adverse effects associated with dispersed recreation are difficult to
prevent or to mitigate,

Operating on the assumption that measurable and direct project activity
impacts will not significantly differ between alternatives because of
policy and procedure, the preferred alternative will determine, in a
monumental fashion, the:

1)  amount of acres surveyed annually and concurrently, and the

2) degree to which we expand our knowledge of the cultural resource
base.

Table IV-3, which presents the average decade output by activity type,
lists the variety of project activities in the order of the degree of
disturbance to the cultural resource base. Land exchanges and
nonstructural range improvements are the most disturbing types of
management activity. Protective fuel breaks and treatments which employ
prescribed burning, herbicide spraying, and seeding, are generally the
least disturbing activities. Alternatives 2, 5 and 10, which emphasize
nonstructural and structural range improvements, will subject an average of
49,000 to 98,000 acres to archeological survey over a ten year period.
Range chainings, which are normally positioned within the high site density
areas of the pinyon-juniper forest, are completely surveyed.

Alternatives 4, 6, 9 and 11, which reduce the high levels of range chain-
ings, fences, and water developments, while maintaining or increasing the
high output levels of the timber program, will significantly reduce the
amount of acres surveyed for cultural resources. Timber sale areas, locat-
ed in the high altitude, low site density zones of aspen-conifer, are sam-
ple surveyed. Hence, the reduction of nonstructural and structural range
improvement acres and the maintenance or increase of timber sale volumes,
will significantly decrease the annual total of acres surveyed for cultural
resources. S0 our ability to expand our knowledge of the cultural resource
base will also decrease.

Table IV-Y4, as a graphic illustration of this concept, compares the
potential levels of cultural resource surveys between alternatives by
decade.

The ability to increase our knowledge of the cultural resources base should
be clarified. It does not rest totally on our ability to survey large
project areas. Alternative methods can include the following:

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

2. synthesizing existing cultural resource data and the
encouragement of out-service (i.e., university, foundation)
research,

3. conducting Forest-wide, non-project oriented surveys in areas
that have had little previous archeological work, and
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4. the use of volunteers to conduct non-project research, survey and
excavation.

The indirect impacts associated with dispersed recreation can be important
to cultural resources. The degree of these indirect impacts will increase
or decrease according to the level of dispersed recreation. Alternative 7
would have the least effect on the cultural resource base. Alternative 5
would have the most effect. Adverse effects assocliated with dispersed
recreation are difficult to prevent or to mitigate.



6—-AT

TABLE IV-3
AVERAGE DECADE OUTPUTS BY ACTIVITY/ALTERNATIVE

UNIT OF
ACTIVITY MEASURE 1 2 2 '} 5 6 T 8 g 10 11
Lands Exchanged Acres 4] 440 ] 340 1h0 o 0 4550 440 440 440
Range: Nonstrue- Acres 14304 9849 27058 38693 98314 33243 13222 39533 38104 20068 38137
tural Improvement
Water Develop- Acres 3896 15584 12805 11610 55302 11039 3896 17019 jo6u9 33865 10649
ment
Fences Heres 3896 15584 12805 11610 55302 11039 3896 17019 10649 3565 10649
Wildlafe: Non- Acres 0 3600 0 4150 4180 4168 0 0 4180 1160 4180
structural
Improvenents
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 6ouL 3912
Improvements
Timber Sales Acres 4340 14450 4140 8050 16020 4650 600 4830 4560 4310 5070
Plantations Acres 3014 4097 2626 1615 B07T 3799 1078 55 3488 5567 2701
Road Construe— Miles 162 177 81 92 246 222 61 196 21 285 182
tion
Facilities: Miles 5 5 3 28 24 24 1 8.4 22 33.6 22
Trail Construction
Minerals, Leases Cases 1880 1880 1880 1880 1880 1880 1880 1880 1880 1880 1880
and Permits
Road Recon- Miles 227 176 71 100 Uy 282 T1 249 274 336 23
struction
Fuel Breaks & Acres 1000 1000 0 200 200 20 0 200 0 2600 0

& Treamtment

1/: Average decade cuputs by acitivity Etype and alternative have been presented in the general order of
the degree of disburbance to cutliural resources. Land exchanges, due to the removal of protective
legislations, are the most disturbing activities to cultural rescurces, while fuel breaks and
treatment, encompassing prescribed burns, spraying and seeding, are generally the least disburbing.
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TABLE V-4
CULTURAL RESOURCE

Estimated Project AcresTo Be Surveyed
By Alternative

230468

33826

1067588
84164
708212
89114
78010
113537

60054

23224

77478

e

2 3 4 5 2 7 8 T 10

ALTERNATIVE
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Visual Resources

Management direction for each alternative ineluded appropriate measures to
maintain visual quality or assess potential change. Some management acti-
vities enhance visual condition by improving the variety within the land-
scape while other activities degrade existing visual condition by creating
contrast with form, line, color or texture.

Activities that continue production of goods and services will affect a
small acreage annually as compared to total forest acreage. Some
activities will "fit in"™ and not seem to change appearance. QOthers will
"blend in" to some degree, while some will introduce unacceptable contrast.

The measure that was selected to evaluate the effects on the visual
resource of each alternative was the amount of acreage lost from natural
appearing landscapes. This was determined for the entire planning period
(to the year 2030). Thus, the degree of "fit-in" or "blend-in" was
eliminated from the evaluation, The rate or amount of c¢hange over time for
each alternative became the measurement of effect.

Natural appearing landscapes were judged to be the acres of visual quality
classed as preservation, retention and partial retention. Each alternative
had a combination of activities which adds or subtracts acreage from these
visual classes. Existing visval quality has been determined to be 17
percent retention, 54 percent partial retention, 26 percent modification
and 3 percent maximum mogdifiication.

Each alternative would cause a negative effect on the natural appearing
landscapes. Total acre loss of natural appearing landscapes range from
15,100 acres for alternative 7 to 95,500 acres for alternative 5. The
average annual rate for the 50 year period (1980-2030) ranges from 302
acres to 1910 acres. The average annual reduction in acres of natural
appearing landscapes by alternative is as follows:

Alternatives
1 2 3 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
448 1104 564 892 1910 896 302 962 936 T12 916

Unavoidable Adverse Effects

Motorized recreation use outside of developed sites damages vegetation and
compacts or disturbs soil., This is caused by off-road vehicle activity,
camping along streams and meadows, and leaving roads for firewood and game
retrieval. The ranking of the alternatives for these effects will coincide
with the most to least outputs for motorized recreation.

Cultural resources will be unavoidably affected by intentional and
unintentional disturbance from recreation visitors. This effect would be
proportional to the amount of recreation outputs of the alternatives. The
more people recreating on the land the greater the potential for
disturbance of sites and unauthorized removal of artifacts.
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Total acreage of natural appearing landscapes will be reduced a small per-
centage. This visual resource change oceurs when roads and structures are
constructed in natural landscapes.

S ~term Uses vs Long=Te ucti

Recreational use of the Forest is by visitors who stay for a few hours to
several days. This use will not reduce long term productivity of the
Forest. Recreation sites and facilities are a long-term commitment of
land. However, facilities could be removed and the sites revegetated and
made available for other uses.

The setting aside of a cultural resource site is a long-term commitment but
does not reduce long term productivity of the land.

Irrevergibie and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

Most recreational activities do net consume resources. Visitors use water
and wood (camp fires) and also consume animals and fish (hunting and
fishing).

Loss of a cultural resource site is irreversible and irretrievable when it
is significantly disturbed. Other sites, however, may provide similar
information.

Recontouring the land to construct roads and structures causes a long-term
change to natural landscapes. Reestablishing the contour of the land is
usually possible except for steep and vertical slopes where roads have been
constructed.

2. WILDLIFE AND FISH

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species . »

Under each alternative, the habitat of threatened or endangered species
will be managed so that the current population levels will not be limited
by the habitat. For the peregrine falcon (endangered), alternative 7 would
maintain the existing situation: namely, presence of scattered individuals
that may not constitute a breeding population. Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 8
provide for a slightly improved situation, allowing for some habitat
enhancement., All other alternatives provide for the opportunity to
reestablish the peregrine in all potential sites.

Bald eagle (endangered) habitat would be maintained at existing levels
under all alternatives. No habitat improvement has been proposed for any
alternative because of insufficient data concerning conditions of bald
eagle wintering areas and possible improvement needs. Current information
indicates 1limited Forest use by bald eagles. The Utah prairie dog
(threatened) habitat will be maintained and improved in all alternatives in
cooperation with UDWR and the prairie dog recovery plan.

The biclogical evaluation to brief the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for

the purpose of their determination of need for formal consultation under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act has begun.
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The habitat of the northern flying squirrel (sensitive) will largely be
maintained and in some areas increased under all alternatives. The
exception will be in the spruce and subalpline-fir two-storied stands,
where there will be some decrease in some limited areas of small clear
cuts. This decrease will be greatest in alternative 2 and and least
significant in alternatives 3, 4 and 7.

The merlin or pigeon hawk (sensitive) will not be significanly affected by
any alternative. It is essentially a fall and winter migrant on the Forest
and it rarely breeds in Utah. Most low elevation coniferous forests,
because of lack of desirability for large timber sales and poor quality
lumber, trend toward old-growth under all alternatives, increasing
potential breeding habitat.

Because they are cavity nesters, the mountain and western bluebirds
(sensitive) will be most affected by alternatives 2, 5, and those
alternatives which harvest the greatest volumes of timber. The mountain
kingsnake (sensitive) is not expected to be significantly affected by any
alternative.

Under alternatives 3 and 7T, Bonneville cutthroat trout (sensitive)
populations will remain at current levels because little or no habitat
improvement is proposed. Alternative 2 will result in a slight increase in
their population, and a greater increase would result under alternative 1
or 8 because they provide direct habitat improvement. The maximum benefits
to this species will be realized under alternatives 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, and 11
because of direct habitat improvement. Coordination with other activities
to minimize and mitigate possible adverse effects from other resource
activities is called for under all alternatives.

Populations of sensitive plant species will be maintained under all
alternatives. Most of these populations are found in steep, harsh sites
where management activities are not expected to harm them.

Habitat Capability

The relationship between current habitat, minimum viable population (MVP),
maximum potential, and alternative 1levels of habitat capability are
displayed in table IV-5. The comparison here is based oh an index of 100
for currently available habitat for all Management Indicator Species (MIS).

Habitat sufficient to maintain minimum viable populations of all MIS will
be provided by all alternatives through the year 2030.
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TABLE IV-5
HARBITAT CAPABTLITY INDEX
For All Mznagement Indicator Species by Alternative at Year 2030

{Index of Habitat Required to Sustain Present Level of Population is 100}

Indicator Species WE_1/ MAX 1/ 1 2 3 4 B [ 7.8 g 10 11
Goshawk 32 270 180 200 198 210 200 200 195 182 198 200 198
Cavity Nesters 2 2 346 2/ 107 107 100 100 107 107 107 107 100 100 100
Riparian Guild 52 2/ 100 2/ 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Sage Nesters 13 2/ w1 2/ 97 97 102 100 99 99 96 99 WO 00 100
Macroinvertebrates 90 128 100 96 100 122 122 122 100 100 120 120 120
Resident Trout 3/ 20 150 115 100 115 156 150 150 100 115 150 150 150
Bormeville Cutthroat 20 233 167 223 100 100 223 107 133 223 223 223 223
Wapati (Elk) 4/ 40 225 190 200 195 225 202 215 190 195 195 202 9%
Mule Deer 4/ 40 210 180 200 198 210 200 200 195 182 198 200 198
Rydberg Milkvetch 100 100 100 100 00 100 100 100 100 100 100 106 100
1/ MWVP = Index of habitat required to sbpstainm minimum vrable population. —_—
MAX = Index of habitat required to reach’;:xaxlmmn population potential.

2/ These figures will vary dependant upon the species involved in the particular riparian habitat type being
manipulated, modified, of otherwise managed.

3/ Eisheries index i5 based on fish production. Resident trout MIS represents a given amount of coldwater
fish production in a specific location in all areas not identified as sensitive Bonneville cutthroat trout
habatat.

Ly Bag game {deer & elk) index is based on population estimates,



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 2030

1 #E1k 3,920 3,932 3,960 3,960 3,960 3,960
#Deer 46,540 46,7HM 47,220 47,300 47,340 17,340

2 #E1k 4,020 4,020 4,020 4,160 4,160 1,160
{fDeer 48,720 49,398 50,980 32,100 51,760 51,860

3 #E1k 3,900 3,906 3,920 3,920 3,920 3,920
#Deer 45,920 46,058 46,380 46,560 46,540 46,500

i #E1k 4,300 4,366 4,520 4,540 4,540 4,540
{#iDeer 55,760 57,236 60,680 61,380 61,160 61,080

5 #E1k 4,060 4,090 4,160 4,180 4,160 4,160
#Deer 49,800 50,448 51,960 52,480 52,160 51,960

6 #E1k 4,200 4,248 1,360 5,420 4,420 4,420
fDeer 53,340 54,420 56,040 58,280 58,120 57,940

7 #E1k 3,900 3,900 3,900 3,900 3,900 3,880
#Deer 45,640 45,688 45,800 45,820 45,680 45,600

8 #E1K 3,940 3,946 3,900 3,960 3,960 3,980
#Deer 46,760 46,976 47,480 47,600 47,580 47,740

9 #E1k 3,860 3,865 3,890 3,920 3,920 3,920
#Deer 44,952 145,116 45,712 46,268 46,263 146,250

10 #iE1k 4,050 4,000 4,160 4,180 4,160 4,160
{#{Deer 49,800 50,448 51,960 52,480 52,160 51,960

1 #E1k 3,860 3,865 3,890 3,920 3,920 3,920

#Deer 44,952 45,116 45,712 46,260 46,638 46,250

Current number of deer (1984 estimate) 25,000 wintering on Forest
Current number of elk (1984 estimate) 2,000 wintering on Forest

¥ Fishlake Forest share of winter range (29% of ftotal deer winter
range - 90% of total elk winter range).

All alternatives provide for maintenance of the current habitat needs of
six MIS., By contrast, all alternatives provide less than present habitat
for only one MIS. Current habitat is increased for mule deer and elk under
all alternatives. Current habitat for resident trout is expanded under all
alternatives except alternatives 1, 2, 3, 7, and 8, where it could remain
static. Current habitat for Bonneville cutthroat trout is increased under
all alternatives except alternatives 3 and 7, where it is maintained.

Figure IV-1 displays the projected increase in WFUDs over the next 2
decades. This increase is based on increased capability of the habitat to
support wildlife populations. This increase in habitat capability is
caused by the fish and wildlife habitat improvement program plus
coordination and mitigation involved in other resource management
activities.
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Tables IV-7 and IV-8 display wildlife and fisheries outputs for all eleven
alternatives over the planning horizon.

Generally speaking the preferred alternative 11 will provide for a more
balanced expenditure of wildlife funds, including projects for big game,
fish, nongame, and other wildlife species. There will be a 10 percent
funding of livestock vegetation rehabilitation projects with wildlife
funds, when available, and when such projects are located within big game
winter range. There will also be a 10 percent reservation for wildlife of
the increased forage in projects done within big game winter range.
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FIGURE IV -1
WILDLIFE & FISH USER DAYS {WFUDS)
for alternatives & benchmarks
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TABLE IV-7
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES PROJECT
OUTPUTS FOR ALTERNATIVES/BENCHMARKS

FOR 5 DECADES

Alterna- Outputs Decade
native Wildlife Unit 1 2 3 4 5
1 Structural Structures 29 29 29 29 29
Nonstructural M Acres 0 0 0 0 0
2 Struetural Structures 29 72 T2 T2 T2
Nonstructural M Acres 0 A5 A5 A5 A5
3 Structural Structures 0 0 0 0 0
Nonstructural M Acres 0 0 0 0 0
4 Structural Structures 517 553 553 553 553
Nonstructural M Acres J14 414 L1h A1k RIap
5 Structural Structures 407 407 07 407 407
Nonstructural M Acres LA418 318 418 18 18
6 Structural Structures 252 574 5T4 T4 74
Nonstructural M Acres 12 118 .18 LA18 418
T Structural Structures 0 0 0 0 0
Nonstructural M Acres 0 0 0 0 0
8 Structural Structures 10 T T 7 7
Nonstructural M Acres 0 0 0 0 0
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TABLE IV-7 (cont.)
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES PROJECT
OUTPUTS FOR ALTERNATIVES/BENCHMARKS
FOR 5 DECADES

Alterna- Qutputs Decade
native Wildlife Unit 1 2 3 4 5
9 Structural Structures 567 573 573 573 573
Nonstructural M Acres 418 .48 418 418 418
10 Structural Structures 255 574 574 574 574
Nonstructural M Acres L1218 21418 418 L8
1 Structural Structures 567 573 573 573 573
Nonstructural M Acres LA18 .8 .418 418 418
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 2.1 58 1.97 .58 1.97
Max Structural Structures 357 347 357 357 357
Timber Nonstructural M Acres 0256 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 hos 405 405
Seq. Nonstructural M. Acres 026 0 0 0 0
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TABLE IV-8

WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES USER DAY
QUTPUTS FOR ALTERNATIVES/RBENCHMARKS
FOR 5 DECADES

Alterna- Outputs Decade
native Wildlife Unit 1 2 3 4 5
1 Fish User M Fish User 68.8 69.7 70.0 70.0 70.2
Days Days
Wildlife User M Wildlife 107.5 106.6 105.2 105.2 105.2
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 176.3 176.3 175.2 175.2 175.2
Days & Wildlife
User Days
2 Fish User M Fish User 68.0 69.0 69.5 69.4 69.5
Days Days
Wildlife User M Wildlife 109.2 108.9 108.7 109.1 108.8
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 177.2 177.9 178.2 178.5 178.3
Days & Wildlife
User Days
3 Fish User M Fish User 68.1 68.5 -+ 68.6 68.5 68.6
Days Days
Wildlife User M Wildlife 108.5 107.8 107.4 107.5 107.4
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 176.6 176.3 176.0 176.0 176.0
Days & Wildlife
User Days
4 Fish User M Fish User 78.7 90.0 90.9 90.8 90.8
Days Days
Wildlife User M Wildlife 108.5 107.8 107.3 107.5 104.4
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 188.2 197.8 198.2 198.3 195.2
Days & Wildlife
User Days
5 Fish User M Fish User 76.8 90.5 93.3 93.0 92.9
Days Days
Wildlife User M Wildlife 113.7  114.3  114.8 115.3 115.6
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 190.5 204.8 208.1 208.3 208.5
Days & Wildlife .
User Days
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TABLE IV-8 (cont.)
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES USER DAY
OUTPUTS FOR ALTERNATIVES/BENCHMARKS
FOR 5 DECADES

Alterna- Qutputs Decade
native Wildlife Unit 1 2 3 4 5
6 Fish User M Fish User 73.0 84.7 91.4 91.4 91.5
Days Days
Wildlife User M Wildlife 108.8 108.0 107.5 107.7 107.5
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 181.8 192.7 198.9 199.1 199.0
Days & Wildlife
User Days
7 Fish User M Fish User 68.7 69.2 69.8 69.7 69.7
Days Days
Wildlife User M Wildlife 107.5 102.9 104.9 104.9 104.9
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 176.2 172.1 174.7 174.6 174.6
Days & Wildlife
User Days
8 Fish User M Fish User 68.0 68.2 68.3 67.8 68.3
Days Days
Wildlife User M Wildlife 108.6 109.1 109.1 109.2 109.1
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 176.6 177.3 177.4 177.0 177 .4
Days & Wildlife
User Days
9 Fish User M Fish User 79.6 91.2 91.5 91.4 91.5
Days Days
Wildlife User M Wildlife 108.4 107.8 107.5 107.8 107.6
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 5‘188.0 199.0 199.0 199.2 199.1
Days & Wildlife
User Days
10 Fish User M Fish User T2.9 83.9 90.4 90.3 89.9
Days Days
Wildlife User M Wildlife 109.2 110.0 110.0 110.0 110.7
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 182.1 193.9 200.4 200.3 200.6
Days & Wildlife

User Days
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TABLE IV-8 (cont.)
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES USER DAY
QUTPUTS FOR ALTERNATIVES/BENCHMARKS

FOR 5 DECADES

Alterna- Outputs Decade
native Wildlife Unit 1 2 3 4 5
11 Fish User M Fish User T9.7 91.3 91.6 91.4 91.5
Days Days
Wildlife User M Wildlife 108.2 107.6 107.4 107.7 107.5
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 187.9 198.9 199.0 199.1 199.0
Days & Wildiife
User Days
Fish User M Fish User 70.3 70.4 T0.5 70.5 70.5
Max Days Days
PNV Wildlife User M Wildlife 107.3 105.5 104.5 104.6 104.5
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 177.6 175.9 175.0 175.1 175.0
Days & Wildlife
User Days
Fish User M Fish User 78.1 89.2 89.6 189.6 89.7
Max Days Days
PNB Wildlife User M Wildlife 115.6 115.3 115.4 115.8 115.8
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 193.7 204.5 205.0 205.4 205.5
Days & Wildlife
User Days
Fish User M Fish User 73.5 82.1° 82.1 81.7 81.7
Max Days bPays
Range Wildlife User M Wildlife 106.5 104.4 104.0 103.2 103.0
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 179.0 186.5 186.1 184.9 184.7
Days & Wildlife i
User Days
Fish User M Fish User 77.8 87.7 88.3 88.3 88.3
Max Days Days
Timber Wildlife User M Wildlife 106.7 104.5 103.1 103.1 103.0
Days User Days
Total User M Total Fish 184.5 192.2 191.4 191.4 191.3
Days & Wildlife
User Days
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TABLE IV-8 (cont.)
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES USER DAY
OUTPUTS FOR ALTERNATIVES/BENCHMARKS

FOR 5 DECADES

Alterna- Outputs Decade
native Wildlife Unit 1 2 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 Wildlife 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
Days & Wildlife
User Days
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
Days & Wildlife
User Days
Diversity

Diversity is a function of natural vegetative succession as offered by
management activities. Alternatives 2, 5, and 10 come closest to the ideal
for diversity of coniferocus types. The negative aspect of these
alternatives is their poor interspersion of types. The overmature conifer
stands are located in areas to be managed in a natural condition or are
located at higher elevations and classed as unproductive. Also, early
seral stages of conifer are concentrated at lower elevations interspersed
with a few overmature stands. Additicnal information concerning diversity
is provided in the timber section of this chapter.

Alternatives 4 and 7 provide the least diversity, with some sites where
interspersion is poor and where overmature types dominate. The remaining
alternatives are quite similar to each other in that they are dominated by
overmature conifer stands and are poorly represented by early seral
vegetation types. All of these remaining alternatives have relatively good
interspersion in managed areas of the Forest but have few in the ummanaged
portions.

Based on timber harvesting, community alteration in alternatives 4§ and 7 is
about one-half of the current program and far less than alternative 2.
Long~term changes in plant and animal communities will take place at a
relatively low rate and will tend to be dominated by late succession
types. However, no changes in species richness are anticipated under these
or any other alternatives.
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Aspen types are predominantly overmature and will likely remain so unless a
market develops for aspen harvest. The amount of habitat manipulation
programmed within the aspen type will not signhificantly affect the type
within the next decade. Grass-forb, wet meadow, riparian shrub, mountain
brush, sagebrush, and juniper communities should remain at essentially
constant levels (within 10 percent) throughout the planning horizon for all
alternatives.

Habitat Impro en

The most significant improvement in overall quality of habitat takes place
under alternatives 4, 5, 9, and 11. The 1level of direet habitat
improvement in these alternatives is much more than that provided under
alternative 1. Under each of these alternatives a program of maximum
direct habitat improvement will be combined with an increased level of
coordination with other resource activities. Alternative 2 significantly
increases the acreage  of aspem cutting. Big game habitat is increased the
most in alternatives 2, 4, 5, 6, and 10. All the alternatives: meet or
exceed the habitat needs for the DWR. 1979 objective of 3400 elk and 82,600
deer by 1990.

The effect of habitat improvement for terrestrial wildlife species is to
alter plant succession such that habitat conditions become more favorable
for the target species. For fish, habitat improvements generally alter
physical characterstics of the aquatic environment. The overall influence
of these activities on aquatic habitat is small because relatively little
habitat is treated over time, even in the alternativerwith the- greatest
amount of improvement.

Present condition of winter range will be maintained or improved under all
alternatives. At the current rate of plant succession, the overall
quantity and quality of this habitat may decline slowly under alternatives
4 and 7.

Snag and old growth habitats should increase or be maintained to meet MVP
levels for MIS under all alternatives, However, this can be expected to
occur on relatively unproductive sites (steep slopes, high elevation, or
areas to be managed with a nondevelopment type of prescription). The
two-storied mature stands of subalpine~fir: and spruce decrease under all
alternatives, so this segment of Snag and old growth habitats could be an
exception to the general increase without strict adherence to and
enforcement of the Forest Snag Management Policy.

Table IV-6 displays. the relative quantity of. wildlife and fish habitat
improvement for the different alternatives.

Aquatic Habitat

Under alternative 1, grazing capacity and permitted grazing use will
decrease by 12 percent from current use. With the implementation of
riparian Standards and Guidelines, grazing pressure on riparian areas may
be slightly less, which may improve stream habitat condition to some ex-
tent. This in combination with a limited number of habitat improvement
projects may increase fish production on the Forest by about three
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percent, This will not come close to meeting projected fishing demand,
which is expected to increase by 130 percent by 2030. Habitat improvement
projects will concentrate on improving the limited habitat of Bonneville
cutthroat trout. Production of Bonneville cutthroat trout could increase
by up to 100 percent by the end of the planning period. Macroinvertebrate
populations as measured by the biotic condition index (BCI) will not change
substantially.

Implementation of alternative 2 will have little impact on grazing
capacity, which will remain relatively constant, decreasing only slightly
by the end of the planning period. Timber harvest will increase by 163
percent. That could increase sediment delivery into the streams. This
could result in a slight nepgative impact to fish production. The BCI could
decrease slightly on streams affected by timber harvest. A slight increase
in habitat improvement projects should compensate for reduced fish
production due to increased sediment, resulting in a net increase in fish
production on the Forest. These projects will concentrate on improving
Bonneville cutthroat trout habitat and could increase production of this
sensitive subspecies by over 100 percent. Overall fishing opportunities on
the Forest will increase by about two percent by the end of the planning
period.

Under alternative 3, grazing capacity and permitted use will decrease
slightly. There will be no change in the level of timber harvest. No
habitat improvement projects will be funded under this alternative. There
will be no significant change in fish production, fishing opportunities, or
Bonneville cutthreat frout populations. The BCI may decrease slightly.

Under alternative 4, grazing pressure on riparian areas will decrease over
the planning period which will improve stream habitat condition slightly.
At the same time timber harvest will increase after the first decade by 67
percent, which may increase sediment production. High funding levels for
aquatic habitat improvement projects could have a significant positive
effect on aquatic habitat condition and may result in higher fish
production on the Forest. Production of Bonneville cutthroat trout could
more than double by the end of the planning periocd. The BCI may increase
somewhat. It is 1limited by increased sediment levels, Fishing
opportunities on the Forest could increase by 34 percent by the end of the
planning period.

Timber harvest and permitted grazing use will increase substantially under
alternative 5. This could increase sediment delivery to the stream and
grazing pressure on riparian areas, which could reduce overall stream
habitat condition and the BCI initially. High funding levels for aquatic
habitat improvement projects will increase overall faish production on the
Forest substantially. Fishing opportunities on the Forest could increase
by 37 percent by the end of the planning period. Habitat improvement
projects for Bonneville cutthroat trout could more than double production
of this subspecies.

Implementation of alternative 6 may result in slightly reduced grazing
pressure on riparian areas. A 220 percent increase in timber harvest may
increase sediment delivery to streams and lakes, resulting in a decrease in
the BCI initially. High funding levels for aquatic habitat improvement
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projects will substantially increase overall fish production on the Forest.
Fishing opportunities may increase by up to 35 percent. Bonneville cut-
throat trout production will increase substantially as the result of habi-
tat improvement projects.

Alternative 7 will reduce timber harvest by 83 percent and permitted graz-
1ng use by 12 percent. This could result in less sediment delivery to
streams and less grazing pressure on riparian areas. Although no aquatic
habitat improvement projects will be funded under this alternative, stream
habitat condition and fish production may increase slightly. Fishing
opportunities may increase by three percent by the end of the planning
period. There will be no significant change in production of Bonneville
cutthroat trout.

Implementation of alternative 8 may result in a slight decrease in grazing
pressure on riparian areas. A large increase in timber production after
the first decade may resulf in increased sedimenf delivery to streams and
lakes. However, this may be mitigated by a large increase in watershed
restoration dollars in the second decade, A limifed number of habitat
improvement projects will concentrate on improving habitat for Bonneville
cutthroat trout. Overall aquatic habitat condition, fish production and
fishing opportunities may increase only slightly. Production of Bonneville
cutthroat trout could increase by 40 percent by the end of the planning
period. The BCI may decrease slightly in certain streams due to the
increase in sediment production.

Alternative 9 will result in a decrease in grazing pressure on riparian
areas and an increase in sediment production from timber activity. Aquatic
habitat condition may increase and the BCI may decrease initially. High
funding 1levels for aquatic habitat improvement projects could result in
significant increases in fish production. Production of Bonneville
cutthroat trout could more than double by the end of the planning period.
Fishing opportunities could increase by 35 percent,

Implementation of alternative 10 will result in an increase in grazing
pressure and a significant increase in sediment production from increased
timber harvest of 350 percent. This could decrease aquatic habitat condi-
tion and the BCI initially. High funding for aquatic habitat improvement
projects will allow for substantial increases in total fish production and
production of Bonneville cutthroat trout. Fishing opportunities could
increase by 32 percent.

Alternative 11 will have impacits similar to alternative ¢. Aquatic habitat
condition may improve slightly, while the BCI may initially decrease. High
funding levels for aquatic habitat improvement projects could result in
significant increase in total fish production and production of Bonneville
cutthroat trout. Fishing opportunities could increase by 35 percent.

Under all alternatives, minimum viable population levels will be maintained
or exceeded for Bonneville cutthroat trout and resident trout. The BCI
may decrease slightly in alternatives 2, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10 and 11. No
alternative will meet projected demand for fishing use by the end of the
planning period. Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 9, 10 and 11 meet demand in the
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first decade and come within 30 percent of demand by the end of the
planning period.

Alternative Relationship to Agency Goals

Objectives of the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources are not directly
comparable to Forest figures because the 1979 estimates were based on herd
units and total animals.

The Forest population figures are taken from projected capability of
habitat ecarrying capacity based on the Forest-provided share of the
limiting factor of winter range. This limiting range is equal to 29
percent for deer and 90 percent for elk. Our Forest predicted ouputs by
alternative for deer and elk are shown in Table IV-8.

All alternatives exceed the UDWR objectives for mule deer and elk. (See
Tables IV-5 and IV-9).

TABLE IV-9
FISHLAKE NATTONAL FOREST HABITAT CAPABTLTTY
ALTERNATIVE MULE DEER WAPITI(ELK)
1 47,340 3,960
2 51,860 4,160
3 46,500 3,920
4 61,080 4,540
5 51,960 4,160
6 57,940 4,420
7 45,600 3,880
8 47,740 3,980
9 16,250 3,920
10 51,960 4,160
11 16,250 3,920
UDWR OBJECTIVE® 23,954 3,060

¥ DWR figures are based on total deer and elk herd numbers not
differentiating between summer and winter range. Fishlake Forest
figures are based on 29% of total winter range for deer and 90%
for elk. The DWR objectives are 82,600 deer and 3,400 elk.

IInavoidable Adverse Impacts

Alternatives 5 and 10 may result in an initial negative impact to riparian
areas until watershed and stream improvement projects become effective,

Implementing alternatives 2, 5, 6, 9, 10, or 11 could increase stream
sedimentation initially because it expands the road construction program.
These alternatives also reduce big game hiding cover and habitat efféctlve-
ness in some areas.

Under low budget alternatives, the drift toward old-growth dominated

habitats will continue in conifer and aspen types. This will decrease
habitat for species dependent on early vegetative succession.
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Short-term Uses vs. Long-term Productivity

None of the short-term wildlife and fish uses will reduce Ilong-term
productivity of the land under any of the proposed alternatives.

Irreversible and Irretrievable C itment Resocurce

There are no anticipated irreversible or irretrievable commitments of any
resources in any alternative.

3. RANGE
Effects Without Permittee Contributions

Under Alternatives 5 and 10, the grazing capacity would increase signifi-
cantly over present levels., Major reductions in grazing capacities would
result for Alternatives 1 and 7. All other alternatives have minor changes
in capacity over time. These changes are illustrated in Table IV-10 using
Alternative 8 (1985) as the base to compare all other alternatives. The
grazing capacity used as the base is 136,600 AUM's. Table IV-10 displays
changes in grazing capacity (AUM'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 +1.0 (0.2 -1.0 +0.1 +0.8
3 -1.8 -7 -5.0 -~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 +T.4 -4.8 -5.9
7 5.7 -11.9 -16.0 -15.8 -15.9
8 0 ~0.2 -0.2 +0.5 -0.2
9 -2.1 ~4.5 5.7 =7 =5.4
10 +1.0 +4.0 +1.0 +1.3 +7.0
11 -3.1 -5.2 -6.0 5.1 -5.6

Effects with Permittee Contributions

Decreases in AUM's could be offset by: (1) reconstruction of range im-
provements by permittees, (2) abandonment of some marginal improvements,
(3) changes in allotment management systems, or (4) acceptance of a lower
condition standard for the range resource. However, a lower condition
standard would not be acceptable because of potential damage to other
resources.
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Permittee contributions would be aimed at maintenance of current
improvements and the addition of some structural improvements. Use of
permittee contributions to accomplish nonstructural improvements would
likely be minimal. Therefore, carrying capacities would decline on all
alternatives except 2, 5, 8 and 10.

No alternative reaches the President's goal of a 46 percent increase in
AUM's by the year 2030. To achieve that 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 for that year. The historic high demand
for the range resource on the Fishlake National Forest has kept utilization
near maximum levels. Consequently there is 1little opportunity for
significant increases.

Wild Horses

Wild horses and burros do not exist on the Forest at present. Therefore,
no alternative concerns these animals.

Riparian Areas

All alternatives affect riparian areas. Some areas would be fenced
following proposals in alternatives 9 and 11. Fencing of riparian areas
offers the most hope of reducing adverse effects to fisheries and selected
riparian areas. Introduction of innovative grazing systems also will do
much to reduce adverse grazing impacts to fisheries and selected riparian
areas. Alternatives 5 and 10 may result in an initial negative impact to
riparian areas due to increased grazing pressure until stream and watershed
improvement projects and new grazing systems have time to produce effects.

Wildlife/Livestock Interactions

Under all alternatives, there will be adequate forage on the summer range-
lands to provide for projected big game populations. On winter ranges,
revegetation projects are being coordinated so that benefits can be ob-
tained for both wildlife and livestock. For alternative 7, competition be-
tween wildlife and livestock 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 likely be in-
creased over time under Alternatives 5 and 10, the increases in forage pro-
duction would be sufficient to also meet the needs of big game. Under
alternatives 2 and 8, current livestock grazing capacity could be maintain-
ed with little effect on big game habitat. For alternatives 1, 3, 4, 6, 9,
and 11 some livestock reductions would be required to bring permitted num-
bers in line with carrying capacity of the ranges. It would be necessary
to coordinate livestock use and big game use with the Division of Wildlife
Resources under all alternatives to maintain an acceptable halance.

All grazing allotments would be under an approved allotment plan by 1988
for all alternatives except 1 and 7, which will have plans prepared at a
later date. These plans would provide for improvement and maintenance work
as well as acceptable grazing systems. Time frames would be established for
bringing permitted grazing use in line with grazing capacities, thus
minimizing grazing impacts.
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Noxious Weeds

Alternatives 1 and 7 would have little funding available for control of
noxious farm weeds. Under these alternatives, there would be expanded
noxious weed populations with serious conditions resulting from thistle
invasions on lower elevation lands where revegetation projects have been
completed. Croplands adjacent to the Forest could be greatly impacted.

Under all other alternatives, control measures could be taken which would
effectively manage the current noxious weed infestations. Because many new
revegetation projects would be initiated, there would be some new invasions
expected on sites where so0il is being exposed through vegetative
manipulation practices.

A Regional Envirommental Impact Statement is currently being prepared on
noxious weed control. Control methodologies may include physical,
chemical, or biological procedures. Methods used on the Forest will be
those selected in the Regional EIS.

Unavoidable Adverse Effects

Grazing and trampling along trails used to access summer ranges adversely
affects the range under all alternatives.

Alternatives 5 and 10 may result in an initial negative impact to riparian
areas until watershed and stream improvement projects are established.

Minor degradation of water quality of some streams will continue under all
alternatives. However, State anti-degradation standards can still be met.
Cummulative impacts over the long run would be minor because land
disturbing management activities within any watershed are of limited
extent.

Under alternatives 2, 5, and 10 more sites will lose some vegetation
because of grazing pressure on bedding and salting grounds. However, more
revegetation work will be completed, which should improve the total
vegetative cover for these alternatives.

Range forage production and plant vigor should be maintained or improved on
all alternatives except 1 and 7. The changes in solil losses associated
with changing watershed conditions are evaluated in the watershed section.

Road construction and clearing land for installing facilities interferes
with control of 1livestock under all alternatives. Road construction
affects the distribution and control of livestock least under alternatives
3 and 7, with slightly higher impacts on all other alternatives.

Juniper chainings and some other types of vegetative manipulation will

degrade scenic values in varying degrees under all alternatives except 1
and 7.
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Short-term Uses vs, Long-term Productivity

Under alternatives 1 and 7, productivity could be reduced on some heavily
used sites, especially in riparian areas, where water quality may be
affected. All existing and future range improvements will increase
short-term production and help insure long-term productivity of the range.

Over the long term, fire control will favor woody plant growth over
herbaceous production under all alternatives.

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

Loss of so0il on isclated sites where livestock are concentrated is
irretrievable. Lost production of red meat due to any reduction of AUM's
is irretrievable.

4, TIMBER

The average annual harvest of timber over the 50 year planning period
ranges from .5 MMBF for alternative 7 to 13.5 MMBF for alternative 10.
Annual harvest under current direction 1s 3.0 MMBF {(see Table IV-11).

Under management prescribed by alternatives 1, 3, and 8, timber losses from
insects and diseases will continue (see the Forest Pest Management section
in this chapter) since conversion of old growth stands is slow.
Alternative 7 reduces the harvest and prolongs conversion of old growth.
Alternatives that hasten the cut (10, 5, 2, 6, 9 and 11 in that order)
decrease losses to insects and disease. The alternatives that increase the
harvest decrease long-term losses because they convert stands to a young,
vigorous condition resistent to insects and disesase.

Risk of timber 1loss from fire is greatest in alternative 7 due to
possiblity of downfall build up related fo mountain pine beetle.
Alternatives with current harvesting levels are least susceptible to fire
losses, while alternatives with increased cutting are subject to increased
risk of crown fires in young growth and slash.

Alternatives with moderate increases in harvest (2, 4 and 11) will also
benefit most species of wildlife. Adequate horizontal and vertical
diversity is maintained, while openings will increase forest edge and
forage production. Alternative 7 provides 1little of those benefits;
however, it best maintains cavity nester populations with lots of
overmature timber. Conversely, alternative 10 supports fewer cavity
nesters with considerable old growth conversion. Adequate cavity nester
populations will be maintained by following the Forest snag policy.
Alternatives with increased cuts will reduce available thermal and hiding
cover, thereby supporting lower populations of wildlife requiring this
habitat condition. Increased roads will be detrimental to most wildlife,
especially big game. Soil loss and water yield increases due to timber
harvest are discussed in the Water and Soil section of this chapter.

Firewood to be made available with each alternative is displayed in Table

IV-12. Energy costs currently are not rising as rapidly as they did in the
previous decade, and a number of firewood users have decided that firewood
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gathering is not as cheap or recreational as they thought. Based on the
current situation and using the last five year history of firewood demand,
current. demand appears to be 17,000 cords. Alternatives 1, 3 and 8 have
programs below that demand. Decade 1 of alternative 5 also has a program
below estimated demand. The largest amount of firewood is available with
Alternatives 4 and 2 respectively, exceeding demand in all five decades.
The firewood resource is not limiting for any of the alternatives (granted
firewood close to roads continues to become scarcer). Budgets to
administer the charge program are the limiting factor since these dollars
are constrained within the Forest budget. Current demand can be met from
intensified use of pinyon-juniper from existing and proposed chainings,
salvage of dead or down timber, and residual logging and road building
debris. Increased supplies will come from harvesting green ozk, maple,
mahogany, and aspen. Green aspen firewood will come from areas being
managed for wildlife habitat improvement and not timber producing aspen
stands.

Alternative 7 has a minimal timber sale program, leaving a good share of
the budget for firewood management. Conversely, alternative 10 has the
largest conifer timber sales program and not many dollars are available for
firewood administration. Alternatives 7 and 10 fall short of meeting
demand in the second or third decade.

Timber stand improvement and reforestation estimates by alternative are
showun in Table IV-13. These acreages are all current projects. The
Forest's known backlog acreage was completed in F.Y. 84.

Where compatible with budget limitations, 50 acres of thinning for
Christmas tree production was included in decades 1 and 2. (See asterisk
in Table IV-13). This is planned for isolated white fir stands which will
be designated for Christmas tree preduction.

Other effects, such as the number of acres harvested annually, long term
sustained yield, tentatively suitable land, road construction etec., vary by
alternative (Table IV-14). Acres by harvest method are listed in Tables
Iv-15, IV-16, and IV~17 for the alternatives. Vegetative management
practices concur with bioclogically feasible harvest cutting methods for
forest fypes present on the Forest. They are appropriate practices
described in the Regional Guide for the Intermountain Region (Forest
Service, 1984), and in Silvicultural Systems for the Major Forest Types of
the United States (Burns, 1983). Table 1IV-18 displays vegetation
management practices and annual average acres of treatment for decade one
for each alternative.

Aspen has an estimated sustained yield of 13.7 million board feet per
year. The aspen type is nearly excluded from the harvest projections shown
in the alternatives because there is little market for it. At least .3
MMBF of aspen is included in all alternatives except 7. In alternative 2,
two million feet of aspen are scheduled in the first decade. Alternative 4
includes aspen volume of 1.5 MMBF each year. Alternative 5 includes 2.5
MMBF in the first decade and 0.5 MMBF for the rest of the planning period.
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TABLE IV-11
OUTPUTS OF COMMERCIAL TIMBER
SALES BY ALTERNATIVE
(MMBF PER YEAR)

DECADE
ALTERNATIVE 1 2 3 4 5
1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
2 6.0 7.9 7.9 7.9 7.9
3 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
i 3.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5
5 T.4 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6
6 3.0 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6
7 .5 5 ) 5 5
8 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
9 3.0 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.8
10 9.6 9.6 10.4 12.0 13.5
11 3.0 8.3 8.3 8.3 8.3
Departure 3.0 17.0 10.3 10.3 6.3
To convert to MMCF, divide MMBF by &5
TABLE IV-12
OUTPUT OF FIREWOOD BY ALTERNATIVE
(CORDS PER YEAR)
DECADE
ALTERNATIVE 1 2 3 4 5
1 15,760 15,760 15,760 15,760 15,760
2 26,800 30,800 30,800 30, 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
5 16,480 23,280 23,280 23,280 23,280
6 24,600 23,280 23,280 23,280 28,200
7 19,280 19,280 19,280 19,200 19,200
8 15,760 15,760 15,760 15,760 15,760
9 19,280 23,280 23,280 23,280 23,280
10 19,280 19,280 19,280 19,280 19,280
11 19,280 25,600 25,600 25,600 25,600

To convert to MCF, divide cords by 10
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TABLE IV-13
PRECOMMERCIAL THINNING AND REFORESTATION
(ACRES PER YEAR)

DECADE

ALTERNATIVE 1 2_ 3 I 5
1 Thinning 5 5 5 5 5
Reforestation 193 193 193 193 193

2 Thinning 148% 208% 232 280 508
Reforestation 240 122 290 276 1350

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 2493 2u47

6 Thinning 58¥* 286 553 361 289
Reforestation 181 462 273 195 342

7 Thinning 50% 146% 154 50 99
Reforestation 22 138 134 117 126

8 Thainning 5 5 5 5 5
Reforestation 193 193 193 193 193

9  Thinning 59% 384¥ 516 364 355
Reforestation 165 361 297 273 295

10  Thinning 50% 133% 575 Loh 466
Reforestation 992 336 395 417 64

KN Thinning 50% 19G% 251 528 167
Reforestation 174 439 284 204 249

% Includes 50 acres thinning in white fir 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 T 8 ] 10 11
1. Long-term sustained
yield, live only
(MMBF/Yr):
Softwood 8.97 9.28 5.87 6.02 10.12  10.49 4.09 9.48 g.14 14,94 9.08
Hardwood 1.38 2.16 1.38 6.90 3.22 1.38 0 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38
Total 10.35 11.44 7.2 12.92 13.34  11.87 5,09 10.8 10.82 16.32 10.46
2. Acres harvested per
year (50 yr. avg.):1/
Softwood 726 697 384 549 1359 1194 156 1079 1140 1273 1014
Hardwcod 120 188 120 600 280 120 0 120 120 120 120
Total 846 885 504 1149 1639 1314 156 1199 1260 1393 1134
3. Total suitable forest
land {M acres):
Softwood 67 61 37 42 83 80 29 73 T4 102 68
Hardwood 12 19 12 60 28 12 0 12 12 12 12
Total 79 80 49 102 111 g2 29 85 86 114 80
4, Suitable Acres of 0ld growth (softwood)
(120+ yrs.) (M. acres)
at 10 years 60 55 34 38 75 T2 25 65 67 95 59
at 50 years 19 17 16 18 13 16 11 16 14 26 24
at 150 years 32 27 10 19 16 1 12 37 38 39 22
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TABLE IV-14
EFFECTS ON THE TIMBER RESOURCE
{con't)
EFFECTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 10 11
5. Age class distribution:
at Present (softwood)
Seed-saps (%) 1
Poletimber (%) T
Sawtimber (%) 92
at 10 years (softwood)
Seed-saps (%) 3 3 3 3 3 3 6 3 3 3 3
Poletimber (%) T 7 7 T T 7 6 T K T 7
Sawt imber (%) g0 90 90 90 90 90 87 90 90 90 90
at 50 years (softwood)
Seed-saps (%) 68 71 57 57 84 84 63 78 81 75 66
Poletimber (%) 3 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sawtimber (%) 29 29 43 43 16 19 37 22 19 25 34
at 150 years (softwood)
Seed-saps (%) 17 16 30 16 [ 6 20 1 10 16 7
Poletimber (%) 14 16 23 22 7 16 20 1 10 16 23
Sawt imber (%) 69 68 7 62 89 78 60 78 80 68 70
6. Average annual harvest, 3.0 7.5 3.0 5.8 9.2 8.3 3.0 7.6 11.0 7.2
50 year planning period
live only (MMBF)
7. Expected annual fuel 15.7 30.0 16.0 32.7 22.2 24.5 19.2 15.7 22.5 19.3 24,1
wood ouput, 50 year
planning period (M cords)
8. Acres of aspen available 181 195 168 148 224 210 107 193 200 243 236

1/

for harvest with development
of market (M acres)

Does not include fuelwood.



TABLE IV-15
CLEARCUT (ACRES/YR)

DECADE
ATLERNATIVE 1 2 3 Y 5
1 311 334 194 462 243

2 1089 389 545 497 486

3 351 357 257 492 357
4 649 777 656 754 870
5 1462 430 253 321 238
6 345 328 229 270 350

7 20 19 17 178 185
8 370 406 236 451 274
9 361 376 245 339 263

10 403 503 381 625 126

11 228 613 282 176 u57

TABLE IV-16
SHELTERWOOD (AC/YR)
DECADE

ALTERNATIVE 1 2 3 m 5
1 87 152 0 16 281

2 0 0 0 0 31
3 140 15 0 0 242

y 151 u66 0 8 211

5 61 0 174 172 115

6 71 586 0 0 437

7 38 20 0 0 0

8 71 224 0 0 370

9 43 271 0 0 350

10 0 0 0 0 542

11 268 157 249 0 83
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TABLE IV-17
SELECTION (AC/YR)

DECADE
ALTERNATIVE 1 2 3 4 5
1 17 704 1167 220 39
2 327 309 774 246 73
3 0 35 288 76 11
Y 0 73 951 174 T
5 33 1762 1775 1647 T4
6 27 952 1844 1116 13
7 0 L1 T7 165 16
8 17 1045 1714 815 0
9 28 1114 1718 1124 70
10 0 119 1915 1645 108
11 0 496 838 1761 62
TABLE IV-18

VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
(Annual Average In First Decade For Suitable Lands)

ALTERNATIVE
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
PRACTICE, (ACRES)
Regeneration Harvest:
Clearcut 311 1089 351 649 1462 345 20 370 361 403 228
Shelterwood
~-Preparatory Cut 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
Intermediate Harvest:
Commercial Thinning 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Salvage/Sanitation 19 29 23 5 6 22 2 25 24 28 M
Timber Stand
Improvement: 5 148% Q0 50% (0% &58% 50%¥ 5 5o¥ 5ok LO¥
Reforestation: 193 2430 193 73 307 181 22 193 165 992 174

¥ Includes 50 acres thinning in white fir for Christmas tree culture.
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Unavaidable Adverse Effects

Soil disturbance as a part of road construction for access to timber
harvest areas temporarily increases sedimentation in streams. The amount
of soil disturbance varies depending upon the miles of road constructed or
reconstructed (Table IV-19 ). Some soil loss as harvesting increases is
unavoidable. Soil loss will be minimized by using appropriate erosion
control measures.

TABLE IV-19
PURCHASER LOCAL ROAD CONSTRUCTION
(MILES PER YEAR)

DECADE
AUTERNATTVE 1 2 3 4 5
1 5 8 9 6 8
2 10 10 24 23 23
3 b 5 7 5 5
b 3 12 16 7 9
5 9 31 32 4o 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 4y 39
1 6 19 21 37 16

Scenic quality is temporarily degraded following logging activity and is
discussed in the Visuals section of this chapter.

Under all alternatives, dust raised by logging trucks degrades air quality
temporarily and locally. Alternatives with more harvesting have a greater
cumulative effect.

Short-Term Uses vs, Long-Term Productivity

Timber harvesting practices maintain the long term productivity of the land
in all alternatives. Alternatives which convert old growth faster to
young, vigorous stands increase timber production over those with current
or reduced harvesting.

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

Building roads is an irreversible commitment of a resource because of the
long time required for roaded areas to revert to a pristine condition.

The pinyon-juniper ecotype will be impacted over the planning period by the
accumulative effect of conversion to grass types. This impact is greatest
in alternatives 2, 5 and 11. Some soil loss as timber harvesting increases
is irretrievable.
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5.  HWATER AND SOIL

For all alternatives watershed conditions will be maintained during
management activities to varying degrees by implementing soil and water
conservation measures prescribed by soil and water specialists. Under the
current budget, this is required on most projects.

