand is going up slowly Indeed. it 131 in iact. the evidence on the Fishlake is 
that Oemand is going down accordiy to the forest plan itself Beyond that this 
proposea increase in amand is based on information in the AM5 which notes 
demand is SIOwIy Increasing It does not take a statistician. mathematician or 
forester, for that matter, to look at  the referenced page 5 of the Ai15 and see 
there i s  no justirication for the increased demand projections But even 
accepting the very simple demand line in the ATS we see the demand w i l l  be at 
4 4 m r b f  in theyear 2025 which is considerably less than the proposed 83  
mmbf proposed for sale in the plan 

Just given this information it IS obvious the timber program i s  not even 
consistent w i th  the information In the plan In fact, holding harvests at 3mmbf 
isn t Consistent wi th the demand for Fisillake timber over the last 29 
years--1 7mmbf, not 3 mmbf How one can prolect even a demand in 40 years 
of 44mmbf is questionable 0 3  mmbf 1s absurd1 

There is also no indication 01 where the increased timber w i l l  come from In 
the Second decade The plan assures us rhe biological yield IS much higher than 
the AS0 However, the plan falls to discuss the f3ct that most of  the timber on 
the Fishlake is Nithin disCOntinuOus small stands af timber The only 
important species on the forest is ponderosa pine and that is the species least 
represented on the forest Thus the question arises--where is this increased 
tlmber coming from? From the AM5 i t  i s  obvious for the f l rs t  four decades the 
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219. Tfmber dales during the First deoade w i l l  not "develop" 2000 acres OF 
potential wildemes5. Part of  one m e  "ill WCYPY a portion of a ?d 
mnagement area. Wost other d e s  are in areas where timber 
act iv i t ies  have " w e d  in the past. 

280. me Forest Plan c a l l s  For a timber pmgram which is a ODntinWtiDn of 
the owrent level of m-duction. The v o l m s  l i s ted  i n  the 
out-decades represent a botential pmgram which could be achieved 
mder the alternative direction. Before such a pmgram wUld be 
implemented, a nRI plan mould be m p l e t e d ,  and the impaots of the 
pmgram would be evaluated. Listing possible out-decade outputs i n  
the plan has caused much COnhlSion on the part O f  the reader. For 
th is  reason. these outputs are not l i s ted  i n  the Final plan. A t  the 
present time, a l l  tmer  sales are in the vicinity OF existing rods.  
Wst mad building a35oEiBted With tlmbaP Sales W i l l  be For mad5 
w i t h i n  the sale area. Access roads are usml ly  less than one mile 
long. 

281. we do not agree with yaw c(YROent that pondemsa pine is the only 
inpartant E-rcial species on the Forest. me maJor OoniFer spefies 
m the Forest is Englemann spruce. The majority OF Future tuber 
volune w i l l  owe frm spruce-fir stands and anly minor percentages OF 
the volme w i l l  come F m  ponderosa pine or Douglas Fir. 



costs o f  timDer are sreawr t h m  any benefits. This does imply as timber 
becomes m r c e  on already roadeu lands the cost of accessing timber, makinq 
it even more marginal, becomes i a r  greater because umaded areas have to be 
roaded At the present time how much timber comes from unroaded areas? How 
does this figure change from the second decade on? 

As unroaded area5 must be roaded, environmental impacts increase, as do 
impacts on wildl i fe populations that very l ikely use unroaded areas as refuge 
and cover Thus it is obvious the E15 understates the consequences of timber 
harvesting on other forest values as -pristine- and areas w i th  a lower 
threshold to  de-elopment sre timbered and roaded 

We also nave a Substantial concern wi th  the lands identified as unsuitable. in 
fact, thry aren't Jctuaily unsuitable, contrary to statute and regulation. For 
examole. timb=r harvesting can occw on umuitable lands for salvage and 
sanitation harvesting. increasing livestock forage, mproving' Scenic vistas, 
harvesting fuelwood or constructing of roads. Contrary to the forest plan 
direction (IV-31) Yimber management activities' are not to be c m i e d  out on 
UnSUit2ble land5 Wny does the Fishlake deviate from this p ~ l i ~ y ?  What Sor t  of  
Yimber management activities' are need to  implement livestock forage 
producticn. 5cen:c vistss or road buildicg? 

Also, this plan Ooes not ShO'N us where the tentatively suitable lands are? Or 
why the differmce between the 366,035 acres of lands identified as 
tentatively SuitZble ant the 60,000 acres o i  suitable lands identified as 
suitable ( see for example page IV-36. E15. 111-44. E15) W? would suggest a 
map shcwing either the suitable timber land base or the unsuitable timber iana 
base Why wasn't one included? Few plans produced so far have failed to 
provide such a map 

The plan i s  not clear wi th  respect to wnether lands harboring potentially 
harvestable aspen (236,000 acres) have been placed in  the unsuitable category. 
Are aspen stands in the unsuitable category? The plan is clear that aspen is  
not included in the A 9  levels ( except for the 300,000 b.f. ).On the other hand 
the plan is  unclear as to how aspen w i l l  be handled i f  a matxet evolves within 
this decade. We would like clarif ication on this point since this would be a 
significant new action creating a series of new impacts not accwnted for in 
this plan. 

The €IS states fuel loading 3nd 'riSk of timber loss' w i l l  be highest in 
alternztives with lower harvests. However. the E15 fail5 to document such a 
statement and fails to show how much more o f  a risk. Because much of the 
forest is not timowed or in discontinuous stands, f i re hazard i s  not great. 
Intense localized fires may be a reality. but large catastrophic f ires are not 
likely according to the AMs. The ,415 also notes f i re  type vegetation i s  l imited 
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282. During the first decade, the t ime p r i o d  covered by the plan, only 
about twenty-five percent of t h e  timber w i l l  cam from areas wi thout  
roads. Obviously, a t  the end of a f u l l  rotation, a l l  suitable forest  
lands on the Forest w i l l  have been harvested. 

283. me Forest is not deviating fraa the policy of no tiDber management on 
unsuitable lands. Timber stands i n  unsuitable areas will not be 
managed for timber p d u c t i o n .  The ac t iv i r i e s  listed involve salvage, 
m a l  of dead fuelmd, and enhancement of other r e s m e s  - not 
timber management. 

284. Tentatively suitable lands are  those tha t  pass the test of legal,  
physical. and biologic su i tab i l i ty .  They are  the lands tha t  can be 
considered for  timber harvest in any alternative. Lands found 
wuuitable a t  this point w i l l  remain so through all alternatives.  
Awng the alternatives, t h i s  pool of tentatively suitable lands is 
further reduced because of economic reasons or because harvest of m e  
areas is not campatible with the  i n t e n t  of the alternative. 

The m p s  of tentatively suitable and suitable acres a re  working 
docments available a t  the ?AIpeNisOr's office. In the in te res t  of 
emmany we decided to publish only f ina l  m p s  tha t  Jhar where an 
action may or may not take place. 

285. h p e n  stands, in general, were not classified as msuitable.  A b u t  
12,000 acres a re  l i s t ed  lnsuitable in Appendix E on the proposed Land 
and R e m e  Plan. If a -&et for  aspen evolves during the decade, 
an menbent  to the plan w i l l  be required to consider a substantial  
increase in harvest levels. 

Fuel loading is greatest  where harvest l eve ls  a r e  lw. If less t i e r  
is ranwed through harvest, m r e  m r t a l i t y  w i l l  occur which w i l l  
contribute t o  hrl loading. Although, it is t rue  tha t  much of the 
Forest is ch9racterired by d l  isolated timber stands, scme rather 
large stands of spruce-fir do occur on each Ranger District. 

Intense fires are  a real poss ib i l i ty  in these areas, and fuel loading 
contributes to difficulty of control - regardless of the effectiveness 
of the f i r e  organization. Because of the limited acreage of su i tab le  
conifer timber, it is essential  tha t  these areas be protected f r m  
f i r e .  me f i r e  management plan cbes not allw for  prescription f i r e  
i n  high valw timber stands. 

286. 
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ana fire breaks are frequent due to the natural vegetation patterns Thus the 
E15 werstates the fuel loading in that low timber harvest levels w i l l  not 
increase iuel loading Our comments on fire management w i l l  address this in 
more deta i l  However, we support an aggressive fire management program as 
Outlined in the forest plan and would like t o  see h m  the good f i re  program 
outlined meshes w i th  the fuel load'ng statement There is no connection and. 
in fact, the fuel loading issue severely denegrates the logic behind the f i re 
program 

Another serious concern revolves around the question of divemity The €15 has 
the audacity to state the alternatives w i th  moderate Increases in harvesting 
w i l l  bring about more diversity This IS nonsense I'm tired of the Forest 
Service trying to fool the publlc By regulating the conifer timber type or the 
aspen type your intent IS to regulate the forest This means producing even 
aged stands The plan simply fa i ls  to truthfully state the intent of timber 
harvesting--it is not to produce a forest that resembles a natural growth 
patterns It i s  to produce a forest that regulates and standardizes growth 
patterns and aged structures from 80-120 years (which coincides with the 
highest desiease and insect out breaks 1 