Completion of watershed improvement projects to eliminate the watershed
backlog, as shown by Table IV-20, will decrease soil erosion, improve water
quality and improve watershed condition. Under alternatives 4, 6 and 10,
the watershed backlog acres will be eliminated by the end of the planning
period (year 2030). Alternatives 5, 8, 9 and 11 provide for a moderate,
steady program to rehabilitate depleted watersheds, but the backlog will
not be eliminated by the end of the planning period. Alternatives 1 and 2
provide for a very modest program in rehabilitating depleted watershed
areas. Alternatives 3 and 7 provide for no treatment of depleted watershed
areas. Under none of the alternatives will the backlog be eliminated by
the target date of the year 2000.

Municipal watersheds will be protected in coordination with city, county,
and state agencies under all alternatives.

Runoff from all watersheds on the Forest meets State Water Quality
standards. Some water bodies on the Forest, due to natural factors and
management impacts, do not meet standards for cold water fisheries. Under
all alternatives, water leaving the Forest will meet State standards.

Water yield increase opportunities are limited on the Forest. Only the
conifer and aspen zones get enough snow to consider for managment for water
yield increase. The Forest timber base is limited enough that the
potential for management for water yield inecrease is relatively insign-
ificant. The potential for yield increase by alternative is shown in Table
IV-20 . Alternatives 5, 6, 8, 9, 10 and 11 have the greatest potential for
increased yield since they are the alternatives with the most timber
harvest. Alternatives 3, 4 and 7 provide the least opportunity to increase
water yield, with alternatives 1 and 2 having a moderate increase
potential. The potential increases are relatively minor Forest wide and
the increase from an individual timber sale may be undetectable. Any
inerease in yield in the alternatives would be divided between the Great
Basin and the Colorado River Basin on an 80-20 percent basis respectively.
A seven year study of cloud seeding in central Utah indicates that seeding
can increase precipitation during the period from January through March by
8 to 14 percent (Shaffer and Thompson 1980, p. 7-10).

The net reduction in onsite erosion has been determined by calculating
acres affected in each alternative by range improvement practices,
watershed improvements, timber harvest, road construction and fish and
wildlife treatments. Table IV-22 displays the net reduction in onsite
erosion from the mix of activities included in each alternative. Site
disturbing activities which increase soil loss include timber harvest and
road construction or reconstruction. Management activities resulting in
net erosion reduction include areas treated for watershed improvement,
areas improved by structural and nonstructural range treatments, and fish
and wildlife projects and structures.
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A comparison of alternatives indicates that alternatives 3 and 7 provide
for the least reduction of onsite loss, since few projects reducing onsite
erosion would be done. Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 9, 10 and 11 provide for the
most onsite erosion reduction, as the most acres will be treated that will
improve watershed condition. Alternatives 2 and 8 are moderate in reducing
onsite erosion.

While sediment is not included in state water quality standards, it has a
major impact on water quality. Sediment delivery to a stream is related to
both onsite soil loss and streambank erosion. Streambank erosion may be
affected by road construction, livestock trampling, ORV use and high den-
sity recreation use. While onsite soil loss can be reduced through non-
structural or structural watershed, range, and wildlife improvement pro-
Jjects, bank erosion can be reduced most effectively through streambank
stabilization, riparian fencing, and reduction in grazing and recreation
pressures.

Alternatives 2 and 3 may increase sediment delivery to streams due to
increases in soil and bank disturbing activities or decreases in direct
watershed and streambank improvements. Alternatives 1, 7 and 8 will not
significantly affect sediment delivery to streams.

Alternatives 5, 6, and 10 may show an initial increase in sediment delivery
due to significant increases in activities that will disturb scil or
streambanks., Sediment delivery will eventually be reduced by large
increases in watershed and streambank improvements. Alternatives 9 and 11
may initially show a slight increase in sediment delivery, but will result
in a net decrease in sediment by the end of the planning per:od.
Alternative 4 will show a continuous decrease in sediment delivery due to
large increases in improvement projects.

Long-term Productivity

Maintaining long-term soil productivity is a major goal of the Forest, as
all activities and outputs are ultimately dependent upon sustained produc-
tivity. The determination of the loss of productivity is the total of the
following three acreages: 1) Acres identified as part of the soil and
water resource improvement needs backlog, 2) acres permanently taken out of
productivity, and 3) acres where established soil loss tolerance levels (t
values) are exceeded. Acreage to be improved by watershed improvement
projects and acres permanently taken out of productivity, such as acres
committed to permanent roads, buildings, ete., have been inventoried.
Areas of the Forest where T-values are currently exceeded are not yet
inventoried. The total 1s assumed to be minor and would be the same for
all alfternatives. Table IV-23 therefore, is calculated based upon the
acreage identified by the first two items only. In all cases, more than 97
percent of the land base will have its soil productivity maintained for the
long term. In most instances, the percentage maintained improves over
time. This indicates that watershed improvement projects will be
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accomplished at a faster pace than land will be taken out of permanent
productivity through the construction of new roads and facilities.
Alternatives 4, 6, 8 and 10 will provide for the highest level of
maintained productivity with alternatives 1, 5, ¢ and 11 providing a slight
but steady improvement in long ferm productivity. Alternatives 2, 3 and 7
provide for no improvement in productivity.

Effects on Prime Farmlands

There are no prime farmlands on the Fishlake National Forest. None of the
alternatives will affect prime farmiands near Forest lands.

Effects on Wetlands and Flood Plains

There are scatiered areas of wetlands and floodplains comprising 2.5 per-
cent of the Forest. Forest direction, standards and guidelines contained
in the Forest Plan, give specific direction for the management of these
areas. Forest management activities in any wetland, riparian area, or
floodplain will be designed to prevent long and short-term adverse impacts,
in accordance with Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, and the direction
outlined in the Forest Service Manual, sections 2526, 2527 and 2633.

Alternative Y4 will result in the greatest benefit to riparian areas by
providing more emphasis to management of livestock and more f{isheries
improvements. Alternatives 5 and 10 will result in an initial negative
impact to riparian areas as watershed restoration and stream improvement
projects will not take effect immediately. In the long run, alternative 3
will have the least beneficial effect.

TABLE IV-20
WATERSHED IMPROVEMENT PROJECT ACRES
(ANNUAL ACRES TREATED)

DECADE

Alternatives 1 2 3 4 5
1 180 180 180 180 180
2 0 390 90 90 90
3 0 0 0 0 ¢
)i} 543 730 730 T30 130
5 260 403 403 403 403
6 483 597 597 597 597
7 0 0 0 0 0
8 260 523 523 523 523
9 300 414 h1y 414 414
10 546 694 694 694 694
i1 300 414 414 414 1y
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OVER NATURAL RESULTING FROM TIMBER HARVEST*

TABLE IV-21
AVERAGE WATER YIELD INCREASE PER YEAR IN M, ACRE FEET

DECADE

ALTERNATTVE 1 2 3 M 5
1 .053 . 169 .169 .169 .169
2 .159 .159 . 159 . 159 . 159
3 .053 099 .099 .099 .099
} .032 .103 .103 .103 .103
5 .190 .190 .190 .190 .190
6 .194 <194 . 194 . 194 .194
7 .012 .071 .071 .071 .071
8 173 173 <173 173 73
9 ATT 77 7T 77 77
10 .95 .195 .216 .249 .281
11 JATT ATT ATT ATT ATT

*Water yield increase is for the entire Forest.

Water yield

increase to the Colorado River would be 20% of the above

figures.

NET REDUCTION IN ONSITE EROSION ASSOCIATED WITH
MANAGEMENT, CONSIDERING SITE MODIFYING ACTIVITIES

TABLE IV-22

(UNITS IN M TONS)

DECADE
ALTERNATIVE 1 2. 3 4 5
1 3.2 T 5 .9 .6
2 9.6 10.6 10.6 10.5 10.9
3 5.5 4.0 4.2 3.0 4.3
L 19.0 18.0 18.4 18.1 18.4
5 24.1 24.1 25.8 33.4 33.2
6 12.9 18.1 18.6 18.1 18.7
7 2.9 1.5 1.8 1.6 1.8
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
1 17.5 19.5 28.1 19.5 28.1

*3ite modifying activites included are:

Activities Resulting
in Net Reduction

Range Nonstructural
Improvements

So0il & Water Improvements
Range Structural Improvements
Fish Structural Improvements
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TABLE 1V.-23
PERCENT OF FOREST WITH MAINTAINED
LONG TERM SOIL PRODUCTIVITY

DECADE
ALTERNATTVE 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
> 97.8 98.1 98.3 98.6 98.9
6 97.9 98.14 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
1 97.8 98.1 98.4 98.7 99.0

Unavoidable Adverse Effects

Under all alternatives some watershed areas will remain in a deteriorated
condition or will deteriorate further before rehabilitation practices can
be applied. Alternatives with low budgets for soil and watershed will be
the worst in this regard. This deterioration will produce additional
erosion and sediment. Furthermore, some riparian areas will deteriorate
further if not protected. Increased use of ORV's plus deterioration of
roads and trails will increase erosion and the preduction of sediment in
streams.

Short-term Uses vs Long-term Productivity

Watershed treatment practices generally involve the removal of existing
vegetative cover., The short-term effect on the soils is negative, but the
anticipated long-term effect is positive, as improved ground cover should
lead to decreased onsite erosion.

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

None of the alternatives totally eliminate soil erosion, nor is this
necessarily a desirable goal. Tables IV-22 and IV-23 indicate the amounts
of improvements anticipated in each alternative. Those percentages of the
Forest where long term soil productivity is not maintained or onsite
erosion is not reduced could be considered an irretrievable loss.
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6.  MINERALS

The environmental effects of developing mineral and energy resources will
vary with the method of extraction and the amount of land disturbed.
Geophysical surveys, drilling, and extraction operations all produce noise
and sights foreign to wildlands. Mineral activities entail construction of
access roads, well and mine-portal sites, electrical, fluid and gas
transmission lines and industrial facilities. The unavoidable impacts of
minerals and energy resources operations that could be affected under
implementation of all alternatives include:

Preemption or restriction of land from uses such as wildlife habitat,
recreational use, grazing, etc.

Alteration of topographic features and change in visual character of
landscape due to implementation of mineral operations and associated
ancillary facilities.

Land subsidence and increased seismicity resulting from underground
mining activities and production of fluids and the reinjection of
fluid wastes into producing zones,

Noise problems associated with testing and production of geothermal
resources,

Noxious gas and fluids emissions causing degradation of air and water
quality.

Reduction of water quality due to increase in total dissolved and
suspended solids.

Disruption of aquifers and reduction of their long-term productivity.

Increased demand for industrial and municipal water causing water
price increases and economic problems for agricultural water users.

Heavier average daily traffic on transportation arteries generating a
need for additional tranportation facilities.

Destruction of existing vegetation on sites cleared, causing the loss
or temporary displacement of wildlife habitat and other resocurce
values.

Conversion of agricultural land to residential, commercial or
industrial uses in the vicinity of operations.

Loss or disturbance of unidentified archeological, paleontological,
and historical sites and values,

Depletion of a nonrenewable mineral or energy resource.

Loss of wilderness resource in areas that might be considered for wil-
derness proposals in future plan revisions.
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Significant increase in human population will create adverse impacts
in surrounding communities,

Increased motorized recreational opportunities  through road
development.

Increased opportunities for putting land to a higher or more
beneficial use than existed prior to mineral activities, through
employment of interim and final rehabilitation measures.

Discovery and utilization of minerals necessary for welfare of the
Nation.

Locatable Minerals

The existing area under mining claims does not vary between alternatives.
The area available for exploration and development under the laws governing
locatable minerals is the same under each alternative. Lands withdrawn
from operation under the 1872 mining law include 12,367 acres composed of
roadside =zones, watershed protection areas, and recreation and administa-
tive 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 in land
management planning, primarily through management direction and prescrip-
tions affecting the opportunity to explore for and develop the mineral or
energy resource.

The Forest is using a format developed for displaying acreages, by alterna-
tive, of the potential for o1l and gas and the limitations to exploration
and development imposed by the goals, objectives, and management direction
of the specific alternative evaluated. This format displays the effects of
the various alternatives on the availability of the oil and gas resource.

In determining the geologic potential, the following categories are
considered:

Low - Presence of very few geologic characteristics favorable for the
oceurrence of oil and gas; areas not explored using seismic
methods.

Medium - Presence of some geologic characteristics favorable for the
occurrence of oil and gas; areas explored using seismic
means.

High - Presence of a number of geolgic characteristics indicating the
occurrence of oil and gas; areas containing discovery or field.

Of the 1,424,479 acres of the Fishlake National Forest, 514,979 acres are
identified as having a low potential for o0il and gas resources. The
remaining 909,500 acres are considered as medium in potential. Discovery
or continuation of geologic features from a known discovery area would be
necessary to meet the "high potential" requirements.
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Land management planning encourages or discourages minerals activity by
imposing constraints on access. These constraints are to mitigate
potential adverse effects to other resources and range from total
withdrawal from leasing, to no surface occupancy, to the most permissive
case which contains only standard stipulations. The mix of acres in each
category of restriction will change according to the planning alternative
being considered (see Table IV-24).
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ALTERNATIVE 1

Access
Restriction

Total

High
Moderate

Low

TOTAL ACREAGE

ALTERNATIVE 2

Access
Restrietion

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 TMPACTS ON AVAILABILITY OF
OIL AND GAS RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVES

Geologic Potential

Low Medium
4:821 68:035
58,524 511,880
451,634 329,585
514,979 909,500

Geologic Potential

Low Medium

16,483 154, 647
176,064 428,596
322,432 326,257
514,979 909,500

Geologic Potential

LowW Medium
" 69 145, 868
257,039 334,234
257,871 129,398
514,979 909,500

Geologic Potential

Low Medium
79,117 227,185
308,877 320,716
134,985 361,299
514,979 909,500
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TOTAL ACREAGE

72,856
570,404
781,219

1,428,479

TOTAI, ACREAGE

171,130
604,660
648,689
1,421,479

TOTAL. ACREAGE

145,937
591,273
687,269
1,424,479

TOTAL ACREAGE

306,602
621,593
496, 284
1,424,479



ALTERNATIVE 5

Access
Restriction

Total

High
Moderate

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

TABLE IV-24 (cont}

Geologic Potential

Low

7,535
297,311
210,133
514,979

Medium

47,292
207,359
654,849
909,500

Geologic Potential

Low

5,049
340,291
169,639
514,979

Medium

49,173
294,987
565,340
909,500

Geologic Potential

Low

62,695
321,201
131,083
514,979

Medium

313,635
310,178
285,687
909,500

Geologic Potential

Low

6,555
321,504
186,920
514,979
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Medium

51,244
279,983
578,273
909,500

TOTAL. ACREAGE

54, 827
504,670
864,982

1,424,179

IOTAL ACREAGE

54,222
635,278
734,979

1,424,479

TOTAL, ACREAGE

376,330
631,379
116,770
1,424,479

TOTAL. ACREAGE

57,799
601,487
765,193

1,424,479



ALTERNATIVE 9

Access

Restriction

Total

High
Moderate

Low

TOTAL ACREAGE

ALTERNATIVE 10

Access
Restriction

Total

High
Moderate

Low

TOTAL ACREAGE

ALTERNATIVE 11

Access

Restriction

Total

High
Moderate

Low

TOTAL ACREAGE

1/
Total -

Moderate -

TABLE IV-24 (cont)

Geologic Potential

Low Medium TOTAL ACREAGE

5,136 58,668 63,804
384,745 240,902 625,647
125,098 609,930 735,028
514,979 909,500 1,424,479

Geologic Potential

Low Medium TOTAL ACREAGE
166 40,962 11,128
249,381 313,753 563,134
265,432 554,785 820,217
514,979 909,500 1,424,479

Geologic Potential

Low Medium TOTAL ACREAGE
20,294 1,200 21,494

2,090 71,020 73,110
331,239 202,919 534,158
161,356 634,361 795,717
514,979 909,500 1,424,479

"Access Restrictions" are explained as follows:

Statutory or discretionary withdrawals with no leasing
permitted. Includes Wilderness, Wilderness proposals and
may include other special areas such as formal municipal
watersheds (closed to entry) and Research Natural Areas.

Recommendations usually contain ™no surface occupancy”
stipulation. Area contains prohibitively steep slopes,
other fragile environmental factors or T&E species.
Restrictions are usually yearlong.

Leases usually show seasonal stipulations for road-building
controls, hunting areas, seasonal mud, lambing or calving,
strutting grounds, summer or winter wildlife forage, etec.,
Short-term impacts permitted if rehabilitated.

Leasable with standard stipulations only; access unres-

tricted by any surface resource. Reasonable surface damage
can be tolerated.
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The Forest contains no lands which are formally withdrawn from cperation of
the mineral leasing laws (total access Restriction category).

However, 17,194 acres designated under prescription 3B (non-motorized
recreation), and 4,300 acres designated as Research Natural Area
(prescription 10A) have total access restriction. 0il and gas leasing is
allowed within these areas, but, with the stipulation of no surface

occupancy. Application to have the Research Natural Areas withdrawn from
mineral entry will be made.

The amount of area where leasing would be permitted with high restrictions
on access is summarized in Table IV-25 and is used to demonstrate the
difference between alternatives:
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TAELE IV-25
HIGH ACCESS RESTRICTION AREA SUMMARY
BY ALTERNATIVES
FOR OIL AND GAS LEASING

LOW GEOLOGIC POTENTIAL MEDIUM GEOLOGIC POTENTIAL LOW & MEDIUM GEOLOGIC POTENTIAL

Area (514,979 A.) Area (909,500 A.) AREA (1,424,479 A.)
Affected % of Affected % of Affected ¢ of
ALTERNATIVE Acreage Total Acreape Total Acreage Total
1 h,821 0.9 68,035 T4 72,856 5.1
2 16,483 3.2 ) 154,647 17.0 171,130 12.0
3 €9 >0.1 145,868 16.0 145,937 10.2
4 79,117 15.4 227,485 25.0 306,602 21.5
5 7,535 1.5 . 77,292 5.2 54,827 3.9
6 5,049 1.0 49,173 5.4 By,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 0.1 40,962 5.5 41,128 2.9

-—
—

2,000 0.4 71,020 7.8 73,110 5.1



In comparing the amount of land with high access restrictions, alternatives
5, 6, and 10 have the least acreage of medium potential lands affected.
Alternatives 2, 4, and 7 have the largest acreage of medium and low
patential lands where o0il and gas operations would be affected. The same
correlation is true for the overall Forest acreage.

In considering the coal resource of the Forest, all alternatives are the
same 1n amount of area available for future leasing. Of the 81,534 acres
of Forest land identified in the Forest's 1984 Coal Lands Review as having
a high to moderate potential for coal development, all are acceptable for
further consideration for coal leasing, subject to area-wide limitations
and multiple use coordination requirements.

Considering the 183,560 acres of Forest land identified as having a
potential for geothermal resources, all alternatives are the same in
availability for leasing of geothermal resources.

Saleable Minerals

The deposits of common variety materials having potential for development
are present throughout the Forest. The availability of the areas
containing these deposits falls into much the same category as the
locatable minerals. Those areas not available for location would not
normally be available for operations involving common variety materials.

Short-term vs. Long-Term Effects

Impacts of mineral and energy resource exploration and development vary in
duration. Even though leases are issued for a term of 10 years, they are
extended for producing operations. Generally, mining operations are
designed to have a life of around Y40 years, depending on the amount of
material available, market, and other factors. Locatable mineral
operations are generally long-term commitments and can result in land
patent and transfer to private ownership. Geothermal operations may go for
20 to 50 years before the resource is depleted.

(1) Vegetation resource: Most vegetation can be reestablished in a short
time, but sensitive species with small localized populations may be lost
permanently. Removal of high alpine vegetation will have a long-term
adverse effect.

(2) Soil resource: If vegetation is removed from an area, serious soil
erosion may result. Exposure of sensitive soils can result in erosion or
mass movement. This would be a long-term effect requiring many years to
heal.

(3) Hydrolo and water gquality: A minor increase in runoff could be
expected from any mineral development. This runoff may add sediment to
streams, a short-term effect. Effects can be held to a minimum if proper
procedures are followed.

(4) Cultural-archeological and historic resources: These resources are
not expected to be affected unless an unintentional disturbance occurs. If

unintentionally disturbed, damage would be permanent.
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(5) ildlife and fish habitat: Most impacts on wildlife and fish are
short-term. Site rehabilitation can wusually restore the Ilong-term
productivity of these habitats, If cumulative impacts create total loss of
wildlife or fish habitats, the impact will be long-term.

(6) Recreation: Noise, air pollution, and visual intrusion are short-term
impacts that return to normal following termination of the activity.
Impacts on recreation opportunities are generally short-term unless roads
remain open. That changes the type of recreation opportunities available
over the long-term.

(7) Range: Impacts on livestock operations are short-term.

(8) Social: Change brought by mineral development usually creates an
abrupt short-term impact to local communities. Communities then gradually
adjust over a period of time followed by long-term stability until the end
of mineral production, which again causes an abrupt short-term social
change.

I ersible and Irretrievable C itment of Resources

Extraction of mineral or energy resources is itself an irreversible and
irretrievable commitment. Removal of mineral resources is permanent. Once
removed, minerals cannot be replaced.

Annually 2.2 million tons of coal are removed from the Forest. One million
tons of quartz, shale, and limestone combined are removed and used to
produce 0.65 million tons of cement. Approximately 3,200 tons of common
minerals are removed and 3,000 tons of kaolinite clay are removed annually
from the Forest. These are all irreversible and irretrievable commitments
of resources and will not change with alternatives.

Major soil loss due to erosion or mass soil movement is an irreversible
degradation of productivity. Soils with high erosion potential and steep
slopes should be avoided or receive special mitigation practices.

Should a wildlife or fish habitat be lost due to cumulative impacts, the
action may be irreversible., If suitable habitat can be restored, the loss
may be mitigated by transplanting from other populations. Loss of
threatened and endangered species could be irretrievable.

Mineral activity in areas that are currently undeveloped could destroy the
wilderness charzcter of such areas and preclude them from being considered
for wilderness in the future.

Loss of a cultural resource site due to mineral activity is irreversible.
Mineral impacts to water resources, vegetation, visual conditions, and

recreation opportunities are not expected to be irreversible or
irretrievable.
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7. HUMAN AND COMMUNITY DEVEL.OPMENT

The human resource programs of the Fishlake National Forest are affected by
the budget level rather than the resource management allocations of the
alternatives. Under all alternatives, the Forest will attempt to utilize
volunteers and the Senior Citizens Service Employment Program (SCSEP) to
the fullest extent. The Youth Conservation Corps (YCC) has provided
valuable help to the Forest in the past, but funding for both YCC and SCIEP
are determined at the national level, so they are not included in the
alternatives,

8. LANDS

Land Qunership

Some factors relating to ownership adjustment are a result of _Forest
Service activity and thus vary by alternative. Other factors are external
to forest management but also influence the lands program., Private and
other government entities have needs which require a responsive program to
handle donations, exchanges and title claims.

Funding of the lands program and the amount of activity generated by
resource programs (timber, grazing, and recreation, etc.) are two
significant factors. Alternmatives with no or low funding of the lands
program will not be responsive to societal and Forest management needs.
High resource activity alternatives have balanced funding and provide for
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 in exchanges.

Cooperation of other land owners to adopt land uses compatible with the.
Forest environment will help resolve conflicts. Land use regulations and
enforcement to obtain compliance by state and county governments can
promote compatible land uses.

Rights-of-Way:

Under alternatives 1, 2, 4, 6, and 8, right-of-ways will be acquired as
needed to accomplish project activities. Public access would be somewhat
improved over the present situation.

Under alternatives 3 and 7, there would be no right-of-way acquisition
program, and public access would not change from the present.

Under alternatives 5, 9, 10 and 11 an active right-of-way program would

eventually obtain all needed access across private and State lands
necessary for access to public lands.
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Special Uses

Requests for the use of National Forest lands for special purposes are
received from private individuals and organizations and other Federal,
State, and local govermnments. Permitted uses and the rate of applications
for new uses are independent of the alternatives. Differences between
alternatives include the ability to administer existing permits ahd process
new applications. Special uses would be permitted 1n each alternative on
lands where they are ccompatible with the management direction for the
area. Alternatives 1, 3 and 7 pose the greatest risk of adverse
environmental impact because of inadequate funding to properly administer
permits.,

Before a permit is issued, the proposed use 1s evaluated to identify and
develop a solution to avoid or-mitigate adverse impacts. Depending on the
type and amount, the use can degrade visual quality, damage vegetation,
disturb soil and displace wildlife during construction phase. The
operation phase can also have effects on the enviromment, though they are
usually minor.

The Forest expects some increase in interest in development of hydropower.
Impacts would be the same for all alternatives. Hydropower uses would
dewater some streams or reduce flow, causing loss of aquatic life and some
degradation of riparian zones. Forest Service claims for instream water
may be challenged.

Transportation and Utility Corridors

With the exception of those alternatives where the assignment of non-
development prescriptions slightly restricted potential corridor windows,
the designation of potential transportation corridors and corridor windows
remained constant across the alternatives., The main difference in trans-
portation planning caused by the different alternatives iis the size of the
areas with nondevelopment presecriptions that ‘would limit transportation
facility construction. Table IV-26 shows the approximate area of these
areas by alternative.

TABLE IV-26
AVOIDANCE AREAS FOR TRANSPORTATION
AND UTILITY CORRIDORS
Alt. 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

Avoidance areas that are constant in all alternatives are the existing
Partridge Mountain Research Natural Area and the valley of Fish Lake.
Those that vary between alternatives are the proposed Research Natural
Areas and those assigned nonmotorized prescriptions.

The Forest expects to receive requests for new transportation and utility
corridors and an increase of activity within existing corridors.
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The principal consequences of activities in corridors are adverse impacts
on soils, water, and scenery. Problems associated with utility development
are inconvenience to the publie, construction difficulty, and management of
ORV use.

Appendix G to the Forest Plan .displays an evaluation of corridors in more
detail.

Special Areas

The Fishlake National Forest contains one existing Research Natural Area
(RNA), Partridge Mountain. This 1,200 acre area was established in 1978 to
protect a nearly prastine area of mountain brush habitat for future
research.

As part of the planning process, a search was made of pristine areas
located on the Forest. The results of this review are documented in the
planning process records at the Forest Supervisors Office. The preferred
alternative recommends that two areas located in the Tushar Mountains, Fish
Creek and Bullion Canyon, be considered for establishment as RNA's through
the establishment report process., Until a decision is made through this
process they will be managed to retain their pristine character. Several
alternatives were considered that did not propose these two areas for RNA's
(see attached alternative maps). Regardless of what prescription was
assigned to the two areas, the environmental consequences would not be
significantly different. Daifficult access and a general lack of forage or
suitable timber resources limit development potential.

The U. S. Geological Survey has indicated that there is a high mineral
potential in the Tushar Mountains where Fish Creek and Bullion Pasture
RNA's are located (Steven and Morris, 1984). Designation of these two
areas as RNA's does not constitute a mineral withdrawal. The decision to
establish a RNA and the decision to withdraw an area from mineral entry are
two distinct and separate decisions. Therefore, the designation of either
of these two areas as RNA's does not constitute an irretrievable or irrevo-
cable commitment of the mineral resource. It would, however, make discov-
ery more difficult and could heighten a potential conflict over mineral
development.

No recommendations were made in the Forest Plan for the establishment of
any National Natural Landmarks. Several potential areas are on the Forest,
but they aré of such a nature that normal management would have no effect
on them.

Unavoidable Adverse Effects

Scme adverse effects will occur under all alternatives.

Utility and special use construction and operation will disturb vegetation
and soils. The resulting facilities may alter the scenic quality of
sites. Special uses can interfere with other uses of the National Forest
and may reduce the opportunities for recreation. If Forest Service claims
for instream water are denied, loss of aquatic life and stream channel
narrowing will result from hydropower projects.
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Alt,

Short-term Uses vs, Long-term Productivit

Most land activities will have the same effects on short and long-term
use. A few special uses have short duration, but most of them cccupy their
sites for 20 years or longer.

Any impact of special use on Naticnal Forest land is usually intense during
the short construction phase, but only moderately affects the long-term
productivity of the land. However, a hydropower development could have
long-term effects.

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

Commitment of MNational Forest land to a special use is usuzally long-term.
Some types of facilities (e.g., an electronics tower) can easily be removed
and the land restored. Other facilities, such as highways and hydropower
developments, alter the land to a greater extent, making rehabilitation
difficult and expensive. Occupancy trespass does not usually create an
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of National Forest lands.

Acquisition of land through purchase, donation, or exchange is considered
an irretrievable action. Returning land to its original owner would defeat
the purpose of the acquisition. However, changing policies may dictate
tranferring some of the acquired land back to private ownership in exchange
for lands having greater public value. This change of ownership is not
irreversible.

9. WILDERNESS

The Forest had a total of 735,320 acres that met the minimum requirement
for wilderness consideration prior to passage of the 1984 Utah Wilderness
Act (PL 98-428). This act did not designate any wilderness areas on the
Fishlake National Forest.

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

Lands currently meeting the Wilderness criteria, that are developed during
the first decade of Plan implementation, are an irretrievable commitment of
the wilderness resource to other uses. Table IV-27 shows the estimated
acres of potential wilderness lands that would be developed by timber sales
and their attendent roads during the first decade.

TABLE IV-27
POTENTIAL. WILDERNESS ACRES DEVELOPED BY TIMBER SALES
AND THEIR ANCILLARY ROADS DURING THE FIRST DECADE

1 2 3 b 5 b T 8 9 10 11

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 Minimum Wilderness Criteria

Roadless areas with mineral potential may be developed but specific
locations and impacts are unknown at this time. Therefore the effects on
the wilderness resource cannot be estimated. Other activities may be
proposed after the Forest Plan is implemented, such as utility corridors
and other special land uses that may affect the wilderness resource.

Although the preferred alternative does not recommend acres for wilderness
designation, it does not foreclose future evaluations in the next major
Plan revision. Based upon development activities in the preferred
alternative and estimating unforeseen developments based on past
experience, it is estimated that in excess of 720,000 acres will remain
roadless and undeveloped and available for wilderness consideration.

10. FACILITIES
Administrative Sites and Buildings

Alternatives 1, 3, 6 and 7 do not include an adequate program for repair
and preventive maintenance of buildings and other facilities, causing
continued deterioration in their condition. Several administrative sites
will be closed and cuts made in warehouse and storage facilities under
these alternatives.

Alternatives 2, 4, 5, 8, 9 and 11 would include preventive maintenance and
repair, but cutbacks in the number of existing administrative site facil-
ities would be made in order to keep the remaining facilities in suitable
condition.

Alternative 10 would represent a substantial increase in the facilities
budget and could bring most of the existing facilities up to an acceptable
level of repair and performance.

A cutback in the number of existing administrative facilities is likely
regardless of which alternative is considered, due to better forest access
and changed working conditions and needs since most sites were
established. No alternative has a yearly budget large enough to finance
replacement and new construction of major buildings.

Under the provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (36
CFR 800.3), the effects of the "cutback" in the number of existing
administrative facilities must be determined for appropriate properties.
Appropriate properties are those that are at least 50 years of age and/or
represent a Civilian Conservation Corps construction project from the
1930's. As with any cultural resource, the property will be evaluated for
eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places. Adverse effects
to significant properties will be mitigated by data recovery plans.
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Transportation

Maintenance - First Decade

Alternatives 3 and 7 provide for road maintenance at a level which is
approximately 2/3 of the current level. Under these alternatives only
about one quarter of the system receives annual maintenance. The road
system will rapidly deteriorate,

Alternatives 1, 4, and 8 would provide for road maintenance at the current
level, About 1/3 of the gsystem would receive ahnual maintenance, The
collector rcad system and major local roads will continue to deteriorate.
Maintenance costs will increase, resulting in poorer maintenance and a
decrease in miles maintained. Generally under these alternatives, roads
will eventually become unsafe and contribute to resource damage. As local
or primitive roads become more impassible, new routes would be pioneered by
users or use would be limited to 4-wheel drive or all-terrain vehicles.
Most primitive roads evolved from wagon roads or off road vehicle tracks
and were never constructed to a maintainable standard. Maintenance often
accelerates deterioration on these roads by lowering the road grade below
the surrounding terrain. Permanent or seasonal closures on many roads will
have to be implemented under these zslternatives.

Alternatives 2, 5, 6, 9, and 11 would provide for road maintenance somewhat
above the current level, About forty percent of the system would receive
annual maintenance. Maintenance emphasis would be on roads supporting the
timber program while other roads will continue to deteriorate. Traffic
will be restricted on roads not constructed to an all-weather standard.
Rebuilding, closing, or abandoning substandard 1local roads will be
emphasized. This program will reduce the safety problems and resource
degradation associated with these roads.

Alternative 10 would provide for the development and maintenance of an
efficient, safe and envirommentally sound road system.

Maintenance - Out Decades

In future decades maintenance levels for alternatives 1, 3, 5, 7, and 8
would not change. Environmental effects of implementation would be the
same as previously stated for the first decade.

Levels of maintenance in alternatives 2, 4, and & increase to accommodate
approximately half of the system in out decades. However, since
alternative 4 would require the closing of some roads to meet wildlife
objectives, maintenance on the remainder of the system would be at a level
somewhat higher than alternatives 2 and 6.

In alternatives 9 and 11 maintenance would decrease to current levels in
the out decades. Effects would be the same as those stated for
alternatives 1, 4, and 8 in the first decade.

Although maintenance level would increase somewhat in the out decades,
alternative 10 would continue to accommodate all road maintenance needs.
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Projected road maintenance miles by alternative and decade are listed in
Table IV-28.

TABLE 1V-28
PROJECTED ROAD MAINTENANCE
(Base mileage for Forest Service maintenance taken
at 1983 level of 703 miles actually maintained)

Projected Miles Maintained Per Year

DECADE

Alternative 1 i 3 i} 5
1 667 667 667 667 667
2 Th2 946 946 946 9u6
3 4h5 hyg 45 45 s
y 667 896 896 896 896
5 T42 786 786 786 786
6 Th2 917 917 917 917
T 445 uus 45 ) ju5
8 697 697 697 697 697
g Th2 664 664 664 667
10 #1483 %1886 %1886 %1886 ¥1886
1 T4 664 664 664 667

¥Tncludes all system roads on present inventory.

Construction and Reconstruction - All Decades

No alternative adequately provides for construction and reconstruction of
arterial and collector roads, since costs are beyond existing budgets and
constraints. A proposed reconstruction schedule of these roads based on a
40 year useful life is included in Appendix J of the Forest Plan for
informational purposes. Adequate funding would not be available under any
alternative for a program this ambitious.

No alternative provides for bridge replacement or construction as part of
the Forest budget. Alternatives 2, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, and 11 would provide
some money for maintenance and repair of existing structures. Bridge
deterioration would be expected under alternatives 1, 3, 7, and 8.

Each alternative considered roads for access to private property,
recreation, timber harvest, grazing, mineral development and other resource
management activities, including road management. Alternatives 1, 3, 7,
and 8 would need a small amount of local road construction to meet project
requirements,

Projected road construction and reconstruction by alternative and decade is
1isted in Table IV-29.
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Dams

Under high budget alternatives, including alternatives 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, and
11, eight dams are proposed for reconstruction with wildlife funds. These
projects will increase water storage in the project area, improve habitat
capability for fish, and increase recreation opportunities. There will be
short-term increases in ground disturbance and some decrease in water

quality during project construction. Under the other alternatives no dam
reconstruction is proposed.
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TABLE IV-29
ROAD CONSTRUCTION AND RECONSTRUCTION
MILES PER DECADE

Altern- Decade

ative 1 2 3 4 5

1 Arterial Collector 0 0 0 0 0
Local 4.6 23.4 28.5 17.2 23.7

2 Arterial Collector 0 0 0 0 0
#Local 19.3 19.0 24.4 23.4 22.8
¥#%¥Road Betterment 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0

3 Arterial Collector 0 0 0 0 0
*Local 4.3 8.3 12.0 8.3 8.7

4 Arterial Collector 0 0 0 0 0
¥Local 3.4 12.0 16.5 7.0 g.6
¥*Road Betterment 13.0 13.0 132.0 12.0 13.0
5 Arterial Collector 0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
*#L.ocal 17.2 31.7 32.0 o4 31.6
¥*Road Betterment 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0
6 Arterial 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

T Arterial Collector 0 0 0 0 0
*¥Local 1.7 9.6 10.2 6.8 8.5

8 Arterial Collector 0 0 0 0 0
*.ocal 15.2 24.3 28.4 23.0 24,2
¥¥Road Betterment 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0
9 Arterial 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

10 Arterial Collector 0 0 0 0 0
*¥Local 17.2 29.4 35.8 L4y, 3 39.9
¥%*Road Betterment 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0
11 Arterial Collector 0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
¥}, 0cal 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 wet, particularly during late fall and early spring,
causes considerable damage and loss cof maintenance investment.
Reconstruction or construction of roads may increase traffic enough to
disturb wildlife and cause resource damage. These effects can be reduced
by seasonal area closures and/or betterment such as surfacing, drainage
improvement, revegetation, relocation, ete.

Road construction and reconstruction will temporarily increase soil
movement, but this effect will be reduced as slopes and ditches revegetate
and stabilize, When roads are constructed in semiprimitive, motorized or
semiprimitive, nonmotorized areas, the Recreational Opportunity Spectirum
(ROS) classification changes to roaded natural.

Dam reconstruction will temporarily increase ground disturbance and soil
movement. There may be some short term increases in sediment delivered to
the reservoirs or streams involved in the projects. These impacts will be
mitigated by revegetating all borrow sites and disturbed areas.

Short-term Use vs. Long-term Productivity

Roads do not significantly affect long-term productivity of the Forest,
because of the relatively small percentage of the total Forest acreage
encumbered.

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

Roads and administrative sites can be obliterated and the land returned to
productivity. Obliterating roads constructed with extensive cuts and fills
may not be possible. The time required to accomplish this depends somewhat
on how much is spent to do it. Roads built in presently unroaded areas may
prevent future consideration of those areas as wilderness.

11. PROTECTION

The protection element includes forest and rangeland pest management, fire
management, and air quality protection.

Forest Pests

The Fishlake's most significant insect and disease losses are associated
primarily with unmanaged timber stands. For the most part, the more
harvesting an alternative provides, the lower are the losses due to insects
and disease and the less the chance of catastrophic losses due to these
factors. This 1is especially true with mountain pine beetle, dwarf
mistletoe, and rots. Avoidance of Engelmann spruce beetle losses is more a
matter of prompt and adequate salvage and debris treatment, With western
spruce budworm, the greatest losses will be in younger stands.

Alternative 7 would have the highest level of insect and disease activity
along with a high risk of catastrophic occurrences. Extensive periodie
control measures will be needed to prevent spread onto other ownerships.
Alternatives 1, 3, and 8 will result in continued or slightly decreased
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losses due to insects and disease compared to the current situation.
Periodic control measures will be necessary primarily for mountain pine and
Engelmann spruce beetle, These alternatives have a moderate chance of
catastrophic insect and disease occurrences. Alternatives 6, 9 and 11 will
result in reduced losses and chance of catastrophic occurrences compared to
present levels. Alternative U4 will result in a moderate reduction of these
losses. A significant reduction in losses to insects, and particularly
disease, occurs with alternatives 2 and 5. Chances of catastrophic
occurrences are also light. Losses to insects and disease would be
minimized under alternative 10.

Periodic Inspection for insect and disease outbreaks in spruce fir stands
is needed. Except for alternatives 1, 3, and 7, increased monitoring will
be necessary starting in the second decade for all alternatives. In
general, the larger the acreage harvested, the more area will need to be
monitored for insects and disease.

Rangeland_Pests

Grasshoppers and Mormon crickets reach epidemic proporticns on the Forest
¢yclicly. When these epidemics occur, the qualify and quantity of forage
available for livestock and wildlife is decreased. Some sites may have
forage values reduced up to 50 percent, but considering the total land base
this may be only 10 percent of the total forage on the Forest. Under
current management, that would represent approximately 14,000 AUM's,

The amount of treatment that would occur depends primarily on the funding
level. Few if any treatments would be made under alternatives 1 and 7.
Moderate levels of treatment would be pursued with alternatives 3, 4, 6, 8,
9 and 11. High levels of treatment could be obtained with alternatives 2,
5 and 10.

Fire Management

Acres burned by wildfire for each alternative were estimated through the
use of Level II Fire Management Analysis. During the 1970's the Forest
experienced an average annual wildfire burn of 740 acres. With the funding
level of alternative 7, approximately 1,300 acres per year would burn.
Under alternative 3 funding, wildfire burned acres are reduced to
approximately 820 acres., A1l other alternatives have about 160 acres of
burn annually. Limited natural fuels treatment is planned, as fuel loading
during the planning period should not be a major problem. Alternatives 3,
T, 9 and 11 have no natural fuels treatment scheduled, while 1, 2, U4, 5, 6
and 8 have 100 acres each. The largest natural fuel treatment program is
260 acres in alternative 10.

Prescribed fire from natural unplanned ignitions will be used in all alter-
natives outside buffers and special zones. Use of prescribed fire must
comply with guidelines for smoke management and state air quality
standards.
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Unavoidable Adverse Effects

Wildfires may result in loss of soil, damage to range improvements, wild-
life habitat, and timber, and increase the potential for flooding. There is
the possibility of loss or damage under any alternative, but the proper
treatment of fuels called for in alternatives 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8 and
especially 10 reduce the risk of damage or loss. Alternatives 2 and 7
present the highest potential for damage or loss.

Short-term Uses vs. Long-term Productivity

Wildfires are short-term events. In the natural environment, they occur on
a cyelic basis and do not affect long-term productivity of the land. Both
wildfire and 1ts suppression can affect short-term productivity by altering
plant succession, fuel accumulations, nutrient cycles, energy flow, produc-
tivity, diversity, and stability of ecosystems. Prescribed fire can be
used for short and long-term advantages without reducing long-term
productivity.,

Irreversible and Trretrievable Commitment of Resources

Low levels of f{ire management may result in irretrievable loss of a
resource, primarily timber and soils, and off-site damage to private
developments.

Alr Quality

None of the alternatives allow significant degradation of air quality.
Uncontrolled wildfire produces the most air pollution on the Forest. The
State recognizes that wildfires are unavoidable, occur only occasionally,
and are of short duration.

Prescribed fires generally produce less air pollution because they are
burned at different times and under weather conditions favorable for smoke
dispersal.

Increased vehicle travel expected under the higher budget alternatives will
add only a very minor volume of additional exhaust fumes and dust into the
air.

The Air Quality Classification of the whole Forest remains as Class II in
all alternatives.

Unavoidable Adverse Effects

Under any alternative, smoke from wildfire or prescribed burning will
ccceasionally aceumulate in valley bottoms.
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Short-term vs. Long-term Effects

None of the short-term uses (wildfire, prescribed fire, vehicle use) are
expected to degrade the quality of the airshed over the Forest over the
long-term. Since the airshed is not isclated, it is likely that in the
long-term the quality of air moving onto the Forest from adjacent urban
areas wWill have a greater effect than air pollution generated on the Forest
itself.

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

None of the alternatives will have any irreversible or irretrievable effect
upon the Forest's air quality. The effect off-Forest air pollution will
have on Forest resources is unknown.

C.  SOCIAL FFFECTS

Some social change could occur in the five counties comprising the zone of
influence of Fishlake National Forest with any alternative implemented.
This change relates to potential development of mineral resources
underlying the Forest and an influx of people seeking a rural life style.
While the second factor has produced a slow, steady change, the effects of
the first will be geared to the pace of mineral development. The
alternatives affect the social descriptors of the Human Resource Units
described in Chapter II to varying degrees, but most of the changes and
effects are minimal.

Social Effects of Alternatives by Human Resource Unit

Richfield and Delta Human Resource {nits - None of the alternatives will
have major effects on the lifestyles, social organization, attitudes or
land uses in these HRU's. In the Delta HRU, this is due to the low rate of
participation in activities affected by the alternatives. Recreation at
Oak Creek is one of Delta's main uses of the Forest. Richfield HRU has a
high proportion of service, industries and retail trade not tied to Forest
outputs controlled by the alternatives. Alternatives 2, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10 and
11 would have a slight positive effect due to increased recreation and
wildlife opportunities, while alternatives 1, 3, 4 and 7 would have a
slight negative effect in this regard.

Beaver and Fillmore Human Resource Units - These Human Resource Units could
be moderately affected by the alternatives. Both have an intermediate mix
of agricultural and nonagricultural employment. People in the Beaver HRU
utilize the Forest for grazing, timber harvest, and recreation. Those in
the Fillmore HRU utilize it for grazing and recreation. Thus alternatives
such as 1, 3 and 7, which reduce grazing capacity, will have a moderately
negative effect on the 1lifestyles of residents of these two HRU's.
Conversely, alternatives which increase outputs will have beneficial
effects., In either case the effects will be modulated by non-Forest
related employment that has increased over the past 20 years.
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Piute Human Resource Unit -~ The economy of this HRU is highly dependent on
the output of two Forest resources: minerals and range.

In the case of range, alternatives 1, 3, and 7 -- with grazing capacities
lower than present -- will have an adverse effect on lifestyles, attitudes
and land uses within the HRU. Alternatives 2, 6, 8, 9, and 11 will about
maintain the current conditions, and alternatives 5 and 10 will have a3
beneficial effect.

The effects minerals will have on the HRU is assumed to be partially depen-
dent on the land area available for minerals development. Designation of
two small Research Natural Areas in alternatives 5 and 11 might have a
slight nepative effect, but on the whole effects will depend on the rate
minerals are developed. Assignment of nondevelopment prescriptions to
significant portions of the Tushar Mountains in alternatives 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 to the effects of
the alternatives of all the HRU's in the Forest's =zone of influence.
Individuals depend on several Forest outputs in order to maintain their
economic base. Many have consciously chosen to forego material benefits in
favor of the rural lifestyle available in the area. The economy 1s highly
dependent on the outputs of goods and services from the Forest. Thus
alternatives such as 1, 3 and 7, which decrease those outputs, will have
strong adverse effects on the lifestyles, values, social organization,
populaticn and land use on the HRU. Tmplementation of alternatives 2, 5,
and 10 will probably not lead to significant growth, but to a higher
quality of life for present residents. While alternative 4 would lead to
increased employment, it would require a significant change in the
lifestyle, atfitudes and land use of +the HRU. Implementation of
alternatives 6, 8, 9 and 11 would probably have the least impact on this
HRU, with alternative 8 probably having a slightly better impact than the
others.

Effects On Minorities And Women

Minorities other than women constitute 2.5 percent of the population in the
Forest's zone of influence. None of the alternatives should have major
effects upon them. On April 3, 1980, Congress adopted the Paiute Indian
Tribe of Utah Restoration Act, which allows up to 15,000 acres of reserva-
tion land to be established in Beaver, Iron, Washington, Millard and Sevier
Counties. As a result of this act, the Paiutes have been granted a
permanent special use permit to hold religious ceremonies on 400 acres at
the south end of Fish Lake during two periods of two weeks each during the
summer. Their use of this land should not have any significant effect on
projected outputs.

The Forest Service 1is an Equal Opportunity Employer and does not
discriminate with respect to race, color, religion, sex, national origin,
politics, marital status, physical handicap, or age in any activity it
carries out.
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D.  ECONOMIC EFFECTS
1. COST FFFICTENCY ANATLYSTS

The planning process, specified in the NFMA regulations, requires consid-
eration of economic efficiency as a basic principle of planning -- 36 CFR
219.1(b)(13); 1n the formulation of alternatives —- 36 CFR 219.12(f)(8); in
estimating the effects of alternatives -- 36 CFR 219.12(g){(3); and in
evaluating the alternatives -~ 36 CFR 219.12(h).In addition to the NFMA
requirements, the congressionally revised Resources Planning Act Statement
of Policy states "...forests and rangeland, in all ownerships, should be
managed to maximize their net social and economic contributions to the
Nation's well being, in an envirommentally sound manner..." Further, "The
Secretary of Agriculture shall continue his efforts to evaluate the
cost-effectiveness of the renewable resource program." The application of
Forestwide Management Requirements to all alternatives insures that
multiple use management will be applied "in an environmentally sound
manner.”

The main criterion used in the economic efficiency analysis is present net
value. It is defined as discounted benefits less discounted costs,
including only those outputs that can be assigned monetary values. In the
linear programming model, FORPLAN, each alternative was run to maximize
present net value, given the goals and objectives of the alternative. This
ensured that the prescription assigmment was cost efficient. The optimum
alternative is the one that maximizes net public benefits (NPB), defined as
the overall value to the nation of all benefits less all associated inputs
and costs, regardless of whether or not they can be quantitatively valued.

The economic parameters shown in Tables IV-30 and IV-31 reflect only the
monetary portion of the analysis used to evaluate alternatives.
Decisionmakers consider public benefits in addition to economic efficiency
in the final analysis.

Some resources produced on the forest were valued explicitly in the
planning process, others were valued implicitly, and some were not valued
at all. The benefits shown in Tables IV-30 and IV-31 are the result of
placing specific dollar values on timber, livestock grazing, recreation,
wildlife, increased water yield, and minerals. These are the outputs that
were expliecitly valued in the planning process., Timber values were
calculated using Fishlake Naticnal Forest timber sale bid prices for timber
sold during the period between 1977 and 1983. All other output values were
derived from data used in the 1980 RPA and the Regional Guide. All values
are in 1978 dollars compounded to 1982.

Certain resources were implicitly valued through their association with
resources that were explicitly priced. No dollar value was placed on an
acre of suirtable wildlife habitat, yet this resource was valued through its
association with hunting and nongame recreation activity. Those management
activities which improve wildlife habitat were attributed to more
wildlife-related recreation visitor days than those which degrade wildlife
habitat. In this way, wildlife habitat and diversity were implicitly
included in the economic analysis.
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Some resources could not be valued either explicitly or implicitly through
assoclation with other rescurces. Examples of such benefits include
research benefits of designated research natural areas, the value to
future generations of protecting and preserving cultural resources, the
benefits of maintaining viable populations of animal species not related to
recreation use, and the vicarious satisfaction derived by some individuals
who desire the establishment of Research Natural Areas yet who have no
intention of visiting these areas.

Economic parameters used in this planning effort can only serve as relative
ihdicators of the benefits to society that would accrue under each
alternative. They cannot be interpreted as absolute indicators of total
societal benefits.

Table IV-30 shows the benefits and costs of the various alternatives
discounted at 4 percent. Table IV-31 shows benefits and costs of the
various alternatives discounted at 7 percent. In addition to the above
tables one may refer to Tables II-22A & B, II.26, II-27, II-28 and Tables
IT-10 thru II-20 for a detailed examination of the benefits, costs, and
outputs of the varicus alternatives.

Individuals in the society place different values on resources than the
Forest Service or the Fishlake National Forest does. The detail of outputs
should help the reader to form their own opinion about the merits of each
alternative presented and not rely exclusively on the Fishlake calculation
of ™net present value."