The plan loots at  diVerSlty only from the perspective of a timber sale or very 
selective timber mrnagement plan That is not the intent of the NFMA or the 
guiding regulations TO Call for regulation of the forest types and then te l l  the 
public the forest 15 being diversified i s  nonsense and deceptive And on a 
forest l ike the Fishlake it is even more ridiculous and lends suspicion to every 
judgment in  the plan To quote the plan, -The diversity of wildlife reflects the 
wide range of climatic and Vegetation types on the forest' It Is a forest of 
pinyon and junlper. Oak. aspen. sprucelfir and alpine as well as numerous 
grassland types Every vegetation type is discontinuous-even aspen which i s  
by far the most COntinUOUs stand of timber 

When looking at diversity the requirement is t o  look at the entire forest--that 
1s the purpose of a forest plan The Fishlake IS one of the most diverse in Utah 
Literally it is a mosaic of flora, climate and topography w i th  no land type in 
the majority When you look at a small timber sale you may be able to argue 
diversity is minimal However, that is diversity from a sawyer's perspective. 
not from the Perspective of a professional land manager and the requirements 
of NFMA 

The preferred alternative (or Other alternatives w i th  increased timber 
harvesting 1 states horizontal diversity( spatial I, verticol diversity and 
openings w i l l  be enhance0 and adequately m a i r t x e d  'with increased 
I i~rvest ing That cssumes that kindof diversity isnow lacklng We would Ii%e 
to see the documentation of such an assUmDti0n~ How much "diversitv- w i l l  be 
increased? What kind 01 dlVerSity w i l l  be increased? How w i l l  i t  be 
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287. Although it is t N e  that the Forest is diverse i n  tern of Species 
C-sitiOns it is not true i n  tem Of age class distribution. MSt 
aspen and SPPUE~ stands are mature to  ovemtllre. lhis is not an 
assmption; timber inventory remrds beer t h i s  O u t  far tne mnlfer 
types while ObSerYations hy w i l d l i f e  biologists  indicate the pmblan 



increase07 W i l l  the alternatives wi th lower harvests or maintenance of 
existing narvests see a reduction of diversity? I f  so, how much7 

i h i s  actoally leads t o  an interesting questlon The preferred alternatlve 
doesn t raise harvests for ten years W i l l  the forest suffer the proposed lack 
or diversity during this decade7 Given the statements in the plan about the 
lack of diversity and need for Increasing diveni ty through harvesting, isn t a 
conflict inherent I f  this decade doesn t dramatically Increase timber 
harvests7 I think not and I think this whole issue shows up as unnecessary 

The same holds true for pests in the forests of the Fishlake The AM5 and 
preferred alternative management situation discussion point out pest 
infestations are small and pest populations are largely restricted due t o  the 
dls~ontinuous stands of timber The plan maintains higher harvests w i l l  reduce 
pest infestations. however By how much? wil l  the 'saved' volume actually be 
utilized7 By regulating the timber stand you are likely creating a more 
constant flow of perfect aged and size hosts Again, this issue plays no role In 
this kind of forest 

Of the I I alternatives only one reduces timber harvesting from the current 
level over the l i f e  of the plan Of  course, this i s  a 25 reduced budget 
alternative Remarkably enough even the non-marketalternative increases 
timber by I16 S after the f l n t  decade! That i s  hardly representatlve of a 
non-market approach to forest management The point i s  the plan is 
completely Inadequate With respect to alternatlve array as required by statute 
and reSulation A diversity of management approaches to timber resource 
allocation and management i s  non existant and w i l l  Jeopardize the plan 
Alternatives wi th different ways to approach timber management w i th  various 
outouts above and below the current should be part O f  the plan As it i s  the one 
alternative wi th a non-market approach produces a walloping increase i n  
timber management 

And finally, the impacts dlscussion on the environment are inadequate There 
is no discussion of road Impacts on elk There is no discussion of harvestlng 
Impacts and the changes following harvesting of not only blg game but species 
such as m t  lion. black bear (particularly wi th respect to the aspen component 
which Is a crit ical element of qualityblackbear habitat ) o r  northem flying 
squirrel For example, It is estimatedsome habitat w i l l  be lost for the 
squirrel due to harvesting There is no discussion of alternative habitat for 
this or other species There i s  no discussion of tiniing and spacing of 
harvesting There is no discussion of thermal cover, hiding cover or escape 
areas for particular geographical areas We simply reject the determination 
that the snag policy for wi ld l i fe management resulting from timber 
management i s  t o  be applied t o  unproductive stands where timber harvesting 
w i l l  not occur Thls i s  simply rldlculous and counter to policy In fact, the only 
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288. The timber program w i l l  have the ~ame effect on diversity as it has in 
recent years. mat 19, diversity w i l l  be inueased. 

289. Although, the Forezt has had no catastmphif iwect infestations i n  
recent years, problems have o~cLvred recently in Mth the Fandemsa 
and SPNce-Fir types on the Beaver Ranger Dlstriet. In the ardemsa 
type, the nrrroltain pine beetle infestation was halted through salvage 
OF infested trees and thiming OF the residdyal Stands. The 
infestation was a thmat ta a campground and to  a private s m r  W e  
area. 

,291. m e  limited mading (BppmximaWy 124 acres) Which WUl CCCW dwing 
the ten year perid w i l l  not have a significant impact to elk or other 
wildlife; nor w i l l  the 2JOU acres of land occupied by timber seles 
over the decade. Since only 2000 awes OF the Suitable tbbeber land 
(80,000 acres) are being harvested in the decade, it is not F e l t  that 
the pmgram w i l l  have significant impacts on any OF the other 
resouroes. Harever, site specific analysis For each sale w i l l  
determine effects on a local basis. 
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?lice m o  r e s o n  for a snag policy is wlthln timoer manzgement areas To 
ceciae it wont be eniorced essentially on timbered lanos makes the entire 
policy moot 

There is  no discussion of loss of semiprimitive nonmotorized recreation 
appportunities 

In summary our sumort for the direction of this plan is very l lmited due to the 
timber program It is following a tradition of the Forest Service and these 
forest plans that timber is the most important resource It doesn't do any good 
to attempt to te l l  the public that timber on a particualr forest l ike the Fislake 
i s  not very important and then make it the most important allo:ation in the 
plan It. as ususal, covers the most pages and has the most detailed 
dlscussions It i s  the only resource on the forest that radically changes from 
the past management on the foresL Thus it radically changes other resource 
Issues such as wi ld l i fe and recreatlox 

And ironically there i s  no reason--not a shred of evidence--to just l fy  changing 
the program from the current program Nothing but timber absolutism and 
supremacy Our only Support can follow the lines of the current program with 
no harvesting i n  any unroaded areas and a l l  liarvests first passing the test of 
no impact on Wildlife popuiations The reasons are obvious and clearly stated 
above The diSCUssiOn on PNV, PVC. PVB and costs and benefits of the timber 
program I Appendix B and the AM5 )clearly show the more money spent on the 
timber program the less money going to recreation and wildlife--resources 
both in need of attention For example. no alternative meets recreation needs 
of the forest Ana clearly the forest doesn t even have a solid idea of what 
wi ldl i fe is on the forest It i s  a forest s t i l l  suffering from flooding and soil 
erosion problems It is a forest that is as roaded as any In Utah And the 
increased timber harvesting i s  not needed fiom an administrative pempective, 
from a public concern and issue perspective or from a biological or 
~ i I v i c ~ l t u r a I  perspective 

Throughout the document the forest talks of harvesting on productive sites 
What IS defined as a Productive site7 What would the annual harvest be If 
timber sales, even at a 4% discount, had to have a Positive cash flow or had to 
Show the costs of growing the second stand of trees were less than or equal to 
the discounted benefits of the second growth? 
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292. me disoussion you question is located On pages N-4 and m-5, and the 
OF Semi-mmit ive  no-torized rareation bv alternative is 

shown in table 
~ 

Is-27 O f  the EIS. 

293. lhe Forest has offered 3 m  annually for several years. True. all 
this v o l e  has not been purchased, and recent annual harvests have 
teen belai this level. Hmever. the 3 m  is ansidered a ourrent 
pagram Without the effect Of the depressed market mnditiOnns 
presently surmunding the timber industry. 

294. m e  plan does not d l  for an increase i n  timber harvest. lhe three 
million board feet is the ellovable sale quantity which is the m a x i m  
average annual harvest For the decade. If d m n d  is less, less w i l l  
be sold. A t  the end of the first decade Ye will revise the plan and 
see if tfmter harvest should be expanded. 

nbnnual MrvBsV (long term sustained yield) wlth the conditions YOU 
ask abmt on the bot- OF p a p  12 M s  not been oalculated. 



2 %  Range 

we m e  several concerns w:th the range portion of the plan and E15 There 
is inadeguate information about this resource and the impacts of IIVQSICC~ 
q3zina on other resources The most Serious problem in the entire 
p13niEIS is the primacy aiven t o  range over wildlife. watershed. 
recreJtion 2nd other resource Clearly, the plan admits overobligation but 
does n ~ t h i n g  to correct this problem 

Nowhere in the E15 Is there any indication of the actual current grazing 
Capacity on the Fishlake National Forest iilis discussion is  required by the 
merno SPlarch 29. 1985) for Range Alte-natives fmm the Director of Lana 
Management Planning What is  the relationship between permitted use, 
actual use and current and potential capacity? There are no figures given 
for any of these other than the current 0bl:gated 136.600 AUMs It is  
ImPOsSible t o  determine what condition the range is in without this 
information There IS no hard data, l e t  alone estimates for the range 
Conditions on the foreSt What 2creage i s  in good condition? How much of  
the riparian zoneson the iorest has beei reduced to poor  condition^ 
Consistently, we catch glimpses uf ti-e prob!erns of overgrazing, yet we 
are never told the magnitude of tlie prublem or if one, in fact, exists We 
are to:d demand exceeas C ~ P E C ~ ~ Y  without learning what the demand or the 
capacity is  we are told that the rmge is ovembligated (page 11-67) but we 
have no idea how much 