Resource Values

The benefits shown in Tables IV-30 and IV-31 result from placing specific
dollar values on timber, livestock forage, developed and dispersed recrea-
tion, minerals and water yield outputs. These are the only outputs
explicitly valved in the planning process. All values are estimates of
"willinghess to pay." Timber values were calculated using historical
forest level bid prices from timber sold. All other values derive from
data used in 1980 RPA and Regional Plan efforts. Values used are in terms
of 1982 real dollars, and are displayed in Table II.25,

In the FORPLAN model, only timber, livestock grazing and dispersed
recreation were tracked and valued. By using an investment analysis
technique known as MIVEST, costs and benefits associated with all the items
shown in Tables IV-30 and IV-31 were analyzed. This resulted in present
net values that incorporated all types of resource outputs, as well as all
Forest Service budgetary costs.
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TL-AT

MIN.
LEVEL
Present Net Value 186519.3
Present Net Value Benefits 207636.3
Present Net Value Costs 21117.0
FVB, by Cutput
Recreation
Developed 0
Disperse 42,5
Range 0
Tamber 1089.8
Wildlife (WFUD's) qu3y,2
Water Yield 0
Minerals 201669.8
PVC by Category
Total Forest Budget 21M17.0
Fixed Costs
Protection 12373.7
General Administration 8743.3
Varaiable Costs
Investment 0
Total Roads 0
App. Funds - Roads 4]
Purch. Cred. Roads ]
Operational 0
General Administration 0
Non-FS Costs X Roads 0

Max.
PRV

452821.9
586224.1
133402.2

65028.6
121455.2
31740.2
56589.7
109561.3

181.3
201669, 8

95874.5

12373.7
8743.3

15775.0
9899.2
1874.3
8024.9

45293.1
5087.0

32230.9

TABLE IV-30

ALT. 1

349741.4
436870.7
87129.3

3274T.Y
53470.0
32136.3
24860.9
91829.3
157.0
201669.8

69242.1

12373.7
8743.3

7870.6
4409.7

908.7
3501.0
31452, 1
6917.3
15362.5

ALT., 2

335153.8
500026.7
164872.9

58573.7
55049.7
34887.7
57027.5
92618.9
199.4
201669.8

112403.4

12373.7
B743.3

22191.9
12967.6

1682.8
11284.8
55265.9

9513.6
43816.9

ALT. 3

347364. 1
426516.2
79152.1

27551.4
47693.1
33819.5
24446.6
91233.4
102.4
201669.8

62061.9

12373.7
8743.3

9000.2
3506.3
565.0
2041.3
24885.0
5520.9
15122.7

ALT, 4

3532687.8
501074.0
147786.2

45775.6
79175.5
33814.0
36654.9
103888.6
95.6
201669.8

122476.5

12373.7
8743.3

29564.4
6532.1
1792.7
4739.4

59166.4
9521.7

21884.6

BENEFITS AND COSTS OF ALTERNATIVES DISCOUNTED AT 4 PERCENT

ALT. B

371209.2
S6TU6S .4
196256.2

63110.6
86302.4
40287.1
68007.0
107650.8
238.3
201669.8

139268.0

12373.7
8743.3

36435.9
15040, 4
2128.4
12912.0
67595.7
9518.5
L6548, 7

ALT. &

347187.5
520300. 4
173122.9

51604,0
66458,9
34052, 1
63306.5
100965.8

243,3
201669.8

124085.9

12373.7
8743.3

30956.1
11748.0

1598.9
10149.1
57282.2

9667.7
%1795.9
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Present Net Value
Present Net Value Benefits
Present Net Value Costs
PVB, by Output
Recreation
Daveloped
Disperse
Range
Tamber
Wildlife (WFUD's)
Water Yield
Manerals
PVC by Category
Total Forest Budget
Fixed Costs
Protectioni
General Administration
Variable Costs
Investment
Total Roads
App. Funds - Roads
Purch. Cred. Roads
Operationsl
General Adminmistration
Non-FS Costs X Roads

ALT. 9

353688.5
518144.3
164455, 8

52116.8
£8688.3
33867.5
58410.6
103169.3
222.0
201669.8

118290.2

12373.7
B743.3

27536.3
11545.5
1603.8
9au1.7
55763.8
9518.5

ALT, 10

317897.7
550010.7
232113.0

51604.0
68456.9
35668.4
91184.4
101159.7
265.5
201669.8

152213.0

12373.7
&T83.3

51778.0
17986.1

1612.9
16373.2
71791.7
12429.4

ALT. 1

352852.2
516420.1
153567.9

5074l 4
T0687.6
33696.5
55502,2
103897.6
222.0
201669.8

118282.5

12373.7
B743.3

27405.5
12085.0
1603.8
10481.,2
56144.0
9518.5

TARLE IV-30
( CONTINUED)
BENEFITS AND COSTS OF ALTERNATIVES DISCOUNTED AT 4 PERCENT
ALT. 7 ALT. B
300341.7 349810.0
355800.9 U73658.2
5549.2 123840.2
23981.6  51914.1
B321.8 67063.8
32016.6  34850.5
6736.3 24633.7
87013.7 933013
61.1 217.0
201669.8 201669.8
52045.3 105802.5
12373.7 12373.3
8743.3 87133
4985.¢  20250.9
/9.1 4729.6
641.9  1207.6
907.2  3522.0
19578.8  52716.3
5370.5 §522.5
2857.9  15493.9

20974.7

67010.8

37297.9
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Present Net Value
Present Net Value Benefits
Present Net Value Costs
PVB, by Output
Recreation
Developed
Daspersed
Range
Timber
Wildlife (WFUD's)
Water Yield
Manerals
PVC by Category
Total Forest Budget
Fixed Costs
Protection
General Administratacn
Variable Costs
Investment
Total Road
App. Funds - Road
Purch. Cred. Roads
Operational
General Administration
Non-FS Costs X Roads

TABLE TV-31

BENEFITS AND COSTS OF ALTERNATIVES DISCOUNTED AT 7.125 PERCENT

MIN.
LEVEL

116632.7
129995.7
13363.0

0
225.0

0
550.4
22u5.1

0
126976.2

13363.0

7830.2
5532.8

OO0 O0

MAX,
PNV

ALT. 1

273877.5 222033.9
357344.7 275309.2

83467.2

38323.4
71813.9
20329.1
31524.8
68262.6
1147
126976.2

59549.3

7830.2
5532.8

9429.1
5796.0
1116.1
4675.9
28164.2
5750.3
20964.6

53275.3

20914.4
34637.7
20542.4
13945.1
58206.6
85.8
126976.2

43558.0

7830.2
5532.8

4721.6
2514.2
575.0
1939.2
19903.2
4377.4
8395.9

AT, 2 ALT. 3

ALT. & ALT. 5 4T. 6

212577.7 222233.3 214220.0 229575.0 216885.0

307562.8 270585.0
94985.1  48351.7

36180.3 18144.2
34530.3 32257.6
22111.2 214949
29120.7 13698.9
58517.9  57953.4

126.2 59.8
126976.2 126976.2

69051.8  39033.4

7830.2 7830.2
5532.8 5532.8

12817.7 5456.,8
6905.4 2018.3
1034.1 357.5
5871.3 1660.8

34330.8  15T47.4
5964.2 3493.7

21604.0 8272.5

300269.7 341254.4 313616.3
86045.7 111679.4  96731.3

26343.0  36675.4  30137.3
43132.0 50508.1 1772.7
21493.3  25355.3  21657.2
17748.5  34479.1  30001.5
64523.9  67109.5 62917.4

52.8 150.8 154.0
126976.2 126976.2 126976.2

Tu225.3 841117 T4T31.6

7830.2  T7830.2 7830.2
5532.8 5532.8 5532.8

17466.9  21111.9  17594.8
3429.0  7595.5  5704.0

980.1 1285.9 959.9
2448.9  6309.6 7441
35653.0 41044,0  34873.7
5971.2  5968.4  6096.9
10160.6 22596.6  19098.9
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Present Net Value
Present Net Value Benefits
Present Net Value Costs
PVB, by OQutput
Recreation
Developed
Drspersed
Range
Timber
Wildlife (WFUD's)
Water Yield
Minerals
PVC by Category
Total Forest Budget
Fixed Costs
Protection
General Administration
Variable Costs
Investment
Total Road
App. Funds - Road
Purch. Cred. Roads
Operational
General Administration
Hon-F3 Costs X Roads

TABLE TV-31
{ CONTINUED)

BENEFITS AND COSTS OF ALTERNATIVES DISCOUNTED AT 7.125 PERCENT

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

188901.7 220464.3 220129.9 199328.5 221264.1
223693.3 205957.2 313034.4 331997.8 313635.8
34791.6  75492.9  92004.5 132669.3  92371.7

14676.9  31405.9 30492.5 30137.3 29939.6
2665.2  42596.6  BWTI.7 WITT2.T  43508.4
20480.1 22052.4 21501.0 22478.4  21377.3
3788.5 13756.3 27BE6.1  4THES.6  2BET1.O
55074.1 59032.5 64566.8 63025.5 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 T1912.1 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  12381.9  15556.4  2u232.0 15517.5
821.5 2666.5 5680.5 9293.6 37311
392.9 692.1 955.6 971.0 965.6
528.6 1974.4 A714.9 8322.6 4765.5

12459.3  32758.8  34414.8 u4214,0  3UTE1LS

3398.5 3970.3 5968.4 7841.4 5968.4

1557.5 8392.4  17921.4  33725.3  17040.2



2.  BUDGET ESTIMATES

The average annual budget by alternative is listed in Appendix B. The
budget ranges from a low in alternative 7 to a high budget in alternative
10.

3. EMPLOYMENT, POPULATION, AND TNCOME

An economic impact analysis was prepared to predict changes in population,
income and employment that each alternative would stimulate if implemented.
An input-output (I0) model, IMPLAN was used for this analysis. The model
calculated the direct, indirect and induced changes in employment and
income. These effects would be indirect, and either beneficial or adverse,
depending on the alternative. (See Appendix B for a detailed explanation of
input-output analysis).

Table IV-32 shows the predicted impact of each alternative on the popula-
tion, income and employment in the Fishlake National Forest's 2zone of
influence. Alternative 8 is the no-action alternative. The impact of all
other alternatives is based upon the change from this alternative. The
range of predicted changes is in the plus or minus 2.8 percent range for
total population, income and employment. The range of changes predicted
for selected sectors, however, is much larger.

TABLE IV.-32
PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT POPULATION AND INCOME EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES
FOR BEAVER, GARFIELD, MILLARD, PIUTE, SEVIER AND WAYNE COUNTIES
(Estimated changes from 1980 to 1990 attributable to alternatives,
with alternative 8 the no-change alternative).

Employment Income Population
Alternative (Jobs) (MM 1982 $) (Persons)
Base Year 1980 12,700 259 36,450
1 =75 -1.728 =340
2 =17 -0.163 ~T9
3 -76 -1.729 -345
4 ~86 -1.645 -387
5 94 2.464 423
6 =27 -0.490 =121
T =345 =7.145 -1,561
8 0 0 0
9 -49 -0.940 -224
10 9 0.432 38
11 =22 -0.449 -102
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4,  RETURNS TO THE U.S, TREASURY

Returns to the Treasury are expected to grow dramatically from current
levels in all alternatives (Table IV~33). O0il and gas lease rentals and
payments from coal royalties and rentals should contribute the bulk of the
return to the Treasury. Each alternative's returns to the Treasury vary
according to the level of grazing production, developed campground fees,
and returns from fuelwocd and sawiimber production., Alternative 10
produces the highest returns; alternative 7 produces the lowest returns.

TABLE IV-33
ESTIMATED RETURN TO THE TREASURY
Thousands of 1982 Dollars (Average/Year)

DECADE
Alternative 1 2 3 4 5

1 9,613.9 9,605.0 9,601.9 10,089.3 10,088.2
2 9,721.6 9,767.9 9,771.6 10,264.4 10,268.0
3 9,614.8 9,606.,5 9,599.7 10,087.2 10,086.7
y 9,638.6 9.716.7 9,725.3 10,231.8 10,249.3
5 9,743.9 9,819.2 9,835.9 10,339.9 10,355.5
6 9,637.3 9,775.6 9,790.2 10,294.5 10,293.4
7 9,550.0 9,551.6 3,547.5 10,035.0 10,034.9
8 9,631.5 9,646.5 9,653.6 10,141.6 10,140.9
9 9,630.1 9,760.3 9,774.7 10,278.6 10,227.9
10 9,764.6 9,778.5 9,810.8 10,346.6 10,379.3
11 9,629.1 9,752.5 9,763.1 10,261.5 10,270.6

5. PAYMENTS TO_COUNTTES

By law, 25 percent of the revenues collected by the USDA Forest Service
must be returned to the states to be used for schools and roads in the
counties where National Forest System lands are located.

A far more significant source of funds to the state and the local counties
comes from the Minerals Leasing Act of 1920. The state and local counties
can share up to 50 percent of total receipts from lease sales, bonuses,
royalties and rentals. Forty percent goes to the Bureau of Reclamation,
and the remaining 10 percent of receipts goes to the U.S. Treasury.

Making an assumption that the counties might receive 25 percent of the
funds available from the Mineral Leasing Act, estimates of receipt shares
fo counties by alternhative are shown in Table IV-34., Alfernative 10
consistently returns a higher amount to the counties over the next five
decades than any of the other alternatives. Alternative T consistently
returns the smallest amount to the counties over the next five decades when
compared to the other alternatives.

IV-76



TABLE IV-34
AVERAGE ANNUAL ESTIMATED PAYMENTS TO COUNTIES
Thousands of 1982 Dollars per Year

DECADE
Alternative 1 2 3 4 5
1 2,403.5 2,401.3 2,400.5 2,522.3 2,622.1
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
1) 2,409.7 2,429.2 2,431.3 2,557.9 2,562.3
5 2,436.0 2,454.8 2,459.0 2,585.0 2,588.9
6 2,409.3 2,443,9 2,447.5 2,573.6 2,573.3
7 2,387.5 2,387.9 2,386.9 2,508.8 2,508.7
8 2,407.9 2,411.6 2,413.4 2,535.4 2,535.2
9 2,407.5 2,440.1 2,443.7 2,569.6 2,569.5
10 2,h41.2 2,444 .6 2,452.7 2,586.7 2,594.8
11 2,407.3 2,438.1 2,440.8 2,565.4 2,567.6

E. POSSIBLE CONFLICTS

The projected target and activities assighed National Forests in the
Regional Guide for the 1980 Resource Planning fAct (RPA) are displayed in
Table IV-35. They represent Fishlake National Forest's share of the RPA
outputs assigned to Intermountain Region., In the analysis of the Manage-
ment Situation document, we identified areas where the Forest was not able
to meet the assigned targets even with maximization of various resources as
modeled in different scenarios.
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TABLE IV-35

e

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

Program Elepent and Activ of Mea
Recreation
Developed Recreation Use Thousand RVD's
Dispersed Recreation Use Thousand RVD's

Trail Const./Reconst. Miles

Wilderness
Wilderness Management Thousand Acres
Wildlife and Fish Thousand
Wildlife Habitat Improvement Acre-Equavalents
Anadromous Fish Improvement Thousand Pounds

Range
Grazing Use (Livestock) Thousand AUM's
Timber Million
Program Sales Offered Board Feet
Reforestation Acres

Tamber Stand Improvement Acres

Water Million
Meeting Water Quality Goals Acre-Feet

Minerals

Leases and Permits Operating Plans
Human and Community Development

Human Resources Programs Enrollee Years

Protection
Fire Management Effective- Dollars per

ness Index Thousand Acres
Lands
Purchase and Aeguisiticn
{Escludes Exchange Acres

370
840

147

200
200

0.637

183

146

375
840
2

150

3
225
200

0.645

195

153

380
840
)

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

385 390 420 350 540 630 720
810 84D 90 960 1,040 1,120 1,200

3 10 1" 12 12 12 12

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

15

-

153

3
250
200

0.653

206

160

25 35 3 28 24 20 16

156 158 160 163 165 167 167

3 3 6 8 8 8 9

275 300 300 300 300 300 300
200 200 200 200 200 200 200

0.660 0.671 0.671 0.671 0.671 0.671 0.671

218 228 271 304 336 368 400

Targets programmed on annual basis.

167 175 174 167 167 167 167

Targets assigned by Region on annual basas.
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TABLE IV-35
(Cont.,}

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

Annual Unzts

1986- 1991~ 2001- 2011- 2021-
Program Element apd Activity Unit of Meastre 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030

Seoils

3011 and Water Resource .

Improvement fcres 160 252 344 436 526 506 485 582 480 479

Facilities

Road Const./Reconst.

(Arterial, Collector) Miles Targets developed at Forest level.

Returns to Government ¥illion Dollars
Work Force Staff Years 102 105 107 119 130

TOTAL_Funds housand Dolia 2,4 iy [ B4 i 4 i
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In both developed and dispersed recreation use the Forest has the capabil-
ity to meet Regionally assigned targets. However, the predicted growth
trend indicates that the Forest will have a demand of 660 thousand RVD's of
developed recreation. Capacity, at 45 percent occupancy rate, is only 588
thousand RVD's, unless new facilities are constructed. The same growth
trends for the area indicate that dispersed recreation will be nearly
double the assigned target in 1995.

None of the alternatives provide for achieving the RPA target of 169 thou-
sand AUM's. The alternatives vary in AUM's in 2030 from 120,700 to
162,600, depending on budget, acres treated, and emphasis of resource use.
The Forest's AUM capacity is influenced strongly by the past, present and
future nonstructural and structural improvement projects. Without con-
tinuved projects, the grazing capacity of many allotments will decline.
Consequently, use must decline.

The Forest does not foresee any problem in achieving the RPA target for
timber sales offered in the conifer type. The current market averages only
300 thousand board feet per year. Additicnal market will have to develop
for aspen before there will be demand for the wood the Fishlake can
produce. Regicnal reforestation and timber stand improvement targets
assigned will not be met since the backlog of these treatment needs will be
eliminated prior to 1985. Only the needs of current harvest will then be
required in these two items.

The Regional target of 671 thousand acre feet of water meeting water
quality goals cannot be met. The projected output wi1ll be only 611
thousand acre feet of water.

A Watershed Improvement Needs Inventory of the Forest indicates about
26,000 acres needing treatment. The Regional target is to have the backlog
eliminated by 2000. Three alternatives, (4, 6, 10,) provide for meeting
this target date. In the remaining alternatives the target would be
completed between 2020 to 2030 except in alternative 7, which does not
include any backlog treatment.

The cultural resources overview, as outlined by the National Forest Man-
agement Act (1976), will not be met by the prescribed date of 1983. As of
Januvary 1982, the Forest Archeologist has committed 95 percent of his time
tc the completion of project work. The Forest's project workload has been
heavy. In FY 80, and again in FY 81, the Forest Archeologist and a tempo-
rary archeological fechnician surveyed more project related acreage than
all of the other Utah Forests combined. The Forest cultural resources
overview will be completed by the next plan iteration.

There is a potential conflict between mineral development and existing and
proposed Research Natural Areas. These areas are presently under mineral
lease or claim. Should there be increased interest in exploration or
development within these areas, there would be potential conflict between
development and nondevelopment interests.

Conflicts could develop between big game and livestock interests on and

adjacent to the Forest. Monitoring studies are in place fo identify any
resource conflicts between big game and livestock.
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Coordination With Federal, State, and lLocal Agencies and Indian Tribes

Throughout the planning process the Forest has kept state, local and other
Federal agencies informed of its planning efforts. No major conflicts have
been expressed.

The Fishlake National Forest i1s required to examine possible conflicts
between the proposed action and the objectives of Federal, state, and local
land management plans, policies, and controls for the area covered in the
Forest Plan.

Contacts, meetings and other public involvement activities with Federal,
State, and local goverment agencies indicate there are no confliets between
the provisions of the preferred alternative 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 the Bureau of Land Management, Utah Bureau of Water
Pollution Control, the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, and county
commissioners of the six counties within and contiguous to the Fishlake
National Forest. Additional details about the public involvement are in
Appendix A.

There are no major conflicts between provisions in the Preferred
Alternative and the Resources Planning Act (RPA) Program.

The Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah Restoration Act (Public Law 96-227)} was
passed on April 3, 1980. The Act restores the Federal trust relationship
to the five Paiute Indian Bands and makes the Paiute Tribe and its members
eligible for all services and benefits furnished to Federally recognized
Indian Tribes. The Kanosh and Koosharem Bands reside in close proximity to
the Fishlake National Forest.

The President signed the Paiute Indian Bill on February 17, 1984 (P.L.
98-212). The Bill restores certain tracts of land to be held in trust for
the Indians. In addition, it provides that the tribe or its members have
the right to use a tract of National Forest land along the south shore of
Fish Lake during the second and third weeks of June and the first and
second weeks of September each year for religious and ceremonial purposes.

This Final EIS and Forest Plan will be made available to Federal, State and
local agencies and Indian tribes for their review and comment on any
possible conflicts with other plans.

Additional information is contained in Appendix A.

F.  ENERGY REQUIREMENTS

Evaluation of the energy effects resulting from the forest management
alternatives has become very significant since fossil fuel demands and
energy prices have escalated. Tables IV-36 and IV-37 show the
characteristics of the net energy balance of Forest-based resources. The
net Forest energy balance (net gain) is the difference between the energy
produced and the energy expended in utilizing Forest resources or services.
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The energy consumption (energy expended) includes the energy required to
produce and utilize Forest resources and to provide service and protection
from natural disasters. Energy consumption includes the energy content of
consumed fuels and lubricants, the energy used in fabrication of required
materials, fuels, and lubricants, and the prorated energy used in
manufacture of the machinery used. The energy directly consumed by people
is generally not included.

The energy yield (energy produced) is based on the present form of
utilization of any Forest resource. Energy yields relate to direct fuel
values, energy savings over substitute materials, or energy savings due to
reduced need for expenditure of energy.

The alternative that produces the greatest net gain in energy is the
Twenty-Five Percent Reduced Budget, alternative 7. It also has the lowest
rate of energy consumption. The alternative with the highest rate of
energy consumption is the 1980 RPA Program, alternative 5 which also has
the lowest amount of net gain. Alternative 2, Market Opportunities, has
the highest energy yield but ranks third in net gain energy vield.

Tables IV-36 and IV-37 summarize total yields and consumption of energy and
the net gain or loss of energy projected for each alternative. These
totals are evaluations for the next five decades. The figures in these
summary tables total all outputs and are computed from evaluations for the
five decades. These summary tables are presented in two parts to show the
effect of the yield of fuel minerals (coal). The impact of the yield of
energy from fuel minerals causes all net changes to be positive in Table
IV-36 . Without the yield from these minerals, all net changes are
negative as shown in Table IV-37.

The planning records and working papers available at the Forest
Supervisor's Office contain detailed analysis of these yields and
consumption by resource function over the same five decades that were used
to develop the summaries (Schwartzbart and Schmitz 1982).




TABLE IV-36
TOTAL YIELDS AND CONSUMPTION OF ENERGY
From Selected Forest
Activities* Under Proposed Management Alternatives.

Alternative Consumption Yield Net Gain
- - - Million BTU's per 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
b 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
7 220,000 142,127,000 141,907,000
8 500,000 142,119,800 141,619,800
9 500,000 141,119,200 141,619,200
10 640,000 142,119,000 141,479,000
11 600,000 142,126,600 141,526,600

¥Timber; biomass harvest; range management; water management; fuel
minerals (coal only); non-fuel minerals; road construction and
maintenance; fire management.

TABLE IV-37
TOTAL YIELDS AND CONSUMPTION OF ENERGY
From Selected Forest Activities® Under
Proposed Management Alternatives
(Excepting Coal Production)

Alternative Consumption Yield Net Gain
~ - = Milljon BTU's per year — — -

1 520,000 124,000 -396,000
2 380,000 130,000 -250,000
3 360,000 126,000 -234,000
4 640,000 124,000 -516,000
5 720,000 124,000 -596,000
6 600,000 122,000 478,000
7 220,000 128,000 - 92,000
8 500,000 120,000 -380,000
9 500,000 120,000 ~380,000
10 640,000 118,000 -522,000
11 600,000 126,000 ~-474,000

¥ Timber; biomass harvest; range management; water management;
non-fuel minerals; road construction and maintenance; fire management.
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G.  IRREVERSTBLE AND TRRETRT COMMTTMENT OF RESOURCES

An irreversible commitment of resources refers to actions which disturb a
nonrenewable resource. This also includes actions which disturb renewable
resources to the extent that recovery can occur only over a long pericd of
time or at great expense. Measures to protect resources that could be
irreversibly affected by other resource uses were incorporated in Forest
Direction and apply to all alfternatives.

Development of mineral resources 1is an irreversible commitment of
resources, since the minerals are no longer available for future use once
they are extracted. Normally, the role of the Forest Service is to manage
the surface resources to minimize adverse envirommental impacts during the
exploration and development of mineral resources. Approximately 300 acres
of surface disturbances are involved Forest-wide to extract limestone,
quartzite, shale, ccal, clay, gravel, and miscellaneous rock for
construction purposes. These are irretrievable commitments of rescurces
which do not vary significantly among alternatives. Amounts extracted can
be found in the minerals section of this chapter.

Actions such as road construction, timber harvest, and range management
generally are not considered irreversible. Soil loss associated with these
activities is considered irreversible.

Soil and water conservation measures have been developed for the various
Forest management practices to assure that soil loss tolerance values (t
values) for different soils are not exceeded. Soil loss tolerance is the
maximum permissible annual rate of soil erosion that will permit soil
productivity to be sustained. Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 7, and 8 have the
greatest amount of erosion. Management direction in the prescriptions is
designed to hold losses to acceptable levels.

An irretrievable commitment of resources is the production or use of
renewable resources that are lost or consumed because of management
decisions, including opportunities foregone. Productive timber that is not
harvested and subsequently lost by mortality is an example of an
opportunity foregone. The commitment could be reversible by changing
management direction to provide for harvesting the renewable resource.

Utilization or development of any one resource to its maximum potential is
generally accomplished at the expense of other resources. No alternative
considered in detail utilized a particular resocurce to its maximum
potential. All alternatives provide for a mix of resource uses.

Designation of Research Natural Areas is reversible, However, alternation
of a natural area by human activity is not reversible for scientific
purposes. Once natural ecosystems are unnaturally altered, their value as
a scientifiec baseline is diminished or destroyed.
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H.  ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOTDED

The alternative formulation process considered a wide range of alterna-
tives, some of which had major environmental effects. Many of these ef-
fects were avoided by the criteria established for selecting alternatives
that could be implemented. Thus, the eleven alternatives considered in
detail represent a broad range of resource outputs, but also minimized
adverse environmental effects. Mitigation measures included in the Forest
Direction and Management Area Direction of the Proposed Forest Plan are in-
tended to minimize the extent and duration of these effects. However, some
adverse effects that cannot be avoided are included in the proposed
actions. These effects are:

Scenic_Values

Vegetation manipulation and road construction activities cause a temporary
change in the landscape that 1s normally distasteful to the observer.
Higher budget alternatives with greater amounts of resource development
will have greater changes in visual quality than lower budget alterna-
tives. Acreage of natural landscapes will decline as roads, fences,
facilities, vegetative changes and other evidence of man increases.

Fire Management

During the short-term period of logging and thinning operations there would
be a temporary increase in fire hazard from waste left on the ground in the
form of unmerchantable trees, tops, limbs, and needles. This effect would
be greatest in alternative 10, least in alternative 7, and intermediate in
alternatives 2, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 11.

Recreation

The recreationist will experience a change in the social setting during the
planning period, especially for alternatives 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, and 11.
This is from a three fold increase in people visiting the Forest. The kind
and amount of restrictions placed on people's actions will also increase as
numbers of people increase. In addition, project activities such as timber
sales and road construction may disrupt recreation uses by reducing or
changing the type of recreation that normally would occur on the area.

Air Quality

Vegetation manipulation and road construction will cause a slight,
temporary change in air quality. This change, which occurs only during the
actual construction, harvesting, and burning, will be in the form of
increased dust, noise, and smoke. None of this will cause a violation of
State Air Quality Standards.

Erosion and Water Quality

In high budget alternatives, there will be a short term acceleration of
onsite soil loss and stream sedimentation associated with resource develop-
ment activities. Over the long term, so0il loss will decrease as goals of
management activities are met, and as permitted livestock numbers are

1v-85



adjusted to grazing capacity. Under low budget alternatives, such as 1, 3,
and 7, lack of mitigation measures will allow erosion fo continue at
present levels or increase. This includes sedimentation from lands where
maintenance is insufficient to protect the resource.

Wildlife and Fish

Increased human activities throughout the Forest will adversely affect
wildlife species which are not compatible or adaptable to such activities.
New or improved roads and increased use of existing roads will adversely
impact most species of wildlife because of vehicle-animal collisions and
expansion of the human use zone. The increased or improved access will
decrease escape cover which, in turn, will likely increase hunter harvest
and illegal kill of wildlife.

Cultural Resources

An increase in illegal collection, vandalism, and inadvertant disturbance
of artifacts is expected for those alternatives that provide for high
numbers or recreation visitor days. Mitigation was included in these
alternatives by increasing law enforcement funding.

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

The relationship between short-term uses of man's environment and the
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity is complex.
Short-term uses are those that generally occur on a yearly basis on some
part of the Forest, such as livestock grazing as a use of the forage
resources, timber harvest as a use of the wood resource, and recreation and
irrigation as uses of the water resource.

Long-term here refers to longer than a 10 year period. Productivity refers
to the capability of the land to provide resource ocutputs. Soil and water
are the primary resources. The quality of life for future generations will
be determined by the capabilites of the land to maintain its productivity.
Land usage and permitted activities must not significantly impair the
long~term productivity of the land.

Standards and Guidelines that apply Forest Direction in the alternatives
were developed by the interdisciplinary team and are contained in the
Forest Plan. Specific direction and mitigation measures were included in
the Standards and Guidelines fo assure that long-term productivity was not
impaired by the application of short-term management practices. Chapter IV
of the Forest Plan lists the Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines.

Each alternative was analyzed to assure that minimum Standards and Guide-
lines could be met. Through this analysis, long-term productivity of the
Forest ecosystems is assured in all alternatives. Alternatives 10, 5 and
2 have the highest level of short-term uses, as reflected by acres of
vegetative treatments, and therefore result in higher levels of short-term
consequences such as visual impact, fire hazard, and soil disturbance. The
remaining alternatives are shown in decreasing order of short-term uses:
8, 6, 9, 11, 4, 3, 1, and 7.
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The management prescriptions, management practices, and effects of Plan
implementation will be monitored to provide data for insuring that the
Standards and Guidelines are met. Details on the monitoring program are
included in the Forest Plan. Monitoring will also assure that long-term
productivity on the Forest will be maintained or improved by the
application of management direction.

J. NATURAL. OR___DEPLETABLE RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS AND CONSERVATTON
POTENTTAL _OF AITERNATIVES

Natural resource requirements for implementing the proposed action, or any
of the other alternatives considered in detail, require the basic soil and
water resources and associated plant and animal communities that comprise
the Forest and rangeland ecosystems. Decisions to assign lands to various
management prescriptions in this Planning effort were made with
consideration of the multiple use benefits and coordinating requirements
necessary to conserve these resources. Mitigation measures to insure
resource conservation are included in the Forest and Management Area
direction of the Forest Plan.

Resource depletion may include removal of a nonrenewable resource such as
minerals or the loss of a basie resource such as soil. In the case of the
mineral resource, once the mineral has been extracted it is gone.
Conservation of these resources might be defined as the planned rate of
removal and removal method in the case of coal, for example, that gives the
highest precentage recovery. Mitigating measures involved in the loca-
tion, development and removal of resources are considered and may be found
in the Forest Plan. Soil depletion through natural or manmade disturbances
is also considered and rehabilitation/conservation activities associated
with the potential depletion of this resource is planned for in each
alternative.

In addition, the extinction of a plant or animal species may also be
thought of as depletion of a resource. Protection and improvement of
threatened or endangered species habitat has been considered in all
alternatives and management direction included in the Forest Plan,

K. URBAN QUALTTY, HISTORIC AND CULTURAL. RESOURCES: THE DESIGN OF THE
BUILT ENVIRONMENT

Historiecal and_Cultural Resources

Cultural resources are protected by laws enacted since 1906.

With the conception of a project, a thorough field survey is conducted to
identify existing cultural resources within the projected area. If
cultural properties are evaluated as significant and eligible for inclusion

on the National Register of Historie Places (36 CFR 800), then the effects
of the proposed activity upon the significant resources must be determined.
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The following adverse effects should always be considered:
~Destruction or alteration of the property.
~Isolation from or alteration of the surrounding environment.

~Introduction of visual, audible or atmospheric elements that are out
of character or alter the setting.

~Transfer or sale without provisions to preserve and protect the
property.

Since 1980, over 99 percent of the projects conducted on Fishlake National
Forest have been determined as causing "no effect" on the significant cul~
tural resources. The large number of no effect determinations is consis~
tent with principles of management that steer disruptive project actions
away from significant cultural properties. For example, significant sites
within range chaining areas are simply flagged and avoided. Most projects
conducted on Fishlake National Forest are sufficiently flexible to allow
for the avoidance of significant cultural resources. An exception to this
is the land exchange which removes the protective umbrella of legislation
from the archeclogical property as 1t moves into private ownership.

When a project will adversely affect a cultural property, the effects of
the project must be mitigated. In consultation with the Utah State
Historic Preservation Office, a plan is developed to salvage the unique
characteristics and data that has made the site eligible for inclusion on
the National Register.

It should be noted that the enacting of any one of the eleven management
alternatives will not change the direct impacts to the cultural resource
base. Management direction will contihue to allow for the avoidance of
significant cultural rescurces.

Although the selected alternative will not affeet cultural resource policy
and procedure, it will influence the acreage surveyed annually and the
degree to which we expand our knowledge of the cultural resource base.
Alternatives 2, 5 and 10, which emphasize the treatment of rangelands, will
subject thousands of acres to the field survey while greatly increasing our
knowledge of the cultural resources. Range chainings, which are normally
positioned within the high sife density zones of the pinyon-juniper
forests, are intensively and extensively surveyed. Alternatives 1, 3, and
7, which have fewer range treatments will negatively affect the cultural
resource program by decreasing the annual total of surveyed acres.
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V.

LIST OF PREPARERS

The following persons, listed alphabetically, were the principal preparers
of both the Environmental Impact Statement and the Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan. Each person's educational qualifications, work experience,
and role in the planning process is included. Those persons who provided
significant contributions to the Plan in it's early development stages, but
Wwho are no longer with the Fishlake National Forest or no longer with the
Forest Service are denoted by an asterisk. Members of the I.D, Team are
denoted by a double asterisk. Also listed is the typing and copying team
and resource support personnel.

Charles R, Allred - Richfield District Ranger, B.S Range Science

Twenty-three years of Forest Service experience, primarily in rarnge manage-
ment with 14 years as a District Ranger. Participated as a member of the
Forest Management Team which has provided management direction throughout
the planning process. Provided detailed resource management input on the
location and scheduling of implementation action plans.

Timothy M., Bliss - Soil Scientist - B.S. Soil Science, M.S. Resource
Economics

Eight years of Forest Service experience at the Supervisor's Office level
in so0il survey and interpretations. Six months experience with the Soil
Conservation Service. Provided technical input on scoils.

¥ Stanley P. Buck - Geologist, Loa District

Four years Forest Service experience at district level. Coordinated
district input to Plan.

Rodney L. Busby -~ Et¢onomist - M.S. Resource Economies, B.S. General
Biology

Five years of Forest Service experieénce at District and Supervisor's Office
levels. Conducted economic efficiency and distributional studies of alter-
native Forest plans.

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

Seventeen years of Forest Service experience in a variety of resources at
the district level. Transferred to the Fishlake National Forest during the
latter stages of the planning process., Participated as a member of the
Forest Management Team which has provided management direction to the
planning process.

* Ellen Daugherty - Forestry Technician

Five years of Forest Service experience at Distriect and Supervisor's Office
levels, two years in land management planning. One year cartographic
experience with U.S., Geoclogical Survey. Responsible for assembly of gra-
phics, boundary plotting and compiling special solutions.



Bethea J. Edmonds - Information Assistant

Twenty years of Federal Service with two years experience at Supervisor's
Office level in support services in public information.

¥ Tvan Erskine - Fuel Management Specialist, Richfield - B.S. Forest
Watershed Management, B.S. Elementary Education.

Eight years of Forest Service experience at District and Supervisor's
Office levels. Af the District level primarily worked in timber, recrea-
tion, special uses, minerals, and fire management. At the Supervisor's
level primarily worked in fire and fuel management, Acted as team leader
for the Beehive Peak Fire Management Area Environmental Assessment and
author of the fire action plan. Also responsible for completing Levels I
and IT fire analyses used in the planning process.

Lynn A. Findlay - Forester - B.S. Forest/Range Management

Nineteen years of Forest Service experience at Distriet and Forest levels
with responsibilities in range, wildlife, watershed, timber, minerals,
wildfire, and recreation. Participated as member of Planning Team
providing technical expertise in the minerals management area.

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

Four years teaching geology at Vanderbilt University. Eleven years Forest
Service experience at Supervisor's Office level in geology and land manage-
ment planning. Responsible for coordinating all activities necessary to
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 at District and Supervisorts
Office levels in timber, lands, recreation, fire, forest planning, and
minerals and energy. Provided technical direction in energy corridor
planning.

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

Twenty-two years of Forest Service experience at Supervisor's Office level;
A.0. for 15 years. Additional assignments: safety coordinator - 10 years,
law enforcement coordinator -~ 10 years, special uses staff officer - 9
years, telecommunications manager - 1 year.

Christine A, Jauhola ~ Fisheries Biologist - B.S. Biology, M.S. Zoology
Four years of Forest Service experience at both District and Supervisor's
Office levels in fisheries habitat management. Two years of experience

with the Bureau of Land Management in fisheries habitat management. Pro-
vided technical input in fisheries.
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% Coy G, Jemmett - District Ranger, Loa - B.S. Wildlife Management

Fourteen years Forest Service experience at Distriet and Forest levels in
timber, range, wildlife, fire, watershed, minerals and land uses with four
years as Distriet Ranger. As a member of the Forest Management Team, pro-
vided management direction throughout the planning process. Provided
detailed resource management input on the location and scheduling of imple-
mentation action plans, Experience in planning has involved various phases
of the process ineluding public involvement, technical data preparation
{range and wildlife), analyses, coordinating resource considerations,
alternative 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 at District and Supervisor's
Office levels, twelve years as a District Ranger. Has participated as a
team member on three Planning Unit Plans. Member of Forest Management Team
which provided management direction throughout the Forest planning process.,

* Davigd Kennell - Hydrologist - B.S3. Watershed Sciences

Three vears of Forest Service experience in hydrology at Supervisor's
Office level. Provided technical input in water resources.

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

Three years of Forest Service experience at the Supervisor's Office level.
Three years with the National Park Service. Provided functional assistance
in the archeological inventory of proposed project areas and in the general
management of culfural resources.

¥ Lars Lind - Budget and Accounting Officer

Five years of Forest Service experience at Supervisor's Office levels and
four months as program director of a 100 enrollee residential YACC camp.
Process manager for the Forest's multi-year Program Planning and Budget-
ing. Participated as chairman of the committee to tie the program budget ,
RPA alternatives, and Forest planning alternatives together as one submis-
sion.

Elbert J. Lowry - B.S. Zoology

One year experience as an ecological associate with epedemioclogical and
epizoological staff for University of Utah at Dugway Proving Ground, Utah.
Five years experience as wildlife/recreation specialist for Bureau of Land
Management, Cedar City, Utah. Nihe years experience as wildlife/range
specialist (one year) and wildlife management biologist (eight years) for
BLM at Richfield, Utah. Two years as Forest bioclogist for the Fishlake
National Forest.
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¥¥ Don Marchant -~ Civil Engineer - B.E.S. Civil Engineering - Registered
Professional Engineer (Utah)

Thirteen years of Forest Service experience at Supervisorts Office level
with responsibilities in water and sanitation, road planning, design and
construction. Engineering representative for the planning effort relating
to Forest facilities and roads. Provided data for road system planning and
costs.

® Leonard A, Miracle - Writer/Editor - B.A. English, M.S. English/Journalism

Twenty-three years national magazine and newspaper writing and editing.
Author three published hooks., Five years Forest Service experience at
District and Supervisor's Office levels.

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

Twenty-two years experience at the Ranger District and Forest Supervisorts
Office levels. Served as a District Ranger for 11 years. Primary areas of
responsibility have been timber, recreation, lands, and fire management.
Provided technical input to the 1lands and fire management functions.
Served as team leader for public involvement. Edited draft documents.

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

Twenty-two years of Forest Service experience at District and Supervisor's
Office levels, including two years range planning and development for the
Government of Kenya. Served 15 years as District Ranger and 5 years as
staff officer for range, wildlife, minerals, and soil and water. Parti-
cipated as a member of the Forest Management Team which provided management
direction throughout the planning process. Provided detailed budget plan-
ning and scheduling of range implementation action plans.

Ferrin J. Rex - Landscape Architect - B.F.A. Landscape Architecture
Registered (Idaho), and Environmental Planning

Nineteen years of National Forest planning and management experience at
four Supervisor's Offices and one Regional Office (Intermountain) in land
management planning, recreation opportunities, and visual resource. Pro-
vided technical data, evaluation, and expertise primarily in recreation and
visual resource.

¥ Judy Rose - Archeologist - M.A. Anthropology

Three years Forest Service experience as archeologist for Utah Zone. Two
years National Park Service resource management, interpretation, archeology
experience. Provided technical input in archeology to alternative assess-
ment.




*¥%

Ronald M. Sanden - Forester (Silviculturist) - A.B. Pre-Forestry, M.F.
Forest Management

Twenty years of Forest Service experience at District, Supervisor's Office
and Regional Office levels in timber, fire, insect and disease, transpor-
tation, and recreation. Provided technical expertise in timber, fire, and
forest pest management. Member of Analysis of Management Situation and
Evaluation of Alternative Teams.

Jill A. Steward - Range Conservationist - B.3. Range Management

Four years experience at Supervisor's Office and District levels in Range
Management. Provided technical expertise in range.

d. Kent Taylor - Forest Supervisor - B.S. Animal Husbandry, M.3. Range
Management

Twenty-four years of Forest Service experience at Distriet, Supervisor's
Office, and Regional Office levels. Fourteen years experience in staff
assignments at Forest and Regional Offices involving all aspects of
National Forest management. Served as a member of humerous regional
committees and task force assignments covering a broad range of management
operations. Provided overall management direction on the preparation of the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Forest Flan.

Ronald K, Tew - Range Staff Officer - PhD in Plant Nutrition and Bio-
chemistry.

Twenty-three years of Federal service working with the following agencies:
(1) National Park Service as a Park Ranger; (2) Intermountain Forest and
Range Experiment Station as a Research Seientist; (3) Soil Conervation
Service as a Soil Scientist; and (4) Intermountain Region working on four
Forests and in the Regional Office with responsibilities for water quality
and water rights. Worked as an Associate Professor at Fresno State College
in California.

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

Nine years experience in range management at the District level, Thirteen
years experience at the Forest level in hydrology. Participated as member
of the Forest Interdisciplinary Team in preparation of Unit plans and the
current Land Management plan.

Ronald S, Wilson - District Ranger, Fillmore - B.3. Range Management

Nineteen years Forest Service experience at District and Supervisor's
Office levels primarily in range, wildlife, watershed and minerals areas
including five years as a District Ranger. Participated as a member of the
Forest Management Team which provided detailed resource management input to
the location and scheduling of implementation action plans.



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 VI

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 efforts to involve and consult with a variety of publics
during the formulation of the proposed Plan and Draft EIS. It also contains
and responds to comments received during the public comment period for the
proposed Plan and EIS.

The second section of this chapter, CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS BETWEEN THE DRAFT
AND FINAL EIS, summarizes the public involvement efforts undertaken during the
comment period,

The third section, PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS AND PROPOSED FOREST PLAN
AND FOREST SERVICE RESPONSES, contains all written comments sent to the Forest
and summaries of public meetings.

The fourth section of the chapter, MAILING LIST, lists all those to whom copies
of this statement have been sent. The list was composed 1in response to
direction in the Forest Service Manual, requests for copies, and those who
commented on the proposed Plan and Draft EIS.

The Forest Service conducted an active publiec involvement program throughout
the Planning process as directed by the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). Federal, State, and local government agencies have been informed and
consulted. Individual Forest users and interested groups also had the
opportunity to participate.

Prior to publication of the proposed Plan and Draft EIS, newsletters,
brochures, personal contacts by Forest perscnnel, and meetings with various
interest groups were used to give people opportunities fo review issues and
concerns, and preliminary alternatives. A summary of this public involvement
activity is contained in Appendix A.

TI. CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS BETWEEN DRAFT AND FINAL EIS

The Notice of Intent was published in the Federal Register. The proposed Plan
and Draft EIS were filed with the Envirommental Protection Agency and made
available to the public on August 2, 1985. News releases were also prepared
for the media in 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 the Draft EIS, Forest Plan, and map
packages were distributed to people and organizations on the Forest Plan
mailing list.

The deadline for submission of written comments was October 31, 1985. The
schedule for the preparation of the Forest Plan and Final EIS was such that it
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was possible to include all written comments received by November 30, 1985,
even though those comments were received after the comment period closed.

During the month of August, 1985, open houses were held at all Ranger District
offices to present the proposed Plan to the public and to answer questions.
Also, meeftings were held during the months of August, September, and October
with various interest groups and public agencies to discuss the Plan. Records
of those open houses and meetings are available at the Forest Supervisor's

Office, 115 East 900 North, Richfield, Utah, 84701.

ITI.

LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANTZATTONS, AND AGENCTES WHO COMMENTED

The following persons,
draft EIS and Forest Plan,

organizations,

and agencies provided comment on the
They are listed in alphabetical order:

NAME ORGANTZATTON PAGE NUMBER
Acord, Clair R. Utah Wool Growers VI-24
Andersen, Roberta Amoeo VI-44
Andrews, Dianne The Wilderness Society VI-64
Bangerter, Norman H. Governor, State of Utah VI-76
Carr, Dr. Gerald P. VI-90
Carter, Dick Utah Wilderness Association VI-91
Clardy, Bruce I. Sohio Petroleum Co. VI-i46
Cowley, Ivan Lost Creek Boobie Hole Grazers! Assoc. VI-40
Dykman, James Utah Division of State History VI-5
Flesche;, M. M, Chevron U.S.A. Inc. VI-60
Frell, Alice I. Rocky Mountain 01l and Gas Association VI-62
Fuellenbach, Mark The Richfield Reaper VI-45
Gordon, Gerald E. Utah Wildlife Federation VI-11
Gregas, Norman P, VI-10
Holt, Francis T. USDA Soil Conservation Service VI-27
Juliff, R. J. Southern California Edison Co. VI-89
Knuffke, Darrell The Wilderness Society VI-64
Lopez, Edward Dept. of the Air Force VI-4
Matuschek, Robert J. U.S. Dept. of Housing & Urban Development VI-8 2,9
Nielsen, Randy T. Mountain Men of the Wasatch VI-42
Niemeyer, Paul Sevier Sheriff's Posse VI-56
Niemeyer, Paul Sevier Wildlife Federation VI-57
Peterson, Bonnie VI-70
Peterson, L. Cordell VI-71
Peterson, David R. VI-47
Porter, James Niel VI-41
Robinson, Gerald VI-59
Ruesink, Robert G. USDI Fish and Wildlife Service VI-7
Salina Lions Club Salina Lions Club VI-119

Stewart, Robert F. USDI Office of Environmental Project Review VI-17
Stubbs, Grant N. City of Salina VI-88
Sudweeks, Calvin K. State of Utah Dept. of Health VI-68
Swanson, John R, VI-26
Tuhy, Joel S. The Nature Conservancy VI-27
Valantine, Vernon E. Colorado River Board of California VI-6
Vodehnal, Dale U.S. Environmental Protection Agency VI-48
Wintech, John W. VI-9
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IV. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS AND PROPOSED FOREST PLAN AND
FOREST SERVICE RESPONSES

This section of Chapter VI contains all written comments from the public and
the Forest Service responses to those comments. The comment letters appear on
the left side and the responses are on the right. To see the response, read
the corresponding numbered answer to the right.

Comments on the Draft EIS and Proposed Forest plan generally confirmed the
issues and concerns identified in the first step of the planning process. Not
all of the original issues and concerns were mentioned equally. Travel
management and forage for livestock and wildlife were mentioned most
frequently.

VI-3



»-IA

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
AIR FORCE REGION AL CIVIL ENGINEER CENTRAL REGION
1114 COMMERCE STREET
DALLAS TEXAS 73242

8 August 1985

Mr J 8. Tixier, Regional Forester
Intermountain Region
Federal Off:ce Building
324 25th Street
Ogden, Utah 84401

Dear Mr. Tixier

Thank you for allowing us the opportuaity to revaew the draft plansing
docutnents for the Fishlake Natioral Forest Utah

We econtamue to express our support of the Forest Service in developing
functional management pians for lands under 2ts control  The Adr Force
concern for these managepent issues contains the need to retain use of
exasting and the establishment of future malitary flaght traaning areas
and routes which may traverse these areas

Currently only one Air ¥orce operation VFR 1258 traverses a portion of
the extreme southwest cormer of the study area in question Although
f1ight training areas, routes, and, airspace requirements of the mali-
tary are subject to change 2nd do chanpe frequently, it is aot anticd-—
pated that new routes will be established in the ammediate future
However, if we do propose any change we will keep you 1nformed

Mission requirements, fuel costs and enviropmental constraints deteymine
the decision to locate military training activities. Because of general
aviation and population pressures, low level high speed flights are re-

1 legated to areas which are least accessible and sparcely inhabited
Therefore, we request that you give full consideration o how planning and
management decisions made by your agency may adversely affect or restrict
use of low altitude arrspace by the milxtary ‘the Air Force position on
this metter 1s based on the high training and readiness values rendered by
use of this low altitude ayrspace

We are hopeful this anformation is useful in yowr planning If additional

information is needed, our stafi point of contact is Mr Raymond Bruntmyer,

(214) 767-2527, or 729-2527

'JAHD LOPEZ, Chief Cy to AFRCE-WR/ROV
Pla.nnmg and Intergovermmental Affairs Branch G USAF/LEEV

The Fishlake Forest Plan should have no impact on the use of low
altitude airspace by the military.
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Andrew Godfrey

Forest Planner

Fishlake Hational Forest
115 East 900 North
Richfield, Utah B4701

RE: Oraft Envirommental Impact Statement for Fishlake National Forest
In Reply Please Refer to Case No. 1244
Dear Mr. Godfrey:

2. The EIS discusses cultural resource management in the Sumary (S-6),
The Utah Preservation Office has received for consideration a copy of the Affected Enviromment {III-23 to 26) and Envirormental Consequences
Draft Environmental Impatt Statement and Proposed Forest Land and Resource (V=5 to 10 and IV-88 to 89). Cultural resources are also a stated
Management Plan for the Fishlake National Forest. Our only comments are constraint to management activity that cannot be mitzgated. In
ralated to the placement of cultural resources in the plan 1tself. No mention reference to Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources,
of cultural resources 15 made under major points in the EIS, and there is no recording of sites on the Intermountain Antiquities Computer System
mention of cultural resourtes under Irreversible and Inevitable Commtment sites form insures that all significant sites are avoided during
of Resowrces. Cultural resources should also be listed under Adverse project activitzes.