The array of alternatives is virtuaIIy nonexistent Every single alternative 
allocates niore forage to livestock than wildl i fe Ifnfact, an the wildl i fe 
alternative, 703 of the spring range lwi ld l l fe  winter range, forage is  
allocated t o  livestock The otrier alternatives have about 905 of the spring 
range allocated to Iivestocki What Kina of  alternative array is  that? 

A Serious prablem wi th  the range analysis i s  the reliance on range 
improvements t o  keep the range II satisfactory condition The plan/EfS 
makes it clear (see page 11-67, EIS) increased range maintenance and 
restoration i s  needed to keep UP w i t h  range obligation It is obvious the 
Fishlare is being overgrazed 210 only expensive seedings, chainings and 
other vegetation manipu!rtion p:oj?~ts and raane improvements can keeo 
the number of livestock on the forest This bandaid approach to range 
management is  not in the best interest of the public, other resaurces or 
even !ne livestock permittees themselves 

The attempt by the Forest Service to just i fy the current situation is weak 
at b e s  TIi? E15 adrnits Without permittee Contributions, AUMsneed to be 
decremd dowrver. the suggestions for permittre contributions do not in 
any way increase the amount of forage on the ground Reconstnrction of 
range improvements (fences, watering areas, e tc )  only increases the 
efficency of livestock distribution I t,aoes not add extra forage to the 

3 6 .  GPazing outputs for  various alternatives are given i n  Table 11-2% of 
the D E B .  I n  t e m  of O V ~ P  obligation, there were three al lotzents  of 
primary concern in 1984. I n  1984 one of these allotments had : 30% 
reduction implemented that  w i l l  OCEUT over a 2-year period. Ana-her 
allotment w i l l  have reduftions In place during the 1986 season. The 
thi rd allotment w i l l  have reductions m ei ther  1986 or 1987, depending 
on forage avai labi l i ty  an recently treated areas where excess forage 
could exist. A t  t ha t  point, range conditions can be maintained or 
improved throughout the Forest. 

There is no forage allacation as such to livestock or wildlife. It is 
impossible to detemine e a c t l y  har mch use W i l l  be made i n  any given 
area by big game becauSe of their mbil i ty .  Crmparisons are made here 
prlmarfly t o  shar har alternatives differ. Houever, there appears t o  
be adequate forage available to meet Y i l d l i f e  needs under a l l  
alternatives. Tkomousands Of awes are "Sed exclUSZvely by Wildlife 
with l i t t l e  i f  any l i ves tmk  use. winter ranges are mast ori t ical .  

me range impmvement projects are a Mnef i t  to biq game as w e l l  as 
livestaek. There are benefits in t em of improvement in habi ta t  
diversity and forage availability. I" addition, fencing and water 
developnents do provide better livestaek distribution and mre uniform 
forage ut i l izat ion.  The water d e v e l o p n t s  are also a great benefit 
to wildlife. 

Any time there is use of a resnuree by m r e  than One type Of a n m l ,  
there w i l l  be impacts. Coyotes often 
w e  a toll on sage gmuse. Lions and bears k i l l  sheep. S t i l l ,  t he  
Forest posture is to maintain a multiple-use prspectmve. 

me mnitoring section in the plan  cover^ management indicator 
species. Big game, rish,  threatened plants, nongam animal species 
and macroinvertebrates are included. 

I n  term of predator control, the Forest has a W p e r a t i v e  mnt ro l  
program with the US Fish h Wildlife Service. 

me impacts OF livestock grazing on f i s h  are covered for  each 
al ternat ive on pages N-2U-26 of the  D E B .  

Eagles may eat prair ie  dogs. 



296 Sr:und 8xncon:?nr i:f rnmi"21 r x g e  improvement:. ir the c:se 01 
.?$etation treatrpcct; 3ctusIIv aecrea:es 21belt slightly, the amount 01 
fcrlge available ihmg?s in the allotment management system does not 
increase forage Usinq *]razing skstems when reductions are called for 
does more damage thm p o d  The Forest Service is enamoured w i th  grazing 
systems (rest rotation by Gus hormay) which only better utilize, when 
Suited to the pzrt icuar range, the forage rec.ource and can improve the 
Condition These cn2nc-s occur s!owly However. mzny university 
researcriers have pointed out this flaw in federal range management It is 
convenient to te l l  a permittee we need to go to a grazing system to mask 
the re31 problem or over alloCBtion (see E15, page IV-20) 

The analvsis of impacts to other resources from domestic livestock 
grazina is inadequate to meet the requirements of NEPA. NFMA and the 
Plarch 29. 1985 planning memo governing grazing There is absolutely no 
mention of the impacts from grazing to mary wildlife species such as 
black near. mouiitain Iisn, sage grouse (many impacts occur because of 
range manipulation) 3r even t'le threatened Utah Prairie Dog Many wl ld l i fe 
species. particularly Predators, are both directly and indirectly affected 
by domeillc grazing Habitat i s  altered and many species are hunted ana 
kil led for very dubicus r e a m s  of livestock predation Again, there is no 
a la lys is  of the numDe?s 01 animals taken for 'pmdator control' reasons 
Are 'vr to assume t% i ishlake National Forest has no cooperative procram 
wi th  t"e USF\VS to 'cmtrot' predators7 

There is l i t t l e  analysis in the pian and E15 concerning impacts to 
management indicator species There 15 no mention about Social 
interactionof livestock and elk There isvirtudllyno analysis of other 
management indicato- specie5 other tqan big game (see page IV-30, E!S) 
Clearly this is not what i s  expected or required of the planning process 

The impacts to  riparian areas are poorly analyzed 2nd misleading Wliat 
w i l l  be the result of livestock grazing, under the various alternatives, on 
fish (6onneville Cutthroat i rou t )  ana mer riparian management 
indicator specles? Fences are mentloned as the means to protect riparian 
areas yet we are told In the appendices that the crly streams to be ienced 
are Sevenmile Creek, Salina Creek and Manning Creek In addition, the 
same locations and mileage for the l l r s t  two of these creeks are 
mentioned for more than one year The small mileage fenced does not begin 
to compare With the mileage 01 streams (700) on the Fishlake Are the 
other streams fenceo from Iivestock 3rd only these t w e  need ~ r o t e c t i w ?  
Are other stream5 slated for fencing? The E15 mentions innovative 
grzziig syst?ms as a way to  eliminate grazin? cressure on riparian areas 
( p q e  IV-TO) What are these innovative systems ?Studies done in OreSon 
$row tnat aiaythmg short of fencing does not remove cattle from the 
rlparian areas They w i l l  congregate, as they have done for years, In the 
riparian zones ," 

296 
cont. 

In addition to the  streams mentioned for pmtwting riparian areas, 
portions of Fish Creek, Pine Creek, Birch Creek, and Corn Cree are 
scheduled for fencing during the f i r s t  decade (see UP, Appendix D). 
sal ina Creek and Severmile Creek are scheduled to be fenced over a 2 
t o  4 year period. The 1-tions given are only to t m s h i p  whish may 
inelude 6 to 10 miles of the m e  stream. The 1oEations t o  be fenced 
iach year are not identical. TO reme all 700 miles of prenn ia l  
streamg on t he  Forest would cost over $I,OOO,OOO - equivalent t o  about 
3 years of the total Forest budget. E V ~ O  if YB devoted our entire 
vildlife habitat hrovement budRet ~roposed i n  the LW t o  stream 
fenimg, i t  would t&e over 20 years t b  feme every mi le of Stream on 
the Foreat. Since there are other w i l d l i f e  habitat need3 on the 
Forest, we are soheduling the highest priority streams f i r 5 t  and w i l l  
continue the fencing program i n  future decades. 



297 ine econornics of grazing in the p l l n  are flawed Even they show the losing 
nature of ?razing Acccrding to the planIE1S (appendix 8) grazing is worth 
f I : 83 per Aut? F3ce 106 of the same appeiiuix notes that costs 
asr0Cilteb w i th  gr3z'ng are $12 pep AUM This amounts to a net loss of 
o ~ e c  5 18,000 per year C l r x l y  there IS no po$itive PNV from the Fishlake's 
ran?? r r l g r a r  In 1 x t .  :he loss is much greater The $ 1  I 88 value per AUM 
Of livestock is greatpi exaggerated according to the USFS's own data The 
1985 Grazing Fee Evaluation Report l igts the appraised value of an AUM for 
the are3 enccmpassed by the Flsnlake as $5 51 in a 1083 appraisal Slnce 
the Fishlake uses 1982 dollars. t r e  cost Der AUM would be more Even 
uring thi5 disparity, we arrive at a loss of over $893,000 per year from 
the ranae program This amount could even be greater when factoring the 
true costs uf a l l  the proposed range improvements Clearly. grazing on the 
iisnlare National Forest i s  a losing proposition 