Envaronmental Effects that Cannot be Avoided. Apparently the only affects
that are acknowledged are vandalism due to increased recreational use. That
point may be up for consideration, considering the amount of project develop-
ment and same of the probiems that fiagming brings with development such as
timber resources.

Since no formal consultatfon request concerning eligibility, effect or
mtigation as outlined by 36 CFR BOO was indicated by you, this letter
represents a response for informatien concerning location of cultural

gg;ngag;s. If you have any questions or concerns, piease contact me at

Sincerel

James L. Bykman

Cultural Resvurce Advisor

Office of State Historic
Preservation Of ficer
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY GEQRGE DEUKMENAN Gawmor

COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA
107 SQUTH BROADWAY ROOM BI03

LCS ANGELES, CALFORANLA  £0012

R19) 4204480

August 16, 1985

Mr. J. Rent Tayler
Forest Superviser

U.5. Forest Service
Fishlake National Forest
Richfield, Otah 84701

Dear Mr. Taylor, .

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS)} and Proposed Forest tand and Resource
Management Plan for the Pishlake National Forest sent to us
by letter dated July 22, 1985. We appreciate the opportunity
te review these documents, and the following are our
comments:

{1} The value assigned to water on the study's economie
analys:s —— $58.38 per acre-foot — ceems reasonable.

{2) The study's preferred alternative, Alternative 11,
produces an 1ncrease 1n water yield over Alternative 8, the
no action alternative, of 4,000 acre-feet per year uniformly

3 over the 50-year study period, 20 percent of which would flow
into the Colorado River Basin. The remaining BO percent
would go into the Great Basin, an area to be served by water
diverted from the Colorado River when the Central Utah
Project, Bonneville Unit, 15 completed. Hence, directly or
indirectly, any increase in water yield on Fishlake National
Forest lands will augment future supplies i1n the Colorado
River Basin.

While Alterpative 11 keeps water yield at a higher level
than most alternatives, we strongly urge the Forest Servace
to reassess the possibility of selecting Alternatave 10 as
the preferred alternative. It would provide an additional
72,000 acre-feet per year in the fourth decade, and 104,000
acre-feet per year in the £ifth decade, over the yield that
would be developed under plternative 1l. This would
represent & new water supply in the Colorado River Basin in
the fifth decade of more than 20,000 acre-feet per year. At
present, supply im the Colordo River Basin exceeds demand,

3.

Mr. J. Kent Taylor
August l&, 1985
Page 2

but a reversal of that situation is inevitable. We prefer
Altexnative 10 as the more favorable alternative, not only
because it yields more water on the average, but becaunse the
yield increases in conjunction with time as demand 1ncreases,

Sancerely,

Vernon E. Valafitine
Chief Engine

The need for additional water In the Colorado River Basin and the fazet
that demand will exceed supply in the near future is recognized.
However, ceonsidering all of the multiple-use objectives, it appeared
that Alternative i1 was the most feassible.

The figures for water flow, as with other outputs, are projections
which are dependent on budget The plan will be revised within 15
years and the water yield will be reassessed at that time.
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
ENDANGERED SPECIES OFFICE
2078 ADMINISTRATION BLDG
1245 WEST 1™00 SOUTH
SALT LAKE CITY UTAH 84104

September 3, 1985

Js+ Kent Taylor, Forest Supervisor
USDA-Foreat Service

Pishlake Rational Forest

115 East 900 North

Richfield, Orah 84701

Dear Mr. Taylor:

In response to your letter of July 29, 1985, concerning the draft
Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Porest Land Resource Management
Plan for the Pishlake Wational Forest, the Endangered Specles 0ffice, U.5.
Fish and Wildlife Service, has the following comments.

FPour listed specles have been identified &g cccuring on the Forest. They are
the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinug), bald eagle (Haliseetus
leucocephalug), Utah prairie dog (Cynomys parviders) and Rydberg milk-vetch
(Astragalus perfaous). Townsendia aprica (Last Chance townsendia) was Ilisted
as a threatened speciea in the August 21, 1985, Federsl Register. This
listing will be effective September 20, 1985, therefore, we have lpcluded
comzents pertaining to this species also.

The peregrine faleon historfecally nested on the Porest. HNo active eyrles are
prasently known to occur there but occasional migrants are chserved,
therefore, Wwe believe a "no effeet” situarion exists for this apecies.

The bald eagle 1ia & winter migrant utilizipg the Forest as hunting and feeding

grounds. No roost areas have been identified. The proposed plan would

maintaip bald eagle habitat at existing levels, therefore, we believe a "no 4.
effect™ sitvarion exists for this species.

The Ttah prairie dog has been reestablished onm two sited in the Porest, The
Porest Plan would maintain and improve habitat, therefore, we belleve & “may
effect” situation exlsts for thls species due to proposed activities Lo
enhance this population, When alte-specific proposals are developed by the
FPorest to improve prairie dog habitat, Section 7 congultation should be
initiated with this office.

The Rydberg milk~vetch occurs on the Foresr with an estimated populaticn of
4,000 individuals. Habitat for this species would continue ko be protected
under the proposed Foraest Plan, therefore we believe a "no effect” situation
exists for this species. The Rydberg milk-vetch is a threatened not an
endangered species, a6 deseribed on page 24 of the summary.

The Last Chance townsendia occurs within the Last Chance Creek drainage near
the east boundarv of the Ferest, coal miring and toad construction pose a
threat to this species. When site speeifis projects develop, which may affect
this species, Section 7 consultarion srould be initiared with this office

In pummary, of the five listed specles (effective September 20, 1985) that
occur on the Fishilake National Forest, only the Utsh prairie dog would be
affected by propesed activities 1o the Forest Plam. Prior to the
inplementation of fny proposed project that would affect this species or other
listed gpecies on the Forest, either positively or megatively, the Forest
$ervice should initiate Section 7 consultation with this office.

1f, in the future, the Plan is modified such that proposed actions would canse
a "may effect” situacion to any of the listed species, Sectien 7 comsultation
should be fmitiated.

If we may be of any further assistance pleagse feel free to contact this affice
at your coavenlence.

Sincerely,

Fitoid O R soinl

Robert G. Ruegink
Field Superviser

ecc: Glen Contraras/USDA~FS, Ogden

See comments on letter from U.S. Department of Interior.
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e, V.S Dapartmani of H g and Urban De
.,.' R . Denver Regional Otlice Region Vil

1A ; Executive Towar

Son .f 1405 Curtts Street

Denver Colorado 80202-2348

September 13, 1985

Mr. J. Xent Taylor
Forest Supsryisor
Fishlake National Forest
115 East 200 North
Richfieid, Utah 84701

Dear Mr. Taylor:

This 15 in response to your request for comments on the Draft
Envf'r02menta1 Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Fishlake Wational Forest,
in Utah,

Your DEIS has been reviewed with consideration for the areas of
responsibility assigned to the 1,5, Department of Housing and Urban
Development. Ths review considered the proposal's compatibility with
Tocal and regional comprehensive planning and impacts on urbanized
areas. Within these parameters, we find this document adequate far aur
purposes.

If you have any questions regarding these comvents, please contact
Mr. Myren Eckberg, Environmental Specialist, at (303) 344-3102,

3

Director
office of Community
Planning and Development

5.

No comment.,
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Sept. 19,1985

Gentleman:

After reviewing the oropoged land and rescurce managemen plame for the
Plshlake Mational Foresty I would ldke to make the Laollowing c¢omments.

1 am eritical of the statement that there is adequate forage and

habitat to saupport increased mumbars of deer and elk and, on the other

hand, in spite of the dramatic reductions in livestock numbers that

bave taken place during the last forty years, further slight reductions 6
ares indicated in order to maintain satisfactory range conditions, "
In my owm case, wildlife is having a signiflcant impact on the range

and is o factor of importanca in ewrenti range condition and drend.

This applies to elk in particular. I would suggeat that ths expansion

of the elk mumbers be carifully monjterei ahd axpansion be slow,

In relation t6 the wanagement of lands, I feel that many of the reads in

thes forest should be cleosed and that efforts should be made to maintain 7
a faw in good eondition, I would rathsr trawe] two or three times the °
distance cn & good road well maintainad than oreer a short rough one.

Sincersly,

John W, Wintech

Monori Peak & South kwater Lollow
% John Wintch

466 South Main -7

Manti, UT B&642

The expansion of elk will be well monitored and their numbers will be
held to the ability of the habitat to support them, If you are aware
of a specific area on which the vegetation is stressed because of elk,
we will consider it for establishment of a study transect.

The Plan calls for upgrading 13 miles of existing road each year.
Many non-system roads will be permanently closed.
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Norman P. Gregas
512 E. Centep ot,
Shenandoah, Fa. 17976

Dctober 8, 1985

T.5.D A

Forest Plan

Forest Service

Fashl+ke “ational Forest
115 &. 900 “o-th
Richfield, Woh 84701

Ladies or Gentlement

Becanse the Forest Service has been losing meoney on almost every timber
sales, »nd becouse road buildine, adrinistion of the sales, and restorine the
cutover land cost more than the sale of the timber would Lring in T bel.eve
Less *»rter $-les untal i-orovements in the system sre made, would be 1n the
best intrest to the Jsticn9l Forest and the tarpsyers.

Thank you for your tawe and help in furnishing the des:red documents.

Yorran P. Greeas

nce
ec

The timber program in the plan has an allowable sale quantity, the
maximm that can bhe harvested on an average annual basis for the
decade of the plan, of three million board feet, Actual harvest has
averaged less than a third of this during the past five years.

To reduce the costs, the program does mot ¢all for the construction of
any arterial or collector roads, only low standard ¢nes in the sale
area. Further, harvest methods which do not require replanting have
generally been selected to minimize replanting costs.

This is a minimal program which supports small local timber
operators. In addition to providing a produst, logs for local mills,
timber sales are designed to improve wildlife habitat through the
creation of small operngs in the forest canopy. Mlse, timber sales
are sometimes necessary to keep timber stands healthy through the
removal of decadent or inseet infested trees.
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UTAH POST SALT LAKE

WILDUIFE COFFICE CITY UTAH
FEDERATION BOX 15636 84115
Oceober 9, 1565

J. Eent Taylor
Forest:
Fishlake Matiomal Forese
115 East 600 Noxth
Richfield, (ah B4701
Dear MerCimacs? Re Ursh WildHife Federation Comments and

Recomemdarion en the draft IS )far the
Fashlale National Farest Land and Resource
Managerent Flan (RF)

We have reviewed the subject EIS and AP, Attached arve o sperific eomments for yoor conseder-
arion and comment.

We also reviewed the coments and recomendatims provided to you fram the U.S, Fish and Wild-
life Setvice (dated Seprember Z7 1965) and the drafr Utah Divimion of Wildlife Resources (UIMR)
respanse.  This Federatien torally supports de cocsms, coments and recomendations of these beo
agencies becaios rhear concerns are simlar to our concerns.

On betalf of the mre than 3,000 famlies represented by the Uteh Wildife Federation, I
thank yoot for the opparnundty to coment on these amportant docunents.

He respectfully request that the 1DWR's request that the BP be recogmaed as the Forest 9.
Service Plan anlv and that the UTWR be inclided an all future rnegociaions on those matters
siuch affect wildlife an the Fashlake Feorest,

Again, T thank you far tins opportumty to comment,

Sincerely,

Your in conservation,
%MM‘/
ORION
President

(ERALD E.

DEDICATED TO THE CONSERVATION OF QUR NATURAL RESOUACES.

The FPlan is the Forest Service's Flan for managing the land and
rescurces of the Fishlake National Forest. During implementation of
the Plan, coordination with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
will continue on matters that affect wildlife.
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UTAH POST SALT LAKE
WILOLIFE QFFICE CITY, UTAH
FEDERATION BOX 15636 B4IS

SRMT: Vesh Wildlife Federation Coments and Recamendations on the Draft Fovironmenml

L.

i0

2

1

12

13

14

15

b.

C.

d.

e.

mwtm)mmsmmmmnmm

Foce No. TL-08 (RF) Sageprouse

e are disappmnted far the lack of a plan o develop and/ar improve sagegrouse
habitat, This Federation opposes plamed range mamagement projects Hhat do noc
enhence vildlafe haintar, sagegrouse anclided. It is our understending that
st mpreeement: yractices adversely wmpecrsd Sapegreite popularion growth o
the Tidwell Slopes and the Seven Mile area.

FPoce Yo, TI-33

‘The Utzh Wildlife Federationfannot accept the plamed mnegerent: level of 82,600
deer and 3,400 elk for the Fishlake Forest. It iz ar uderstanding that these
mmbers are the (TKR's short-term objective for the year 1950,

As stated in yorr doourents, fish and wildlife resepres do ot feet crrent
publac devends for those resources. Your docstents also state that the humen
popadstion growth wall approdmre 100 pereent by the year 200,  However, your
aost. favorahle wildlife eyl fish alternative reflects a merve 20 percent incresse
in fish and wxldlrfe resamces, All of the slterrarives fml to teet the public
needs for flsh and wildlife reseamces.

The Fishlake Forests contain 1,424,479 acres, Surely the wildlife wsers (both
conzuptive it nor-omsinptive ueers) shoeld expect mowe than one elk per 419
forest acres end more than one deer per 17 acres.

Page ITI-2 of the EIS states thar, "Modmm habutar capability for deer and
elk, with an 8K deer to AR elk habitat rame is 136,436 deer ard 12,30 elk.

‘This Federation recommends.

(1) That the BPM reflact the potentzal crrying capactty of the Forest for
deer and elk under an intensafied management plan. T T

{2) An sgressive plan be developed for implerentarion using such techmaues
as deer and elk transplants to reach the potent:al carrying capacity of the
range as soon as possible

(3} It appears that the Fishlake Forest can spport st lease 100,000 deer and

at least 4 000 elx withoue anv ect to other resogces by not rxice the
chiectives Lo these levels as a minwram?

DEDICATED TO THE CONSERVATION OF OUA NATURAL RESOURCES.

10.

1.

12,

13.

14,

15.

The Plan uses the sage grouse as a Manapement Indicator Species which

will prevent management practices whieh will adversely impact the sage

grouse, Also, the Standards and Guidelines provide for habitat

improvement with their direction for habitat diversity, edge effect on

g:v:gtation projects and other practices which will enhance existing
bitat.

The numbers in the Plan are estimates developed to visualize herd
aizes or populations. The actual munber may be higher or lower,
bhecause it is dependent upon the carrying cepacity of available
habitat.

Even under the maximum wildlife benctmark run which maximized
potential outputs for wildlife, the Forest failed to meet expected
public demand for fish and wildlife rescurces. Without an unlimited
budget, all the Forest can reasonably hope to achieve is a balanced
Forest program that places increased emphasis on the {ish and wildiife

program.

As pointed out in the previous statement, the actual mumber will be
dependent wpon habpitat capability. Monitoring of critical areas will
be the primary means of determining ecarrying capacity.

No comments.

As previcusly stated, the habitat is the key Yo the actual pumbers of
animals., Monitoring during plan implementation will determine the
carrying caspacity of the habitat based upon the standards and
guirdelines.



ET-TA

Fichlake Nataenel Forest
IMF Coments. 16.
Pege 2

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Cs

d.

€

f.

General Concerns and Coments- 17.

Boes the preferred dltamative amtammlly becore the selocrad alrettarive?
Arermative #f 1s the preferved altermative,  Why?

Ner will happen if there is no furding to do &1l the indtiatives the plan
states that 1t will do if it has the money?

Page T+ R¥, We take exception to the staterents; "famters, Eichers, campers,
and poimckers are al=sn sigmficant publics, they often lack foml argamzation 8
to promte thewr interests 1.

W believe that bermise of past dEnagement proctrces the Forest Service fafled o

respond to the demires of tonters, fishers, campers and pickticers in favor to

users other than fich, wildlife and reestion. Thas staverent 1s best smpeorted

by the fact that there has never been a renge problen such as over—grazing or soil

erosion attribured to too reny wrldhife specaes, 19.

Page IT-32 of the FFM states in pert that "the majority of the aquaric habitats o
the Farests are produning trour at less then their potentasl."”

We questaon why this is and what 1s goang tn be done to amprove the production
up o the porenrial snd when will it happen?

We d that the to these questions be included in the standards and
guidelanes.

Page T1-35 R states, "Qorent grazing capacities were tesed on oucputs during
ﬂ:ems:.pmdxnvepencdsfurdmm}m." Wt dates were the most productive

That pege also states; "On some allotrents, livestock mareg will be ch
horanwetfatmgemrasbemadnevedaﬂmpwmnttdgmmm
renge.” Fleese provide specific examples of such mnagement, when wll it happen?
Itmrmmmﬂaitta:sd:iniﬂanwbmmdmdnmmardsmﬂgtﬁdehm.

It al=o states; "Becawse riparian arem rEnagement hes becore & mjor cancemn m
mm;mmﬁmmmmmmwﬂmmy 20
past abuses,”  Please provade sore specific eomples, We recamend that such -
imarives be ancluded in the standards and gndelines,

PageH-&OM“stats: "These insects take a mjor toll oo farage in aress of
concentration.

um:;:sl-appmsaremﬁmnsmhvesm:km’ If s0, please provade specific
Exam. -

it 25 recommended that this condition be raineained a6 the standards and puidelines.
Fage IV-T KM states; “The Forest Supervisor mey change proposed amplementaticn

scredules to reflect differences bervesn protosen ammal budgers and actual funds
receved.”

The preferred alternative of the EIS was modified in light of public
comment to form the selected altermative as spelled out in the Record
of Decision,

The cutputs shown in Table IV-7 of the Plan are averesge outputs. They
sre annual outputs averaged over the decade. Thus it will take
several years of below average funding to reduce the outputs shown in
the table.

In constructing and modeling the Plan, the Standards and Guidelines
were considered the level to which any activity on the Forest must
conform, Thus a reduced budget, such as in Alternatives 3 and 7 would
lead to decreased outputs but not decreased standards.

This statement has been modified to more clearly state the existing
situation. The statement is a description of organizaticns and the
publie interested in Forest use. It is not ipcluded in the section
dgeseribing the Forest Plan's response to these groups' desires, as you
erroneously assumed.

Many of the factors contributing to reduced fisheries potential are
largely irreversible or not under our control. In particular, many of
our lakes and reservoirs are producing at less than potential due to
accelerated  eutrophication, winter-x111 problems, and large
populations of nonegame fish (particularly in Fish Lake). MAlthough
many of the problems contributing to accelerated eutrophication have
been eliminated the process is essentially irreversible. The excess
of nongame fish in Fish Lake and other reservoirs could be eliminated
through chemical treatment, but that 1s a State prerogative, The
Forest 1s experimenting with lake aeration to tackle the problem of
wanter-kill, but has beep limited by lack of power sources on many of
its lakes.

Factors contributing to reduced fisheries production in streams are
largely controllable or repairable such as over-grazing, poor bank
stability, and poor pool development., The Forest Plan includes
extensive stream habitat improvement projects and a proposed fisheries
habitat improvement budget of $200,000 per year throughsut the
planning period. Repair of extensive flood damage on many of the high
quality fisheries streams will vse up large amounts of the proposed
budget for the first decade.

Tentative grazing capacities are established through range analysis.
However, the capability of an allotment to provide forage over time is
more important than production estimates at any one point. The Forest
has follow-up studies which determine if an allotment has the
capability to handle the stocking levels imtfally established. This
information is documented in allotment management plans which have to
be peracdically updated.

Livestock management is being changed yearly on many allotments.
Reductions in livestock numbers and seasons of use have been made as
shown in Table II-13 where permitted animal unit months have teen
reduced from 224,188 in 1948 to 136,900 in 1988. In 1964 the Watt's
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Fashlake Hational Forest

&;3 - Mountain allotment plan initiated a 301 reduction in grazimg to be
implemented over a 2-year period.

The Forest Direction, as well as various prescriptions provide
If the plan i3 baosd upn wrcreand findung end 1f fnding actually docreases Standards and Guidelines for riparian area management.
11t tna a "drop dend” vesimess an the plan?

. 21. When insect infestations teke a major toll on forage, reductions in
The page also states; "Crenges resltung from the budget appropristion process permitted livestock are not made. However, the ammals that are
shall not by considered a sigmficant amendment, and will not requre the pre- permitted are removed at the time utilization of the forage reaches
paratin of an enviramental et statement. proper use levels. Utilization monitoring is covered in the
monitoring plan. Standards and Guoidelines for utilization are
Thus Federation belteves that funding cenges which affect the progress of the provided in the Forest Direction. The Forest Supervisor has authority
plsn are sigmificant and this Federation requests that it be adnsed of sxch to change the proposed fmplementation schedule to reflect differences
Iepacts. between proposed annval budgets and agtual appropriated funds.
We recomend that funding be oeasured under the standards and gdelites., 22. This appears to be a question of degree. If the average funding for a
program (for example Wildlife or Timber) falls so far below
h. Pege IV-4 RPM stares, 'Muintmn productave styeems,” expectations that there is no hope of attaiping the anticipated
average outputs, and if those outputs are significant so that the
23 It e already discussed t:ha{:. "aquariz habutst on the Forests ere producng trout shortfall is oantmversial. then the plan will be revised, The
at less than therr potenrial®, so we recomend that the word lmtrove reglace the revision process is just like this imitial formulation precess, and
ward wmintagn and these wprovements be listed 1n the standards and gindelines. will be dome with full publie involvement.
i. Poge N—ih FM states, "l“lainm:l.rr:rx uprove aorent sl produttavaty and restore 23. Specific improvements are already spelled out in Forest Direction page
areas with vatershed problerms, IV-19, Preseription 4A page IV-87-88, and Prescription 9A pages
- 184-145,
24 ke recamend the word meintain be deleted. T-1i-ws
Wildlife and fish habitat improvement needs are identified in Appendix
Ve aleo recomend s adtative be anclided ond mainmned 0 the standands end D. Wnere improvements are not needed, it is appropriate to maintain
gudelanes, eonditions.
3o Page T-21 KM, We vecomend to add to the standards and gmdelines the folloning: 2n. Improvements are identified for watershed projects in Appendix Q. ¥Not
all sites can be improved with the proposed funding levels for the
(1) Modificarion and constructin of water develoments to benefte fish and alternative plans of action. Therefere, =owe sites will remain at a
25 wildlafe. maintensnce level.
(2) Medrficatzon end constructaon of easting fences and new fencang to benefit 5. A standard for water developments has been added but the standards in
ldlafe. the Forest Service Handbook are adeguate for fences.
k. Fage IV-X3 RPM General Direction I. Riparian area Maagement. 26. Ho comment..
%
Good! If thre 1s adhered to wildlife should be well oken care of, 7. Standards will have to be taken on a case-by-case basis For exawple,
a desert site may only be able to maintain 20% cover under the best
1. Page IV-42 R General Durectuon E. conditions, whereas some high mountain sites may be considered in poor
condition if cover is reduced to 40%. A standard of T0 cover would
27 We recamend that specific standzards be established on thos general direction, not be acceptable for both sites, because it —would not be attainable

m, Page IV-50 RPM — on the desert site.

28. All prescriptions are for multiple-use management, not single use

(1) Mancgement Area 6 B. There are 639,856 acres sutable for Iivestock grazing, management. They thus capn contain areas within their borders Ehat, are

28 However, the plan applies lavestock emdams perscriprion on 654,339 acres not suitable fer the item being emphasized  For example readows Tay
Thus acreage 15 more than atl ot the wildlife, all of the watershed, all tumber, be 1ncluded in an area assigned 2 taimber prescription., or siopes toc

all riparian all yesearch nacural areas, abl pormororized with developed recrea steep for livestock may be included 1n Frescr.ption 66 This s ¢

tzon, all sem-primtive notorized recreation areas, and all deveigped recreation keep the management areas broad  Since tre pre cript.er. are for

areas camined
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Fishlake Naricnal Forest
IME Corments

Page 4

29

30

.

Tus reflects that the Fishlake Forest has a lavestack emphams equal to about one-
half of the total acres.

The Federation questions thas emphems. If our analysis s correct, range in
decade I average anmml benefits are 159 mllwon dollars carmpered to 10,347
milion

doltars for recreatien and wildlife, Sumly stated the REM does not
adequarely plan for the needs of fish, wildlafe, and recreation

{2} 9 ARiparien aven mnagment,

64T acres seems low when compared to General hrection standards and gndelines
goals and objectives,

Recommendation 15 that raparian acreage of 647 be comatible with the standards,
gndelines, goals and objectives.

Page S5-I, EIS states; “Witemative if 15 the preferred alternative."
We questien why? Please explamn,
This Federation suppores the concems and recomendarions provaded to the Frshlake

supervisor wunder separate covers fran the IR and the U 5. Fish and Wildlaife
Serace because their concerns are sumlar to the concemns of this Federation.

30.

multiple-use, projected outputs rather than acres of a prescription
describe where the Forest is putting its emphasis.

The riparian area preseription is compatible with the Forest-wide
Standards and Guidelines from a wildlife point of view, It is a more
restrictive prescription than the Forest-wide Standards andg Guidelines
in order to provide more protection to riparian areas and fisheries

The record of decislon explains the reasons for choosing the selected
alternative.
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UTAH #08T SALT LAKE
WILOLIFE QFFICE CITY UTAH
FEDERATION BOX 15636 8115
Cctoter 21, 1985

J. Yent Taylor

Forest

Fishlake Matwmal Forest

115 Enst 900 North

Richfreld, B4TOL

’
Dear Me—Tayior: Re Utah Wildlife Federation Coments

& Recemmendations on the drafe (BIS)
for the Fishlake National Forest
Land & Resorce Menagement Flan

Please reference our October 9, 1985 written conents tn you concerming the Fishlake
Ravyoral Forest 1RP,

We have revigwed Chapter ITT, # Road System Fxpension and closures of the proposed
IRP. We support the planned road improvements, area closures and moad closures
outlined 1n the LRP  Please anclude this coment with our October 9, 1985 comments,

We appremate the opportumty to coment on thns mpartant land and resource
mEnagement plan,

Sincerely,

Yoor Erend dn taon,
ﬁ;m% wten/

GERALD E. GIRIXN
Presadent

DEDICAYED TO THE CONSERVATION OF QUR NATURAL RESOURCES
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1 REPLY Denver, Colorado 80225
NEFIR TO

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECT REVIEW
Room 488, Building 67
Demer Federal Center

Oetaber 9, 1985
ER 8571178

Mr. J. Kent Taylor

v orest Supervisor
Fishioke National Forest
115 East 900 North
Richfield, UT 84701

Dear Mr. Taylor:

We have reviewed the Droft Environmental Statement ond Proposed Forest Plan for the
Fishliake National Forest, and offer the following comments.

Fish and Wildlife Resources

We have three general areas of concern about the Fishlake Forest Plan, These are the
adequacy of exishing fish and wildlife inventories, management response to human
ptap-irlcmon growth needs, and rescurce program emphasis resulting from multiple use
analysis.

Past experience with this and other Forests has been that inventory data for raptors and
mugratery birds of high Federgl interest has not been adequate to make the balanced
decisions needed for multiple use management. It does not appear that the proposed Plan
provides a clear policy to inventory, or protect habitats for, sensitive species such as
cavity nesters or raptors on site-specific ochivities. For instance, removal of the
remaiing pines at old sale sites 1n the wicinity of the SUFCO Mine would reduce the
canopy coverage below the threshold levels for the Williamson's sapsucker and western
bluebird. Both are sensitive bird species and are on the “Migratory Birds of High Federal
Interest" hst for the coal program. Species placed on this list are there because they are
particularly sensitive fo disturbanee and recewve special protection under law er may be
declinmg regionwide,

Activity in the past to protect snags 15 evident by the Forest's dentification of wildlife
trees or snags. This program, while [oudable, apparently does not recognize the same
values that aspens provide as nest sites. Unauthorized firewood cuthing has removed
many of these 1dentsfied snags, rendering the mitigation measure largely ineffective,

In our specific comments (appended to this letter), we have recommended that specific
Standords and Guidelines be strengthened to recognize and provide for adequate inven-
lons(é Als s3tcn)ted in the E|S, the Standards ond Guidelines are also the mitigation meas-
vres (EIS 1i=3{).

In regard %o our second concern, fish and witdhife resources fail to meet current publie
demand for both consumptive and nonconsumptive uses. This situation wilt be exacer-
bated if the projection for growth of humen populations by the year 2000 (RMP, p. I1-7)

3.

32.

The 1ist of Management Indicator Species (MIS) is comprehensive enough
to take care of the concerns you express. Other protections are also
buidt into the plan in the Standards and Guidelines. The Forest also
operates under the direction of poliey statements such as the Snag
Policy. We also coordinate with other entities such as the Division
of Wildlife Resources and U.S, Fish & Wildlife Service, The removal
of snags identified for retention is unfortunate and law enforcement
will be increased to provide more protection.

The possibility of branging the supply of wildlife resources up to the
demand 1s scmething that will pever happen. The demand will always be
higher than the habitat can support. This Plan will move these gaps
closer together under a multiple-use concept, The Forest is currently
developing a wildlife transplant policy which will also help teo
alleviate the concerns you express.

Even under the maximum wildlife benchmark run which maximized
potential outputs for wildlife, the Forest failed to meet expected
public demand for fish and wildlife resources. Without an unlimated
budget, all the Forest can reasonably hope to achieve is a balanced
Forest program that places inecreased emphasis on the fish and wildlife

program.
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are realized. The most aggressive dlternative in terms of wildife and fisheries values
provides only about a 20 percent increase {compared to a |00 percent human population
Increase.

None of the alternatives ambitiously meet this demand for wiidlife resources. For
example, what 1s the potenhal carrying capacity for elk ond deer under intensive
management? When could this level be reached® The Plon has 1dentified o significant
projected shortfall of hunting, viewing, ete. opportumties. Ambitious progroms such os
supplementat transplanting of wildhife (e.g elk) to bolster existing populations or to
establish new populations need to be implemented ta fill the exishing habitat (€[S 5-7) as
quickly as passible.

It was noted on page IV-50 (RMP) that hvestock grazing 15 propased 1o be emphasized on
654,539 qeres (46 percent of the Forest), Yet on page i1-37, the RMP indicates only
632,856 acres are suitable for livestock grazing, Acreage emphasized for grozing
exceeds the acreage emphasized for all recreation, fisheries, wildlife, wood preduction,
ond riparian combined {628,540},

At the same time, the EIS mdicates that wildlife and recreation aecount for nearly half
the projected annual benefits under Atternative |1 (EIS -84}, Ronge and rimber aceount
for less than 5 percent each It s apparent that to recetve maximized benefits, range
and timber should be used as toels to accomphsh improvements needed in the wildhfe and
recreation programs. Wildlife populations should be maximized and range and timber
meshed where remaining opportunities exist.

Demands for fuelwood, timber, minerals, livestock, and rights-of-way have caused the
continued degradatton of many fish and wildhfe resources. In many instances, mrhigation
has not occurred, has not been compensatory, or has not been effective. On a cumulative
basis, these tmpacts are mounting and should be addressed,

To summarize, we believe that the Forest Plan, while providing benefits to wildl fe, does
not adequately recogmze the needs of fisheries and wildhife. It should consider deampha-
sis of programs such as livestack and timber, taking into consideration cost effectiveness
and termpering such programs as munrerals ond lands where fisheries and wildiife values
are degraded without compensation or mitigation. The U5, Fish and Wildhife Service
would be pleased to work with you in resolving the issues discussed in these comments,

Threatened and Endongered Species

Five listed species have been identified os oceurring on the Forest. They are the pere~
grine falcon {Falco peregrinush, bald eagle Haligeetus leucocepholus), Utah prairie dog
(Cynorys Earvudensf, Rydberg milk-vetch (Astragalus perionus), and Townsendia gprica
Lost Chance townsendra).

The peregrine falcon historically nested on the Forest. No active eyries are presently
known to ceewr there but oceosional migrants are observed, therefore, we believe g ''mo
effect" situation cxists For this species.

33.

34,

A1l prescriptions are for multiple-use management, not single use
panagement  They thus can contain areas within their borders that are
not suitable for the item being emphasized. For example meadows may
be included in an ares assigned a timber prescription, or slopes too
steep for livestock may be ineluded in Prescription 6B. This is to
keep the management areas broad. Since the preseripticns are for
muttipie-use you should look at projected outputs rather than acres of
a presceription.

Any management practices contemplated by the Forest, which may affeet
the listed specles you menticn, will be coord:inated by consultation
with the US Fish & Wildlife Service.
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The bald eagle 1s a winter migrant uhlizing the forest as hunting end feeding grounds.
No roost areas have been idenfified, The proposed plan would mamntain bald eagle habi-
tat at existing levels; therefore, we believe g "no effect™ situation exists for this species.

The Utah prairie dog has been reestablished on two sites in the Forest. The Forest Plan
would maintain and improve habitat; therefore, we believe a "may effect" situation
exsts for thus species due to proposed activities to enhonce this populotion. When site-
specific propasals are developed by the Forest to improve prairie dog habitat, Section 7
consultation should be imtiated with the U.S. Fish ond Wildlife Service (USFWS) office n
Sajt Lake City, UT.

The Rydberg milk-vetch occurs on the Forest with an estimated population of 4,000 indi-
viduals, Habitat for this species would continue to be protected under the proposed
Forest Plan, therefore we believe a "no effect” situation exists for this species  The
Rydberg milk-vetch is a threatened not an endangered species, as described on page 24 of
the summary.

The Last Chance townsendia oceurs within the Last Chance Creek drainage near the east
boundary of the Forest; coal mining and road construction pose a threat to this species.,
When site specific projects develop which may effect this species, Section 7 consultation
should be imtiated.

Prior to the implementation of any proposed project that would affect any histed species
on the Farest, either positively or negatively, the Forest Service should imtiate Sechion 7
consultation with the USFWS Endangered Spectes Office in Salt Lake City, UT. [f, in the
the future, the Plan 1s modified such that proposed actions would cause a "may affect”
situation to any of the listed species, Section 7 consultation should be initiated.

Minera] Resources

The subject documents adequately discuss mineral resources and the impacts each alter-
native would have on mineral-related achivities. Past, present, and possible future
rmuneral achvities in the forest are discussed (DEIS pp, 11-52-57, PLRMP pp. Il 50-55).
Geologic potential (evaluated as high, moderate, and low) for the occurrence of coal, o1l
and gas, uranium, and geothermal resources are described (DE!S pp. (11-53-55). Table IV-
24 (DEIS p. IV-49) compares acreage by alternative for each o1l and gas potential cate-
gory with areas where exploration and development activities would be restricted by
proposed land management practices (restriction categories are total, high, moderate, or
low} Methodolagy and results of applying the unsuitability criteria to high and moder-
ate-potential coal areas are explained in Appendix O (PLRMP), Standord and special
stipulations that could be applied to leases are included in the PLMRMP {appendix H).

The discussion of the oll shale withdrawal (DEIS p. 1I-4) 1s ingccurate and incomplete.
Executive QOrder 5327, which temporarily withdrew deposits of otl shale ond lands con-
taining such deposits from the mimeral laws of the United States, was dated Aprd 15,
1930—not June 25, 1910, On Jonuary 26, 1967, the Bureau of Land Management filed an
appltcation for withdrawal of all oil shale deposits of public lands in Wyoming, Utah, and
Colorado. We understand that a revocation of the oil shale withdrawal i the Fishiake

35.

36.

We agree. Consultation will be initiated.

Existing oil shale withdrawal acreages have been corrected. PLO 5157,
dated February 7, 1972, deleted o1l shele withdrawals on Faishlake
National Forest lands.

Mineral constraints are primarily associated with Prescriptions 3B and
10A. These areas are shown on the Forest maps.
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Nationa! Forest 1s pending. The final documents should elarify whether lands in the ol
shale withdrawal are apen {o mineral location and leosing, ond should accurately retlect
the acreage of lands withdrawn,

The usefulness of the documents would be enhanced by addition of maps showsng areas
having mineral potential and areas where management practices would constrain min-
eral-related activities. Such maps would facilitote assessment of the Impocts each
alternative would have on minera! exploration and development activities.

Tables 1i-10 through 11-20 (DEIS pp. 11-33-64) project the average annval benefits, costs,
and returns for each alternative throughout the 50-year planming period. 1t 13 nat clear,
however, why mireral income prajections are the same for each of the propesed alterna-~
tives, Stated goals or objectives of alternatives 2, 5, 7, and 10 are to maximize resource
output, including minerals, alternatives 9 and !l have a specific objechive of rehabilihing
inactive sines {DEIS pp, 11-31-62). Also, under alternatives 5, 6, and 10, there are fewer
restrichions on mineral activity in aregs that have moderate potental for oil and gas
(Table 1V-25, DEIS p, I¥-53), Subsequent versians of the documents should conssder the
effects each alternative would have upon projected mineral output,

Coal

The draft EIS does not analyze in detail the impacts that could result from coal leasing
and development beyond that evaluated in the Uinta-Southwestern Litch Coal Region
Final EIS, Round 2, The Forest Plan should note that addittonal environmental analysis
and coordination with the Bureou of Land Management will be necessary befare any
addhhonal coal leasing occurs. We commend the Forest Service for addressing ynsuitabil-
1ty criteria for coal leasing under 43 CFR 3400 in Appendix O of the Proposed Land and
Resource Menagement Plan,

Water Resources

MNone of the aiternatives under consideration would have ony impact on any Buregu of
Reclomation project. Although the Sevier River portion of the proposed lrrigation and
Drainage System of the Bonneville Unit 1s within the scepe of the Forest Plon, no facili-
ties would be constructed on the Nahional Forest., Also, all of the alternatives would
maintain the current water yield capabilities of the Sevier River drainage so the Bonne-
ville Uit water supply would remain as presently projected.

The study area for Reclamation's Wasatch Front Total Water Management Study encom-
passes parts of Juab, Millard, and Sanpete Counties that are within the Fishlake National
Forest, The goals ond objectives of the Forest Plan will be embodied in the water man-
dgement stydy through consultatian with the Forest Service,

The EIS should discuss precautions to protect wells and springs against pollution when
using herbicides to control weeds.

Drilling of seismic shotholes and geothermal, o, and gas testholes 1s mentioned., The
requirements far filling and sealing the abandaned hales to protect groundwater resour-
ces should be discussed.

37.

38.

39.

There currently are three mineral related developments on the Forest
that produce 2ll but an insignificant portion of the minerals
penefits  These projects are: The Sufco Coal Mine, Martin-Marietta
Cement Plapt, and Mother Earth Industries Geothermal Plant. Tnese are
all long term operations. Since mineral activity is basically a walk
in use of the Forest that is controlled by world wide economic
conditions, future activity cannot be anticipated. Displaying the
restrictions on mineral activity by alternative describes the effects
on minerals of the alternative.

The informetion requested is given in Appendix 0, A statement on
coordination with the ELM has beeh added.

An EIS is presently being prepared covering noxious weed control
throughout the Intermountain Reglon. This will be completed in the
summer of 1986 and will cover possible water contzmination.

The standard stipulations provided in Appendix H of the Forest Plan
cover the requirements for restoring a site following completion of
the project work. Permittees are bonded to insure that work is
completed.

In the preferred alternative (the Plan)} portions of the munmicipal
watershed areas, listed in the current alternative, are covered by
prescriptions for Watershed and Wildlife., This provides the needed
protection for the watersheds while ancreasing flexibility te allow
other uses,
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We note that the ocreege assigned to municipal watersheds under the planned maonage-
ment prescription 15 fo decrease from the current 3,636 acres to 1,179 acres. This should
be explained.

Capitol Reef National Park

We would hke to see consideration in the plan for fencing by the U.5. Forest Service
(USFS) of the common boundary between Fishioke National Forest and Capitol Reef
Nattonal Park, Infrusions of caftle onte park lands accur with consequent impacts on the
vegetation in that part of the park.

There 1s no mention of the proximity of the Fishlake National Forest to Capitol Reef
National Park, a Class | Air Guality area, Coal leases on USFS lands are present near the
boundory, and use of the dirt access road (State Road 72} and the petential mining acth-
vity itself should be considered as potential threats (primarily dust) to Capitol Reef's air
quality, The nearby Cathedro! Valley/Upper South Desert overlook i the park hos been
proposed as an integral vista for the Utah Statewide Air Quality Implementation Plan,

National Natural Landmarks

Specifics on proposed National Natural Landmarks should be in¢luded. For information
on these you may contact Ms. Carofe Madison, National Park Service, Rocky Mountain
Regional Office, 655 Parfet Sireet, P.O. Box 25287, Denver, CO 80225,

Corridars

There are some potential conflicts between "windows" described in the Forest Plan and
the Buregw of Land Management's analysis for cornidors on public lands. As it 15 in the
public interest for occeptable potenhal rights-of-way to be compatible across adjoining
Federal lands, these conflicts need to be resolved through discussions between BLM and
the Forest Service.

Sincerely,

NI T

Robert F. Stewart
Regional Environrmental Officer

Encicsure

40,

k1.

42,

43,

This isspe iz between the Papk and the livestock owners. As the
Agency superimposang & change in management, we believe 1t 15 the Park
Service's responsibility to work with the livestock owners to arrive
at an acceptable solution, The Forest would be willing to help as a
liaison in this matter.

Standards and Guidelines were added to the Forest Direction to Insure
consideration is given to air quality when any activities occur near
Capitol Reef National Park. Dust from State Highway U-T2 should be no
worse than dust from the Burr Trail whieh is within the Naticnal Park.

A discussion of National Natural Landmarks has been added.

The Furest is keeping in touch with the BLM on this problem and Is
awaiting the documentation of this analysis. To help solve the
problem, the use of the word ™window™ is being redefined.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS - PROPOSED FOREST PLAN

The Forest Standards and Guidelines (RMP, 1V-10) establish the "baseline" requirements
maintained in carrying cut the Forest Plan. This 15 a good start, but we believe that they
need to be bolstered to further protect wildiife and fisheries resources.

Page W-11, item 4 Standards avd Guidelines should be established ta provide maximum
nesting opportumihies for cavity nesting birds and raptors, They also need to address
other critical wildlife funchions, Aspen commumities provide the majority of cavity nest
sites of the areas surveyed and primary nest sites for tres-dwelling raptors.

Page 1V-18, Wildlife and Fish Resource Management {(WFRM), ttem [: Standards and
Guidelines should require site-specific inventaries for high Federal Interest species at all
sttas undergoing surface disturbance, fuelwoed and timber cuthing, or where nen-surface
disturbing octivities such as seismic exploration witl interrupt critical life functions near
raptor nest sites.

Page 1V-18, WFRM, item 2: The Standards and Guidehines should notes that the "Eagle
Act" and the "Migratory Bird Treaty Act® provide more restrictive regulations regarding
activities that affeet nesting birds, especially eagles.

Page |V-18, WFRM, item 3+ The Standards and Guidelines should reguire the reestablish.
ment of or supplemental stocking of all suitable sites by o specified date,

Page IV-18, WFRM, item &: The Standards and Guidelines should require monitoring of
these species populations to assure they are not being impocted by other programs,
Inventories should be completed to establish baseline dataq,

Page IV-2], Wildlife and Fish Cooperation with Qther Agencies, add new 1tem 2: Coordi-
nate with the LS. Fish and Wilidltfe Service on all matters dealing wath diversion or
modification of waters of the Uruted States as required under the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act and the Clean Water Act.

Page 1V~23, Range Improvement and Maintenance (RIM), item 2+ Standards and Guide-
lines should require oll watering devices fo be modified fo prevent enfrapment of wild-
Iife. All new fences should provide for safe passage of big game. Existing fences should
be checked and when needed modified to meet standards or removed, Where possible,
ponds should be designed and/or protected to provide waterfowl and shorebird hiding and
nesting habitat. The Standards and Cuidelines should specify how many and when these
items are to be completed,

Page 1V-24, RIM, new 1tem 3 Exclude livestock or reduce grazing as required to allow
reestablishment of stable or improved cenditions along riparian communtties. The Stand-
ards and Guideltnes should specify the standard for judging this cendition and when 1t wil]
be reached.

Page IV-27, item 3 ond page IV-20, item 7: Revise to reflect that impocts to other
rasaurces could override these statements, particularly for sensitive or Threatened ond
Endangered species.

Page 1V-29, item 7 Standards and Guidelines for wildltfe habitat should be stipulated,
Protected trees need to be aggressively monitored. Management of dead and defective
trees should err on the side of wildlife neads.

4y,

45.

46,

47,

48,

49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

The Standards and Guidelines in Wildlife and Timber, combined with the
MIS protection concept for cavity nesting species, and the Forest Snag
Palicy, will glve adequate protection toc cavity nesting species and
raptors. (Forest Snag Policy 1s outlined in Forest Service Manual
2630, Fishlake Supplement #1)

A11 of the actiyities mentioned are required to have an envirommental
assessment prior to implementation. With the new Standards and
Guidelines and MIS concept, this interdisciplinary evaluation will
provide the site-specific analysis.

The Forest Plan does not negate existing laws, regulations, etc., The
acts you mention are binding on Forest Management.

The Forest is currently developing a transplant policy and will work
with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources for any stocking of
surtable sites.

These species are considered and analyzed before any project, which
might affect them, is implemented.
See Monitoring Requirements (LMP page V-6).

The addition has been made.

The 3tandards and Guidelines have been modified to include water
development drrections. Fencing pguidelines are contained in the
Forest Service Handbook. The Forest Plan would be too bulky if it
contained the specaficity you suggest. As the Forest moves forward
into improved ripar:ian area management much of the habitat improvement
for waterfowl will be accompiished.

Ripar:an Standards and Guidelines are found under Riparian Area
Management (LMP IV-34) for all ripar:an areas not included under a LA
or 9\ Management Area. Speecifie Standards and Guidelines can be found
under Prescriptions 44 and 94 for those management areas,

The Standards and Guidelines on page IV-11 concerning habitat
diversity and page IV-19 concernang T&E and Sensitive speeles,
adequately cover your concerns,

The Plan and Forest Policy for Snags adeguately provide for wildlife
hapitat  Monmitoring and preventicn of cutting of these trees will
require a great deal of time and effort. Budgeting will be the
determaning factor on the effectiveness of the latter.
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Page IV-37, Minerals Management Leasables, item |: Assure that site-specific  _ yure
1es have been completed ta insure proper consideration of fish and wildlife resources and
that the need for stipulations have been recognized.

Page IV-44, Transportation System Management, new iter &  Where wildlife losses are
excessive, provide mifigation by modified road shoulders, alignment, fences, or other
methods such as deer reflectors to reduce losses,

Page IV-98, item 2. Goeals should reflect future d
Foge UD:N Lol uture demond for resources if greater than

Page 1V-99, items | and 2t Monagement of iimber may require less than optimal agricul~
tural treatments to benefit wildhife for these 43 areas, Forest management should be
responsive to fish and wildhife needs and flexable as relotes to percent treated end at
what rotation.

Page 1V-109: We urge that cenflicts between livestock and wildlife be resolved 1n favor
of wildlife where winter range, critical winter range, or crrtical Iife funchons (e.g. sage
grouse strutting and nesting areas) occur.

Paoge IV-112, WFRM, 1tems | and 2. Maintain habitats as required to meet future demand
for resources,

Pages IV-117, 124, 131, ond 137, Wildlife Management Activities: New sections need to
be provided to address and protect critical wildiife habitats. These include habitat for
Threatened and Endangered species, critical winter ranges, snag monagement, raptor
nesting gnd other critical life functions.

Sh.

85.

56.

58.

59.

60.

General Pirection under Ttem 1 covers other resource uses. This is
adequate without itemizing wildlife, fish, watershed, recreation and
timber,

Prescription 5A has been changed to provide for mitigation. Also, the
Management Indicator Species (MIS) concept precludes projects causing
eyxcessive losses in wildlife numbers,

The entire Flan is directed toward the future demands on the Forest.
Actual mumbers of these specles will be dependent upen the carrying
capacity of available habitat and will be coordinated with the UCDWR 1n
development of hzbitat management plans.

Your concerns are noted, and it 1s felt that the Plan contains
adequate safeguards to prevent significant problems for wildlife.

The description of this prescription has been modified to more clearly
reflect the multiple-use aspects which are built into all
preseriptions. The Standards and Guidelines in the Forest Direction,
as well as Preseriptions 4A, 4B and 5A, provide for protection of
wildlife eritical areas.

The Forest Plan is a multiple-use plan. The future demand for
wildlife could not be met even if all other demands on the Forest were
subjugated to wildlife. The Plan moves wildlife resources toward the
demand as far as is practicable during this 10 year planning period.

11 of the concerns you express here are covered in the prescriptions,
Standards and Guidelines and existing mandates or policies.
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October 17, 1%84

Mr. d. Kent Taylor
Forest Supervisor
115 East 700 North
Richfield, UT B4701

Dear Mr, Taylor:

We have reviewed the Draft EIS, and Proposed Land and Resource
Management Plan, We thank you for supplring us with the plansy
howsver, in reviewing the plans we recoomend the fellowing be
considered 1n your final decision.

1. Ue observe no statement that predators can be controlied on
the Fish Lake Forest We therefore recommend a statement be
included, “Predator control will be altowed on the Fish Lake
Forest as [s developed by ths Animal Damige Conirol Progran
and Forest Servige.”

2. In ezch alternative you recommend 2 reduction in AM’s for
domestic Jivestock. Your statement tells us sheep are only 23
percent of the(r originai AUM’s and cattle Bl percent of their
AM’s. UWe recommend you give every consideration to po more
reductions 1n either class of livestoek, and that you review
the plan so common use of some areas can be used. 0Or,; at
Teast an alteration of exchanging cattle and sheep on
respective ajlotments would certainly be an advantage and
improve the ranges.

3. One final statement you make is to increase wildlife 300
percent. Have you given any consideration to private land
adsgining the Forest Service Vand? 14 private operators
trecpass on Forest Land there is problems, how about elk and
deer trespassing on private jand? UWhen they do, they rob
private land ocwners of AUM‘s and cause damage. Think this
over, it 15 a problem and may get serious under the proposal
of your organization and DWR,

A. On wild)ife transplants we recommend po wolves or grizzly,
brown and black bears be transplanted an the Fish Lake Forest,
ang that very careful consideration be given to the owners of
sheep prior to transplanting RocKy Mounta:n sheap, The
erossing of domestic sheep and Rocky Mountain sheep is a great
ftnantral loss to domestic sheep operators.

61.

62.

63.

64,

Predator control is covered in the Plan, See page IV-21 1. A,

The objective is to bring stocking rates on all allotments in line
with carrying capacities of the range. These determinations are made
after years of evaluation, ahd are documented im allotment management
plans. In some cases, cattle and sheep are using the same range and
there are some opportunities to improve the range.

The Plan does not necessarily propose increasing big game numbers.
The values shown are for the winter range carrying capacity which is
the limiting factor. We acknowledge that some of the winter range
traditionally used by big game 1s off the Forest and can lead to
private land depredations. We have considered the problem, and
believe part of the solution is habitat improvement in winter range
areas of the Forest.