The 4 ~ 2 z i q  i ~ s ~ e  on ??.e FishI&e is perhaps the womt of a l l  I f  the 
uti l ization figures in the Standards and Guidelines are followed. which are 
for the most par: fa i r ly  good. the actual numbers of Awls on the forest 
w i l l  prooably be greatly reduced The Fisn13ke must come up w i th  a proper 
plan that is Consistent and analyzes the actual impacts 
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297. You are corrwt i n  pointing out the error i n  the mst figure per AUH. 
Using the figure i n  the Draft EIS there mUld never be any net benefit 
fm livestock grazing. This nunber Y ~ S  incorrectly oomputed. The 
EOrreCt cost nunber is $6.24 for the f i r s t  decade. BY way Of 
omparison, figures for actual use for the p a t  bro grazing Seasons 
have been $9.87 and $4.31. l h e  figure of $11.88 is the true cost  t o  
the p m i t t e e .  lhe S.31 is one fornnrla for payment to the U S .  after 
Subtracting costs for improvements constructed by the pennittee. 

298. It is the standards and guidelines that w i l l  dictate the outputs; not 
the outputs that will dictate the standards and guidelines. 
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Minerals 

This sxt!on of tne Piw shows both promise and failure First. we are 
particul2rly pleaseo with the availabiltiy of mineral development by 
alternative as showii ir Table IV-24 andTable IV-25 However, we would 
l i ke  to 5ee the map legend which goes with the tables obviously it exists 
ana ,we request that map be part of the plan as It would show geologic 
potentid and access restrictions per alternxive on the forest This IS a 
very irnportant concept 

We read the Plan in this instance as stating when leases expire.the new 
leases which could be acquired w i l l  hme re:triCtions placed on them 
CCnSiStent W i t h  the access code For example, the non-mwket alternative 
would show leases w i th  a no surface occupancy on 306,602 acres of the 
forest--21 % of the forest What we don t understand i s  why would areas of 
low geologic potential have a relatively Io'Ner percentage of land 
categorized as no surface occupancy than simillar areas of medium 
potential? I t  seems that areas of  low potential should be'easy' to place in 
the no surface occupancv category We say easy because from a planning 
stmdpcint it only mai e5 sense t o  be proactive to minerals rather than 
reactive To prevent unnecessary conflicts on the Fishlake, a forest 
(according to the plan) of no 011 or natural gas discoveries of any kind so 
far, i t  wouid be professionally acceptable md'land-wise' to  prevent the 
potential conflict where it is l e x t  IiW, t g  occur It sounds strange, put in 
those terms, but it is, from a planning perspective, where to start 

Under alternative 4 only 15 4% of the m v  geologic potential 1s rated as no 
surface occupancy hhy? 

Altem3twe I I reDreSDntS our concerns again The alternative provides a no 
surface occupancy category on a mere 5% of the forest That seems balancedl 
Why such a l imited no surface occupancy for oi l  and gas7 At  the same time 
56% of the forest is under a standard lease stipulation which allows for 
?easonaDle surface amage ana 'access unrestricted by any surface 
resource' There is no Justification in the plan for such acreage 
determination or documentation or disclosure as to how those acres came 
about or why 

Again from a planning perspective. wi th 99% of the forest being open to  
leasing it seems tne Fisnlake i s  simply reacting to  minerals as thougn the 
forest has no control of the surface resource With this kind of  an approach 
prob!en!S wont be sol'ied or alleviatel! They w i l l  oe intensified as the 
Fishlake reluses to restrlct leasing 2nd thus permts o i l  and gas impacts on 
the incredibly vast majority of the forest 

For example is winter wildlfe habitat closed to leasing? We already know 
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299. Mineral constraints are the result of the perscription assigrment, and 
are p r h r i l y  assmieted w i t h  Prescriptions 30 and 1OA. These areas 
are sham an the a l t e m t i v e  maps. The maps shwing mineral potential 
are part of the planning ?ecords, available ar the Supervisor's Office 
in Richfield. 

300. No surface moupancy is spified for Prescriptions 38 and 10A. These 
areas were established witbut  regard for geologic potentials. me 
mncept that an area with apprent IW mineral potential should have 
no mrface moupancy is B "on Sequiter, Just becauJe an area appears 
to have lau potential does not mean there should be acce3.9 
restrictions. 

current regulations state  that withdrawals tn pmteot land frcm 
mineral leasing shall be requested only vhen there are sensitive, 
unique surface resources that cannot be adequately protected under 
furrent puDHc laws and Federal regulations. Stipulations for 
pmtection of various resources are pmvided i n  Appendix H. 



tne seroiprimitivr nonmotorizea category is wide Open to motorized access 
ana the major im?acts of development How w i l l  the forest maintain 
srrniprimitive nonmotorllea conditions W i t h  exploratory o i l  and gas wells 
or fu l l  f ield develoor~ent~And why are none of these areas closed to mineral 
development? 