The Forest 1is working toward developing a policy for animal
transplants. Within this planning period no wolves, brown, black or
grizzly bears will be considered for transplants. In the event that
bighorn sheep are considered, owners of sheep will be consulted prior
to any introduction.
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S. As far as tinber, minerals, recreation, and water development are
concerned, continue to follow the pattern of good sustained yisld,

Keep in mind that the Vivestock Industry of ¥our area is the backbonk of meny
af the counties and communiti®s surrounding the Fish Lake Forest, The
industry is needed to make maximum usage of the total ares,
Sincarely,
UTAH tJ00L GROWERS ASSOCIATION

! /é/){éc:o-w

Clair R. Acord
Executive Secretary

EAstr

85.

Agreed that there is a need to maintain rescurce values over time and
that the 1livestock industry plays an important role in nearby
commnities,
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One of the basie purposes of the National Forest is to preserve the
wilderness, scenic values, wildlife, fish, botanie, and cultural
resources. While the Forest Service does have a responsibility to
manage these resources, it also has responsibilities to manage for
multiple uses of grazing, timber, developed recreation, minerals, amd
other uses.

The Utah Wilderness Act of 1984 designated no area as wilderness on
the Fishlake National Forest. The Utah Wilderness Act also contains
language which states that roadless and undeveloped lands in the
National Forest System in Utah need not be managed for the purpese of
protecting their suitability for wilderness designation prior te or
during revision of the initial land management plan. This pian cannot
and does not recommend additional areas for wilderness designation
during the planning period. (1985-2000).
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!ﬁ\ United Statas 8ol
‘W"\ Department of Conservation PO Bo 11350
Agniculturs Sarvica Salt Lake Citu, UT B%147

Octaber 22, 1983

J. kent Taylor

Forest Supar.i1sor
Fishlake Mational Farest
119 Easr 9@ darzth
Ricr*ield. UT 24701

Dear Mr., Taylaor:

We have reviewed the draft Environmental [asact Statement.and Proposed
Forest Land and Resource Manacement Fian for tne Fishiake National
Farest. zaver:-g langg 11 22aver, Garriekd. Iroos Juads tillards Piute
canperey, Seviers and Hayne Counties in the State of Utah. We nave no
CEZMBATS.

w2 srzreciate the oppor-urity to resiaw the doCUmMEnRTS.

Sincereiu.

OFW;,L £ Budn (et

FRAMCIS T. HOLT
State Ccnservationist

et Pirectar of Ecolosical Sciencas. 3C8, Hasningran, DC
Gegrge Bluhm, Directors WNTC, SCS Portlana, Oregor

18 40 agency o Ute s
Untiag Btales Ouoartmand o AQricultyes UL

|$:>; The So Convarration Sarsice ({g;;i

LN

TheNature Conservancy

Utah Public Lands Protechon Planming
2225 South Highwav 89-31
Wellswille Utah 84339
{801) 752-4154
Gctobsr 28, 1983

¥r J. Kent Taylor
Forest Supervisar
Fishlake Natzonai Forest
113 East 9ud North
Richfield, UT B4701

Dear Hr. Taylor:

Thank yau for thig apportunity to cosasat on the dratt planming doc-
umants developed for the Fishlake Mational Forest. Overall ! found the
Oraft Environaental lapact Statement (DEIS) and the Proposed Land and
Rescurce Managesent Flan (FLERHF} to be well-written and readable. 1 wel-
coae this chance to be i1avolved 1n the planning whach will guide the fut-
ura direction of the Fisnlake Mational Forest.

Let me preface my comaants with some brief words about The Nature
Conservancy. The Conservancy s goal 1s to preserve natural biologicai
diversity, by adentifying and protecting exasples of the full array of
ecosystems and specias 1n the natura]l worid. We are {focusing aur rasauvr-
€e5 on those parts ar “elesents” of the patural warld which are the sost
Scarcet rare plant and animal spectes, rare cosmunities, and wsndrsturbed
resnants of comson comaunibies,

The Canservancy s Racky Mountain Heritage Task Force has suasarized
the best scient:fic information available on the locations aof Utah s
SCarce SPECIES and communities, 1n working with these data 1 have found
that the majority of Utah s rare species and relict areas occur on feder-
aily adsinistered Jands. Thas 1s not surprisang in fight of the fact
that about two-thirds of Utah 15 under foderal ownership. My specific
objective 18 to work with the Farest Service and other land-sanagessnt
agencies, ko assure the saintenance of certain naturaj areas and rare
species an lands which these agencies administer.

The Nature Conservancy has taken two approachas in its work with
the Forest Service Under a series nt Cooperative Agreements, we have
assisted the Forest Service with certain tasks anvolving the designation
of Resmarch Natural Areas. He are aleg participiants in the Forest plan-
ning process, realizing that decisions whach affect patural areas and
rare species will be wage theaugh thal praocess.

<«<F
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Hr J. ¥Kent Taylaor
October 28, 1965
p. 2

Hy coasents i1n the resainder of this letter wall deal specifically
with the Conservancy 5 two aain topics of interest with regard to the
Fishlake Hat:onal Forest's Land and Resource Hanageaent Plant 1) Research
Natural Areas, and 2] endangered, threatened and sensitive species.

Research Matural Areas

The Research Natural Area (RNA} designatian 1s ap excellent tool to
protect the natural values represented tn certain relict resnants of the
landscape The Forest Service recognizes the value af &NA s as haseline
areas for somtoring aanageaent practices, and as seientific refersnce
areas for studying ecological systess. RNA's are wsually estabiished
to include wundisturbed examples of coasan types of coamunities  However,
RNA s may also protect unusual or uncokanon types of habitats.

Oniy four RNA s presentily exist an National Forests in Utah. One
of these, Partradge Hountain, is on the Fishlake National Forest. 1 sup-
part your recommendation in the dratt planning documents to maintain this
area as an RNA, and urge tha¢ thie decisyon be carried over into the Fin-
al EIS and Frnal Plan,

linder three Caaperative Agressents with the Forest Service, the sost
recent being Supplesent Nuaber 22-C-35-INT-53%, the Conservancy 18 assist-
ing Region Four and the intermountain Station with the inventory and est-
ablishoent of new RHA s.  Throeph the end of 1994, ay associates and I
had assessed the RNA potential of four specific sites on the Fishiake
National Forest. Of these, we recosmended two as worthy of RNA designa-
tion. I am pleased to see that these two, Bullion Canyan and Upper Fish
Cresk, are identified as RNA candidates in the DEIS and PLRKP. 1 straong-
ly urge you to retain these two sites as RNA candidates 1n the Final EI§
and Final Planm,

In early Septeaber 1985, a Forast staff sesber and I inspected the
RNA potential of a s:te known ac “The Cove" on the Richfield Ranger Dist~
rict My conclusion is that this site also appears worthy of RNA status.
This conclusion comes auch too late to have been 1ncluded in the DEIS and
PLRHE, I have, however, prepared a repart which recomaends RNA candidacy
for this =i1te, wmith the goat of having the Forest analyze 1t far inclu~
s1on 1n the Final EIS and Plan My report 1s included with this letter
as Attachaent 3, Otherwice, the resdinder of sy coaments in this lettar
do not specifically address RHA candidacy for The Cove

I note that RNA establishaent and manageaent are 1ncluded as hoth
Goals and Hanagement Requirements in the Forest Direction section of the

{p. 3}

67,

The Cove area is not included as a proposed Research Natural Area
because the faetors that have maintained it in a pristine condition
will continue te function. Further the relationship this area has
with coal merits a more detailed review than can be done at this stage
of the planning process. This area will be reviewed during the
implementation phase of Forest Planning.
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fir, 1. Kant Taylor
October 28, 1985
p. 3

PLRHP (pages IV-&6 and IV-12), BDacked by your proposed actions sentioned
on the previous page, th:s stateasat shows a good cosmiésent on the part
of the Fisnlake Nat:ianal Forest to contribute to a systes of natural
areas in the Interamountasn Regton These actions also show a coamtsent
on your part in dealing with the RHA requiremants 1n the National Forsst
Manageaent Act.

The comsents which follow concern how the DE1S and PLRHP treat the
sanagement of candidate and astablished RNA s. In scae cases I will lend
support to specific stateeents and palicies which you have included in
the draft planning docueents. 1 will alse suggest some specafic addi-
tions and clarificatians which could result 1n 1mproving the Fipal EIS
and Final Flan,

Hy fi1rst abservation deals with the managesent of candidate areas
prior to their foraal designation. 1 agree with the statesent on page
I¥-58 of the DEIS that RNA candidates should ba managed to retain ther
pristine character, pend:ing a decision on establisheent via the Estab-
lishaent Record process, I also note that the protective RNA sanageaent
prescraption 15 to be applied to proposed as well as designated RNA §
{BEIS page 8~31). It would be goed to have such direction stated in the 68, Agreed.
Forest Flan as Well as 1n the EIS. However, I found no such statesent
in the PLRHF  Perhaps t{his could be added within Chapter IV (Hanagesent
Directiony in the Final Plan  If an RNA candidate 1s subsaguently rejec-
ted, then the Flan should state that that particular tract wili be san-
aged according to the prescription assigned to the adjacent or surropund-
ing area.

1 aa especrally interested 1n how the Flan wili address sapnagement
of established RKA s, Fairst, I have some specific coseenis concerning
the managesent requireaents for Freseraigtion 104 {pages IV-155-157 of
PLRHF). I found this section to be quite tomprehensive in listing the
requireaents for RHA s, but I would like to suggest a few specafic addi-
t,:ns, ' 4 F 69. Agreed.

# Under General Direction for the Wildlife Habitat Japrovement and Haint-
enance activity, add tha statesent: "2 Prombait introduction or
spread of exotic wildlife species.* [ believe that this specific
stateaent :s necessary in light of the planned 1ntroduction of mountain
goats 1nto the high Tushar Hountains

* Under General Direction for the Range Resource Manageament activaty, add
the statement *2. Probibit range taprovesents.”

# Under General Direction for the Silvicultural Prescriptions ackivity,
add the statesent; *2  Closed to fuelwood gathering.”

ip. &)

Change made to Prescription 10A.

These changes were made to Prescription 10A.
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Hr. J. EKent Taylar
October 28, 1985
p. 4

+ Add "Minerals Managesent iLeasables) {G02-07)" under the Hanageaent
Activity colusn. There are two chorces for the accospanying General
Direction, either af whych can be applied on & case by case basis:

- A statement which closes RNA s to mineral leasing can be justified
based on the Irreversible and Jrretrievable criteria docusented on
page IV-37 of the FLRMP, Further, on DEIS page I¥-Sl 1t {s stated
that discretionary withdrawal tras leasing (total access restriction)
may include RHA s,

At & minimus, 3 ctatesent of No Surface OQccupancy far RNA s is neces— 70.
Sary. This can be accoaplished by using special stipulatrons L or 3
as autlined 30 Appendin H af the PLRHFP,

Under General Direction for the Transportatiaon System Managesment acttv- .
1ty, add the statement: "2. Closed to all motorized vehicles.® Thas
supplesents the direction given i1n the Travel Plan [PLRHF Appendax Pl.

Statesents regarding Aanageaent activities for RNA s appear in other
locations within the draft planning documeats. For the mast part, such
stateaents lend background support te the sanagement direction in Pre-
scription 10A The foliowing coements refer to these various supporting
statements,

On page B-32 of the DEIS, I see that no skructural or ron-structural
developaents are allowed 1n Prescription LOA as sodeled in FORPLAN. In
addition, the next two pages show that Prescription 104 18 noh-surtable
far tisber harvest as modeled 1n FORPLAM, Furthaer, Appendixz B of the
PLRHP shows that forest land in established RHA s 15 withdrawn from tim-
ber proouction, and forest land i1n proposed RMA s 1s not appropriate for
tiaber production.

feposits of locatable myperals occur 10 or near some praoposed RNA s
For exampie, a high sineral potential exists in the Tushar Mountiins,
where the proposed Bullian Canyon and Upper Fish Creek RNA s are located
isea DEIS page [V-TBI ht a result, the dratt planning docucents aention
that there ts a potential for conflict between etneral development and
exisitng and proposed RNA s (DENS page [V-81) Spectfically, a slight
negative effect on soclroecenomec conditaons mrght be felt yn the Piukg
Human fesource Unit 1§ Bullion Canyon and Upper Fish Creek are designated
as RNA s (DEIS pages [V-49, B-5f)

T2.

I do not helieve that potential amineral conflicts are serious epough
to disesteblish the Partridge Mountain RNA, or to i1spede RNA designatien
for the two candidates in lhe Tushar Hountains., Existing and candidate
KNA s are encumbered but not formally withdraewn froa operations of the

tp. 5}

Agreed, Change made to Prescription 10A.

This direction would be too restrictive and could seriously Impair
research in the areas. The direction under recreation as it presently
stands, gives the Ranger the authoraty to prevent motorized recreation
in the areas.

Partridge Mountain 1s not an issue that we know of. It 13 a
designated Research Natural Area, and the Flan makes no change from
this.
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Hr. J. Kent Taylor
October 28, 1985
p. 3

mining laws (REIS page III-Si; PLAHP page 1I-50). As stated clearly on
page 1V-50 of the DEIS, designation of RHA s does not constitute a siner-
2l withdrawal; the decision to establish an RNA and the decision to with-
draw an arei from mineral entry are tuo distinct and separate decisions,
It 1s the policy of the Forest Servace s Intermountain RNA Committaee to
go forward with RNA establishaent on most mineraiized sites, realizing
that a few areas asight be disturbed by sining activities 1f econnaic con-
ditions change.

There seess to be less potential conflict between BNA ¢ and develop-
apnt of leasable-aineral deposits on the Fishlake National Forest. 1
previously recossended that limitations on leasing be written iato Man-
agement Prescraption 10A (RNA s) 1 believe that 1t would also be appro-
priate to aention RNA leasing liastations within the Forest-wide Hanage-
went Regquireaents section 1n Chapter 1V of the Plan:t On page [V-37 of
the PLREP, 1 would racomaend specific aention of KNA's under Standards T3.
and Buidelines B and C. Then there would be no doubt that limitations
on leasing {exther outright denial or no surface occupancy), referred to
undar General Directian on the saae page, would apply to RNA's,

There 1§ some confusion concerning the relationship of RNA s and
transportationfutility corridors. On page S-13 of the DEIS, existing and
proposed RHA s are adentified as pxelucion areas. This 15 i1nconsistent
with a very similar write-up on BEIS page IV=-37 where RHA s are ident:-
fied as avordance areas. [ believe that the latter 1s correct, because
1t 1s stated on page G-8 of the FLRHP that there are no exclusion areas
on the Forest. However, KHA s are not specifically listed as potentaal
avordance areas on page 6-B. I would recomsend specific mention of RANA's
as avoldapte areas at appropriate places in the Final Filan

T,

I nate in the draft Travel Plan (FLRHF Appendix P} that existing
and potential RHA s are closed to motorized travel. [ support this pol-
1y, and recosmend that 1t Gte consiaered as a blanket policy to be ap-
plied to future RHA tandigates as well as to those mentioned specifically
in this Plan.

75-

76.

A mgmtoring prograa which, at a sinimus, periodically checks REA's
for 1ntrusions or alterations should be incorporated into the Isplementa-
tion section of the Final Flan.

I would also liie to coasent on some other specific treatsents of
RHA s within the DEIS and PLRMF. 1 will address topics roughly in tha
order in which they apgsear in the dratt planning docuaents.

The GEIS states on page Il-5 that the existing Partridge Hountain
RNA 15 a special area wiln vonstant sanageaent direction 1n all alterna-
tives axamined in detail., This palacy 156 displayed tn tabular fora on

tpe &)

1f these iltems were mentioned on the pages of the Forest Direction,
there would be no need for management area directions. To avoid
unnecessary redundancy these types of directlon are not inecluded in
the Forest Direction, but rather the direction that applies
specifically to the Managenent Area.

Changes made.

Changes made to Prescription 10A cover this,

The areag should be monitored. However, unacceptable impacts should
lead to corrective action, not further planning.
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Mr. J. hent Taylor
Octoher 28, 1985
p. &

DEIS page II-48, where all aiternatives contain at leact 1200 acres for

Hanagement Prescription 10A. However, the eaps for Alternativas 2, 3 TT.
and 7 do not show Partridge Hountasn as prescription I0A. For the sake

of consistency, | suggest that this aversight be resedied an the maps

whith actompany the Final EIS.

0f eieven alternatives considered in the DEIS, only two provide for
the designation ¢f new RHA 5 on the Forest., [ do not fully understand
tha rationale for this, but | would think that ANA candidacy could be
ingiuded an most alterpatives, berause AKA desigmation has Little effect
on costs Or other resourcé outputs, The DEIS even states on page iY-5R 78.
that environaental consaquences wowld nat be significantly different re-
gardless of Lhe prescrigtion assigned to the twe potential WA wates
(Bullion Canyon and Upper Fish Cresk)., At a ainimua I am satisfied that
RHA candidates appear in the preferred alternative, and strongly urge
that they be carried forward into the Final Plan.

There 15 an apparent inconsistency in the DEIS regarding oil/gas
access restrictions Sy alternative (pages IV-48-52), Under Alternative
11 (Preferred}l, a total access restraction of 17,194 acres i1s shown; 10
reading the footnote ismediately beneath, I assuse that this acreage com~ 79.
prises sunicipal watersheds ahd RWA s, because there 15 no #ilderness on
the Forest. However, on page IV-32 tt 15 stated that the Forest contains
no lands with the tatal arcess restriction  Taken within its tontext,
this statesent 1mplies that none of the considered alternatives contain
total access restrickions -- hence tha inconsistency with Alternative 11.

Within the appropriate discussion of i1rreversible and irretrievable 80
coasitewents of resowrces (BEIS page 1¥-59), 1t asay be appropriate top add "
the following to the Final EIS:

“Designatton of Research Natural Areas 1s reversible. However, altera-
tion of a natural area by husan actzvity 1s not reversible for scientific
purpases foce natural ecosystems are umnaturally altered, their value
as a scientific baseline 15 disinished ar destrayed *

Brief descriptions of the existing and proposed RNA's appear twice
in the draft plapning docuaents (DEIS page EI1-38, ELRMP pages II-a0,
11-62) [t 15 1aportant to have such descriptions in the EIS and Plan,
and | cormend you for having inciuded them However, both referencas
eaphasize onky the alpine values of Bullion Canyon and Upper Fish Craek.
cach site contains much more than just alpine habitat, and | recossend 8
that the final planning docuzents meation these additional features: 1

& Other principal features of Bullion Canyon include exceptional stands
of virgin, old~grouwth Engelmann spruce, plus younger stands of spruce-
fir (S5AF type 2vd, tuchler FHY type 15} All are representative of the

{p. 7}

This is a cartographic mistake, If the alternative maps are
reprinted, they will be corrected.

It was necessary to have some alternatives with new Research Natural
Areas (RNA's) and some without in order to test the effects.

The text of the EIS on page IV-52 and the tables on IV-51 and IV-53
have been modified to correct this problem.

Have added this material to part G of Chapter IV of the EIS,

These statements are correct., But in the interests of conciseness
they should be put in backup doeuments In this case the backup
documents referred to on the pages you cite are the establishment
reports  However, the descriptions have been expanded.
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He Jd  keat Taylar
Dctaober 28, 1965
p. 7

subaipine fir/mountain gaoseberry habitat type. Several subalpine herb
and shrub/herb comsunities are present. Host of these are representa-
tive of fairly cosaon “aeadowy” cocoupities at similar efevations in
central and southera Utah. Bullion Canyon also contains populations

of three plant species of special concern on the Fishlake Forest, plus
one endemlc plant species.

% Other principal features of Upper Fish Creek include several montane
or subalpine forest types of the Douglas—fir, white fir and subalpine
fir series. Dissecting the area are several saall, high-gradient
streans, some of which originate from cold seeps  These ripartan zones
support plant species adapted te relakively acidic substrates, includ-
tng Sphagnua soss and aeobers of the Ericaceae {Heather #amily), Upper
Fish Creek alsa contains populations of one plant species af special
concern on the Forest, plus one endemic plant species. Geologic feat~
ures are rhyolitic rock and high~mountain landformes, including at least
one rock glacier

Sape have guestioned the need tor two relatively sizabie RNA s 1n
close prosietty in the high Tushar Hountains, figuring that one should be
sufficient. However, far being 5o close together these two areas are
actually quite dissisilar. Designating both would result in resarkably
little overlap or duplication of 'cells” whach would be #3lled. The fol-
lowing chart displays the major difterences

82.

Characteristic

flock types

Special landforas

Alpine communities

Bullion Eanyon

Upper Fish Cresk

Andesite, quartz latite,
and rhyadacite ashflow
tuffs, lava flows and
breccias (Bullion Can-
on Yolcanicsl,

Cirque, @ass aovement
(prehistaric landslides).

Areas with well-developed
turf Caree elynoides,
Trisztum gpicatum, wrt-
em151a 5c0pvlorua, Geum
rocsty, Folvgonuam hist-
ortordes, Sartiracs
rhomboidea, alsc rocly
comnaualties

Crystal-poor rhyalite
lava flows and tuffs
tMount Belknap Yolcan-
1cs}

Rock glacieri{s}, Z?-sub-
terranean ice bady.

Largely rocky and nearly
barren, with scattered
species. Aguilegia scap-
ulorum, Silene acaulis,
Palemonium viscosum,

Cerastiun geeringlanunm

tp. B)

The selected plan carries both as proposed Research Natural Areas.
The establishment reports will determine which are made Research

Natural Areas.
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Hr. 3. Kent Taylor
Qctaber 28, 1983
p. 8

Characteristic

fuilien Eanvon

Forest communities

Subalpine herb
and shrub/herb
communities

Riparizan comsunities

Threatened, sensi-
tive or endeaic
species

Subalpine fir/esountain
goeoseherry habitalk type
{only coniferous type
present) containing vir-
gin old=-grawth Engelaann
spruce, soae small stands
of aspen,

“Headow" comaunities rep-
resantative of sany sim:-
lar situations 1n regqion
(such as on Wasatch Pla-
teaul, with Ribes mont1-
gnua, Delphinium barb-
&1, Hertensia arjzontca,
Thalictrum fendlera,
Bromus carinatus, Carex
hoodiy.

Saaller perennial streans
lined with Cardaoing cor-
difglia, Sarifraga odon-

tolosa,

Four plant species, two
of which do not otcur ia
Upper Fish Creeb.

L3R 3 ]

\ipper Fish Erewk

Douglas-f1r and white
fir seri1es, subalpine
¢ir/Oragon grape habi-
tat type at middle ele-
vations; pure Engelmann
spruce at highaer eleva-
tiuns.

Essentially nane -- too
steep and rocky.

Species characteristic
of relatively acidic en-
vironaents (such as Uap-
ta gquartzite or {daho
bathol:thl: Sphagnum
2055, Ledum glanddlosus,
several Carex specigs,

Two plant species, bath
of which also eccur an
gulliop E€anyon, though
they are more abundant
in Upper Fish Creek.

! believe that hoth Bullion Eanyon and Upper Fish Creek are highly

qualified for RNA status. They were not propused as RNA s ip order to

garn a “backdoor*® approach to Wilderness. Both have sufficient szienti1f-

1€ potential to stand on their own as fMA s, and 1 recpasend that both 83,
be carrred forward as candidates into the Fipal EIS and Final Plan. In

daing =0, some changes ar correctiens of the draft planning materials

will be necessary, as described in the following paragraphs,

Acreage figures and boundaries for RIA 5 are 10 nead of revision
in several locatians of the EIS and Flan., These corrections proceed

ip. 9

They are.
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Hr. 3. Kent Taylor
October 26, 1983
p.

mainly fros a reduction i1n acreage of the Upper Fish Creek tract: The
*Hount Belknap Eirque® should not be part of the Upper Fish Creek RNA,
thus reducing 1ts acreage trom 2217 to 1720. Total acreape for theése
two candidate ANA s would then he 3100 {Bullion Canyon 1380 + Upper Fish
Ereek 1720)

the acresge and legal location for Bullion Canyon shown on DEIS page
I11-82 are carrect However, siailar informatian given for Upper Fich
Creek on the same page 15 not quite correct, and shouid be changed to
read as follows.

{b) Upper Fish Creek., Approximately 1720 acres in portions of fprotract-
ed} sections 28, 29, 32, 33 and 34 of T275 RS5H, and [protracted] sec-
tians 4 and 5 of TZAS ASW, Sait Lake Heridian

Changes are needed on JEiS pages [[-48 and B-115 {acres by manage-
ment prascription and alternative) at least under alternatives 5 and i1
the total acreage for prescription 10A should be 4300 rather than 479%7.
The saae reduction should be done on PLRNP page IV-5¢ for management area
108 A sisilar change 15 indicated on BEIS page 111-51 and FLAWP page
11-5¢ {lands encumberes hut not formally withdrawn froa sperations of
the mining laws): areas being studied for RHA status would total 3100
acres instead of 3597 or Svud.

Removal of the Hount Belknap Cirque froms possible RNA status should
shift 1t toto the adjacent managesent area 3B. Acreage figures for that
management area would therefore need to be adjusted in appropriate places
in the planning docusents.

1 believe that st 15 1mportant for RHA boundaries to be shown cor-
rectly on the planning maps Some aaps accoapanying the DEIS and PLREP
are hot guikte correct an this regard. | have included 2 map as Attach-
sent 1 ko this letter which shows the correct boundaries of Upper Fish
Creek (without Hount Belknap Cirque) and Bullian Canyon. Planning maps
1n need of these boundary corrections are as follows

# Mags for alternatives 5 and 11, accempanying the EIS,

# Manageaent Area aap

Utilaties and Transportation Management aap {area yn Bullion Canyan

recomaended for no surface occupancyl

# The Travel Plan map (&ppendix P of FLRMP) == 1t 18 quite jeportant to
have this map correct, especaally for the Bulliop Eanyon boundary.

My last cosaent concerning chang2 in the final docuaents 15 @ recom-
mendation that keseasrch Hatural Arees appear as an Index i1tem 1n hath the
Final EI5 and Fanal Plan

tp. 10)

84.

85.

86.

87.

On the basis of this and previous discussions the

made.

Thank you for your assistance, It is very helpful.

Changes made,

Changes made.

change has been
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Let ae conclude ay comzents about Research Natural Areas with sose
general observations. First, I believe 1t 1s safe to say that designa-
tion of the recossended candidates as RNA s will have slight 1f any im-
pact an Forest resource gutputs and local socioceconomic copditions. The
Fishlake National Forest 1s 1n an excellent ppsition to f11l gaps 1n the
Regional RNA systes with Ein1amal managesent conflict

The Nature Conservancy will continue to cooperate 1n the process
of forpal RHA designatian. | have alveady prepared a dratty Estabiishaent
Report for the Bullion Canyen area, and plan to write one for Upper Fish
Creek in the next few months,

The 1dentification gf capdidate RHA s 1n Forest Plans should not he
seen as the end aof efferts to burld a systea of RHMA 5 1n the Intermount-
ain Region. Gaps stil] remain 1n the system, some af which can likely
be #1lled with additional carefully-selected areas on the Fishlake Na-
tional Forest., The Conservancy will continve to work closely with the
Fishlake Forest and the Intermountain ANA Coasittee on future RNA propo-
sals. As further searching locates additronal qualyfied candidates, we
wi1ll be glad to work cooperatively toward their establishment.

Endapgered, Threatened and Sepsitive Species

My coaeents regarding species of concern are divided into two aain
subtopicst 1) adequacy of protection policies and strategies, as stated
1n the draft planning documents, and 2} spec:fic copposition of special
specres lists.

A brief synopsis of relevant policy stateaents that | found withan
the DEIS and PLRHP 18 as follows:

* A goal of the Forest Flan 15 ko rdentiéy and i1aprove habrtat For sensi-
tive, threatened and endangered species including participation 1a re-
covery efforts for both plants and amimals (FLRHP page EV-4).

¢ Tub Forest-wide managesent requirexents {PLRHP page IV-19) are to:

~ Manage and provide habitat far recovery of endangered and threatened
SpeELies, and

- Disallow activities or practices that would negatively affect endan-
gered, threatened or sensitive plant or amimal species.

+ Protection of threatened and endangered species habitat 15 3 manieum

nanagesent requireaent o5 defined i1n HFHA Regulations (36 CFR 219 27)
(DEIS page B-ouw)

p 1
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# Habitat ar populations of endangered, threatened and sensitive species
will be maintained or enhanced under all alternatives (DE!S pages II-
31, I1-8B, and IV-12-13),

w

All managesent practices am the Fishlake Forest will ensure that fish
and wildlife habitats are managed to “maintain viable populatians of

all native and desired nonnative wiidlife, #1sh and plant species in

habitats distributed throughout their geographic range on NF5 lands®.
{FSM 2470.22) (DEIS page 11I-39}

These statements appear to give adequate palicy direction far pro-
tection of special species and their habitats. 1 see no reasen to crita-
crze these statesents,

There are several strategies which can be used to carry out these
stated poiicies. | would like to emphasize two relevant “proactive" sea-
sures at the Forest level which are called for in the Forest Service Man-
uwal {FSH 2470 45):

4 Deteraine distribution, status, and trend of threatened, endangered,
proposed, and sensitive species and their habitats oo Forest lands.

Develop quantifiable recovery objectives and develop strategies to ef-
fect recovery of threatened and endangered species Develop quantifi-
able objectives for managing populations and/or habitat for sensitive
species.

The DEIS and FLRMP appear to provide for these measures for soae,
but not all, of the endangered, threatened and sensitive species on the
Forast I wouild 11ke ta see the Final EIS ond Plan tonsider and respond
to these directives for all €, T and 5 species on the Forest,

It 15 also 1aportant to have mechanisas in place for somitoring the
effectiveness of protective peasures. The sonitoring and evaluation pro-
graa ocutlined in Chapter V¥ of the PLRMP provides for threatened and en-
dangered plant and anipal species ] would also like to see this section
contain provisions for monitoring and evaluaticn of sensitive species.

My second main subtopic in thas section of the letter concerns the
actual species to which protective seasures apply. The Conservancy’s
Rochy Mountain Heritage Tash Force has developed Iists of plant and ant-
#al species of specyal concern in Utuh, For the most part, such species
occurring on or near the Fishlake have already been gaven similar recog-
nition by the Forest However, Lhere are some discrepancies which I
would lile ta call to your attentian I wmill also suggest a few changes
in the lists of special species on the Fishlake Forest.

tp. 12}

88.

89.

Both the Forest Plan and the Forest Service Manual give direction for
managing National Forest land. Thus, 2 conscicus effort has been made
not to repeat manual items in the Forest Plan; if there is repetition
it is only redundant. The directions you cite from the manual will
have to be followed in implementing the Forest Plan.

Changes made.




8C-IA

90

91

Mr. J. Kant Taylor
Octeber 28, 1983
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Tha two apimal speries which we consider to be of greatest concern
an the Fishlake are the Utah prairie dog (Cypgeys parvadens} and the bald
eagla {Haliaeetus leucocephalus). Because these two are federally listed
as threatened and endanqered, resSpectively, they will remain subiect to
protection on the Forest.

The DEIS and FLRNP identify fourteen plant specaies of concern on
the Fishlake I have reproduced this list betou:

Current
TNC* Federal FRF
Jaxon rank status status
Astragalus perianus 8353 T T
Townsendra aplitg 5252 ¥ T
Astragalus barneby: - c2 [
Astranalus consahrioug -—- 3c §
Castilleja parvula - ic 5
Cyscpterus goulter: 6353 Jc -1
Braha soholbrfers -— 3c s
Eptlobius pevadenge 6151 c2 -1
Erionobus potlundat -~ 3c 5
Majas cagspttasus - c2 s
Pepsteagn parvue 6252 3c 5
Bensteson wardls G353 c2 5
Sclerccactus pubispinus -— 3c b1
Senetio dtaorphophyllus - c2 5

var, intercedius

# An explanation of the Copservancy's ranking systes
15 included wath this letter as Attachment 2

Townsendia aprica was just recently listed as threatened, and thas 90
change will need to be reflected i1n the Final EIS and flan, 0Of the "
twelve sensitive plant species, our intormation shows that Astragalus
parnebyy and Astragalug consobrinus say not need to be considered as sen~
s1tive on the Fishtake Forest The ather ten should retain their sensi-
tive status There are also three plant taxa not currently considered

as sensitive which we propase as additians to the Fishlake s list: 9.
Proposed
THC Federal FNF
Taxon rank statns Etatus
Wyeenosys helenioldes 6353 c2 §
Machaerapthera &1na1a 68353 Jc g
81lene petersgnii var petersonit wI8372 c2 S

The change for the Jowpgendia aprica listing has been done.

Listing these three species as sensitive must be done at the Regional

Office level.

We have forwarded your comments to them
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The Hature Conservancy 15 very concerned with the saintenance of
rare plants and animals. My cosments i1n the preceeding paragraphs dealt
with treateent of guch species 1n the Forest Flan, aleng wWith recosmenda-
tions for updating your li1st of species of concern. Beyond these written
consents, however, the Conservancy i1s alse willing to work actively with
the Fishlake National Foarest toward Lhe goal of rare Species conserva-
tion. Such cooperative worl would include information-sharing and actual
$#1eld assastapce -- as you require and as our resources allow.

& % K

In conclusign, thank you for considering ay coasents 1n the develop-
sent of the Fishlake Mattonal Forest s Land and fiesource Managesent flan.
I very auch appreciate the interest and support that [ have refeived
throughout the Forest during ey visits there. I look forward ko contin-
wing a good working relationship between The Mature Capservancy and the
Fishiake Natiomal Forest.

Sincerely yours,
bflﬂ s TJTJ

Joel S. Tuhy
Utah Public Lands Eoordinator

Attachaents 1. Wap showing two RMA candidate boundaries.
2 Explanation of THC ranking systea.
3. Reconnaissance repart and proposal for The Cove.

Note: The appendices to this lestter are on file at the Supervisor's
Office, Richfield, Utah.
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Qctober 29, 164835
Yenice, Utah

Fishlake Hational Forest
Gentlement

I am writing in regards to the Proposed land and Resource
Management Plan. The Lost Creek Booble Hole Grazers' Assoclation
has revlewed the plan.

option 8 seems to be the best option az far as we can tall,
however, We have several coONCEYNS,

Whether gome people belleve it or not, this area of the
state depends primarily on agrlculture which is extensively
1livestock and livestock grazing, So with the small number of
acres that are suited For cultivation and intensive irrigated
pasturing, the B.L.M &and National Forest land ls needed to
completo the necessary acredge to operate these small agricultural
enterprises.

The fencing on most allotments is qulte detericrated and
some springs and water systems need renovating. We feel if the
full responsibility is placed on the permit holder that 1t wiil
cause him undo expense which he may bave a hard time handling
i1n these ecritical financial times in agriculture.

Wa have concerns over closing too many roads. We feel there
are enough, however, some need better maintenance than they
receive, We don't feel that any more roads 8re Necessary.

We know and reallze there are many demands on the forest
lands and each has its place. We are willing to cooperats and
make things better for all as we bave done in the past.

Sincerely,

~ L

Ivan Cowley, Preside
Last Creek Booble Hdle Grasers?
Association

92.

The Forest recognizes the need for grazing on National Forest System
lands to make a vieble operation for local ranchers. Fencing and
water developments do need improvement. Where financang is available,
these structures are being improved. However, i1t 1is the
responsibility of the permittees to maintain improvements.
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Richfield, Utah
Dctober 30, 1885

Mr. Kent Taylor, Supervisor
Faishlake National Forest
115 East 00 North
Richfield, Utah B4a701

Dear Mr. Taylor:

I would like the follow:ng comments considered by those
individuals responcisblie for drafting and approval of the
proposed travel management policy for the Fish Lake National
Forest. First of alil, let m= commend the msmbers of your
=taff who went out of their way to present the planning
infermation te the members of the Sevier Sheriff s Jeep
Posse. I realize they did not have to make such a
presentation and the fact that they did speaks well of thewr
dedication and comm:tment to the public welfare.

My specific remarks are directed to that area of Cove
Mountain whach 15 located adjacent to the property which I
own on that mountain, As I read the proposed planning this
area 1s restricted to off road travel for soal, vepetation
and watershed protection. I agrees with the proposal as it a3.
relates to travel by wheeled vehicles. However, I do not
thank the area should be closed to winter recreation
vehicles such as snowmobiles., At least that area from
Hunter's Flat south to the Koosharem Ranger Station
location. Thais area generally experiences a heavy
concentration of snow fall and provides some pf the most
enjoyable snowmobiling country 1t has been my priviledge to
enjoy.

The atcess roads are such that when the snow begins to melt

and damage could occur to the vegetatin or water shed, 1t 1%

ampossible to get to. Road closure to wheeled vehicles used

to transport snowmobiles in the iower range=s where watere

shed, wildlife winter range and vegetation could be a

problem wauld prevent the damage to the higher ranges.

Therefore, 1§ the closure were made seasohal, the area could

be protected during the critical spring and fall periods, oy,
vet left to be enioyved during the winter.

Since I have been an active member of the Sevier Sheriff s
Jeep Posse for twenty yearse, and the Utah Cival Aar Patrol
for seven years, I wauld like to also recommend that a
statement be incerported tnto the planning philosophy that a5,
the restrictions to vehicle travel within the Fishlake
Natianal Forest are automatically waived when organized
units of loral, =tate and federal garsernments are responding
to the protection or rescue of humen life. We often fing
purselse 1n si1tuations wnich reguire judoement on the part
gt the responager wiltfout the benerit of asiing a hianer
autharity ror approval An indlvigual responding to thas

king of need Should not be held liable to travel
restrictions intended for general public use.

Thank you +#or allowing me €o respond to your planning needs.
I appreciate the opportunty.

Respectfully vours,

S Hit s

dames Miel Forkter

NIP/n)

The area from Hunter's Flat to Koosharem Guard Station wWill be open to
snowmobile use.

Scme roads at the lower elevations will be closed seasonally to
prevent resource damage.

Travel restrictions in closed areas can be waived under certain
circumstances by the Forest Supervisor. In cases of organized search
and rescue operations where loss of human life is possible, the
closure is waived in the Travel Management Plan.
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Ogtober 30, 1985

Mr J. Kent Taylor

Forest Supervisor

Figh Lake National Forest
115 Bast %00 Norch
Richfield, utah 84701

Dear Mr. Tayler:

The Mountain Men Of The Masatch wish to take the opportunity to review and
comment on the long range planning for the Fish Lake National Foresc.

This club, tormed in 1969, has growm to include over 1,000 members and assoc—
iates, including some from the Richfield Human Resources umit. It is our

goal to preserve for ours and future generations, the skills, craftsmansnip
and life styles of our forefathers prior te the cwenty first cengury. Another
of our goals is to keep some of our public lands in the prisczine stace that
they were in, long before the advent of the twenty first cencury, facluding the
abundance of wildiife that firse lured our forefachers here.

We feel chat the ferest plan has the best opportunities for prometing our
interescs with alternative number 4. It would be ironic to sacrifice che very
things that so many of the people in these human resource units live there for,
in fact, one member expressed it very well when he said "why else would I live in
such an ¢conomically depressed area, except for the huncinp, Fishing, recreation
and beaucy here. 1 would racher have this lifescyle than che excra wmoney "

Alternative number 4 also seems to best protect the values of chis foresc. We
feel some of the other alrernatives devote too much emphasis te ecenomical
devalopment at the expense of wildlife and undeveloped recreation It is a
proven fact as road densaties, s50il disvurbances, vegetacion disturbances, etc.
increase, wildlife numbers will suffer due to the many negative impacts on
their habitat and Iife styles Over-hunting is contributed to with road
density increases that some of the other alternatives would create

Another area of concern with some of the other altarmatives ip the apparent
over-allocations of available forage to livestock. We feel that allowahble
numbers of animals on this forest should be in direct proporticn zo the
numbers of people who would benefit by their being there There are many more
people rhat would like to see wildlife numbers keep up with the demands of the
publics that use them, than zhose who would like to see livestotk numbers kept
At unproportionacely high levels for the relatively few publics that would
benefit

We need clarification an the scatement on page IV-16 of the EIS thar says.

"There will be a 10% funding of livestock vegetation vehabilication projects

with wildlife Funds, when available, and when such projects are located

within big game winter range There will also be a 10% reservation for wild-

life of the increased forage in projects done within big game winter range'

Does this lO% reservation for wildlife allow 10% to be I0% of AUMs or 107 of 964
the nunbers of amimals” Other forest personnel have toid us that approximately

2 5 elk equa’ 1 cow 1n AUMs ceonsumed

This is 10 percent of the AUM's,
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Mr. J. Kent Taylor
Qctober 30, 1985
Page 2

Also we would question why any wildlife funds should go to livestock

vegetation rehabilitation. It is our belief that our state game managers would
increase thier management objectives i{f more range were available to elk.

We would like to recommend that moose be given prime considerations, and efforts,
for transplants and distribution throughout the forest and that, as a means to
create more habitat that would be bemeficial to moose, trout, ducks, geese, elk,

deer, etc., that riparian zones be adaquately developed and protected.

We feel that beaver are alsoc a beneficial form of wildlife that should recieve
more attention, and protection where possiblae, without adversly affecting other
species. Beaver create unique habitat that is especially favorable to brook trout
end native cutthrout trout. these ponds provide a needed opportunity for fishing

on this forest.

We would like to see greater numbers of bear on this forest This state has a
great natural propemsity for growing record size black bear, but for some

reason this species is not being allowed to have much of a population.

As 8 closing recommendation we will recommend that a feasability study be done
to study the feasability of providing suitable habitats for re-inctroductions of
buffale, Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep, wolf and, possibly, the introduction of

Rocky Mountain Goats.

Thank you for allowing interested groups such as curs the opportunity co part—
icipate in this planning process and to hopefully be able to help your office
prepare A plan that will be of the moest benafit for the wmost people over the

planning peraiod.

Sinterely,

Randy T&Nielsen

For-

HOUNTAIN MEN OF THE WASATCH
James E. Salmen, President

98.

99.

100.

In reality no wildlife funds are golng to livestock projects. Ne
single use projects occur . The vegetation manipulation projects in
big game winter range benefits wildlife as well as livestock.

The Flan will bring about changes in riparian area management which
will be beneficial to the species you mention. Moose will be given
prime consideraticn in the transplant program advanced by the Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources,

The Fashlake Wational Forest considers beaver to be an important and
desirable part of the Forest ecosystem.

The black bear is managed primarily by the Utah State agencies. This
Forest provides ample habitat, and the number of black bears over the
last 10 years is believed to be on an upward trend.

The Forest 1s working toward developing a wildlife speeies transplant
policy, Bighorn sheep and moose have been identified by the Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources, as species they wWould like to see
transplanted onto this Forest. Rocky Mountain goats have already been
authorized for a transplant to a portion of the Tushar Mountains and
are scheduled for introduction in the Summer of 1986. Wolf and bison
habitat parameters have changed s0 drastically since these animals
were extirpated from the Forest that they will not 1likely be
considered as candidates for transplants during this planming pericd.
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Amoco Production Company
~;
Aagion
1870 Broadway
PO Bax 800
Danver Colorado 80201
803 8304040
Roberta Andersen
Publec 1 pndls Coorinmar

October 30, 1985

Mr. Andrew Godfrey
Forest Planner

Fishiske National Forest
I15 Easr 900 Horth
Richfield, UT 84701

Dear Mr. Godfrey:

Amoco Production Company is a subsidiary of Amnco Corporation. Its Denver
Region is reaponsible for finding and producing oil and gas in the Weatern
inived States, We have a continuing interest in federal land use planning,
and appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Land and Resource
Managenent Plan for che Fishlake Wational Forest

We appreciste the job the planning tesm &1d in writing the documentation

for the Fishlake. Both the Draft LRMP and EIS show you went to considerable
lengths to prepare & fair and reasonable multiple-use plan which fully
integrates energy sud minerals. We appreciate the fact that the staff on

the Fishlake {8 willing to work with energy companies in an effort to mitigate
possible impacts rather tham to arbitrarily prehibit exploration activities.
We sense you understand there are relatively few cases where an agreement

88 to how operatlons should be conducted is impossible to reach. Ampeo
Production Company supports your Preferred Alternative 11 as being an
equitable management deciglon.

We do have 2 concern which we hope you will address im the final plan, however.

The information you have used.in the minerals sections is not recent. Acreage 02,
under lease, for example, is 1981 information. Revenue fipures arealge — —

1981 vintage. We strongly suggest that the final documents reflect meore recent

figures since the forest plan is supposed to remain in place for 10 to 15 years.

We den't believe it is appropriate to start with 5-year-old informatiou.

Thank you for considering our comments.

d.;.{f&‘_ﬁ"-'rﬁ.a_/—

Sincerely yours,

(o

rob

The objective is to portray general lease information. Little change
would ocour if everything was updated to 1985 figures. Also, the
leases cover a 10-year periocd as does the plan, although the same time
frame i3 not involved.
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Publisher

43 Scyth Main Street
Richtieid, Utah 84701
(BOT) 896-4431

Oct 30, 1985

Kent Taylor

Forest Supervisor
Fishlake National Forest
115 East 900 North
Ruchfield, Utah 84701

Dear Keat:
‘The forest travel plan 15 well thoughtout and should be adopted with a few
changes. The restricted areas on high top and seven mile area shonld be

open to snowmobibing This 1s vatal to the tourist business in the area.
Some of the winter range areas should be open on a seasonal bases.

Fuellenbach

If I can be of any assistance please call me,

Published Each
Wednesday & Saturdey

103.

Untier the proposed plan, the Fishlake High Top would be closed to all
motorized vehicles, but the Sevenmile area would be open to
snowmobiling. It is felt that some areas of the National Forest
should remain closed to all motorized equipment. The High Top was one
of the selected areas since it was the only area of the Forest which
was recomended for wilderness designation. That is, all the
attributes for semi-primtive recreation are present. Also, eritical
areas of big game winter range are closed tg snowmobile use. Even
though big game animals may not frequent these areas for the entire
winter, it would be impossible to determine when showmobiles would not
be detrimental to wildlife. For this reason, the areas are closed to
snowmobile use throughout the winter months, The areas are open to
of f road yehicles, except during specified winter periods.
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SOHIO PETROLEUM COMPANY

SUITE #1000/18 03
PALLAS, TEKAS 75240
214.387 3000

EXPLORATION & PRODUCTION
MIO-CONTINENT DIVISION

october 31, 1985

J 5. Tixier
Intermountain Region
Federal Of€ice Building
324 25th Street

Ogden, Utah 84401

Dear Mr, Tixier:

#e have reviewed the Fishlake Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan and
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and our comments follow.

Schio Petroleum Company (Sohic) supports Alternative 10 for manasgement of the
Fishlake National Forest. Schio believes Alternative 10 provides the best
opportunity for potential future hydrocarben discoveries.

Alternative 10 has the least acreage under highly restricted access. It also
has the greatest amount of medium energy potential acreage under low and
moderate access Testrictions.

Alternative 6 is our second choice due to less acreage under highly restricted
access and more acreage under low and medeTate access restrictions.

Sohio 1s opposed to Altermatives 7 and 4 dJue to large acreage blacks under
highly restricted access

In summary, Schio supports Altermative 10 and secondly, Alternative 6. We
believe the Fishlake National Forest 15 doing a commendable job of managing
the forest and coordinating the different entities who have interests in the
forest Thank you for the oppertunity to comment on this proposed plam.

Sincerely,

y

Bruce I. Clardy
Operatlons Manager

MS/BC-tlc
1826F

TWO UNCOUN CENTRE 5420 LM FREEWAY

104,

Considering all of the multiple-use objectives,
Mternative 11 the preferred alternative.

we consldered
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ONE DENVER PLACE — 899 18TH STREET — SUITE 1300

E T $o 1ogs DENVER, COLORADO 802022413

Ref: 8PM-EA

J. Kent Taylor, Forest Supervisor
fishlake Hationa) Forest

115 East 900 North

Richfield, Utah 84701

fle: Fisnlake National Forest Preposed
Plan and Draft Enyirommental
Impact Statement (BEIS)

Bear Mr. Taylor:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental
Policy Act {NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Region VIII Office
of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the referenced
documents. The EPA aphreciates the efferts invested in developing this
long-range resource management program, We belreve that it will provide a
very positive influence on the achievement of environmental objectives which
are shared by our respective agencies, We recogmize the importance, as does
the Forest Service, of the grazing, watershed, and flood control values of the
Forest. With this n mind, we have 1dentified several concerns related to
ex15ting resource problems where we encourage a stronger rehabilitation andfor
management program. OQursenciosed detalied comments cover a substantial range
of concerns and recommendations regarding water quality, riparian and wetland
areas, aguatic 11fe, and watershed respurces.

These Forest Service documents address important programs for water
quality and watershed management. However, we believe that 1t is necessary to
incorporate the EPA and State of Utah antidegradation reguivements that appiy
to all surface waters in the Fishlake Matiomal Forest. Our comments reflect
the mportance of describing the mplications of these requirements on Forest
Service land management activities. We recomrend that existing water qualfty
trends and standards be described in more depth as baselwne data for
consi1stency with management activities, We have expressed several congerns
regarding water quality-related best management practices {BMPS) and the
assessment of water quality impacts.

We suggest revisions to the Mgnitoring and Evalyation Program regarding
reguirements for. evaluating so1] and water best management practice
effectiveness, the water guality monitoring pragram, and for the
implementatyon of aguatic Vife/habitat monitoring.

The Forest Plan and draft EIS represent a commendable level of public and
inter-agency tnvelvement. The Plan should describe this continuing
coordination and consultation program in more detail generally, and
specifically as i+t relates to  water quality stanaards, the Clean Water Act
Section 404 permit program, Plan amendweat, and to the project-specific MEPA
compliance process.

105.

106.
107.

Based on our concerns and the criteria EPA has established to rate
adequacy of draft EISs, we have rated this draft EIS as Category EC-2
(environmental concerns-insufficient information). The E£PA review has
identified additional corrective measures, data, analysis, and discussion that
should be inciuded in the Forest Plan and final EIS. If further EPA
assistance 1s needed, please feel free to contact Doug Lofstedt of my staff at
FIS 563-1717.

Sincerely,

2 W

Dale Vodehnal, Chief
Environmental Assessment Branch

Enclosure

ce J. 5. Tixier, Regional Forester
Dave Ketchum, firector of Environmental Coordinatien, Forest Service
Mike Reichert, Utah Bureau of Water Pollution Control
Witliam Dickerson, A-104 {OFA)
Kerry Clough, ARA

Stapdards and Guidelines for Utah State anti-degradation requirements
have been added to the Forest Direction.

Ho comment necessary.

Management of National Forest is gulded by several different sources
of direction, These inelude Laws and their implementing regulatlons,
executive orders, manual direction, and Forest Plans, Thers is a ned
section of the Forest Service Manual being formulated that directs how
we will wWork with the Corps of Engineers in administering the 404
permit program. The absence of repetition of manual material in the
Forest Plan must not be construed in any way as meaning that the
Forest glves lesser importance to it. In general, manual direction
addresses items like the 40l permit program, that are common to many
Forests. In econtrast, the Forest Plan addresses tems such as budget
emphasis or management emphasis on the land, that are singular to that
Forest. To avoid duplicatlon they are divided into the two directien
sysiems,
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EPA Comments on the Fishlake National Forast
Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan and Draft EIS

Water Resources and Watershed Management 109

The EPA zppreciates the level of existing water quality which, from the
discussion on DEIS page S-9, appears to be 1n almost all cases higher than
needed to protect State-assigned designated uses. We feel that the EIS needs
10 be strengthened by documenting more specrfically the designated uses, and
ex1sting quality data and trends, preferably in a table format. Such
tnformation would be important in providing consistency with alternative
levels and locations of forest activities. We would also like to see
cumulative water quality mpacts addressed more specifically on DEIS
pages Iv-31, 45, etc.

We support the intentions of maintaining, and in some areas, improving 110
water quality. However, we feel that the Plan and EIS should establish a *
clearer cansistency, by alternative, with existing antidegradation
requirements {refer to EPA's antidegradation policy at 40 CFR Part 131,12 and
to the State of Utah antidegradation policy} that apply to streams 1n the 111,
Fishlake Natienal Forest. There should be clarmification of what these
requiremants mean 0 terms of existing quality and n terms of $ndividual
activities 11ke logging, reoad construction, and mneral development. Will
continued “Minor degradation of water quality of some streams" (DEIS
page 1V-31) violate the Yntidegradation requirements? The State-Forest
Service nstitutional arrangements: 1) for allowing any water quality
degradation, and 2) for assuring that *all cost-effective and reasonable best
management practices for nonpoint source control® are achieved (40 CFR
Part 131.12{a){2)), should be defined. Utah notes in its antidegradation
policy that projects such as construction of roads "will be considered in
antidegradation segments on a case-by-case basis where pollution will result
only during actual construction activity . . . “. The process for permitting 112.
“Short-term or temporary” violations of water quality standards should be
addresskd {Plan page IV-35). Mow are the Forest Service and State coordinated
in this process (considering the antidegradation requirement)? Define the
meaning of “"Short-term or temporary". Are the existing beneficial uses to be
maintained pmimpaired? ¥ not, what degree of impairment 15 to be allowed?

EPA's antidegradation policy includes a provision requiring the maintenance
and protection of “outstanding National resource* waters (Part 121.12(a)(3)).
The Plan and EIS should address whether any of the Forest's streams are under
th1s designation. The general direction on Plan page 1V-35 also states that
improvement actions are not necessary where "natural background water
pollutants cause degradation“. Why not?

We suggest that the standards and guidelines deaiing with roads and 113.
timber harvesting 1dentify the existence of and requirements for measures to
adequately control water quality impacts. What additional requirements, or
best management practices (BMP's) are needed? W11l these requirements alse

Additions have been made to the EIS (IV-31) to elarify existing water
quality conditions. Cumulative impacts of management activities have
not been specifically addressed. This would have to be done on a
case-by-case basis if management activities were greatly inereased 1n
any given watershed. However, land disturbing activities associated
with management are currently at a low level.

An anti-degradation policy has been added to the Forest birection.
This covers activities over the entire Forest. Any short-term wmpacks
would be coordinated with the Utah Division of Eavirormental Health teo
review past years activities and plans for the current year.

No waters on the Forest have been classified as Toutstanding natural
resources,” This has now been stated in the EIS.

The statement dealing with improvement actions on natural pollution
remains. Action to deal with natural pollution would be implemented
if effective and efficient.

Best management practices (EMP'S) are applied to all timber sales that
involve roading There is no need to repeat these practices in the

Plan.

We have added this Direction to the Ferest-wide Direction so it
applies to all areas. Instead of formulating our own water quality
standards, we believe it is better to refer to State standards so
conflicts between the two will not arise in the future, Vegetative
manipulation does include timber harvest and other things.

Prior to any project, an interdisciplinary team will make a site
specific examination. If they determine the project will not be able
to meet standards and guadelines (including antidegradation} or that
mitigation measures will not resolve the problem, the project will not
be implemented.

If a large demand for aspen develops during the plan period, an
amendment to the Plan and EIS would be completed to evaluate the
inerease in program.

Clearcutting is limited to aspen stands where cutover patches will not
exceed 0 acres Generally, clearcuts in aspen stands have not
exceeded 20 acres on this Forest. All proposed timber sale areas
which could affect water quality are evaluated on a project by project
pasis. To attenpt to include guidelines in the Forest Plan which
would apply to ail s:tuations would not be possable, (It should be
pointed out that the total Forest timber program for the decade wall

occupy only 2000 acres.)

A prescription with Standards and Guidelines already exists in the
Plan for municipal watersheds. Currently no drinking water problems
exist. In most cases, an intensification of multipie-use management
prevides needed protection of waler qualaly without Lotally
restricting all use within the watershed This 1s possible Cecause
most water sources are enclosed.
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apply to local roads that are built to lower standards, and for timber
purchaser built roads? The Plan deals with the need to determine the water
quality effects of road construction and “vegetation manipoiation® as general
direction for 9A management areas on page IV-147. We believe that the same
general direction needs to apply to these projects in other mapagement areas
where water quality effects could occur. Additionally, water quality
standards sheuld be included 1n the standards and guideiines for determining
the water quality effects under this particular general direction. He assume
that “vegetation manipulatien” includes timber harvesting. How nregative would
a project’s mpact be before it would not be approved {in context of the
antidegradation requirements)?

According to the Plan and DEIS, about 236,000 acres are available for
aspen cutting, with some of 1t on potentially unstabie soil (DEIS page 5-8).
Since aspen was “nearly excluded from the harvest projection® {DEIS
page IV-33), we feel that the Plan should pravide far an amendment with an
appropriate HEPA action to address the effects of z larger harvesting program
if a market becomes available. For the timber program 1n general, what are
the equivalent clearcut area criteria needed for water resource protection?
We feel that the environmental effects of the timber program, by alternative,
should be addressed more directly {in addition to the extensive use of
alternative output comparisons}),

We suggest that thesplanned protection actions for municipal watersheds
be identified more specifically  What drinking water problems need to be
addressed?

118.

We are pleased to see the Plan incTude prioritized 1ists of watershed and
abardoned mine treatment projects (Appendix 0). What types of projects are
these? Which have water quality components? In what years 1s treatment to be
accomplished? He suggest that the Plan recognize any watersheds needng
treatment that are listed 1n Utah*s Sectien 305(b) report on State-wide water
guality. We feel that the Forest needs to Justify why 1t can not complete the
the watershed treatment backlog at least by the end of the 50 year planning
perio¢ (DEIS page 1v-41). What are the environmental wplications, by 6.
alternative, of not achieving treatment of all 26,000 acres? According to
Plan Table Q-3, 5,489 acres of watershed mprovement are planned out of about
26,000 acres needing treatment. DEIS Table IV-20 (page IV-431) indicates
19,560 total acres to be treated This apperent discrepancy should be
clarifriea  The cerrelation of planned watershed mmprovement acreage versus
neeas should be made on DEIS Table II-23 {page 11-90). We also believe that
Tabie 1i-23 needs to recognize appropriate amounts of grazing and vegetation
for watershed protection under the preferred alternative (page 11-87). What
comprenensive watershed management plans are needed? :

Abandoned mine land profects incjude such things as clesing more
shafts and restoring vegetation on sites that have been abandoned.
They do not include work on active claims when the current operator is
required to complete work needed to protect water quality and meet
other envirommental concerns Projects are listed in priority. Work
w1ll be accomplished according to the level of financing received.
Currently, no problems exist for heavy metal contamination, but
sediment reduction can be aceomplished.

The watershed backlog identifies total acres needing treatment, Funds
available for treatment are iInadequate to meet the needs. The
implication is that accelerated erasion levels will continee on
watershed lands. That would hold true for 211 alterpatives,

The apparent discrepancy in acres needing Yreatment comes about
because the acres shown In the plan identify acres and funds only for
projects to be accomplished in the next 10 years. The 26,000 acres
represent all lands currently needing treatment  The 19,560 acre
value shows how many acres could be treated in 50 years if full
funding was recejved for Alternative 11.

Table II-23 compares alternatives in a relative manner. By comparing
any alternative to Alternative 4, a feel for maximm treatment effect
can he obtained As far as grazing and watershed protection goes, the
allotment management plans cover the concerns adequately. Here,
interdisciplinary teams have a chance to ideantify 1ssues and concerns,
then a plan 1s developed to e¢stablish objectives, implement actions,
develop proper use criterla and to evaluate acticns through follow-up
studies,

Some of the projects identified in the watershed restoration appendix
are for closing abandoned roads. These closures are dong for rescurce
protection and water quality wanagement. I roads are still required
for management purposes, then maintenance is done for resource
protection. Again, the problem is being urable to maintain all roads
eyery year with the funds avallable. & stztement has been added to
the EIS to recognize this problem.

Managemant of Nation=l Forest is guided by several different sources
of direction. These inelude Laws znd their implementing regulaticns,
executive orders, manual direetion, and Forest Planas. Thare is a new
zection of the Forest Service Wanual being formaated that directs how
we will work with the Corps of Engineers 1n administering the HQ4
permt program The absence of repefitlon of manuzl material in the
Forest Flan must not be construed in any way as meaning that the
Forest gives lesser importance to it., In general, manual direction
addresses items like the 404 permit program, that are common to many
Forests In contrasi, the Forest Plan addresses 1tems such as budget
emphasis or management emphasis on the lapd, that are singular to that
Forest To avoid duplication they are divaded into the two direction
systems.
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We have problems with the preferred alternative's program for dealing
wrth existing roads that are having adverse environmental effects.
Apparently, road maintenance would be concentrated on "voads supporting the
timber program while other roads will continue to deteriorate" (DEIS
page 1¥-61). We feel that treatment of non-timber roads to prevent
deterioration, particularly when water quality and riparian resources are
invoived, needs more recognition. We believe that the EIS {pages IV-86 and
87) needs more disclosure of the road management effects on water quality by
alternative,

We belreve that the Plan and EIS need to describe the formal coordination
process far working with the Corps of Engineers {COE} and other relevant
agencies 1n admnistering the Section 404 dredge and f111 permit program
Important considerations to address include notification of projects to be
done under nationwide, state, or regional 404 permit, 1dentification of
projects needing an individual permit, and development of mutually agreeable
mitigation requirements for individual projects.

We have several concerns regarding the water-related monitoring program.
He commend the Plan’s emphasis on “concurrent monitoring to ensure that
mitigation measures are effective and in compliance with state water quality
standards® for 4A and 9A areas {pages 91 and 148). MWe feel that such
monitoring may be wmportant for activities done outside of 4A and 9A areas
which could effect water quality. Secondly, we were unable to clearly
correlate these requirements to the requirements {field review, quantities,
frequency, etc.) for evaluating the effectiveness of installed soil and water
BMP's n Plan Chapter ¥. MWe question the effectiveness of only $2,000
annually to provide both short-term and baseline water quality menitoring
(PTan page V-9). In 1981, over 520,000 of Knutson-Vandenberg {K-¥} funds were
received (Plan page I1-18). Me suggest that the Plan discuss the planned use
of K-V and any other potential funding sources to supplement the water quaiity
and other environmental resource monitoring programs. Where are the baseline
stations? How 15 water guality monitoring coordinated with the state and
USGS? What parameters besides sediment, will be used to determine compliance
with state water guality stanaards? What 1s the value of only an annual
measurement frequency {Plan page V-9)7 How will biclogical momitoring be
integrated with themical monitoring? How w11l antivdegradation and cumulative
mpacts be handled? Will an ecoregion or reference stream approach to
monitoring be used?

Livestock and Grazing Manacement

tivestock grazing appears to be a significant part of Forest operations.
However, we had difficuity in adequately determining the ex1sting condition of
the Forest's rangeland and grazeable woodland. We encourage a more specific
description of such conditions, with supporting mapping 1f avariable, in tevms
of multiple resource values or at least ecologicai condition. We feel that
such information would pravide a stronger basis for management direction.

A monitoring requirement has been added to evaluate best management
practice effectiveness and compliance with objectives on land
disturbing projects. In addition, funds for annual monitoring have
been increased.

Currently, Knutson-Vandenberg (K-V) funds are very limited because of
the =mall timber program. If the timber industry has renewed
activity, it would be possible to obtain some peeded funding

Baseline monitoring stations have been located cver different parts of
the Forest. During the early 1980's, stream monitoring was done on
key streams, After a base level was established, stations were moved
to gain Information in other areas. In 1985, 14 stations were
established on streams near Fish Lake and in nearby sewage lagoons

Emphasis 15 being placed on recognition of nutrieni enrichment from
nmatural sources as well as from recreational facilities  Later on,
baseline stations will be placed in areas where dispersed mining
activities could possibly result in heavy metal enrichment 1n the
streams.

Each year a coordinatiocn meeting is held with the State Division of
Environmental Health, They receive a copy of the current momitoring
plan, results from past monatoring and are informed on projects
planned for the coming year

Some of the key water quality parameters being followed 1n the Fish
Lake monitoring include Kjeldahl nitrogen, nitrate, nitrite and
phosphate. Also, several complete chemical analyses have been done as
well as measuring temperature, pH and dissolved oxygen. Stream
monitoring includes bacteriologrcal and chemical analyses.

Annual frequency of monitoring does not rnecessarily mean only one
sampling date is involved. In 1985, there were three sampling dates
on Fish Lake. This provided a measure of change with season.

Some of the chemical parameters measured are correlated with the
biological parameters. For example, streams high in bicarbonates may
have higher populations of biological material than low bicarbonate
streams. This eoncept 15 built xnto interpretive guidelines

Anti-degradation evaluations will be based on changes over time at
baseline sites. Cumulative 1mpacts are based only on broad
evaluations of the total activities occurring within a pgiven
watershed A sediment model to frack every activaity over time has not
been prepared because there is such a large source of error asscciated
with sediment sampling, Also, 1t 15 extremely difficuit to separate
sediment coming from bank erosion or onsite erosiecn, and to separate
natural sediment assocrated with a major climatic event from that
induced by management activities.

At the present time, six different ecosystems are being ccnsidered on
the Forest These have different geologic and soii conditions In
addition, 11 climakic zones where significant differences occur in
precipitation &nd evapotransprration have been ldentified.
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Alternative 4 would withdraw livestock from suitable range that 1s in
“poor to very poor condition” {DEIS page I1I-41). We are concerned that
AMternative 11 also recognize such existing poor cenditions and prescribe
effective 1mprovements. The general direction to “Achieve or maintain fair or
better range condrtions on all rangelands used by Tivestock" (Plan page Iv-23)
presents some concerns. Apparently this direction conflicts with the
statement on Plan page ITI-2 that “An upward trend w111 result from 1mproved
administration and range mprovements.” What values are used 1n making
condition determinations? We recommend the consideration of management
direction to improve, rather than just mawntain, rangeland resources 1n “fair"
condition. Furthermore, the effects of the proposed grazing management
program n correcting past watershed problems related to overgrazing {as
discussed on Plan page [I-64) on 9F and other appropriate management areas
should be described more clearly. As a case in point, the discussion of
Alternative M en DEIS page II-87 should be more complete in describing
adequate watershed/water resource protection and preventian of overgrazing.
What effect will mare intensive grazing management have on reducing flaoding
potential? The ecological mpacts of alternative grazing programs” (DEIS
pages 1¥-28-31) should be more thoroughly disclosed. The alternative impacts
and trade-offs of vegetation “spraying, crushing, plowing, and chaining"

{Plan page IV-109} also need disclosure.

The Plan and DEIS address reductions needed in livestock grazing (such as
on DEIS page II-87), yet DEIS page I1-70 wndicated an increase 1n amimal umit
months of grazing by over 51,000 wn the first decade and even more 1n later
y?arsfunger the preferred alternative The apparent discrepancy should be
clarified.

120.

121,
Fisheries_and Aquatic Life

The Plan proposes a “20 percent decrease" 1n fish numbers as an
acceptable limit before corrective action 1s taken {Plan page ¥-6), In
discussing this proposed 1imt with Forest staff, 1t apparently relates to
natural population fluctuations, and not to permissible reductions as a result
of Forest management activaities. Conseguently, we believe that revisions are
needed to 1) assure consistent provisions for maintenance and mprovement of
fish populations from Forest management, and 2) to assure consistency with
water quality antidegradation requirements. We alse suggest biolegical
Justification for what appears to be a large natural population fluctuation.

A concern with the aquatic 1i1fe guidelines 1n general deals with the proposed
standard and guideline to maintain vertebrate habitat by protecting "at least
40 percent of the ecosystems for existing species” (Plan page IV-18). The
ab1lity of such a requirement to adequately provide for fish, water gquality
requirements, and healthy aquatic populations should be addressed for
appropriateness.,

The informatlon requested is provided in current allotment management
plans and supporting documents used in the preparation of these plans.

There Is no conflict In the statements that are being referred to.
You can have an upwWard trend and achieve betfer range conditions. If
desiratle conditions =already exist, maintenance of those conditions
does not create a problem.

Trend is followed using nested frequency evaluations on a five-year
interval. This is outlined in the monmitoring section of the plan.
Improved administration is obtained by enforeing conditions outlined
in grazing permits.

The statements on restoring depleted watershed areas have been
clarified in the EIS, (See also Range & Soll and water goals on pages
IV-4 & 5 and General Direction P IV=35 in the Plan)

Unfortunately, many of the flocding events that have occurred in
recent years would have caused severe damages no matter what kind of
management was being followed.

Impacts assoelated with specific projects dealing with spraying,
chaining, plowing, ete., are covered in environmental analyses for
allotment management plans, and for individual projects where needed

Here, specific units of land can be 1dentified and specific impacts
addressed

A typing error was made on page II-T0 ip the EIS, This has been
corrected.

Acceptable limits for fish numbers have been changed to allow
interagency coordination to determine acceptable fish populations.
Since the state 13 the lead agency i1n population management,
acceptable lamzts will be determined in coordination with the Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources.

The proposed Standard and Guideline to maintain vertebrate habitat by
protecting at least 40% of the ecosystems for existing species is
designed primarily for terrestrial waldlife. Item 4 under General
Pirection (LMP page IV-18) includes more specific guidelines for fish
habitat management. ALl waters capable of supporting self-sustaining
trout populations will be maintained at or above 403 of optimum  More
speci1fie guidelines for streams 1n Management Areas UA or 9A can be
found under Prescription d4A and 9A of the LMP
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The Plan and DEIS discuss fisheries and aquatic life goals in terms of
“mimimum viable population numbers" ({DEIS page III-40). Our concern is that
protectfon of healthy populations be recognized. We suggest that the
gocuments assure consistency with antidegradation requirements, and that a
“"yiable* population 1S 1n fact a healthy population.

We commend the use of Management Prescription 4A for several stream zones
in order to emphasize fish habitat mprovement. These areas are designated
primarily on the western part of the Forest. The Plan map indicates several
perennial streams in the seuth central and eastern part of the Forest, yet it
is unclear why almest no water bodies there are designated 4A. 1Is the aguatic
Thfe/habitat all wn good condition? We recommend Plan map revisions to
nclude any additional stream zones needing the 4A prescription. Since about
365 of the Forest's 380 miles of streams have either poor or fafr habitat
condition (BEIS page $-7), how much of the stream mileage is identified for
improvement under the 4A prescription?

The lack of streamside vegetation 1s part of the reason for the extensive
poor and fair stream habitat condition (DEIS page III-32}. Consequently, we
question the standard and guideline requiring maintenance, as a minmimum, of
only 40 percent of the overhanging vegetation {Plan page IV-19). Likewise, we
question the requirement for maintenance, as a mmmum, of 50 percent of
“total streambank length 1n stable cond1tion where natural conditions allow®
{Plan page IV-19}. How much of an improvement are the above standards and
guidelines to the existing conditions? The ability and adequacy of these
standards and guidelines for "maintaining shade and bank stability for
streams® {Plan page IV¥-84) wn 4A and other management areas needs to be
addressed. The proposed standard and guideline to "Maintain or wmprove
overall stream habitat condition at or above 50 percent of optimal* for
streams 1n 9A areas {Plan page IY¥-144) 1s alsoc a concern. It appears that
such a requirement would allow degradation of exysting higher conditions.

The Birotic Condition Index (BCI) will be used ta quantify stream
condition. What macroinvertebrates are to be management and water quality
indicator species? The Forest Service Intermountain Region's
October 1979 “Biotic Conditron Index: Integrated Biological, Phystcal, and
Chemical Stream Parameters for Management" publication indicates on page 14
that a 70-85 BCI rating reguires a management strategy to improve habitat.
Table 1IT-21 {BEIS page [21-40} indicates a BCI of 70 as a minimum for a
viable population. We would Tike to see the Plan on page IV¥-18 and under
direction for Management Area 4A specify the BCI level which will trigger
wmprovement actions  Additionailly, from the monitoring pilan on Plan page V-6,
1t appears that even a reduction by 15 gpercent of the BCI rating to an
unpacceptable level would not trigger improvement actions. The Plan should be
clearer tn assuring that macroinvertebrate studies have been designed to
measure desired enviranmental effects. What does “annual" measurement
frequency mean for macroinvertebrate indicator species? The extensive amount
of deteriorated stream condition appears to indicate & need for more than the
“s1ight improvement” of macroinvertebrate habitat stated on DEIS page [1-89
and an increase in 8C1 rather than the siight decrease projected on DEIS

page IV-26.

122,

123.

124.

125,

The Forest Service 1s required by National Forest Management Act
regulations (36 CFR 219.9) to maintain viable populations, “Fish and
wildlife habitat shall be managed to maintain viable populations of
existing native and desired non-native vertebrate species in the
planning area ® Estimates of minimum viable populations set the
minimum threshold levels for planning purposes. They are not goals to
achieve. The Forest 1s required to address minimum viable population
levels in the plan and assure that, at a minimum, these levels will be
met, Yt is estimated that the proposed preferred zlternative will
maintain populations at levels considerably higher than minimum
visble.

In compliance with the state's anti-degradation policy, existing
instream water uses and populations will be mainta:ned and protected.

Several additional atreams have been designated 44 Management Areas on
the map. Approxamately 164 miles of stream have been designated HA
Management Areas for this plapning iteration. Due to the high cost of
stream habitat improvement and extensive flood damage that has
oceurred on the Forest, only part of needed habitat improvement can be
scheduled for the first decade.

Since the most recent surveys, current stream conditions have changed
substantially as the result of extensave flood damage cver the past
several years. The best estimate of current conditions includes
overhanging vegetation of less than 20% and bank stability of less
than 20% Only two streams of those surveyed have current conditions
of 50% or higher of optimam. Most of the Forestts streams fall below
this standard The intent 1s to raise all currently degraded streams
to a minimally acceptable level, not to allow the few higher rated
streams to slip below their current conditaon.

The exact macroinvertebrate indicator species will vary by stream. In
general, the following species will be used:

Epeorus sp. mayfly
Zapada =p. stonefly
Ephemerella doddsi mayfly
may{ly
Chironcmidae dipteran

The standards or acceptable limits indicating no need for further
planning acticn have been changed to read "BCI above 75" (see LMP page
V-6), The reference fo a BCI of 70 as a munirum for a viable
population has been deleted (see DEIS page III-U40) since the minxmum
viable population for macroinvertebrates has not been determined. Hew
Forest Service guidelines on macroinvertedbrate analysis (unpublished
reports) now use a BCI of 75-90 to indicate that the biotic community
is 1n good condition, Below 75 the community 1s considered in fair or
poor condition., Therefore, we are using a BCI of 75 as a mimmun
standard for all fisher:ies streams. This standard has been added to
the Forest Darection (LHP pape IV-10).
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Riparian Areas and Wetlands

He have several concerns regarding riparian area and wetland management.
The preferred alternative would only slightly improve riparian habitat
condition {(DEIS page I1I-89). We feel that this contradicts the need for
riparian area wmprovement noted in several areas of the documents. It appears
that Alternative 4 more effectively addresses riparian area needs. The EIS
should disclase the effects of the alternatives on riparian and wetland
resources more thoroughly. Management areas 44 and 9A cover only 2,623 acres
out of a total of 34,600 acres of riparian area (Plan page IV-50). We feel
that much more of the riparian area should be included at least 1n the 9A
area. How extensive will the riparian management manttoring program be?

We question the ability of the standards and guidelines for maintaining
"ripartan dependent resource vaiues . . . in a stable or upward trend" {(PTan
pages 1vV-33 and 34} to adequately provide for mprovement of degraded riparian
resgurces  We feel that stronger improvement goals and requirements based on
ecolagical condition and other resource values are needed. We suggest
addrtignal decumentation of the effectiveness of intensive grazing management
n 1) maintaining exysting good riparian conditions, and 2} n provading an
agequate mprovement trend for areas 1n less than good condition. The planned
amounts of riparian fencing should be c¢larified.

The Plan’s general direction calls for aspen clearcutting In both 4A and
9A riparian areas (pages IV-89 and 146}, The Plan and EIS should justyfy this
practice as really being necessary What are the impacts and
multiple-resource trade-offs of such clearcutting? What alternatives exist?
What :s the allowable cutting ntensity for other tree species i riparian
areas

Off-road vehicular travel would be prevented 1n riparian areas "when the
ecosystems would be unacceptably damaged" {P'an page IV-141). What 1s
unac??gtaole damage? Why 15 off-road vehicle travel needed 1n riparian areas
at a

Forest Plan Implementation and Coordination

We suggest that the discussion of categorical exclusions on Plan page V-2
undergo some revision  The term *categorical exclusion” should be defined
We recommend that the discussiom be more consistent with the recent revisions
to Forest Service NEPA wmplementation procecures (June 24, 1985) 1n which onty
certain types of potential categorical exclusions are specified.

126.

127,

128,

129.

130.

The measurement frequency for macroinvertebrate specles has been
changed to read "5 streams/year." Each stream will be sampled two to
four times per year depending upon the project being monitored and
available funding, If more monitoring funds become available,
additicnal streams will be sampled each year. .

The BCI may decrease initially due to increased project activity
ineluding range and wildlife habitat improvements, watershed projects
and timber sales. After the first few years the average BCI should
inerease with improved riparian and watershed conditions,

It is not possible to digscuss the effects of each proposed project
within each alternative on ripar:ian and wetland resources because many
of the projects have not yet been planned in detail Each project
will be subject to meeting the Fores{ Standards and Guidelines for
riparian areas. The specific impacts will be mitigated as part of the
project proposal and implementation plan,

Ten percent of’ all perennial streams will be surveyed on each District
each year.

Additional guidelines for riparian area improvement will be provided
wn  individual Allotment Management Plans, These plans include
individual sife specific environmental assessmenty with
anterdisciplinary interaction.

Durang the first decade, 29 miles of stream fencing and 28 acres of
sprang and wetland fencing are proposed

If decadent aspen stands are to be regenerated, they must be
clearcut. Best Management Practices (BMP's) are follcwed in riparian
areas for all timber activifies, regardless of cuti.ng system used

Uhacceptable damage Is that which causes degradation of streams or
lakes, Although off-road vehicle use 1s not "needed™ in most riparian
areazs, there Is no need to restrict this use where damage is not
oceurring  Also, posting and enforcement of an gff—road vehicle
¢losure in &1l riparian areas would be a monumentdl and espensive
task

A definition of categorical exclusion has been added by referencing
section 1952 2 of the Forest Service Manual This 1s consistent with
the latest (June 24, 1985) revision of the Forest Service NEPA
implementing procedures which are FSM 1950  In that chapter, Section
1952 2 states 1n part nTypically, classes and representative
examples of actions that might be categorically excluded are listed
below " This 15 to keep the decision making as close to the ground
as poss:ible
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133

We suggest a more specific discussion of NEPA compliance activities
associated with Plan revision and amendment (Plan page V-14). What NEPA
compliance documents w11l be reguired for a signmficant amendment? Al what
points will the pubiic and other agencies be able to have wnput? What are the
“NEPA procedures” and NEPA outputs associated with insignificant Plan
amendments?

We feel that the Plan should describe the requirements for periodic
evaluations of Plan implementation from a mult{-discipline, multiple resgurce
perspective.

We recommend that the EIS {page Iv-82) recognize coordination with the
Utah Bureau of Water Pollution Control and the lccal areawide water quality
mapagement agency.

131.

132,

133.

Agreed that this process needs to be spelled out in detail
Currently, the Washington level of the Foret Service is preparing
manual direction to provide guidance in this area. The Forest will
comply with the new direction when it is received

Agreed. This requirement has been added to the monitoring section.

Agreed The description of this coordination has been added.
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October 31, 1985

Mr. J. Kent Taylor
Farest Superviser
Fishlake Narional Foraat
115 E, 900 N,
Richfield, UT 84701
Dear Kent:

Your peaple were kind enough to come to out Sheriff's Poasee meeting
the other night and present to us your forest plan.

The main topic was clesing roads in several areas of the forest.
I would like to share with you are feelings as a Poassee or Seavch and
Rescue unit.

As a whole we are very much in faver of more soccondary road closurea
and would like to suggest a few ideas:

Close your roads with gates and make a key availabla to our Fossee
in case of a search or rescue type situation.

Enforce your rosd closures, In the past, your atrempts at enforcing
these road closures has been half-hearted at best.

Restrict and enforce off-road vehicle use,

bo not close roads in winter to snowmobile use.

Thank you again for your concern about our feelings in the matter.

Thank you,

Paul Nlemeyer
Commander, Sevier Sheriffs Pozsee
Richfield, UT

134.

Generally, locked gates will be used for temperary voad closures
needed for resource protection during wet periods. In cases of
organized search and rescue operations, where loss of human life is
possible, the clesure is waived in the Travel Management Plan.

Once Forest Plan closures are implemented, enforcement will be
vigorous.

The only areas where snowmobiles are prohibited are those coded 34, 3B
and S5A on the Management Area Map which accompanmies the Forest Plan.
The 3A and 3B areas are set aside for non-motorized recreation wuhile
the 5A areas are critleal wildlife winter range.
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Detober 31, 1985

#r. J« Kent Taylor
Forast Supervisor
Fishlake National Faraest
115 E., 900 N.

Richfield, UT 84701

Lear Yr. Taylor:
He are writing this Lerter in response to your proposed forest plan,
As you would expect as a group organized for the conservation and utili-
zation of wildlife and habitat, this forest plen is of preat importance
O U
As we have pone over this proposed plan we have a few general comments
that we would like you to consider when you make your final plan. 135
.
Host of our body i3 interested in more quality hunting in our big
game herds. We define "qualiry” as having a better buck dee ratie with
a larger herd percentage of mature bucks. We realize it is impossible
to have a mature buck for every hunter with the increased number of
differant hunts and the number of hunters afield. We do feel the percentage
of bucks to does in our present herds is something to be alarmed at, and
need your most immediate attention. Some of our ideas to halp correct
this are:
1. Seasonal road closure on secondary forest roads,
2. Restricr and enforce off-road vehicle use.
3, Support the one license, one hantconcept.
4. Set aside on a rotating basis certain areas for the taking
of trophy bucks or limit the number of hunters in these areas.
5+ Work in cocperation with other various agencies to improve
the winter habitat for our deer and elk herds in high deprad=-
ation areas.

As we go over your proposed plan it seems that range and timber

accownt for less than 102 of whar you project for you anpual benefits,

Seasonal closures will be made on some roads each year. Most seasonal
elosures will be for the purpose of resource protection when roads are
wet. However, some 177,000 acres of the Forest will be totally closed
to motor vehicle use (except snowmobiles), while vehicles will be
restricted to designated routes on an additional 364,000 acres of the
Forest. Once these changes are implemented, enforcement will be
vigorous.

Recosmendations relating to the hunt should be directed to the Dtah
Board of Big Game Control.

Some winter habitat improvement is called for in the Forest Plan,

Range and timber outputs remain essentially at present levels while
project activity to enhance fisheries and big game winter range
increase substantially. Also, funding to manage dispersed recreation
and trails 1s also substantially increased.

It 1s our understanding that state laws relating to off-road vehicles
are presently being revised. Also, under the Plan, off-road vehicle
use would be prohibited or restricted on the acres previously
mentioned.




8G-TA

and that recreation and wildlife account for close to half, It appeara

to us that you have put toos much emphasis on grazing and not enough for
fisheries or wildiife. It looks like you have emphasized grazing on about
650,000 acres but bave emphasized only 628,000 acres for wildlife, fisheries,
tecreation, and woed cutting.

Because of the cost of rebuilding forest roads damaged by late season
huntets and woot cutters it is ocur bellef that more seasonal Toad closures
should exist from tall to late spring. He do not want"ts llmit snow-
mobile ttiffic on these roads in winter because we don't feel that it
causes any ergsion problenma,

The laws on off-road vehicles on forast roads ‘3hould be strengthened
and enforced. They are a safety problem as well as ‘an erosion praoblem
and a detrinent to most forms of wildlife.

Flease contact me if you have any quéstions or‘supgestions.

Thank, you,
21 Hnsg
Paul Nienidyer

Big Game Chairman
Sevier Wildlife Federation
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138,

Locatable minerals activity is provided for on all but 12,367 acres on
the Forest. Under Preseription SA, covering big game winter ranges,
the Standards apd Guidelines provide for reasonable activities to
administer mineral exploration and development.

The activities you mention taking place during the winter on south
facing slopes gp, a_ge_r winter ranges 1is very stressful to big game
species which are spending the most stressful tame of their year on
those slopes. Disturbance ang stress during this time could result in
the death of big game animals.

Most of the roads which will be "put to bed"™ are not on the Forest
Transportation System nor do they receive maintenance. Because of
this, watershed damage 1s occurring. The only alternatives are to put
the roags to bed or add them to the system, and naintain them feads
which are needed for resource management are retaired while other
roads will be evaluated to determne whether unacceptable resource
damage is eccurring.

Keys to locked roads cannot be issued to 1indiviauals for cbvious
reasons. However, should an energency arise, & responsible individual
could acquire a Key from a Forest Off.cer for search and rescue
purposes During wet periods, search and recgue wirk may be less
woutly wsinpg belicopters versuo wheeled venlcles wien the cost of read
repairs 18 considered.
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Ance | Froll
Lanoa Direcior

Rocky Mountain
Qil & Gas Assoc'ahon, Inc. 43 PETROLEUM BUILDING.» OENVER COLORADO 202

Qctober 23, 1985

Mr. Andrew Godfrey
Forest Planner

Fishlake National Forest
115 East 800 North
Richfield, UT 84701

Dear Mr. Godfrey:

on behalf of the Rocky Mountain 0il and Gas Association
(RMOGA), I am writing to ¢omment on the Draft Land and Resource
Management Plan (LRMP} and Draftr Environmental Impact Statement
{EI5} Eor the Fishlake National Forest. RMOGA 1s a trade
association representing hundreds of members who account for
more than 90 percent of the o011 and gas exploratiom, production
and transportation activities in the Rocky Mountain West.
Because of this, our members have a wvital interest in how the
Forest Service manages 1ts lands, particularly with respect to
mineral resource activities.

The Forest Planning Team did an admirable job in preparing
the Fishlake Naticnal Forest Draft LEMP and accompanying DEIS.
Upon review of the planning documents, it 1s obvious that the
Planning Team went to considerable lengths to prepare a fair and
reasonable moit:iple-use plan which fully integrates energy and
miherals, The Forest Service bas made it clear that it 1s
willing to work with energy companies in an effort to mitigate
impacts rather than to arkitrarily prohibit these activities.
There are relatively few cases where an agreement as to how
operations should proceed Is impossible to reach. We appreciate
that the Forest Service realizes this point. The Preferred
Alternative 11 1s, n our opinion, an equitable management
decision and RMOGA wi1ll support its adoption provided that
several minor modafications are Incorporated inte the £final
planning documents.

The following comments represent the modifications we feel
the Forest Service should make in the planning documents., These
changes will provide a better overall treatment of energy
resources in the LRMP,
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October 23, 1985

Mr. Andrew Godfrey
Forest Planner
Fishlake National Porest

Page 2

Page IV-47 of the DEIS discusses leaseable minerals and
how the Forest Service has categorized geologic potential on the
Forest. The "High®™ category is defined as areas where there 1is
the "Presence of a number of geologic characteristics indicating
the occurrence of o1l and gas; areas containing discovery or
field." Yet, in the following paragraph the Forest Service
states that "the lack of discovery eliminates any of the Forest
as having a high potential for o1l and gas resources.’ The
paragraph does not mention the second part of the criteria
regarding geologic characteristics or favorability. We believe
that a discussion regarding geologic favorabality should be
included in this section explaining what geclogic
characteristics exist and how they do not aindicate a high
potential on the Forest. The fact that there have been no
discoveries does not necessarily indicate a lack of high
potential, The fact that half the Forest is under lease would
imply that aindustry believes the Forest does, 1in fact, have
significant o1l and gas potential,

We are concerped that the information the Forest Service
used 1n 1ts mneral sections 115 net relatively recent
information. The Forest Service states that 1.2 million acres
of the Forest was under lease as of 198l1. The revenue figures
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 1s to remain in place for a
period of 10 to 15 years, it doesn't make sense for the Forest
Service to start out with information that is already 5 years
old.

The Environnmental Consequences chapter discusses each
resource and the wunavoigable 1impacts resulting £from these
resource uses to the land. However, there is minimal discussion
as to how these resources impact one another except in the case
of minerals. Numerous adverse impacts are associated with
energy and mineral activities. Yet, 1t 15 1nteresting to note
that there is no real quantification of these 1impacts or, more
importantly, that extensive mitigation measures are implemented
to minimize adverse effects. Most companies work very closely
with the governing agencies to this end, agreeing that

139.

140.

1,

A new sentence was added for clarification.

The objective is to portray general lease information, Little change
would occur 1f everything was updated to 1985 figures. Also, the
leases cover a l0-year period as does the plan, although the same time
frame is not involved.

The Federal regulations, Standards and Guidelines 1in this plan, and
stipulations given 1n Appendix H cover the directicn we must follow.
Mitigation 1s often done through the ure of Dest rleragement praciices,
some professicnal Judpument 1. reguired to evaluate 1upacts.
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Qctober 23, 1985

Mr. Andrew Godfrey
Forest Planner
Fishlake National Forest

Page 3

unnecessary surface disturbance must be avoided. By law, energy
companies are subject to rigorous restrictions and stipulat:iens
in order to avoid such an occurrence.

Moreover, there is no discussion as to how energy and
minerals would be impacted as a result of the surface allocation
deci1sions, axcept in Table IV-24. While this table displays how
much acreage 15 subject to varying degrees of restrictions, none
of the other resource sections mentions how mineral activities
would be foregone due to the management decisions or goals for
other resources.

In conclusion, we appreciate the opportunity to participate
in the Fishlake National Forest planning precess. As we stated
earlier, the Preferred Alternat:ive 1l appears to be a reasonable
management alternative selectron, HNevertheless, we believe the
modifrcations we have previously outlined should be incorporated
into the final plan. If you have any guestions, we will be
Pleased to discuss our recommendations with you at  your
convenience.

sipcerely,

St
Alice I. Frell
Public¢c Lands Director

AIF:cw

152,

Most of the Forest is open for mineral exploration. Therefore, 1little
impact in the minerals program is expected as a reswli of surface
allocation decisions.
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Fishlake Nationzl Foreat
Draft LRMF/EIS

¥r. Andrew Godfrey, Forest Planner
Fishlake NHational Forest

115 East 900 Horch

Richfield, Urah 84701

Dear Mr. Godfrey:

Although we #re not cutreatly sctive on the Fiahlake, we appreciate
the opportunity ¢o review and comment on your proposed forest plan.

You and your scaff 2id a commendable job in the preparation of the drafe
plan, and your deliberace efforts to @ake sure thac energy and oinerals
were fully integrated inro the plac are apparent. However, since we
are not currently active on the Fishlake, it is Impossible to determine
vhecher the proposed management plan will adversely affect projsces
we may undertake In the future. Therefore, we veserve the right to
challenge future decisions should they adversely affect our operations.

o Hhoodle

WiFar

Northern ARegion - Exploratica Land ang Produtuon
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

CENTRAL ROCKIES REGION

30 October 1985

Mr. J. Kent Taylor
Forest Superviscor
Fishlake National PForest
11% East 900 North
Richfield, Utah 84701

Dear Mr. Taylor:

The Wilderness Society is a pational conservation
organization of 145,000 members which devotes all of its
resources to the preservation and wise management of
America's public lands. Founded in 1935, The Scociety has
heen i1n the forefront of major conservation battles for half
a century. We are pleased to submit te you our comments on
the Fishlake National Forest Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS} and Proposed Forest Plan.

Timber Harvest. We are concerned, first, about the level of
timber harvest proposed for the Fishlake National Forest.
Given the fact that you currently offer 3.0 MMBF, but find a
market for only 1.7 MMBF (in an average year}, why does the
preferred alternative propese to offer 8.3 MMBF after the
first decade the plan is i1n effecr? Haticnal timber demand
has dropped precipitously in recent vyears. In 1984 the
Forest Service failed to find a buyer for more than 50
percent of the timber offered for sale. In aadition, Jumber
preducers are turning back to the Forest Service and the
Buyeau of Land Management a great deal of unharvested timber
due to low demand [an estimated 10 billrion board feet across
the councry). Yet you conrend that demand for timber on the
Fishlake will iberease slowly over the planning period. How
can you justify this prediction® And why spena your time
and resources during the planning process on a Scenarlo
#hich sesems at the present time to be sc uniikely® In the
DEIS {p. IV-33) vou state that "The aspen cype 1S nearly
excludea from the harvest projections shown in  the
alternatives because there is little market for it." Why,

1720 RACE STREET DENVER COLQRADO 80204
(303 388 801

143,

The Forest Plan covers the first decade, where the anmual program will
be IMMBF. The out decades were listed to show biological capability,
The Forest would not offer this volume 1f no market exasted. Because
of the confusion caused by the cut-decade display, the tables have
been revised to exclude cut-decades. A new Forest Plan and EIS will
be prepared before such changes would oceur. Under the proposed plan,
the timber sale program will remain at current levels.
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then, are the various softwood timber species included in
harvest projections when you have shown no reason to expect
that the demand will increase by fivefold in the near
future and when little more than half of the timber you
currently offer 1s being sold?

In addition, we find the envaironmental consequences of such
a harvesr are 1inadequately described, In many o©f the
alternatives discussed in the DEIS you show an lncrease in
the timber yield and a decrease in the watex yield, bur as
you harvest timber the water yield will increase. In the
Summary of the Draft ETS and Resourge Management Blan (p.
27} you state that *"Water yield may increase by 177
acre-feet per year without any significant impairment +to
water quality.” Perhaps we could arque apout the meaning of
the wora "significanc,” but given the fact that "The average
Stream rated on the Forest has a habitat condition rating of
less than 50 percent of optimum based on poor pool quality,
lack of streamside vegetation and high levels of silt" (p.
II-32, Planj, the impacts of this increase in water yield
should be evaluated. The fact that sediment is the major
water pollutant on the forest and your intention to increase
enpPnasls on riparlan area management are alsc relevant here.

Anocher area of concern is the National Forest Management
Act's requirement that forests be managed "without
ampairment to the productivity of the land." Although the
DEIS makes a blanket assertion that long-term producrivity
of the land will be mainctained or umproved under all of the
alternartives examined, i1t does not back up this assertion
with a realistic look ac the impacts thart the proposed
timper cutting and read building pragram would have on other
natural resources (range, recreation, wildlife, and water)
which contribute to the long-term productivity of the land.

Other deficiencies that need to be corrected are thess: (1)
the tables lack any aindication of how much of each timber
species will be cut, and (2) DEIS Table IV-14 deoes not
inaicate whether total acreage to be cut ineludes fuelwood.

The lumber selling prices {DEIS, p. B-50 and B-51) are
unusually high--~$250 per thousand board feer. Comparable
figures for the same species i1n Colorado forests are
usually less than $£25 per thousand board feet. These haigh
figqures bias your encire economlc analysis. Further birasing
the econcmi¢ analysis is the use of a horizontal demand
curve (DEIS, B-4%}. This implies that demand 15 not
affected by price--a completely i1nsupportable proposition,

Roadless Areas. Fifty-two percenc (735,320 acres} of the

.,

145,

146.

147,

We believe it 1s adequately described. Additlopally, site speeific
enviromiental analyses will be conducted for each propesed sale.

We belleve it is backed up. The impacts that tamber harvest and road
building would have oh range, recreaticn, ete. are contained in those
sections of chapter IV,

Most of the harvest, irdicated in the tables, will be Engelmann spruce
with lesser amounts of subalpine fir, Douglas fir and Penderosa pine.

The total acreage listed in table IV-14 does not include fuelwood
eutting areas.

The Lumber selling prices shown in the DEIS are correct. These are
the prices for finished lumber FOB the mill  Your quote of $25 per
VBF for the same species on Natjonal Forests in Colorado Is more
1likely stumpage value, which would also apply to the Fishlake N F. as
we are in the same appraisal zone as the Colorade Forests.

While theoretically plausible, the development of “demand schedules"”,
or curves, depicting the relationship between expected tamber prices,
by species, and quantities offered was beyond the seope of the Forest
planning process. This was due pramaraly to the ampracticalaty of
estimating stumpage detand curves. As such, recent historic prices
were assumed for future timber offerings, thus leading to horizontal
demand curves being used with regard te "voluwes offereg"™ in the
various Forest plan altermatives The Washington Office of the USDA,
Fotest Service, Jocumented this decision in & Febriary 3, 1681, setter
from the WO Director of Tirber Manzgement to zll Pegicral Feresters
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Fishlake National Forest is now roadless. According to the
Draft Plan, 720,000 acres "will remain available for
consideration for wilderness during the next planning
peried." Considering that the Fishlake 1s the only natricnal
forest 1in Utah with no designated wilderness, this plan
represents a clear--and very welcome~-attempt to keep
options open on this acreage for future wilderness
consideration. We are concerned, however, that only 17,912
acres on the forest have been included in the 3B management
designation, or "Non-Motorized Recreation without
Development of Other Resources,” which prohibits vimbering
and road burlding. Prescription 3A, which emphasizes

semi-primitive, non-motorized recreation buk allows road 148.
construction and timbering, is assigned to over 90,000
acres, including the 18,810-acre Fishlake High Tops area, 148,

which was cthe only area on the-:forest recommended for

wilderness designation 1n RARE II. If, an fact, a large

percentage of the current roadless area is to be left in its

natural state during the next decade, why not include more

acreage in the 3B management category, especirally since you

intend ©o limit timber harvest during thas period to the

current 3.0 MMBF? 150.

There is little discussion of the impacts of the road
building program propesed in alternative 11, Since road
buirlding has major impacts on wildlife habitat, water
quality, soi1l productivity and recreational opportunitles, a
discussion of these impacts should be i1ncluded in the DEIS.

Grazing. Accordang to the DEIS (p. 1IV-29), "The historic
high demand for the range resource on the Fishlake National
Forest has kept utilization near maxaimum levels."
Accordingly, you are proposing to decrease permitted
livestock numbers by 4 percent in the second decade of the
plan. Reviewers of the DEIS and Proposed Plan could more
eas1ly evaluate the efficacy of your program if a more
complete descraiption of the range condition was included in
the draft (1.e., how many acres of grazing land are in poor
or good condition, how many acres are severely overgrazed?).
Also, there 1s 1little discussion of the impacts.of the
conversion of pinyon-juniper habitac to grasslands. What
methaas of conversion are being used on the forest and what
are the impacts of cohversion on water quality, sozl
preoductivity, and wildlife habitac? The DEIS also refers to
noxicus weed control, but does not list or describe the
methods that will be used. 51

151,
Another conecern ls your recommendation that range permittees
be given more control over their allotments. This sounds
very similar to the Cooperative Management Agreements

In our judgement this is the right amount of 3B8.

The only road construction included in Altermative 11 is that
associated with timber sales (5.2 miles per year), HMost of these are
manimm standard reads which will be closed following harvest., It 1s
not anticipated that the 12 to 13 acres of Haticnal Forest land used
for road construction will amount to a serious impact on other Forest
resources.

Actions have been taken and will eontinue to be taken on adjusting
livestock nmumbers where range conditlons dictate such action is
necessary, Rather than trying to place condition ratings on all
lands, we are looking at ecological status and resource value
ratings. Condition 1s a relative term and must be related to the use
being made of the land., For example, good condition for livestock tse
(grass stands) may not be good condition for tree-nesting wildlife.
Also, condition is addressed In all allotment management plans

As far as impacts associated with conversion of pinyon-juniper habitat
to grasslands, there are gpesitive values for impreving habitat
diversity for wildlife ip the pinyon-juniper zone. Forage production
is greatly enhanced and runoff and sedimentation ean be reduced in
mapy instances. It must also be recognized that some megative aspects
could be identified in terms of habitat for non-game wildlife. As
with other activities and projects callen for ih the Plan, site
specafic envirommental analyses will be done prior to project
initiation,

Clarifieation has been provided in noxious weegd control methods An
Envirormental Impact Statement is currently bveang prepared by our
Regional Office which addresses these 1ssves, Whett this Regional EIS
is completed, site specific envirommental analyses will be done prior
to project initiation,

The Forest Service 1s not adopting the approach used by the Bureau of
Land Management in their Cooperative Management Agreements.
Permittees are required to assist in maintenance of improvements, but
are not given control of allotment nanagecent,
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inmitiated by the Bureau of Land Managesment. The National
Resources Defense Council has brought suit against the BLM
over this lssue, which has yet to be resolved. Ih the
meantime the BLM has placed a wvoluntary moratorium on the
program. Since, as the DEIS states, the range is already
stressed, and you are in fact taking Steps to improve range
quality, we question the wisdom of relaxing--instead of
tightening--supervisioh Of range permittees.

Overall, we commend vou for vyour attention to the
impravement of range and water resources, protection of
eritical wildlife habatat, and extension of recreational
opportunities on the forest. We thank vyou for vyour
consideration of our comments on the Proposed Forest Plan
and DEIS. Please let us know if we can assist you in any
way as you prepare the Final EIS and Plan.

Sincerely yours,

Dianne Andrews
Administrative Assistant

1
(Xt /
Darrell Knuffke 7
Regional Directo
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5215 43 DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

NCRMANH BANGERTER. GOVERNOA

October 30, 1985
533-6146

J. Kent Taylor, Forest Supervisor
Fishlake National Forest

115 East 900 Morth

Richfield, Utah 84701

RE: Review of Proposed
forest Plan and EIS

Dear Mr. Taylor

The State Bureau of Water Pollution Control appreciates the
opportunity te review your propased Land and Resgurce Management
Plan and draft Environmental Impact Statement. We spologiza for the
lateness of our review and hope it arrives on time.

Members of our staffs met last April 9, 1985 to discuss water
quality issues relative to forest plans, projects and water quality
monitoring activities. You sent us your proposed monitoring plan on
dune 3, 1985 and we have yet to respond Tegarding our labioratory
capability to perform the chemical analysis for you at our cost. Is
the plan you sent us on June 3, 1985 the same monitoring plan
referenced on page I1I-49 of the draft EIS? If not, please send us
a copy of it. We hope to respond to your reguest within the next
month. We look forward to meeting with you again at your
convenience in the early spring {March or April 1985). Please
advise us of the meeting as early as possible. Following are some
rather general comments concerning the proposed Flan and EIS.