For a forest w i th  only a moaerate or low potential why is so much of the 
forest le f t  open t o  mineral aevelopment Are tne deteriorating riparian areas 
le f t  open to mineral development? 

Alternative arrays are l a r  too l imited As we have already noted the non 
n-arket altemalive selects only 21% of the forest for a no surface 
occupancy Not one alternative shows any l a n d s  totally closed as though 
the Forest Service feels it can't close lands to leasing While the Forest 
Service cant actually close lands to leasing, the agency has the 
discretionary abil ity t o  recommend to the BLM a no lease category Starting 
w i th  Duosino V bdali. 3% i 2 d  748 (DC Cir 1965) and now w i th  a host of of 
laws and cases the Forest Service is justif ied in recommendong a no lease 
for areas of special attention If the plan i s  stating there are no areas on 
the forest where o i l  and gas leasing should not be allowed please state it 
rather than ignore the issue 

Tragically. forest planning is typified by the cursory determination of 
impacts due to  mineral development on the Fishlake It is as though 
somebody on the forest merely and determined a l i s t  of potential impacts 
that cOuld be applied to  any forest or eui district or Natloanl Park or 
private or state land in any state in the United States or outside O f  this 
country There i s  absolf~telv nothino soecific to the Fishlake A planner who 
had rever seen the Fishlake, even a map, coula have listed the impacts 
wr i t ten on IV-46-47 

There is no discussion of impacts to the unique and fragile plateau soils on 
F1shlar.e Mt of Mt ilarvine Or tne steep alluvial slopes of Beehive Pear. or 
the Pahvants or the r im  l ike plzteau country of Wayne Wonderland ( the 
adjacency to  a national park didn t even come into play here ) Or the fragile 
soils of Thousand Lave Mt Or the isolation and scenic beauty of the TUShars 
There is no discussion of the hign road density of the forest and how o i l  or 
gas exploration or develoPment may even increase the road density thus 
eliminating the potential for any non-roaaed environments or experiences 
There is no discussion of the wi ld l i fe habitat that IS so Critical to a number 
of species on portions of  the forest i he  x t i o n  is incomplete and likely 
wr i t ten without much actual thougnt about the forest as a piece Of very 
specific ground There i s  no analysis of cumulative impacts of o i l  and gas 
development, timber harvesting and roaded recreation, for example 
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301. nte "3" presoriptions are for "on-motorized reveation. ntey are not 
wilderness. ntus act iv i t ies  not al lwed i n  wilderness are allwed in 
them. 

302. Such analysis is beyond the s m p  of the Forest Plan since there are 
no Speoific applications for Such development. If full f i e ld  
dewlopent  kames a reasonable possibility, it can be evaluated on a 
site specific ha519 e t  that time. me plan would then be amended o r  
revised accordingly. 
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i n e  plan 3ssumes o i l  and gas demand w i l l  go UP on the forest The Plan a150 
assumec. hardrock mineral demand w i l l  go UP also In particular it states the 
Iikelihcod of moly Deing an importmt resource on the forest in the iushars 
However the plan fail5 to document why it believes demand w i l l  increase 
sui f ic ie i t  to  allow ooen-ended development wi th minimum restriction on 
wcn larqe portions of the forest Because the lorest i s  a non-producer w i th  
respect to oil and aas 2nd because of the rugged nature of the Tushars and 
environmental consrraints that need to placed on the Tusnars it is more 
likely demand w i l l  bevery l imited 

Our conwns 'with the development of potential hardrock minerals mirror 
our concerns raised in the above section on oil and gas The Forest Service 
has the responslbility t o  control the surface of the Fishlake To leave 
virtually '39% a i  the forest open to hardrock mineral development is  
contrery ro good management and common sense It is a reactive 
manqaqeninr Posture and could renaer the plan useless 

Consistent wi th our recommendations we suggest placing a l l  of the areas 
we noted ralllng in the 'new' prescription 3 In a no lease and no surface 
occwano category possibly dependent won geologic potential The reasons 
are obvious and contained within this comment Primarily. however. this 
assure5 a diversity or mineral management, protection of some unroaaea 
land5 pre?ervation of 2 true recreation Spectmm, enhancement Of the 
envirolment and minimizing environmental impacts. protection of Wildlife 
habitat. #atrrshedS ana riparian zones It also puts the Flshlake National 
Forest in the Posture of preserving the public3 interests. not just the o i l  
and gas companies 

303 303. We did not do Ulis because we believed this Would be Wilderness by 
mther -. Conpas is the OW MY that can d e s i w t e  
wilderness. congress has rwieyed the Wilderness potential OF the 
Forest and made its decision for this planning iteration. 