We strongly support the Forest's increased priority and allocation
of resources toward Improvement of riparian ecosystems. Improved
riparian zones should help reduce sediment which was identified as
probably the mast common pollutant on the forest.

On pags IV-4l of the EIS, wa are uncertain exactly what specific
measures are being taken or propesed to protect water quality in
municical watersheds. How are mmicipal watersheds defined and
igentified in the plan?

On p. 1I-47 of the preposed Plan you state that expected mineral
development may increase the numoer of peint sources. As you are
aware stream segments located within the outer boundary of the
Forest are designated as anti-degradation segments and as such new
point source discharges of wastewater, treated or otherwise, are
prohibited. (Note page 4 of the enciosure}. Section 2.3,2 of the
attached resulations also relates to the control of nenpoint sources
within anti~gagradaticn segrents, It states that nenpoint sources
shall be controlled to the extent feasible through implementation of
best management practices or regulatory programs.

HENMETH L ALKEMA CHRECTOR o QIVIEION GF SNVRONMENTAL HEALTH

SUZANNE DANDOY MO M.PH. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

3180 STATE OFFCE HUILDING « PO BOX 43300 + SALT LARE CITY UTAN BA143-0500 « (8090 3338181
AN QUL CPPORTUNIEY ENMILOTER

152,

153.

154

Iy is the plan referenced on page ITI-49 of the draft EI3, however,
the plan is updated yearly. Updates will be sent to your Department.
The annual meetings with the Department of Health help key im on
significant water quality issues each year, Henitoring depends
somewhat op the issues identified as well as the funding that is
avallable in any given year.

A municipal watershed 1s one that serves a public drinking system.
These are usually small watershed areas with one or more spring
sources that have been enclosed in a collection system for use in a
nearby community, These watersheds are 1dentified on raps and
locations are shown in the Forest Plan. In most cases, an
intensification of multiple-use management provides needed protection
of water quality without totally restrioting all use within the
watershed. This 1s possible because most water sources are enclosed.

The conment on point sources has been removed from the plan All
nonpoant sources of polluticn ecannot be totally centrolled even with
implementation of best maragement practices.
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J. Kent Taylor
Page Two

Even though the State Water Poliution Control Committes hes not
developed or adopted "Best Management Practices", the intent of the
regulation is clear. Soll and water conservation measures, the
terminolegy alse used by the Wasatch-Cache Forest, or any other
apprepriate control measures must pe used to prevent violation of
state water quality standards and maintain downstream beneficial
uses.

Prpjects such as construction of dams or roads In anti-degradation

segments where pollution will result during construction activity

will pe considersd by the Committee on a case by case basas. Best

management practices or soil and water conservation measures must be

employed to minimize pollution effects. During the development of

environmental assessments or environmental impact statements

cumulative impacts should also be addressed. In the proposed plan 155,
and EIS, we are unclear how you addressed cumiiative impact and the

maintenance of water quality standards and beneficial use

designation for waters within and leaving the National Forest.

We commend you and your staff of the Fishlake National Forest in
this mornumental planning effort. We look forward to working with
yau through our memorandum of understanding and as closely as
resources allow in the implementation of the plan.

Sincerely,

Ner /5 /ng

h-Balvin K. Sudwetks, Director
ay of Water Pollution Control

cc:  Dennis Dalley - ROCC
Pete Stender - Intermountain Reglon Forest Service
Doug Lofstedt - EPA

MR/
2722

Cunulative impacts of management activities have been addressed on a
Forest-wide basis in Chapter IV. As the Plan is implemented, we will
look at cumulative ampacts at the project level,
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L. Cordell Poterson
994 Forth 1725 Weat
St. Georgs, UT 84770
Cctover 1, 1985

¥re Jay Kent Taylor
Foruat Superviser
Fishlake National Forest
115 Zast 9GO North
HRichfield, UT 84701

Dezr Mr. Taylor:

Thank you for forwarding the Flshlake NP Proposed Land and Resource
Menageeent Flan (FLRMP) and DEIS and for the opportunity to commsnt on
the intanded Fishlake marcsgemsut direction.

Becauss of the complexity of the various managemunt activitiss within
and ocutside the Forwat amd the ¢losed loop relationship betuesn management
actions amd results, the extraondinary effort of the Interdisciplinary Team
ard other pruparsrs In compiling these two comprehensive forest managemant
docunents 13 highly commepdatle., Each contributar should be extrsmely
proud of his or her eontrlbutlen, -

In FLRMP review, the below cencerns ars forwarded fopr review and pusponsesr

&, CQurvent W1ld1ife Habitat/Porags Condition: HNelther the FLRMP or

DEIS summarizes the current situation on Big Game range, sspecially winter
rangs identifled as critleal or not, Bangs summarization is ruadily
availabls for livestock which impliss primary concern for 1ivestack

industry and sacowary concern fer compsting wildiife. Dows tha Forest kmow
actual condition of desr and elk summer/wintsr rangs. If so, curzrent Big
Gans land conditlcn, especially wintsr rangs comdltion, ahould bs more
conprehssively addressed An the Final LRMP/EIS.

b Wildllfe/Livestock Conflicts Since the Forest is already over
obligated for livestack forage proauction {DEIS A~10) and wildlifw
poculatien lgvel for desr and elk 1s below UDWR population goals, Managument
Prescrivtion 68 commitment to rusclve 1ivestock/wild1life conflliet in
favor of llvestock chould be reconsidered. NFHMA Tezulations section 219,12(G)
clearly status that habitat for RIS should be maintained and inproved.
Until this specific *FMA stipulation 1s achleved, all conflicts betwyen
1lvesteck and rildilfe should favor wildlifw, Oncea attainmsnt of UDWR
pobwtatien goals are achleved, then rusclution of conflict could orce again
Te resoived in favor of the most beneficial resd which shewld include wildlife
renuirenunts,

Atso in reviewing the lhnagement Area Map, 1t aposars far more forest
acreage is allocated to llvestock management than is madw available to

186.

157,

Wildlife and wildlife habitat management agencies have not yet
developed a condition index for big game winter ranges. As soop as
they are developed they will be utilized.

The statement you object to in preseription 6B has been removed.
Current status is pot the determaning factor in development of
prescriptions. Whatever the preseription, overstocking problems are
being resolved to bring animal numbers in line with carrying
capacity. Wildlife are not being eliminated from lands with a 6B
Prescription since all prescriptions provide for muitiple-use

management.

Section 219.72(g) of the planning regulations deals with “Estimating
effects of alternatives.” Section 219 19 deals with fish and
wildlife., Nowhere does 1t require improvement of hatbitat for
Management Indicator Species.
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wildlife managument. Bscauss the intersction betwsen wildlife and livestock
on 6B lands 1s probably quite extansivyg ths conditlon of dusl purpose
forage must be known, On lands in poor/very poor condition, steps musi bs
taken to reduca llvestock compstition, not to stagnate or reduce wildlife
population levels.

¢e Corrent Bif Game Pooulation Level:r Overall the Mile Désyr population

level on the Forest is anty 61.57% of UDWR's population attainment goals In
respanaing to the ILF's Cedar/Beaver/Antinony Resourcs Manacemsnt Flan (HME),
UDWR's goal was indicated as a “Prior/Long Term Stocklng Level™, if UDWR's
debr population objectlve reflsets a return to the previous stocking levsl
(62,600 deer), the increasing (+) population trend (DEIS p. ITI-6) should
be further wxoonded uoon in the Final LRMP/EIS to indlcats extent
trend Inereasa iz oceurring. Utilizing the "Homitoring Bequiremunt® erlteria
(ELRMP p, V-6), an crcess of 20% changs in Mule Duer population level has

ready occurred, ‘oz the Fishlaks instituted additional planning actlon
to guarantsy an effsctive manasemsot policy is infact in place to assure
UDYR's objectlss will be met, Past management practices, including over
grazing, clearcut tlzbsr management, excessive road econstruction, browse
detoricration, and backeountry ORY use, may have all significantly contributed
to the declirs of ths Flshlake desr herds, Thersfors managenent pruscriptions
such as 6B should be reconsidered to favor wildlife until a return to prior
apecles povulatian lsvel 1s ones again achleved,

d. Snowmonils Use: For Menagement Prescriptions 4A and 4B, Gensral
Dirsction impiiss that snowmobile uses will be allowed to contlnus off
forest system roads and tzalls even if envirenmental negative impact is
gceurring. This is of aprelal concurn in areas that havs not besn designated
as eritlcal to wildlife needs. A snbstantial numbsr of wildlify may
utilize thess areas and with continued snowmebils uss harrassment eculd
result in detrizental Impact on overall wildlife weodnctivity, The "Censral
Dirsction® eriteria should be changed to include no snowmobile use whersver
wildlifu/anounobile uss results in needless wildlife harrassment,

o, HMHnimun ¥igble Populations UEIS p. IXI-L0 indicates that where
populatien soecificitity is lacking a 40% population level bassd on the
whols forest will be caleulated, The Forest Sarvice should not allow
any activity to proceed unless the extent of a speciss population lwuvel
1s ¢learly understsod. To assume a 40% minimum population fzctor bassed
on unknoun spectes dlstributicn could ard procatly would result in drastic
eonstjuences sspecially when old growth depsndsnt speciss or sits spucifie
apucles are involveds ‘The 40% population preseription in caleulating MYP
should not be a viable managemsnt approach and should bs deletod from Final
LRMF/DEIS nans=zwzunt consideration, This appreacn aould have rusulted in
suzh adverse wililil. deeline facing thu Spotted Owl In the Pacific
Horthwest and Red-cochaded Woodpecker in the South. laybe, the 402 MYP
eomputation factor is leading to an unknown decling of non=game speciss on
ths Fishiaks,

f. White-ttiled Jack Babbit: Since this specles is declining, why
#asn't it chosen for IS. Has there been a mahasement plan Inplenented
%2 reverse spscies acdnsard trend® I not why?  Jdhat is the apparent
contribusing factor to the decline {i.o. ilvestocek overprazing, habitat loss,
hunting, cyelie},

g+ Predater Cantrols DEIS pa 43 indicated that predator control was

e

158.

159.

160.

161.

162,

The description of Prescription 6B has been modified toward a
multiple-use concept Projections show the Plan provides habitat for
the number of big game animals that DWR has indicated are their
objectives. The Plan is based on habitat availabality and earrying
capacity of limiting ranges. In actuality habitat is only one of the
factors that determines the actual pumbers of big game anicals in any
given herd unit. Hunting pressure, winter kills, ete. also contribute
to determining the actual numbers, The monitoring plan has been
modified,

The General Direction does not make any such implication. The
Direction is intended to prevent soil erosion caused by ORV use.
Snewmobiles eperating on snow wWill not cause such erosion. The
Forest's Travel Map shoas areas of vehicle restraction and is updated
apnually, If specific areas are identified where sncwmobile use is
harassing wintering wildlife, the Travel Plan (Plan Appendix P) can be
changed to relieve the problem,

The 40% you wention is for management areas. This does not allew for
a 60% decrease of any given habitat Forest-wide. i.e. If there are 10
hahitat areas of big sage Forest-wide, there cannot be 5§ of them
eliminated. Each of the 10 areas would have at least 40% of the
exlsting habitat remsining after vegetation wmanipulation. In
actuality the possibility of the 10 areas being mampulated during the
10 year planning period is remote., This Forest is committed to
maintaining viability of all species found on the Forest, throughout
their geographic range.

If the selected MIS are taken care of, the white-tailed jackrabbit
will alse be provided for. If it is an indicator of sagebrush, it
would be considered as an MIS under the sage nester guild (group.)
The decline in trend is an estimation, and the reason for decline is
unknown, Wildlife species are often cyclie and the reason for
population declines are often speculations, The Forest has requested
that this animal be considered for inclusion on our Region Sensitive
Species 1ist. If this happens, more emphasis will be placed on
finding answers to some of the unknowns.

At the present time any livestock losses due td predation are
considered to be sufficient reason to justify predatdr control.

You are correct in pointing ocut that helieopter shooting and trapping
are population reduction methcds. This is alsc the iIntent of the
paragraph you refer to. The paragraph goes on to indicate that whken
need iz demonstrated, other methods are used control inoividual
animals.

The plan does not contain a predator control schedule because this
work is done by Amimal Damage Control, Animal and Piant Heslth
Inspection Service, USDA. They, not the Forest Service, are funded
for this work. Also, like special uses, it is done on an as needed
basis. A copy of the program, which i3 upoated annuslly, is
avallable at the Supervisor's Office or at any Fishlake fanger Office
if you would like to review 1t.
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almed at offensins predators, What psrcent of livestock predation is
rojuired to trigzer corrective action? How can hsiicopter shosting of
coyotes be corsidered a manazement tool aimmed at ths offending predater?
This is nhole-sals predator reduction. The %inal LAUF/EIS should provids a
projscted predator contral schedule tased on passed predator control
reasure exporisnce, This schedule should inelude number of vredatom to

be esraticated and method of predator xemoval., FPredator control should be
included under Kanagement Prescrivilon 6B or under Forsst Mresction.
Inelusion undsr 6B 1s Justified since overall predator impact on wildllfe
speciea 1s nugligable as compared to other cause of loss (1,8, deer loss -
Table 62, Ths ok Creck Mule Desr Bezd in Utah, UDWR Pulication 77-15).
Yhereas, thy livestock industry is the primary banafactor of predator

control pregrams.

he Northern Flying dounlrrels DEIS pe IV-13 ipdleates that a Northern
Flying Squirr‘l declins could be expucted in a limited number of small
cluarcuts In sprucs and subalpi’ & twoestoried stands. What constitutes a
smzll clearcut® (learcuts as listsd on ™Jen Year Sale Schedule (FLRMP DD 163.
A=ieid) range Srom 75 - 150 acres. How will these clearcutis in ths Beaver
Mstziet affect Northern Flying Squirrsl populations?

5inze this is a "Sensitive” spscles why wasn't it sslectsd for MIS
corsileration, Yt appears since this speciss is highly susesptible to clearcut
tinber harvest methods, a study of Northsxn Flylng Squirrsl population level
and direetlon should be clearly understood prior to clearcut authorlzatlion
in 1ts rangs, Is the decision not to list thls speeiss for MIS indicats a
reluctancs by the Forest to dotermine the esxact status of this species 164,
becauss 1ts? population level omce deterninod my hamper Frojucted tlmber
sale obgectives?

te 107 wildlife Punding for Livestock Rshabilitation: 4hy is 10% of
451415fg Funding {DEIS ps IV-156) being consldered for livestock rangs
rshabllitation® If this action 1s deomed necessary io reduce forage
conpstltion butweesn Big Game specles and livestock, 1t is an unreasonable 165.
gonzoach to 411d1ife management, Utilizing wildlife funds to rsdues
forags compstition is 2n additional indicatlion of wildlife‘*s seccraary
position in resolving conflict, Tt is a further testizonial to - Znability
of the Forest Servicy 4o pesolvs range problems by reducing "
livestock on degraded double use rangs. On critical wildlife winter
habltat, Minagement Preseriptisn Sa should msan under *Ranges Resource
tanagensnt,” to reduce livestock numbers and utilizs furding to increass
ferage for wildlife not to accommedats llvestock sustained or increased
ustre

S+ Snaz and (14 Growth Habitat Manavements DEIS p. IV-2h iniicates
that snag ama old growtn hanitat managersnt to maintain MYP levels for NIS
will be nirectsd towards unproductive sitws, Does thls mean tha Fishlake 166.
is placing & ssriously downgraded wildlife management eriteria within
production designatoé nrees (1.e. timber sales, grazing allotments,
nineral developrment}?. FV: levels to be maintained primarily on nen-productive
arras is agaln a cne-sicsd concession to development and may lead to develop- 167.
pront blind to environmenial censsquences or to the historical acceptance
that any wildlife species is expundable at ths exponse of short-term private
industry economic gain.

k. Bonnevills Cutthroat Trout/¥nstream Flows FLRMP p, II-25 indleates

-

The Standards and Guidelines in the Forest Plan specify the sizes of
openings for the various timber cutting methods. Regional policy is
that no e¢leareut will be over 40 acres. The 75 to 150 acres you cite
refers to the total cut area in a sale which will be made up of
several cutting units. The effects of these cuts on the Northern
Flying Squirrel population will have to be considered on a site
specific basis when the environmental analysis for the timber sale is
done.

The list of "sensitive" species is long and varied. The Northern
flying squirrel was not chosen as an MIS because 1t is not considered
to be an issue on this Forest. Planned timber cuts which clear an
area of all trees seldom exceed 10 acres. The built-in safeguards of
the Standards & Guidelines section will pot allow this squirrel
species to be sighificantly affected,

This concept of 10% wildlife funding of livestock projects i1s only
applied in deer winter ranges and then only as funds are available.
The projects referred to automatically reserve 10% of the increased
forage for big game regardless of funding. This may clarify and
alleviate your concern for this utilization of wildlife funds.

The answer to your question is no. On the contrary, it means that
under the proposal, old growth depepdent species will not be
significantly affected,

The estimated population of Bonneville cutthroat trout is 5,500 fish.
While the State of Utah presently dees not recognize instream flow
needs as a beneficial use, the Forest intends to quantify and protect
instream flow needs for all fisheries streams.
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ectinated pomulation of 5,527, DEIS pe YII-34 reflecis &,530, that is the

wIvreet estitated pooulaticts The FLRIP and TOTS cleart; lnaizates Plshlakg

intertion 4o _etively pursue instream flow requiremunts. Hopefully, this 168.
action 1s of ‘=g highest vriority especlally where necessary to preserve

Thy Aemegyill, Cuittreat. ‘Mlthout instream flo. protection, ‘hs Stats of

™ h's Tanatizal levelopnunt apuroach to watsr under bencficial use

zeflritizn, anich excludes fish habitat preservation, has the potential

to reduce or ciiminate fres flowing forest streams,

1. Riparian Bsbitat/Dedatered Streamss Fanagement Pruscription 44
"Ceneral Direction” ond Stanzaras ang Guiaelines® do mot aprear to be
strirzent eoncugh assurances for protection of fragils rivarian arvas. To
ellcs contivwued livestock grazing on poor or very poor riparian habitat
within or outside management Drescription HA zones or anyoiher zone, is
another concussion to llvestock overgrazing lesaving little hope of resolving
riparian habltet degraded conditlon. Abuse of riparian areas have not
significantly deminlshed sinee Forest establishment, With 63% of stream
habizat listed in poor concitlion and only 33% in falr, it appears that
Forest manazerent through coopsratlve management has been less than
successtul on most grazing allotments in the past 86 years,

A further indlcation of dsvelopment concession is dewatered stroans,
In tre FLAIP/EIS a historiecal list of dswatered streams, mlus reason for
dewatkr action, should be inclwled., Inadditlon anticipated duwater rate
and shers such actlon will occur, The sxtent of dswatersd sireanms should be
considered a significant factor in forusi managerent but is not adequately
address in the PLRMP/DEIS. The Flanl I..RHE‘/EIS should address this subject
and providu above inforrmation 1n table forme

my, Titber: Fanagement Prescriptions 7A through 7D (PLAMP pp. IV-114 -
Iv-140) with major erphasis on ti=ber producticn fznores wildlife in the
implemeniation of a tinbex management vrogram, Yildlife pressrvation
shoald bty of prime congern no Matter the management prescription, Of
special note is the lack of a "Snmag Retensicn Policy™ in timber marazement
prescriptions under a "Wildiife and Fish Resourcs lanagement” heading.
For dous the 1icbsr manasement nrescerigtion inticate stipulations for
riparian habiiat protection. 4Yildlife and flsh management should be included
in the Final LRFMP 7A throush 70 managerent preseriptions.

In ths DEIS Envirornental Consequences (Chapter IV) sectlon, the Forssts
current situation concerning reforestation backlcz and conssguunces of a 169,
continmed backlog is not analyzed, Fanagesent Area Map should reflect
whers reforestation is now taklng plzce apd where future raforsstation
effcrts will oceur, In additien a projectlon on how extensive the reforsstaticn
backlog can becems glven past history of reforestation efforts, The
current reforestation backlog situation Is one area the Forest Service
seens to lgnere ir the forast planning process. Reforestation backleg
is not adequately addressed in overall silvicultursl directlon under 170.
various managenent prescriptions, In the Final LEMP/BEIS additiopal emphasis
should be placed on reforestation backlog proiran, areas of current
roforestation oneklog and future reforestation regulrements should te
pressried in a table similar to FLRIMP Acpandix A,

. Roadse In the DEIS Chapter IV, the currsmt road density of the
Forest should ba discussed in both miles, milss per aerds und total forest
acreaye consummed by roads, This informatien should include all motorized

Studies {n Idaho have indicated that even riparian systems in poor
condition will recover over time if grazing pressure is reduced to
light use (20-30%). Riparian recovery would, of eourse, be faster if
grazing were totally eliminated, With over 700 miles of perennial
streams on the Forest, elimination of livestock grazing through
riparian fencing along all streams would be econcmically unfeasible,
If the utilization standards proposed in the Forest Plan are met,
riparian areas will improve over time.

The Forest has few sections of stream that are totally dewatered year
round. Portions of the following streams may be totally dewatered for
part of the year primarily during dry years:

Stream Cause of dewstering
Beaver River Hydropower
Fremont River Irrigation
UM Creek Irrigation
Lake Creek Irrigation
Chalk Creek Irrigation
Ivie Creek Irrigation
Three Creeks Irrigation
Box Creek Irrigation
First Left Hand Fork Hydropower
Skutumpah Creek Irrigation
Manning Creek Irrigation

It i3 impossible to predict where future proposals for dewatering may
oceur,  Current applications for stream dewatering for hydropovar
include: Chalk Creek, Beaver River, and a trabutary to Ivie Creek,
;n apglication for dewatering for irrigation purposes includes Little
1ine Crael.,

Approximately 3/4 mile of Chalk Creek is presently dewatered for part
of the year for irrigation. The hydropower application would resuit
in dewatering this same section for a longer period.

No prescription ignores the other uses of the Forest. Al
preseriptions are multiple-use 1n nature and, when combined with the
Standards and Guidelines, no use is exempted from the NEPA process.
The Forest also has a separate Snag Management Policy which gives
additicnal protection to snag dependent species. (Forest Manual 2630,
Fishlake Supplement #1}

See EIS Section IV-33 first paragraph. The Forest has completed
backlog reforestation, Future backlog cannot be antieipated, although
little 1s expected to develop because of present silvicultural
praetices, Large clearcuts are no lopger used in spruce stands on
Fishlake Naticnal Forest.
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ROS class and other use eriteria (f.e.: timber, mioeral development ). Road 171,
eonstruction +1lthout current road density clearly wxerstood will leed to
desper and dsepur forest encroachments This has the potential to drastieally
contribute to ths lation's sver diminishing wildlife population base.
Additicnal rraa eonstruction plus an ineffective road closure program could
be a substantial barrier to the Flshlake commitment and stated objectlive of
meeting UDWR wildlife population goals. The Forest Servics fully realizes
ohee roads ars established closurs 1s nearly impossible for a varlety of
reasons, PLRIP Appendiz J includes road construction/reconstruction
scheduls but does not include a road closurs/rehabllitation schednle.

A road closurs schedule should be included in the Final IRMP/EIS to ensurs
the Fishlaks fully recognizes the esxtent of this problem and has an actlve
road closure program in-place or at least ohu designed, DEIS A-10 itsm &
irdicates superfieial attention to »oad closurss ard does not address
perranent road closures. Fina) LAMP/EIS should aggressively address
peTranent read closurus,

0. Wildernssst Even though the Utah Wildermess Act of 1984 did not
incluiy congress.onal designated wildernsss on the Flshlake, the issue of 172.
wilaerness preservation 1s far from over, In formulatlon of Utah Wildernsess
Act recomnendaticns, the Flshlake and local wesidents were strongly opposed
to such designation. It is understandable the Forest 4dould lnsist on the
freedon to mamage forest lamds in such away to accommodats all interests
without outside interference, For at least the next 10 ysars, the Flshlake
has an opcortunity to prove that willdermess has a place In multiple uss
management 41lthout belng congresslionally mandated., Howsvsr, Initial
designation of only 1 arsa under ranagement Prescription 3B with sssociated
sntzy drainages given less protection {Matagenent Prescription 3A) has
already dimlnished Fishlaks commitment to wlldernuss. IBnzgement pro-
scription 3B should not be utilized just for the hizh country environment
Yut should include associzted drainage system (1,u.t South Fork Nerth Creek,
Bpaver District)e The Fishlake needs to review and include additlonal
acresgs undsr Management Prescription 3B in the Flnal LRMP/EIS. The lack
of rore than one Fanagement Prescxiption 3B area also lndicates a reluctanhce
by ths Fishlake to accept preservation as an ssser tial element of multiple-
use menagement or Lndicates that the Forest Service has 1itils opportunity
u1dey existing minine~ laws to lneorporate a true preservation philosophy
#ithin the scops of jorest management goals. Therefors, leaving no other
alternative but to seek wllderness preservation through congressional
nandate, Out of aporoximately 22 areas svaluatsd in the RARE IT procuss,
why 1s only 1 arwa worthy of ianagement Frescriptlon 3B critsria? Is 173.
the Fishlake so abused, there are no other deserving 39 sites, Yhat
about Beshive Psak, Clrclevilis MT, and Wayns Wondexrland?

HWould you please place my name on the mailling list to recelves a copy
of the Final LRKP/RIS and subsequennt action that may necesaitate changes
4o the final,

Cordially,

Gt oo

L. Cordsll Feterson

A discussion of road density in terms of miles per section - or
whatever method is used - serves nwo useful purpose since densities
will vary greatly with topography, terrain, soil types, and project
activity. The thrust of the Forest Plan, for the first decade, is to
improve the existing system of roads, not to add to it. Some new rocad
construction will be accomplished in conjunction with the limited
timber program. HNo other new road construction is planned.

UWR wildlife population goals are already being met on Fishlake
Hational Forest. Also, the new Fishiake N.F. Travel Map (Appendix P)
delineates extensive areas which will be closed or restricted to
motorized vehicle use. These closures will be vigorously enforced.
Most of these areas are presently open to motorized use.

The Utah Wilderness et of 71984 allocated areas not designated as
wilderness to other uses, but required the wilderness issue to be
reviewed in the next iteration of planning which will cecur tem to
fifteen years after the Plan is implemented, At that time there will
be about 720,000 acres without developments that could be considered
for possible recammendation to Congress.

Several areas could have been assigned a 3B Prescription. OQur
professional judgement was that this area be assigred Preseription 3B
as part of the miltiple-~use management of the Forest.
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Page Two
Nr. Kent Taylor

STATE OF UTAH

NORMAN H BANGENTER OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR understand the resource base of the State of Utah the closer we come
ooveRnan SALT LAKE CITY to making wise decision as to use and sustenance of those natural
salta values  The information contained in the Plan brings us all ame
step closer to better management. Your efforts are acknowledged and
appreciated.
Sincerely,

October 29, 1985

D 5 —
Hr. J. Kent Taylor %n Bang:rﬁ- ;&

Forest Supervisor Governor
Fishlake Mational Forest

115 East 900 North NHB/ras

Richfield, utah 84701 Attachment

Dear Br Taylor:

The State of Utah, through the Resource Development Coordinating
Committiee, has compteted its review of the Draft Environmenta?
Impact Statement and Proposed Forest Land and fesource Management
Plan for the Fishlake Natfonal Forest., The State suppoerts the
Forest's preferred alternative with only relatively few changes
suggested. These suggested recommendations are attached.

Areas of specific concern are those regarding budgeting and
water rights, The preferred alternmative is based oh a 150% increase
in funding over present. Given the current economic climate, the
possibility exists that the forest will not receive the proposed
funding. The Plan indicates that any changes to the Plan due to a
budget reduction, which seem Hkely, will not.require public
notification. The State request notification of any major plan
amendwents based on budget reductions. While a full environmentat
impact statement 15 not necessary, a envircnmental assessment may be
an appropriate mechanism to convey such information to the State
In regards to water rights, the forest is encouraged to work closely
with the Division of Water Rights in adjudications of water rights
needed for the national forest

174, Significant amendments to the plan will be made following appropriate
NEPA proceedures and public involvement, including the State.

The Forest is currently working closely with the Division of Water
Rights in Cedar City, Richfield, and Price,

I hope that the State’s comments will be useful in clarifying
and strengthening the Plan that s a important planning teol for
both the State and the forest The more we work together to
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(MME CF THE _STATE OF UTAH ON TH:
PROPOSED FISHLAKE LAKD AND RESUURCE MANAGEMENT DEAN AND DEIS

GENERAL COMMENTS

ROS classifications are referred to continually throughout the document,
It would help to explain eath of these classes in more depth than what 1s
offered 1n the glossary. For example, what exactly do ROS classes--primitive,
semi-primitive non-motorized, semi-primitive motorized, roaded patural, rural,
and urban mean  Although these classes may be very familiar to the
experienced recreation professional, they may be unknown to many Interested
readers.

The DYvision of State Lands and Foresiry found aspen management and land
adjustments to be adequately addressed in the Plan.

*off-highway vehicle® (OHV) 4s the preferred terminology instead of
"of f-road vehicle® (ORV}. The term ORV seems to more accurately capture the
essence of this activity. Most "four wheeling® occurs on some type of road,
rather than as a cross-country event, and is generally on underdeveloped or
primitive roadways. The State Division of Parks and Recreation has encouraged
various agencies to adopt a standard term (OHV) 1n order to prevent confusion
and inconsistency. We would recommend this terminolegy change be made in the
Forest Plan on pages III-1, paragraph &, and, IV-3, section 2, Vine 2 and in
the EIS on pages I-9 paragraph 5; IV-5, paragraph 1; and, IV-5, Table 1V¥-2.

A number of headings are not consistent throughout the Forest Plan and
EIS. Examples include Forest Plan page I1I-25 (headings should remain in all
capitals), and EIS page III-7 (subheadings should be lettered or underlimed).
This inconsistency can be confusing and hard to follow.

It would be helpful 1f all tables were campleted on a sinale page,
including footnotes. Some tables are shown on one page with some or all of
the footnotes on the following page. Examples include Forest Plan pages II-16
and 17; EIS pages I11-12 and 13, and 1I1-17 and 18.

In the presentation on the Fishlake National Forest Plan at the Resource
Development Coordinating Committee {ROLC) meeting of August 27, 1985, 1t was
stated that non-motorized areas are open to resource development projects
{timber sales, etc.), but are ¢losed to public motortzed use. wWhy 15 the
public excluded from motorized use tn these areas Yf motorized vehicles are
used for resource development projects? What does closed to public motorized
use mean?

175.

176.

177.

178,

179.

The glossary is sufTicient in its description of ROS claszes. More
detail on classes is available in the ROS Handbook.

The accepted Forest Service terminology is "Off-road vehicle® (ORV)
and is consistent with the executive order. This is more appropriate
since few "highways"™ cross the National Forest.

Agree. Changes made.

The Forest has iried to do this as sweh as possible, but some tables
are s0 long that to confine them to one page would make them
illegible,

The non-motorized recreation prescription doea allow for limited
resource development projects, Since these are not wilderness areas
they are managed for other mutiple uses. Motorized administrative use
is also permitted. The intent of this preseription is to provide the
recreating pubiic @ pon-motorized recrestion experience. The amount
of permitted motorized use will be insignificant, and will not detract
from the intent of the prescription.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Proposed tapd and Rasource Management Blam
A. Section II Comments

Pages IT1-7 and 8+ The graph on page II-7 shows a dramatic increass 4n
projected population and page TI-8 narrates these figures ¥...populatton
should reach 64,000 by the year 2000. . This 106 percent increase compares
with the State of Utah's 'high development scenarie'". In this scenario, the
Utah state Planning Coordinator predicts a 71 percent increase, How was 106%
predicted growth determined? This same table and narrative is inciuded 1n the
E1S pages II1-9 and 10 and similar comments apply

Page I1-11, Paragraphs 2 and 3: The relationships between
non-agriculturai interests, regional service centers and agriculture that the
document seeks to establish are not clearly explained.

Page I1-14, Final Paragraph, Lines 7-8: As it now veads, "One at the
beginning of June and the other at the end of September”, is not a complete
sentence

Page IT1-20, Paragraph 5, lipe 8+ The Bonneville cutthroat trout s also
found in the south end of the Fillmore Ranger District.

Page TI-22, Paragraph 2, Lines 9-10. Was the statement that many visitors
"do not want more developed sites and facilities® based on wisitor surveys?
This statement seems to be "slipped® into the discussion about the benefits of
camping away from developed sttes, but 1s not discussed any further More
infarmation 415 needed apout this topic.

Page 11-23, Paragraph 1 This is a redundant repetition of a prier
paragraph on page If-22

Page I11.24, Paragraph 1 *With the exception of same which are
strategically located ™ should read "With the exception of some trails which
are strategically located. * The first statement is ambtguous

Page TT-24, Paragraph 2 The paragraph states, "A trail management review
was conducted tn September, 1980. Since then the system ¥nventory has been
reduced from 1,008 miles to 897 miles * More information needs to be provided
as to why the system tnventory has been reduced and how that relates to Future
demand projection or expected trends for forest trails

Page I1-25, Paragraph 1 The paragraph states, "Some properties, such as
the Fremont village called Nawthis near Gooseberry Creek, promises to
revolutionize both our thinking and textbooks of Utah prehistory ' Some -
elaboration as why this 15 so would be helpful  Given the significance of the
site, the Plan should include specific management direction regarding 1ts
protection and development

180.

181,

182,
183,
185,

185
186
187.

188.

The growth rate was computed by taking the baseline population
projection for Beaver, Mallard, Piute, Sevier, and Wayne Counties that
was calculated for the 1980 "Utah 2000." The population impact
projections for the Intermountain Power Project that were furnished in
the sociveconomic portion of the Final EXS for that project were then
added. The population impact projections furnished 1in the
Uinta=-Southwestern Utah Coal Region Bound Two EIS were also added

This gave a projected population af about 64,000 people in the Sevier
Social Resource Unit in the year 2000. The 106 percent growth figure
was then caleulated from the projected population of 64,000,

With a relatively fixed population in the agriculture sector the
growth of the Richfield HRU as a Service Center will mean that the
percentage of the population in the non-agricultural sectors will
increase. The result of this shift is explained in the fourth
paragraph of the page.

Chenge made.
Change made.
The statement 18 based upon publie responses received during the early
stages of the planning process, Some people stated they do not want
more facilities because Forest campgrounds compete with private sector
ones located arcund the Forest. Other people did net want more

developed recreation sites because the Forest already has too many
peaple.

Change made.
Change made.
Trails dropped from the system were those which paralleled roeds and

were not used. Also, some roads which were carried on the trail
inventory were dropped

Text has beeh expanded upon.



6/~TA

190

191

192

193

194

195

196

197

198

Page Three
Attachment

Page II-28, Paragraph t_ Exception 1s taken to the statement, *planned
management activities wouid not significantly impact (sagegrouse) * Range
improvement practices may severely impact this species {F not properly
planned One way would be to radically reduce or remove sagebrush Past
management has impacted sagegrouse in Seven Mile and Tidwell Slopes

Page I1-29, Paragraph 4, tines 14-16 The document indicates that trends

are up for the hald eagle, prairte dog, and cutthreat trout, and static for
all others What types of trends are these--numbers, distribution, health?

Page T1-33, Paragraph 3, Line 1: ETk numbers should not be finalized
until the ETk Herd Unit Plans are completed.

Page I1-35, Paragraphs 1 & 2 Agatn, elk numbers should not be finalized

unt1l the Elk Herd Unit Plans are completed We agree that there will
eventuzlly be a point reached when harvest success, by present standards, will
diminish  Publlc criticism can be minimized by good planning and honest
efror$§ g¥ the managing agencles Change in hunting and fishing patterns is
unavoidable

Page 11-37, Paragraph 3¢+ An addition needs to be made to this sentence.
As the sentence now reads the reader only knows that there 1s a shift from
"projects that benefit big game terrestrial wildlife”, but no indication as to
what the shift 1s towards.

Page I1-49, Final Paragraph  Recreation facility damage that was not
tovered by emergency funding is Tisted here as approximately $223,000 Are
t:e;: aggsplans for rehabilitation? This same estimate appears on page 11I-50
o e

Page II-54, Paraqraph 1: The statement that 423 acres are "presently”
being evaluated for coal leastng is somewhat misleading The tracts were
evaluated in an October 1983 Final EIS Coal leasing is currently on hold, if
anddwzen coal leasing is again initiated a supplemental £IS will probably he
neede

Page T1-59, Final Paragraph The Fishlake law enforcement sttuation
consists of a number of changes that cost money What aliowances are there
for budgeting?

Page 1I-&7, Final Paragraph  While development and maintemance of radio
and communications sites may not considered %o be a major impact on existing
lands in terms of access, they can present a visual intrusion. Is that aspect
considered 1n siting?

Page IT-68, Final Paragraph: 1Is there a budget For increased trail
maintenance activity? How will) the costs for these programs be covered?

Page I1-69 and 70 These existing and proposed corridors are very
difficult to locate on the map It would be heipful if the routes themselves

189.

190.

191.

192.

193.

194.
195.

196

197.

198.

The plan has built-in protection factors for Management Indicator
Species (MIS ) The sage grouse 15 an MIS of the sage nesters guild
Other factor: are also built in te insure habitat and $pecies
daversity and multiple-use managment,

This reference could not be matched to either the EIS or the Plan.
Bowever, if your reference 13 to the chart depicting trends on page
II1-28, it 1s for an estimation of population trends.

A good faith effort was made to acquire the best numbers from the Utah
pivision of Wildlife Resources. Situatichs c¢an change, and the
numbers will be reviewed when the Plan is revised.

This will be corrected.
The shift is towards projects benefitting fisheries and small and
nongame species. The change has been made in the Plan.

There are plans for rehabilitation, Funding remains questionable.
Wording was changed to show evaluations have been completed.

Budgeting is part of the Planning process. See for example the bottom
peortion of table IV-1.

Yes. Any proposed communications site will have to be compatible with
the standards and guidelines for the management area 1t is to be
located 1m. A site specific envirommental analysis will be conducted.
If visuals are important, which they often are with communications
sites, they will be considered.

The Forest Plan budget does represent a significant inerease in trails
maintenance activity.

The legend on the north half states that the dotted lines are the
existing corridors. Because of other comments, the term ™Proposed
corridors? on the Legend has been changed to "proposed windows." This
is to alleviate some confusion.

The comment addresses both existing wtility rcutes and proposed
corridors; there is a difference in meaning between these two terms,
i.e., routes vs. corridors, The term "route™, as used in the comment,
refers to existing wtilaity rights-of-way on the National Forest. The
term "corridor®, in Forest Service planning, indicates opportunities
for expansion of exasting right-of-way widths, thereby permitting
additional utilities within the expanded width.

The Fishlake National Forest does not plan on labeling existing or
proposed  rights-of-way that are within proposed corridor
designations, The ultimate question or concern is ..do the propesed
corridor locations meet the needs of the energy industry, while
protecting and, where required, preserving the resource values and
uses on and off National Forest System lands?
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were labeled on the "Uiilities and Transportation Management Map*  For
exampie, the State questions whether the transpertatton and ut111ty corridor
identified on the south end of the Beaver Ranger District is really needed
Adequate space and more gentle terrain oceurs in the lower elevations on BLM
property to the south where a powerline and major roadway presently exists,
however, 1t is difficult to comment more extensively at this time because the
route 1dentified on the map is not labeled-a necessary piece of information in
order to make an evaluation of the Plan's treatment of the proposed route

B. Section IIX Comments

Page I11-3, Final Paragraph The document states, "Much of the existing
roadiess area wiil remain in an undeveloped state at the time of the next
planning sequence and will be reconsidered for wilderness propesals at that
time * What management guidelines will be used to manage these areas Will
they be managed to protect wliderness values or will develapment be allowed if
the demand 1s present?

C. Sectlon IV Comments

Page IV-1, Paraqraph 2- The Plan states, "Changes resulting from the
budget appropriation process shati not be considered a significant
amendment  *  Given the current economic climate, a plan based on a 150%
tnerease in funding over present, and no intent to involve the public *n
changes based on appropriations--the State s concerned that it may be
approving of a ?lan which could change significantly in some areas without tts
knowledge or participation It 4s requested that tie Forest make some
provisions to assure stale participation n pian amendments that are a result
of the appropriation process

Page IV¥-6, Besearch The State supports the Forest's goal of establishing
research natural areas

Page IV-7, Water Rights The Forest 1s encouraged to work closely with
the State Division of Water Rights in 1ts efforts to secure water rights

Page IV-12, Paragraph 1 The first MANAGEMENT ACTIVITY 1isted should read
"CONTINUATIDN oOF DIVERSITY ON NATIDNAL FORESTS *

Page IV-15, Final Paragraph  The secand GENERAL DIRECTION under
Recreation Oppartunities and Use Administration (A14 and 15) proposes to
"close or rehabtlitate dispersed sites where unacceptable environmental damage
1s occurring * How long are these sites to be closed? How will the clasure
be mitigated? Are there any plans for dealing with the displacement of users?

Page 1V-18 Hild1ife and fish resource management should describe general
directions and standards and guidelines for the construction of fences which
will not impede wildlife movement as well as insure the highest degree of
safety We would recommend Sucklog fences 1n elk summer range Al1 unnatural

199.

200.

201.

202.
203,

20u,

Appendix G of the Forest Plan discusses the inventory, analysis, and
evaluation process for corridor designation, The n"Utilities and
Transportation Map” 15 the end result of this process. Proposed
corridors are shown on the map; not existing or proposed utility
rights-of-~way.

Existing and proposed energy rights-of-way and existing highways were
inventoried, analyzed, and evaluated to determine if the rights-of-way
would or ecould be expanded in width to meet the definition of an
energy corridor. (See page G-2 of Appendix G for this definition )

Corridor locations were proposed for those rights-of-way where
expanzion in width met the analysis and evaluation criteria,

Actual corridor widths were based on evaluation criteria covering
utality design and engineering, safety, and resource values and uses;
but only as such criteria applied to existing and proposed energy
transportation projects. {See pages G-8 and G-9 of Appendix G for a
list of the evaluation criteria.) The proposed widths were those
conaidered as best meeting the specific design and engineering
concerns of industry and, at the same time, best meeting the
associated resource concerns.,

The utility corridor propased at the south end of the Beaver Ranger
Pistrict meets existing and proposed industry needs as we know them,
and protects and/or preserves important resource values and uses.

Various mapagement guidelines will be used In the former "roadless
areas® according to the prescription applied. Development will be
allowed if it conforms to the management direction for a given area.

Any significant deviation from the projected outputs could require a
revision of the Plan. A revision entails the entire EIS process so

the State, along with other interested parties, would be Involved.
The provigions ;%u request are already in the régulations that guide

Forest Planning.

The Forest will continue to follow established procedures for filing
for water rights,

Changes made.

Sites will be permanently closed and rehabilitated. There are no
plans for dealing with the displacement of users since there is more
than ample space to provide for dispersed user needs.

This is taken care of in the Flan in the Range Standards and
Guidelines. See page IV-23 S&G 1.A.

A Standard and Guideline has been added to the above section which
will improve water developments for wWildlife, It wiil be Section B
under 1 on page IV-23.



T8~IA

205

206

207

208

209

210

211

212

213

214

215

Page Five
Attachment

water sources should be constructed and maintained for the availability and
safety of wild1ife Bird and small mammal ladders or perches should be
installed to avoid drownings

Page IV-20, Paragraph 2, Standards and Guidelines (C)  The meaning s not
clear Can cuts exceed the levels or, does 1t mean cover can exceed the given
levels Also, does 1t mean cutting can exceed Jevels to correct disease
problems? And, does disease apply to aspen only?

Page IV-21, Range Resource Management, General Direction Item 1 Change
the sentence to read "provide forage for livestock and wild1ife within range

capacity to sustain local dependent 1ivestock industry and the interests of
wildiife.”

Page IV-271, Standards and Guidelines 1{A) It is not reasonable and

probably not possibie to place utilization restrictions on free ranging wild
animals

Page IV-23, Range Improvement and Maintenance, Standards and Guidelines
(A Does FSH 2209 22-R4 relate to fences and water development for wildlife
movement and safety?

Page IV¥-32, Reforestation Standards and guidelines should be established
to insure tree height and cover is adequate for hiding deer and elk and for
providing thermal cover before harvest removes adjacent shelter belts

Page V.33, Riparian Area Management Concern s expressed throughout the
plan in regards to proper management of riparian areas. Given the many
critical functions of ripariam areas, the State supports specdal pretection
and management of these areas.

Page IV-34 and 35, Water Uses Management It s recommended that the
Forest work closely with the State Division of Water Rights on all water right
matters

Page Iv-37, Paragraph 1, Standards and Guidelines: How does the Forest
define *thresholds*? Have specific thresholds been established?

Page 1¥-37, Paragraph 2 and 3, Standards and Guidelines- There appears to
be a disparity between paragraph 2 and 3 as to activities allowed on steep
slopes? *C" allows Timitatlon of coal "activities® on 60 degree or greater
slopes, white "B" may Timit coal activities on 40 degree slopes.

Page 1v.47, Paragraph 1: Under H, "sensative® should be "sensitive®.

Page IV-50, Management Area Summaries A format change for this section
is recommended The Wasatch-Cache Natlonal Forest Plan provides a good

example First, a description of the area and a map should be provided, then
an identification of the management prescription This would have Leen
especially helpful in terms of Prescription Arez 10A In the draft documents

205

206.

207.

208.

209.

210

21.

212.

213.

214
215.

It means that cuts can exceed the levels under some circumstances.

Wording was changed.

Guidelines refer to total utilization by all animals.

See two previous responses

General Directios 6 under silvicultural preseriptions, E03, in the
Forest Direction covers this.

No comment.

The Forest is cwrrently working closely with the Division of Water
Rights in Cedar City, Richfield, and Price.

Wording was changed with a reference to Appendix H,

Wording was changed to show activities may be limited on slopes
greater than HOX.

Spelling was corrected.

The management areas for the Fishlake Forest are based on a different
concept from those on the Wasatch. On the Fishlake, the Management
areas are repeated at various geographically separated locations
across the Forest where management direction will be the same Thus
the Management Area map, included with the Plan, 1s the only practical
way to display the location of the management areas.

The Plan was designed for the professicnal rescurce managers who will
have to manage Fishlake National Forest. Thus it 1s of necessity
complex.
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information about the specific areas 1s Timited and hard to find A narrative
about the areas invelved and where they are Tocated would be of great
assistance to the reader

Instead of First providing a clear picture of each management area, the
Fishiake plan in short shift jumps into the computer printouts which can be
falrly overwhelming to the lay reader Forest plans are necessarily
sophisticated and complex, but the proper format can help in its
readabtlity--which in turn increases participation Addittonally, without a
map that brings the management areas together 4t 1s difficult to get an idea
of the comparative extent of the various management areas

Page 1V¥-67, Paragraph 1, General Direction: A definition of *Frissell
Condition" and 1ts associated classes needs to be included in the glossary

Page I¥-79 Paragraph 1, tine 4 Critical big game range occurs in certain
of the 36 aveas, e g , Thousand Lake Mountain. Seasonal road closures may be
necessary to reduce disturbance on wintering big game

Page IV-107, Rights-of-Way, General Direction 1 Omit the word private
and substitute the word available so the sentence reads, "Acquire available

lands needed ®  The original narrative syggests a threat to the private
sector as it could be interpreted to mean that condemnation proceedings are
possible

Page IV-109, Prescription 68+ We have concerns with a blanket decision to
favor livestock over wildlife in this area  Specific critical areas for deer,
elk, and sagegrouse have been omitted on Thousand Lake Mountaln and the
Tidwell Slopes

Page IV-112, Wi]d1ife and Fish Resource Management, General Oirection 2
Again, etk numbers should not be finalized until the ETk Unit Management Plans
are completed

Page IV-155, Management Prescription JOA  How will this prescription
appiy to reintroduction of wildlife species, 1 e , bighorn sheep on the Tushar
Mauntains

D Section ¥ Comments

Page ¥-2, Section B (5) "Reliablity" in the second paragraph should read
*reliability *

E  Section ¥I Comments

Page VI-26, Sensitivity Level Ar eladboration of the definitlen of
‘sensitivity level® as to the criteria for each level would be helpful

216.

217

218,

219.

220.

221,

222.

223.

The Frissell publication whach defines these classes is ciated in the
references

This prescription dees allew for seasonal road elosures. Also, the
Forest tramsportation plan will take care of these concerns

Not necessary to change since this is simply a general direction.

The prescription assignment in the vicapaty of Forsyth Reservoir has
been changed to deal with this problem  Sage grouse 15 cne of the
management indicator species of the sage nesters guild., As such, 1t
receives protection so that 1t can not fall below minimum viable
poptlation, Further, the Forest Service has guwidelines controlling
vegetative treatment projects around sage grouse strutting grounds
which will be monitored .

See reply number 191, Also, by regulation, this Plan is the guiding
document for management of the Fishlake National Forest.

Creation of Research Natural Areas on the Tushar Mountains will mean
that any proposed aetion or activity will have to show 1t does not
wmpact the natural processes of these areas before 1t can proceed.
The Forest Service manual (f063.3) states: ™A research natural area
must be protected against activities which directly or indirectly
modify eccological processes...®™ Any proposal to transplant ammals to
the Tushars or Canyon Ramge would have to be reviewed against that
standard.

Change made.

The definition 15 designed for the general reader. Forest Service
mapagers have detailed references that give the criteria for the
levels Repeating these criteria here would duplicate existing
material and make the plan unnecessarily bulky.
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224,
F Appendices Comments 205

Page 0-3, Beaver District, Water Development Modification The Forest is
encouraged to plan all water developments, particularly ponds, so that 1t is
fenced to protect the banks and allow vegetation to grew  If Tivestock use is

necessary, a method should be devised to deliver water from the pond to the
Tvestock.

Page G-14, Evaluation Process, Table D+ In the evaluation of effects of
highways on range or high interest wildiife, were highway mortality problems
of deer and elk considered?

Also note that under Item (e), Highway 72 lies between Loa and I-70 not
Salina and Loa.

Page 6-28  Tahle F_ Management Direction far planning windows should
constder critical ranges used by high interest wildlife. Construction during
seasons of critical use should be avetded

Page G-39, Item {e}- The visual impact of power transmission 1ines
through Hogan Pass needs further evaluation The Tidwell Slopes are open and
i‘.:lere is 11ttle n the way of terrain or vegetation which would screen 2 power

ne
226.
Page X3, Paragrah 6 The State supports the Forest Service's efForts to
reserve the lower elevation lands for wintering deer and elk

II. Environmental Impact Statement

A Section S Comments

Page S.16 Paraqraph ) The discussion here s 1imited to the
irretrievable commitments of resources due to timber mortality What about
\mpacts om recreation, such as visual intrusion, closure of roads and trails
due to logging and other activities?

Page S-16, Fing)] Paragraph  This discussion concentrates on

market-valuable outputs and resources, Many of the benefits resulting from
recreation are of non-market variety, such as aesthetics, solitude, species
diversity, etc. These should be discussed

B  Sectlon I Comments

Page 1-7  The boundaries on this map are not ¢lear tron County should
be displayed on this map since 1t dees contaltn a small portton of the Forest

a227.

This will be donre where feasible,

As part of energy transportation planning, Federsl, State, and
Interstate Highway routes were consadered as potential locations for
utility corridors. The higtway routes were not analyzed for potential
expansion or widening of the aectual read running surface and/or road
right-of-way.

The analysis and evaluation for these highway locations did inelude
effects to range or high interest wildlife, but only as such would be
affected by the construction and maintenance of utilities. Impacts to
critical wildlife and fish rescurces and habitats, as a result of
utility construction and maintenance setivities within amd adjacent to
the highway rights-of-way, were analyzed and evaluated. Page G-15
discussed those highway routes where wildlife and fish impacts Would
be difficult to mitigate, 1.e., Interstate 70-Salina Canyon, State
Highway (U-13)-Clear Creek Canyon, Interstate 15-Scipio Pass, State
Higmway (U-72)-Freemont Junction t¢ Loa, State Highway (U-25}, and
State Highway (U-153).

Correction is noted on State Higtway (U-72). This highway will be
listed in the narrative as located between Fremont Junction apd Loa,
Utah,

Direction and Standards and Guidelines for wildlife and fish resource
management are included in general Forest-wide management reguirements
and in specific management area prescription requirements.

The Forest-wide General Directfon and Standards and Guidelines for
wildlife and fish rescurce management state that .. m"activities or
practices that would negatively impact endangered, threateped, or
sensitive plant or animal species will be prohibited™ (page IV-19 of
the Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan).

Management Prescription 1D on page IV-55 of the Proposed Land and
Resource Management Plan states that... "management of wildlife and
fish habitats within corridors will be consistent or compatible with
adjacent management areas.™

In addition to the wildlife and fish resource management direction
listed in the genmeral Forest-wide apd individual management area
requirements, the following direction will be added to Management
Preseription 1D for utility corridors<

The construction, operation, and maintenance (COM) plan for
utilities to be permitted will contain a wildlife/fish mitigation
section, 4s part of this writeup, mitigation meassures may be
developed for the protecticn of wildlafe/fish species and habltat
during seasons of critical use, such measures will be developed
vhere applicable or in respense %o state or federal agency
comments on COM plans.,

The terrain within the proposed ¢orridor width on erther side of State
Higtway (U~72) was analyzed for type of secenlc quality, visual
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Page [-9 Paragraph 5* “Recreation use® 15 equated with OHY use in this
discusston As there are other users and uses, perhaps it should be added
that OHV use is only one aspect of recreation use

€. Section II Comments

Chapter I1_ 1In the discussion of each of the eleven alternatives,
Alternatives 6, 10, and 11 are not assigned a “"nendevelopment prescription *
What 15 the rationale for including or not including nondevelopment
prescriptions as a constraint to the model?

Page I1-1, Paragraph 2. The relatlonship between management prescriptions
and the alterpatives is not clear in this paragraph This important
relationship should be better articulated

Page 11-6 Paragraph 1, Lines 6-8 The statement is made that *Developed

recreation was modeled using MTVEST, 1ts effect an efficiency was deemed 228
tnsignificant due to the small amount of the land base involved 4n developed )
recreation sites " Developed recreation is basically a non-market value and 229
may st111 be impertant, as 1t is included in the multiple use mandate :

Page I11-23, Paragraph 1  Addition of a definition of "PAOT Days*, as well 230,
as the definition of PAOT already included in the glossary, would be helpful 231.

Pages I1-25 through I1-28. These figures are confusing. 232,

Page IT1-85, Alternative 11 Alternative 11 should include consideration
of long-term demand in addition to an addressing of short-term needs 1f 233
Tong-term demand is not anticipated and planned For negative effects will be .
difficult to mittgate

D. Section III Comments

Page ITII1-23, Paragraph 2 and 3 Some mention of funding should be
included 1n this discussion  Paragraph 3, lines 2 and 3 state, "With more
people seeking the same opportunities in the same area, a point will
eventually be reached where the experience is degraded * What are the types
of “oppartenities” being sought? How was this measured--visitor survey? Can
any techniques be used to alleviate this problzm of experience
degradation--education of frequently used sites, relocation by permit, zoning
for day use, etc 7

Page [11.24, Paragraph 2, Lines & and 5 An explanation as to why the 234
deadline cannot be met and the effect of not meeting the deadline, would be ’
appreciated 235

Page [E1.25, Paragraph 2 The E£IS suggests that protection of the
Forest's cultural resources and mitigation of the problem is occurring through

sensitivity, and scenic overlooks. It was determined that underground
and over-the-surface facilities would not change the existing visual
gquality objectives within or outside of the ecorrider, It was also
determined that above ground electrical transmission lines could
change the visual quality objectives within the corrider itself, but
sowld not chonge those cbjectives for areas outside of the mile wide
corridor, i.e¢., the proposed corridor 15 not part of a scenic
backdrop/background for sensitive visual cverlooks or travelways in
this part of the National Forest.

There are no transmission lines in the proposed corridor at present,
and through the use of visual simulations and non-specular conductor
and towers, one major transmission line should not change the
corridorts existing wisual quality objectives, More than one major
transmission line would cause visual management problems, but zgain
oly within the mile wide corridor 1tself. Leong-range Indusiry
proposals shov no more than one mejor electracal transmission lane for
the area in question.

o comment.

These are irretrievable commitments.

Not appropriate to this section. Chapter IV discusses these effects.
Change nade.

Not appropriate to this section. This is a statement of an identified
issue. No attempt is made to expand upon issues.

In the development of alternatives, the Fishlake NF evaluated a wide
range of multiple-use management prescriptions in order to address the
1ssues, opportunities, and concerns 1identified in the planning
process. In order to address the goals and objectives of scme
alternatives, a ™nondevelopment prescription® was assigned to some
areas of the Forest,

In other alternatives, the Forest evaluated the effects on econamie
efficiency and feasibility of producing a certain level of outputs
while providing the option that certain areas of land could remain
undeveloped For these reasons, Alternatives 6, 10, and 11 were not
assigned the "nondevelopment prescriptions® in given areas. It should
be noted, however, that the FORPLAN model had the option to choose
such preseriptions if they satisfied the overall goals and cbjectives
of the most cost efficient solution given the constraints.

Paragraph reworded to clarify the concept. Also, see page II-3

Direction was to put developed recreation in the group of market
outputs since fees are charged for the use of recreation sites.

Less than two one-hundredths of one percent of the Forest's land base
15 1n developed recreation sites Changes 1n ares between
alternatives would be less than one percent of that That is why we
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education of the public  Sometimes education {s counterproductive to
protection  For example, some people may not realize the value of pot hunting
until they are educated as to what ts avatlable apd where it may be found
Education, while important as a passive management technigue, is not adequate
and requires posttive, assertive management. Some sort of enforcement program
15 needed to mittgate this problem

Page TTI-25, Paragraph 3 This section on the Clear Creek Canyon Project
needs to be updated Please check with the Division of Parks and Recreation
for current information

Page I11-25, Paraaraph 4, lines 4 and § It ts stated that *Ideally, the
primary responsibility of the employee 1s to repert any activity initlated by
the public or the agency that is detrimental to cultural resources * A
discussion of what the Forest's law enfarcement autharity program 15 would be
helpful

Page I11-28, Paragraph 1, Line 3 As the abbreviation “T & £* may not be
known by some readers, it is suggested that “Threatened and Endangered® be
used instead

Page 1Y1-79, Paragraph 4, tine 15 *cutthrout® should read “cutthroat *

Page Fi{-31, Paragraph 1, {fnes 1 and 2* The sentence should be changed
to read "There are thirteen species of sensitive plants. and one threatened
plant species. on the Forest", 1 e., add the word "plant* after threatened.

Page I11-33, Paragraph 3 = The adverse impacts on fish habitat and
production by ncreased mineral development, oil and gas exploration. road
canstruction, timber harvest, and 1ivestock productton are discussed in this
paragraph  Wiil these lmpacts be mittgated?

Page I111.44, Paraqraph 5 *Inflected® should read "inflicted”

E. Section IV Comments

Page IV-5, Paragraph 1 VThe paragraph states which alternatives have the
most acreage closed to OHV use and which alternatives have the most acreage
with restricted classtfication, as shown in Table IV-2. This discussion
should alse include which alternatives have the most acreage open to OHY use-
Alternatives 1 and 5.

Page IVv-10, Table I¥-4 Do the "Estimated Acres To Be Surveyed" include
the actua) number surveyed or the number subject to “sample surveys“?

Page IV-17, Fiqure IV-1_ The representation of the first and second
decade should be better explalned Why do other analyses deal with all five
decades while this only deals with the first and second decades?

236.
237,

238 ’

239.

240,

2m.
242.
243.
2nu.
245,
2u6.

247.
2u8.
249,

did not include developed recreation in the FORPLAN model which
emphasizes dollar values.

The ugse of different models cannot be construed as implying developed
recreation is considered unmimportant, It 1s very important on the
Fishlake.

Definition added.

t
Planming 1is for the long range. However, given the curren
cond1t1§ns, the Forest cannot meet projected long term demapd. Part
of the Plan's functfon 1s to point out these problems.

The section refers to all types of recreation opportunities sought on
the National Forest. The section relates to the "Affected
Environment", not to a discussien of possible solutions.

The overview has been targeted to be completed prior to the next
iteration of the plan (10 to 15 years). The Job hasn't been completed
because of lack of funding and work priority.

ueation has worked for the Forest. The discovery of the Five
;ggéiise%idge site was a result of publiec edueation. In the Sevier
River Valley, tentative plans have been made to establish an amateur
archeological seciety = which will place a great deal of
preservational responsibility in the hands of local citizeps. Peer
pressure goes a long way in curtailing behavior deemed socially
unacceptable. Aggressive law enforcement 1s also needed to protect
the resources, but where cultural resources are 5o widespread, it is
impossible to protect all sites.

This section has been updated.

Not appropriate to this section. 35ee page ITI-62, final paragraph.
The change has been made.

The change has heen made.

The change ha2s been made.

These ets will be partially mitigated by following the Standards
angs Gtﬁgzlines in the General Forest Direction and 1ndividual
prescriptions. Speeific stipulations are found in Appendix H.
Additional mitigation will be considered on an individual project
basis,

Change made.

Added to text.

& small portion of the acres would be sample survey (20%). Most wounld
be 1003 surveys.
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Page TV-58, Specfial Areas. The State ¢¢)ly supports the madntenance of
the Partridge Mountain Research Natural Area and the preferred alternative's
recommendation that Fish Creek and Bullton Canyon be conrsider for
establishment as RNAS.

Page IV-65, Paragraph 3  In this discussion on increased sedimentation,
impact on potential loss of Fish spawning habitat should also be mentioned

Page IV_69, Paragraph 5, Line B: Should be changed from * . of Fish Lake
durtng two, periods of two weeks each " to "...of Fish Lake during two
periods of two weeks each _%,

Page IV-T1, Paragraph 6 This paragraph discusses the use of MTVEST 1n
the sconomic efficiency analysis. There are benefits aceruing that are not
captured by these criteria—-dispersed recreation 15 one.

Page 1V-86, Paragraph 4, Lines 5-7° It {s stated that * | project
activities such as timber sales and road construction temporarily disrupt
recreation uses by reducing or changing the type of recreatien that normally
would occur on the area * Some of these project actlvities may permanently
disrupt recreation uses that normally would occur on the area,

F. Appendices Comments

Page B-13, Paragraph t, Lines 3-5 It s stated that "Nonpriced outputs
and qualitative environmental effects are portrayed with specified constraint
sets.* feveloped recreation was often assigned "small values,® and For
Alternative 11 as well as others, nondevelopment preseription was not a
constraint It seems as if non-valued owtputs get the "short epd* of the
analysis  This 1s not conststent with the Multiple Use mandate

Page 8-13, Paragraph B(b) It 15 indicated that "A wide range of cholces
would be available to the model in reaching a cost-efficient solution * This
4s not true for each alternative. A non-development prescription was not
favored by local interests (Alternative 6)

Page B-14, Paragraph 1(f), Lines 2-4 It %5 stated that "Recreational
outputs are vaiued only to the extent that the output ts Jess thar or equal to
demand * It seems as though demand s already greater than supply (fishing,
hunting, etc )  As demand outstrips supply, there may be a "premium® placed
on a recreational opportunity

Page B-14, paragraph 3. This section is vague. 1t sounds as if the final
analysis was a judgmental, subjective decision

Page B-34, Paragraph 2, Lines 4 and 5 This sentence, “Because 1t was
believed desirable to have some kind of autput value in FORPLAN, the Following
procedure was undertaken® makes the procedure sound "second rate® and subject
to arbitrary value juddments regarding the analysis

250,

251.

252.

253.

254,

255.

256.

257.

258

259

The plan is for the first decade. The second decade is displayed to
shouptrends. No purpose would be served in trying to show more
decades.

The change has been made.

Change made.

tems
Thas paragraph has been changed to make it clearer. All the i
shown 1n Table IV-30 and TV-31 were analyzed with MIVEST.

Substituted the word "temporarily" with "may®

The treatment of developed recreation was explained above  The only
n3pail Value® assigned developed recreation was the small area that
developed sites occupy on the Forest,

e a scripbion was not required to come into the solukion dues
Eﬁﬁﬁan tgrai theptmodel could not choose :t. The statement you refer
to in Alternative 6 1s ™o non-development Lype prescriptions were
required of the model." This does not mean that non-development
prescriptions were precluded In addition, there was a wide range of
other prescriptions available to the model. Therefore, a wide range
of choices Was available.

In some alternatives there were times (decades) when the supply of
elasses of recreation, such as developed recréation, exceeded demand.
Tn these cases recreation outpuks were valued only to the extent of
the demand. That is to say that if there :s not a willing buyer there
canhot be a sale. Wildlife outpuis were measured separately as
WFUD's.

In all analysis there s a point where we do not have total
knowledge For example the exact number of deer on the Forest is not
vnown. At that point the analyst has to use the professional
judgement of the specialists. Forest Flanning 1s no different.

Disagree with your commment. The judgements were not arbitrary as
explained in the rest of the paragraph.
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Pagqe B8-35, Paragraph 1 This paragraph 1s unclear
Page B-35, Paragraph &, tine &  Honconsumptive use S mentisned Does

the “value® to the "nonconsumptive” copsumer have equal weight?

Page 8-35, Paragraph 6 This paragraph mentions the Forest Service's use
nf]the smaller of two estimates This choice may underestimate benefits ang
values

Page B-b2, Paragraph 1 There 4% a discussion assigning specific

prescriptions to analysis areas How was the decision made as =a which
alternatives ran under which "assumptions*?

260.

261.
262.

263.

Agreed. The paragraph has been rewritten

The valves used are shown on page B-52.

The data that was used was collected by the system that appeared to
have the most validity. When more accurate data 1S available 1t will
be used.

This was based on the intent of the alternative.
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City of Saliia
90 West Main Street
Sahna, Uitah 84554

Phone 529-7304 or 529 3651

November 6, 1985

Forest Supeavidor
Fishfahe National Foneal
115 East 900 Noxth
Rechfceld, tfak 24707

Pear Swx.

Salana Cidy, aftea reveewe of the fravel management plan presenfed an Salina
on Wedneaday (ctober 30, 1985, has delermined that the descgraiwon of the
Whete Hountain Atea as a Aemi-pramelive non-motonszed area +4 neonscsiznt
welh fhe antexest of Salena Caty and the calizens of Saluna.

The City Counce? expresses deep concexn that such a desdnation and the
restndction againAt motorszed recreateon will have an adverse economic
ampact on Safinz and the sutrounding area.

The Cety Councek affen revaew of the taavel manazgement pfan feels that
westnintion of traved to destgnated acads and thaels would provede adequate
matﬂ%&au Lo the watenshed and avoid exoscon due o wwestrected, off road
Dravel.

Fon the above stated neasons the Safina Cily Councel as the xepresentative
body of Safaina City passed a resofuteon on November 4, 1985 opposing the
desagnation of the wWhite Mountain atea as a semi-pramctive mon-motorczed
arez and weshes that thes Letien be ancfuded in the public comments when
the travel management plan 14 revouwved and fanafized.

Sucerely,

Safuna Cely Councel

Grant N. Stubbs, Magor

GNS an

268,

In view of your response, and the response of many others from the
Salina area, the designation of closed to motorized use for the White
Mountain area has been changed to Mrestricted,”™ in the Travel
Management Plan (Appendix P), This will allow motorized travel in the
area on designated routes, as suggested.
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Southern Califorrua Edison Company
F O BOX 410
100 LOMG BEACH BOULEYARD
LONG BEACH CALIFORNIA 90BOT

A J JULIFF

MAMAGEA
or

AEAL PROSEATIEE DEPARTHENT

November 14, 1985
Mr. J. Kent Taylor
Forest Supervisor
Fishlake National Porest
115 East 900 North
Richfield, Utah 84701

Dear Mr. Taylor:

SUBJECT: Fishlake Naticnal Forest
Draft Land and Resource Management Plan

In response to your letter of July 22, 1985, Southern Californ:ia
Edison Company appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Fishlake Naticonal Forest Draft Land and Resource Manadement Plan.

We are very pleased to see that the Fishlake Rational Forest
recognizes utility corridors to the extent shown and described
withan the texts and maps utilized in the praft Plan,

Edison, therefore, supports any alternative that includes, as
1ts basis, Appendiz G of the plan entitled “Enerqy Transpor-
tation and Utility Corrador Evaluation®.

Again, we thank you for this opportunity to comment on the plan,
and commend the Fashlake National Forest for recognizing the
need to plan for ut:lity corridors. For further information
and/or future correspondence, please contact J. R. Wilson at
(213) 491-2880.

Very truly yours,

Sy 4

904s
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12 November 1985
6§01 Parker
Houston, TX 77007

U.S Department of Agraiculture

Forest Service

Fishlake National Forest

115 Bast %00 North

Richfaield, UT 84701 Re: 1520

Dear Sir or Madame;

Thanks for sending me the Draft DEIS and Proposed Forest
Land and Resource Management Plan for review.

Since I have no expertise in your discipline I found the
quantity of data to be overwhelming and, therefore,
could not gffer useful comments.

It does appear, however, that my property borders on or

1s possibly included in areas which are targeted for acqui-
sition. I would appreciate a letter from you indicating
whether the Forest Service has an interest 1n acquiring my
land.

Sincerely,

r MGeraid P, haur. P.E.
{713)880-4592

Since you did not provide a legal description of your land in your
letter, we can only address the question in general terms. Those
lands which are ind;pqﬁ%g for acquisition on the Land Qunership Plan
are simply lands which would be desirable to inelude in the Naticnal
Forest system, mostly for consolidation purposes. There 1is no
intention to embark on an aggressive land acquisition program. Most
acquisitions are accomplished through land exchanges whereby private
lands within the National Forest boundary are exchanged for equal
value National Forest lands, also within the National Forest. Most
cases are initiated by the private landowner,

If your lands are designated as aequisition lands in the plan, this
samply means that the Forest Service would be amenszble to a land
exchange involving those lands.
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Utah Wilderness
Association

455 East 400 South B-40/5ait Lake City UT 84111/4801)359 1337
November 19, 1985

Mr Kent Tayior

Forest Supervisor
Fishlake National Forest
Richfield, Utah 84701

Dear Kent.

From Ehe outset et me thank you for providing this addttional informal period
of time to comment on the Fishlake Nationai Forest Land Management Plan
However, as | discussed with you on the phone our substantial comptamt
concerning the intransigence of the Forest Service to formaily extend the
public review pertod for the Fishlake National Forest ( and others } for a period
exceeding the addifronal thirty days you have provided still exists As an
appendix to this comment we are providing for the record a copy of our
correspondence to the Regional Forester and the Chief of the Forest Service
concerning this issue

As you know, from October 25 to November 22 we have been m the process of
attempting to comment on two forest plans-—the Fishlake and the Manti-Lz5al ¢
the formatl comment pertod for the 1atter ends on November 22 as does the
informal comment period on the Fishlake } That 1s a task we challenge each
forest planner or Supervisor to ungertake it 1s simpiy 2 burden on our abtlity to
read a long and compiicated plan, look at the pianning records and FORPLAN
runs, visit the planners on each forest 2na prepare and write a qualrty
comment.,

Because of these constraints dictated by the Forest Service and placed on an
interested publrc and constituent of the Fishlav2 National Forest, 1t 15 very
unltkely we will be able to spend the time with vour staff and the pianning
records to fully analyze this plan We want to empnastze this 15 nok our
decision and i we were not 5o restricted by the Ferest Service [0 access ana
participate in this process we would utihize the full S0 aays to analyze tnis
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document

Our complaint . not with the effert the Fishiake made during the pubhic
reyiew process we met with you 2nd your planners in Kichfield and in field
werrshops as *vell 25 1n our of fice over the years We fully appreciate Anagy
Gocfrey 5 visits to our office during the mitial public review phase and we
apprectated receiving the forest plan a coupie of days eerly But that did not
get at the 1ssue At the same time three other plans were cut in final or draft
form with comment and review periods identicat or about 30 days apart.

The above concern we formally register as a complaint about the public
involvement process on the Fishlake Forest plan In our opimon, when the Forest
Service decided to cast public nvelvement concerns aside they threw out the
proverpizl baby anc bathwater

From a reacing of the forest plan this 15 what one sees whiie looking at the

preferrea a2iternative After the firgt decade timber harvesting is increased

176% The reason? In essence It is because FORPLAN told us we could dot it is

not because 1t 15 an objective we want to meet or proauce In fack, the

preferred alternatve after the (st decade, simply removes a rnoderately

gensibla budger and demand constraint that was brought into solution daring 266,
the first decaae No reason 1S of fered ror such a remarkable change

Throughout the document it 15 clearty noted domestic grazing is overobliigatel

Yet in the description of alternatives (11-63) the EtS shows oniy a 3,000 AUM

dechine 1n the * st decade~—a 2% * dechine After rive decades grazing goes

down onty 4% 772015 an awfullyshallow way to treat an overopligated range

program But even mere cenfusing 5 page 11-70 which shows ¢grazing n the 267,
first decade urger Alt i1, the preferreg alternative, going up 51,000% AUrs

and gaing up 62,0007 By the f17th decade That is no way o handte 2n

overobligated renge program and certainly sheds doubt on what the document 15
portraytng to the pubtic

The EIS nates ore RNA extsts and two were proposed under Alt 11 1t does not

appear that thece proposed RNAS were included 1n any other alternatives There

' ng e¥planati2~ why 10 alternatives ncluding the non-market alternative do

not harbor RNA sreposals and only the preferred alternative harpors RhA 258.
designaticns Furthermore the value of he RNAS created in the preferred

alterngtive 1s, acCorai~g to the plan, in jeoparcy even pefcre their designation

Thas 15 bacause the prepesed plan rafusss to withdraw the areas (rom any

mreral entry arc even rasls to ndicate now mineral confiicts, should they

grice, will be m:tigateq and st mamtam the intant of an RNA

-
-

¥,

/3

The Plan is for one decade only. The allowable sale quantity will
remaln at cwrent levels. The next iteration of the Forest Plan (10
to 15 years from now} will have to evaluate the timber situation at
that time. This could lead to an increase, decrease, or no change
from current conditions.

The mmbers on page II-70 were incorrect. This table was formed by
computing the differences from the first decade of Altermative 8, The
correct numbers are a decrease of 3.1 thousand AUM's in the first
decade and a projected decrease of 6.6 thousand AUM's in the second
decade.

Modeling indicates that the grazing numbers portrayed will relleve the
overgrazing situation, assumng the budget for rapge is available.
Naturally, different de¢adinal range budgets will mean different
grazing numbers. The Forest is to manage to the Standards and
Guidelihes in the Flan, not the modeled mumbers.

Mternstive 5 also has the RNA's proposed Management Prescription 10A
on page IV-156 of the Plan which calls for withdrawal of the RMA's
from mineral entry., This is in conformance with manual direetion FsM
B063.39 "Research Natural Areas should be withdrawn from mineral entry
after establishment....”
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The srererreg siternat 2 mamtains that some 720,000" or unroaaec sands will
remain uvnroaced througnout the decade At the same time tne preferred
atternative only recommends part of one roaui2ss area unger prescriotion 36
(most restrict.ve) ang depending on the page from 108,000 acres to 192,000°
acres as semiprimitive nonmotortzed recreation. In tryth, not one area on the
forest 1s protecied from surface disturbing activities wnile emphasizing
natural valuss 7o say the least this is eye-catching given the fact the plan
nptes there srno pl2ce cna ! 4 millfon acre National Forest that is more than 3
mites from a road--three miles?!

You witl not find 2 map m this comment of propopsed roagless areas or other
allocations we have made We simply have not had the time to prepare a
detailed map as we have on other forests However, we have expressed to the
Fishlake many times during this planning orocess our speci1fic CONCerns on
roacless bounaaries, for example Thus we really con't think 3 map ts necessary
as you look at this comment and consult previous Inputs oy the UWA on this
process.

From here we w11l proceed with 2 more getarted analysis of major resource a2nd
planning concarns F'rst, however, leT me agan acknowleage, witn the aireaay
noted hesitation, our zogreciation for the agditional 30 aays of comment
peried As | discuzsac with you, though we are not within the formal time
frame for oublic reviaw vgu have assurad us, as has the Regional Forester, this
comment will be considered as though 1t were filed on time and our access to
the agmipistrative review parrod will not be hindered because this comment
did not arrve i your office on October 31, 1985 | also hope you wtll pass our
concerns on to owher Fishlake National Forest staff who are Interested n wnat
the Utash wilderness Association has to say with respect to this forest plan
since we have put as mucn erfort into the plan as any other interested public If
you have any questions p'ease contact us!

Thanks very much.
coraially,

Dick Carter
Coord.nator
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Lderness/Unroaded Areas
it vas areal disappointirent to see the preferred alternative not harboring 2
nondavepamert prescription Why? Certainly, this was an 1ssue throughout 269

tne forest plan and the years of working with the Fishlake

Gur first concern 1s a complete understanding of the relationship of the

newsprint travei plan proposal and the forest The plan 1tzelf 1s not clear

with respect to where motortzed vehicle travel 1s not alHowed waithin

prescriptions ke SA or 4B In many ways the proposed travel plan seems to

be more restrictive For example, winter wildhfe range (SA) 15 shown as

closed to moterized venicles 1n the proposed travel plan Yet the forest plan 270.
does not clearly show such a distinction We certawinly support the restriction

of such closures bt are not clear as to the ntent of the plan

Though the Utan Wildernass Act did pass the Congress 1t dia not send a signal

to 1gnore wilderness in the forest pian it does prevent you from making

wiiderness recominendations during thys pianning horizon 1t dees not prevent 271,
you from displaying the ocial impacts or envirenmental mnpacts of not

having any wilaerness-~the only forest in Utah For exampe, there 15 no

dernang analys)s on tre Fishlake for wilderness type recreation For that

matter tnere 1S no demand chart for unroaded nonmotorized recreation of the

forest ‘vhy? Certainiy, a substantial pubhic concern, beth locat and regronat

ex15L3 ror backcountry recreation on the Fishlake

The 1g3ues, cencerns and opportunities section 15 oot quite accurate For
example, this portion of the document bmis the roadless 1scue down to 1ssue 272.
10, wilderness recommendations and rather summarily disposes this issue
by stating the Utah whilderness Act didnt designate any wildernegs on the
forest That 15 not the way the 1ssue was portrayed by the UwA and other
pubhics Qur concern expressed back 1 1980 and again on December 11,1964
was the preservation of areas not recerving wilderness designation but aiso
having quahities geserving protection in a jarge and centrguous body of
unroaded fand Thus on this 1$35ue we must even chaflenge the 1ssues and
concerns raised 1n the plan That concern also reflected not developing
partiwcutar roagiess 12nos as a logicar compitieent to protecting some of
those lands

At first g.ance the plan appears to do a reasonable, but inconsistent, Job with

respect 10 Meeting the cINCErn ard not evpressing 1t as a concern in the 273,
153UeS ana concerns section of the plan Fer éxampie, the plan notes some

TR0 600 acres wil] st Be availaole ror witderness consideration at the eng

of this cycle of ptanning That we n=artily applaud The plan also states

zywhere rom U acres to 3,000 acres { 2,000 acres in the preferreda

alternative ) of potentiai whiderness will be develeped by timber harvesting

That we have no problem with and applaug We would like £o know what

o

The Utah Wilderness Act of 1984 directs "That such areas need not be
managed for the purpose of protecting their suitability for wilderness
designation prior to or during revisicn of the imitial land management
plan,” regardless of the prescription applied, it 1s anticipated that
over 700 thousand acres will remain undisturbed at the time of plan
reyision.

In this case the travel plan is In conformance with the direction in
the Forest Plan whieh is, fo close the areas to motorized travel
during the winter season when the animals are scressed.

Although the Forest Plan does not consider wilderness, many areas will
be managed for non-motorized recreation, Some of these areas cam be
considered for wilderness designation in the future. The faet that
the Fishlake National Forest is the only Forest in Utah not having any
wilderness 1s a result of Congressional action. Significant portions
of the Foresi have beeh designated for semi-primitive non-motorized
recreation management as a result of management concern for a broader
repreation opporfunity spectrum. Public responses received during the
development of 1ssues did not indicate that there was substantial
Interest in wilderness or hon-motorized recreaticn management for the
Fishlake National Forest.

This is the
Congress is specific on this subject:

Repardless of how it is put, the issue is wilderness.
heading of your comment page,
PLYB-428, Sec,201 (bI(3):

"(3) areas In the State of Utah reviewed ipn such final
epvironmental atatement or referenced im swbsection (d) and not
designated wilderness upon enactment of this Act shall be managed for
multiple-use in accordance with land management plans pursuvant to
section 6 of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resourees Planning Aet
of 1974, as amended by the National Forest Management Act of 1476:
Provided, That such areas need not be managed for the purpose of
protecting their swuitablity for wilderness designation prior to or
during revision of the imitial lamd management plan;®

Further, the management area mep for the Plan clearly shows the
locations of planned developments.

Nothing eliminates those acres at this time. These are estimates of
the acreage that will be available for wilderness consideration when
the plan is revised, The 13,000 was a purpesefully large number tec
account for developments such as transmissicn 1ines, radio repeater
sites, or mines that are not planned in the Forest Plan.
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#1MIr3ces ~re rem3nirg 13,000 acres though?

Ttere =2&rrs to be 3 s1gnITIcant discrepancy In the numbers the plan portrays 274,
withrespect to wnat actusily falls within the semiprimitive nonmotorized

czt=gory 2age IV- S, EIS, ztates 135,100 acres of the Fishlake are closad to

ORV use Jzge |1-28, EIS shows 108,033 acres of the forest fall withia

prescriptton 3, SPNM Page H-97, however, shows alt 11 placing 192,500

acres n SPNM This neeos clarification

But way beyond clamfication 1S a major 15502 Why 15 only 9% of the forest 275.
closed to ORV uge? [ assume this acreage {135,100 acres hs contamned within

prescription 3 (108,033 acres } and the witldhfe winter range prescription?

Laes this figae include snowmabile use?

To add to this major unresolved 1ssue 15 the ailocation of prescription 3 3A
allowe for timber harvesting, including clearcutting, mineral development and
exploration Roads are built and Closed to the public 3B aflows for mineral
development and exploration What we see 15 an area to be admimstered for
semiprimitive recreation opportunities being developed for timber
harvesting, motorized access for grazing, and mineral development It mates 276.
no sense to ug Again we cannot sunport this pian due to this obvious
inconsistency 1t 1s as though years of work with the Forest Service on
protecticn of a number of important areas simply went out the window with
the Utan Wilderness Act 1t sets in concrete our behef that without
wilderness forests Like the Fishlake will never stand up and take the lezd in
protecting tands without Congress and the pubhc pleading, begging and
dr2gqing the Forest Service to do 1t without the Wilderpess Act

For at least 10 years the Fishiake has known of areas of oarticutar
importance to conservationists and the reasons for protecting thase areas
Qur concerns have been flat out ignored tn this plan.

Beyond even this inabihity to satisfy at least partions of ail of your
constituents the plan does nothing to achieve a diverse recreation spectrum
on the forest It does nothing {0 achieve a diversity of land base 1n terms of
development Prescription 3 allows roads and development as though that 1s 217,
the attract.on to a bacccountry area The plan states clearly of the supposed
720,000 acres of unroaded lands none of them are protectzd from mneral
exploration or davelopment S0 even that figures 15 circumspect At least the
plan states 1t "up front™--"Specific objectives of alternative 11 incluce B)
not censtrotning the model with regard to nendevelopment type of
presct1tig1s ” The only prablem is the pizn then sets out to attempt to
convince the public that the forest 15 making at least a small effort to
pravi¢a an unroadad [ang base There are two options--drop prescription 3 and
tell the public the truth that the plan will allow development of every acre of

g

Closures based upon land management prescriptions are listed in table
IV-2, This includes Prescriptions 3A, 3B, 104, and portions of 9F.
The 108,500 acres listed on page IT-96 represent total acres within
the semi-primitive non-motorized recreation classifiecation of the
recreation opportunity spectrum. Since publie involvement and
refinement of boundaries, this figure is closer to 177,000 acres, and
the correction has been made on page II-96. It should be pointed out
that all semi-primitive non-motorized recreation areas do not fall
within Prescraptions 3A and 3B,

Approximately 177,000 acreas will be closed to ORV use. The figure
does not include the wildlife winter range, which is a seasonal
closure. The figure does include snowmobile use. This represents 12
and 1/2% of the Forest land base. Presently, there are virtually no
permanent area closures on the Forest.

Presceription 3A is establjshed for non—motorized recreation - not
wilderness. The areas are still managed for multiple-use, However,
to be consistent with the prescription, project activities, such as
timber sales, will be very limited during the plan period. Project
activities will not occur under Prescription 3B - opnly mineral
activity will be allowed with no surface occupancy. If Congress had
wanted the Fishlake closed or withdrawn from all land development
activities, 1t would have done so. There is no mandate to marage in
the manner you describe.

As discussed in the previous coment, semi-primitive non-motorized
recreation does not equate with wilderness. Treatment of these areas
in the plan is proper. The closure of some 177,000 acres to publie
motorized use is not ignhoring the limited demand for non-motorized
recreation in this area, The Fishlake National Forest will not
consider wilderness in this iteration of the Forest Plan,
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rorezt dand on the Fishlare Of course, the other aption 1s to provide the
giversity of develooment and nondevelopment lands and recreational uses by
actually restricting areas of semiprimitive nonmotorized use to surface
@surping activities wiich require motortzed use if you need to do a wildlife
project do it the way 1t should be done 1n that hind of envirenment--by foot or
on norsepack Dont forget the Forest Service used to actually ride the range
But 1n all serousness the purpose of planming 1S to provide management
consistent with what 1s on the ground and provide a diversity of uses There
15 no reotorized closure, regardless of what a mythical pian and statement of
oblectives says, If the particular prece of terrain 1S open to oil fieid
develooment, hardrock mineral development, timber harvesting or grazing
with access by vehicies It is without common sense It 15 without sensitivity
te meeting pubtic 1ssues and concerns 1t 1s without professional recognition
of planning regulations and planning intent.

Thus our suggestions follow the above comment 1n these specific areas First,
we wouid suggest a wilderness and semiprimitive nenmotorized user demand
teble Second, we suggest placing all of the existing prescription 3 units into
a true semipmimitive nonmotorized category which restricts the access to
nonmetorized means and prohibits surrace disturbance which would confhict
with the intent of the primitive type resource aliocation and management |
am very famihar witn the ROS and the quidelines with that process with
respect to forest pianning, 1 particular 1t 15 a legitimate use of the ROS
category to do as we suggest Beyond that 1t meets the concerns of the ground
and the public interests on the Fishlake it has no impact on the objectives of
the plan for the most part and clearly has no impact on social variables the
pian hightights It will minimize environmental impacts, atde wildlife habitat
and restrict worthless{n the figurative sense of marginal trees and sites and
economics )} timber harvesting tn future decades

in particular, we woud suggest the plan incorporate an unroaded benchmark
This has been done 1n other plans

We also suggest the new prescription 3 areas include all of the Tushars

dentified in "RARE iH as well as ail of Thousand Lake Mt , Wayne Wonderlana,

Beehive Peak, Pahvant Mts, Fishlake ML, Mt Mzrvine and the Canyon Mts Al

of these areas have outstanding primitive values and would not alter the 278,
objectives of management 1n the plan or in gach area They were regarded

quite highly n the "RARE IH" writeups All have well known values  All of

the acreage In these 2reas would compliment other prescription 3 areas in the

plan 3nd ather prescriptions which restrict or prohibrt motorized use

Without such a destgnation it just simply appears as no area on the forest
will, in fact, be protected Rather than solving conflicts the plan creates

them Rather than recognizing unroaded iands provide widlife refuge, old

growth, I

Porticns of all the areas mentioned are Included in Preseription 3.
The boundaries of the management areas were based upon a consideration
of all resources on an equal basis., The most appropriate prescription
was then applied to the land. The suggestion that all areas on which
non-motorized use could be applied be set aside and that the remainder
of the Forest be considered for other uses is not valid.
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divar<ity in allocation and managereent, recreation opportumties, economic
erficency stable soils, water quatity and a place to get at least three miles
fram a rozd on the Fishlake, the plan 1gnores these 1ssues 1t 15 a forest witn
211 stability protiems and a lot of roads We simply dont see the logic in the
pin not to maximize a no development unroaded prescription The plan has a
rong vay to go to justify the extensive potential deveiopment allowed by 115
ubjectives and assumptions
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Timber

Thaugn we nave been told 2 number of times by the forast planner and other
F13ulane Hational Ferest 5taff not to worry about the timber section n the
plan, pecause tirmper 18 3uch an umimportant resource on the forest, we roust
raject sucn advice The s:mnie mattar of fact 13 the Fishlake pian has fallen to
what 13 becoming a stanoard, ummaqginative trap with respect to forest
pianntna-—ncrease timber harvests regard]ess of demand, costs and the data
showng arvests neea not or should not be wncreased 1s it any wonder why
timber harvesting on the National Forests has become a major public issug
again ? Literatly, 1t 15 genegrating the quality of every plan

And so be 1t on the Fishlake

The plan carrectly shows and conceaes timber harvests are both small,
inconsequential and very inefficient from an econgimc standpoint This despite
the fact the forest 15 heavily roaded { no spot on the Fishlake 1s more than
three miles from a road ) and, accerding to the plan, only 2,000 acres of
“potential wilderness” will be developed by timber harvesting in the first
decade

Tne plan also shows timber harvesting increasing by a whopping 1 76% after
the 1irst gecade inpart the plan implies this 15 necessary because timber
demand 1s gong up slowly Indeed, 1t 157 in ract, the evidence on the Fishlake 15
that gemand 1s gaing down according to the forest planitself Beyong that ttus
proposed Increase In gernznd 15 based on information m the AMS which notes
demand ts glowly increasing It does not kake a statistician, mathematician or
forester, for that matter, to iook at the referenced page 5 of the AMS and see
there 1s no Justification for the increased demand projections But even
accepting the very simple demand Line 1n the AMS we see the dernand will be at
4 4mmbf 10 the year 2025 which 1S considerably less than the proposed 6 3
mmbf proposed for szie i the plan

Just given this information 1t 1s obvious the timber program 1s not even
consistent with the information in the pian in fact, holding harvests at Smmbf
1sn t consistent with the demand for Fishlake timber over the last 29

years--1 7mmbf, not 3 mmbf How one can project even a demand n 40 years
of 44 mmbf 15 questionapte 83 mmbf 1s absurd!

There 15 also no indication of where the increased himber wilk come from in
the second decade The plan assures us the biological yield 15 much higher than
the ASQ However, the plan falls to discuss the fact that most of the timber on
the Fyzhlake 13 mthin dyscontinuous small stands of timber The only
important species on the forest 15 ponderosa prne and that s the species least
represented on the forest Thus the question arises--where 15 this increased
timber coming from? From the AM3 1t 15 obvious for the first four decades the

g
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280.

281.

Timber sales during the first decade will not "develop® 2000 acres of
potential wildermess, Part of one sale will occupy a portion of a 3A
management area. Most other sales are in areas where timber
activities have occurred in the past.

The Forest Plan calls for a timber program which is a contimuation of
the current level of production. The volumes listed in the
out-decades represent a potential program which could be achieved
under the alternative direction., Before such a program could be
implemented, a new plan would be completed, and the impacts of the
program would be evaluated, Listing possible cut-decade outpubts in
the plan has caused much confusion on the part of the reader. For
this reason, these outputs are not listed in the final plan, At the
present time, all timber sales are in the vieinity of existing roads.
Most road building associated with timber sales will be for roads
within the sale area, Access roads are usually less than one mile
1ong.

¥We do not agree with your comment that ponderosa pine is the only
inportant commercial species on the Forest. The major conifer species
on the Forest is Englemann spruce, The majority of future timber
volume will come from spruce~fir stands and only minor percentages of
the volume will come from ponderosa pine or Douglas fir.
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costs of timper are crezier than any benefits. This does imply as timber

becomes scarce on alreagy roaded 1ands the cost of accessing timber, making

1t even more marginal, becomes far greater because unroaded areas have to be

roaded. At the present time how much timber comes from unroaded areas? How 282.
does this figure change from the second decade on?

AS unroaded areas must be roaded, environmental impacts increase, as do
impacts on wildlife populations that very likely use unroaded areas as refuge
and cover. Thus it is obvious the Ei5 understates the consequences of timber
harvesting on other forest values as “pristine” and areas with a lower
threshoid to developrient are timbered and roaded.

We also nave a substantial concern with the lands identified as unsuitable. in 283,
fact, they zren't actually unsuitable, contrary to statute and regulation. For

example, timber harvesting can occur on unsuitable langs for salvage and

sanitation harvesting, inCreasing fivestock forage, "improving” scenic vistas,

harvesting fuelwood or constructing of roads. Contrary to the forest plan

direction (1V-31) "timber management activities™ are not to be carried out on

unsultable iands. Wiy does the Fishlake deviate from this poticy? What zort of 284,
“timber management activities” are need to implement iivestock forage

producticn, scen:c vistas or road building?

Also, this pian does not show us where the tentatively suitable lands are? Or

why the difference between the 366,635 acres of lands identified as

tentatively suitzble and the 80,000 acres of suitable lands identified as

suitable ( see for example page 1V-36, £1S, {11-44, EIS) Wa would suggest a

map shewing either the suitable timber land base or the unsuitable timber land

base Why wasn't one included? Few plans produced so far have fatled to

provide such a map 285,

The plan 15 not clear with respect to whether lands harboring potentially

harvestable aspen (236,000 acresi have been placed in the unsuitable category.

Are aspen stands in the unsuitable category? The plan is clear that aspen s 286
not included 1n the ASQ levels ( except for the 300,000 b.f. ). On the other hand )
the plan is unclear as to how aspen will be handled if a market evolves within

this decade. We would like clarification on this point since this would be a

significant new action creating a series of new impacts not accounted for in

this pian

The EIS states fuel lo2ding and "rick of timber loss™ will be highest in
alternatives with lower harvests. However, the EIS fails to document such a
staternent and faiis to show how riuch more of a risk. Secause much of the
forest is not timpered or in discontinuous stanas, fire hazard is not great.
Intense localized fires may be 2 reality, but jarge catastrophic fires are not
Hkely according to the AMS. The A3 also notes fire type vegetation is limited

q

During the first decade, the time period covered by the plan, only
about twenty-five percent of the timber will come from areas without
roads. Obviously, at the end of a full rotation, all suitable forest
lands on the Forest will have been harvested.

The Forest is not deviating from the policy of no timber management on
unsuitable lands. Timber stands in unsuitable areas will not be
managed for timber production. The activicies listed involve salvage,
removal of dead fuelwood, and enhancement of other rescurces — not
timber management.

Tentatively suitable lands are those that pass the test of legal,
physical, and biologic suitability. They are the lands that can be
considered for timber harvest in any alternative. Lands found
unsuitable at this peint will remain so through all alternatives.
Among the alternatives, this pool of tentatively suitable lands is
further reduced because of economic reasons or because harvest of same
areas is not compatible with the intent of the alternative.

The maps of tentatively suitable and suitable acres are working
documents available at the Supervisor's office. In the interest of
economy we decided to publish only final maps that show where an
action may or may not take place.

Aspen stands, in general, were not classified as unsuitable, About
12,000 acres are listed unsuitable in Appendix B on the proposed Land
and Resource Plan. If a market for aspen evolves during the decade,
an amendment to the plan will be required to consider a substantial
increase in harvest levels.

Fuel loading is greatest where harvest levels are low. If less timber
is removed through harvest, more mortality will occur which will
contribute to fuel loading. Although, it is true that much of the
Forest is characterized by small isolated timber stands, some rather
large stands of spruce-fir do occur on each Ranger District,

Intense fires are a real possibility in these areas, and fuel loading
sontributes to difficulty of control - regerdless of the effectiveness
of the fire organization. Because of the limited acreage of suitable
conifer timber, it is essential that these areas be protected from
fire. The fire management plan does not allow for prescription fire
in high value timber stands.
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ana fire breaks are frequent due to the natural vegetation patterns Thus the
EIS wrerstates the fuel loading wn that low timber narvest levels wiil not
Increzse tuel loaging Our comments on fire management will address this i
more detat]l However, we supPort an aggressive fire management program as
outlined wn the forest plan and would Iihe to see how the good fire program
outlined meshes with the fuel load'ng statement There 1S no connection and,

in fact, the fuet loading 155ue severely denegrates the loglc betind the fire
program

Another serious concern revolves around the question of diversity The EIS has
the audacity to state the alternatives with moderate increases 1n harvesting
w1l bring 2bout more diversity This 1S nonsense I'm tired of the Forest

Service trying to fool the public By regutating the conifer timber type or the 287.

aspen type your intent 1s to requlate the ferest. This means producing even
aged stands The plan simply farls to truthfully state the intent of timber
harvesting--1t 1s not to produce a forest that resembtes a natural growth
patterns 1t 15 to produce a forest that regulates and standardizes growth
patterns and aged structures from 80-120 years { which coincides wrth the
highest desiease and insect out breaks }

The plan looks at dwversity only from the perspective of a Dimber sale or very
selective timber management plan That 15 not the intent of the NFMA or the
guiding requlatrons To call for reguiation of the forest types and then tell the
public the forest 1s being diversified 15 nonsenge and tdeceptive And oh 2
forest like the Fishlake 1t 15 even more rdiculous and fends 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 juniper, 0@k, aspen, spruce/fir and alpwne as well as numerous
grassland types Every vegetation type 15 discontinuous—-even aspen which 13
by far the most continuous stand of timber

when looking at diversity the requirement 1s to look at the entire forest--that
is the purpose of a forest plan The Fishizke ts one of the most diverse in Utzh
Lsterally 1t 1s 2 mosaic of flora, chimate and topography with no iand type n
the majority When you look at a small timber sale you may be able to argue
diversity 1s mimimal However, that 15 diversity from a sawyer's perspective,
not from the perspective of a professional Tand manager and the requirements
of NFMA

The preferred alternative (or other alternatives with increased tinber
hzrvesting } states horrzontal diversity( spatial ), vertical diversity and
openings wiil be enhanced and adequately mairtained with tncreased
harvesting That Sssumes that kind of diversity 1s now lacking We wouid like
to see the documentatton of such an assumption? How much “diverstty” will be
increased? what kind of diversity will be increazed? How witll it be

0

Mthough it is btrue that the Forest is diverse in terms of species
composition, 1t is not true in terms of age class distribution. Mast
aspen and spruce stands are matwure to overmature. This 1Is not an
assumption; timber inventory records bear this out for tne comifer
types while observations by wildlife biologists indicate the problem
is most severe in aspen stands,
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increasea? will the alternatives with lower harvests or maintenance of
existing harvests see a reduction of diversity? If so, how much?

This actually leads to an Interesting question The preferred alternative

deesnt raise harvests for ten years Wiill the forest suffer the proposed lack

of diver sity during this decade? Given the statements in the pian about the 288,
lack of diversity and need for increasing diversity through harvesting, 1snt a

conflict inherent 1f this decade doesn t dramatically increase timber

harvests? | think not and | think this whotle is5ue shows up as unnecessary

The same holds true for pests in the forests of the Fishlake The AMS and

preferred alternatve management situation discussion point out pest

infestations are small and pest populations are largely restricted due to the

discontinuous stands of timber The plan maintains higher harvests wili reduce

pest infestatians, however By how much? Wil the “saved volume actuaily be 289,
utihized? By requlating the timber stand you are Nikely creating a more

constant flow of perfect aged and size hosts Agamn, this 1ssue piays no roie in

this king of forest.

Of the 11 alternatives only one reduces timber harvesting from the current
level over the 1ife of the plan Of course, this 15 a 25 reduced budget
alternative Remarkably enough even the nor-marketalternative increases
timber by |16 % after the first decade! That is hardly representative of a
non-market approach to forest management The point s the planis
completely inadequate with respect to alternative array as required by statute 260.
and regulation A diversity of management approaches to timber resource
allocation and management 1s non existant and will jeopardize the plan
Alternatives with different ways to approach timber management with various
outputs above and below the current should be part of the plan As it 1s the one
alternative with a non-market approach produces 2 walloping increase \n
t:mber management

And finally, the impacts discussion on the environment are 1nadeguate There
15 no discussion of road impacts on elk There 15 no discussion of harvesting 291,
impacts ang the changes following harvesting of not only big game but species
such as mt. lon, black bear {particularly with respect to the aspen component
which is a critical element of quahity black bear habitat ) or northern flying
squirrel For example, 1t 15 estimated some habitat wiil be lost for the
squirrel due to harvesting There 15 no discussion of alternative habitat for
this or other species There 13 no discussion of timng and spacing of
narvesting There 15 no discussion of thermal cover, hiding cover or escape
areas for particular geographical areas We simply reject the determination
that the snag polrcy for wtidhfe manzgement resulting from timber
managernent 15 to be apphied to unproductive stands where timber harvesting
w1ll not occur This 15 stmply ridiculous and counter to policy [n fact, the only

"

The bimber program will have the same effect on diversity as it has in
recent years. That is, diversity will be increased.

Although, the Forest has had no catastrophic Insect infestations in
recent years, problems have occurred recently in both the ponderosa
and spruce-fir types on the Beaver Ranger Distriet. In the ponderosa
type, the mountain pine beetle infestation was halted through salvage
of infested trees and thinning of the residual stands. The
infestation was a threat to a campground and to a private summer home
area.

The EIS presents a broad array of alternatives.

The limited roading {approximately 124 acres) which will occur during
the ten year period will not have a significant impact to elk or other
wildlife: nor will the 2000 acres of land oceuplied by timber sales
over the decade. Since only 2000 acres of the suitable timber land
(80,000 acres} are being harvested in the decade, 1t is not felt that
the program will have significant impacts on any of the othker
resources, However, site specific anpalysis for each sale will
determine effects on a local basis.
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plaze ana reazon for a snag policy 18 within Limper manzgement areas To
decrge 1t won t be enrorced essentizlly on timbered 1anas makes the entire
palicy moot

There 1s no discussion of 1o0ss of semiprimitive nonmotorized recreation 292.
oppportunities

In summary our support for the direction of this plen s very limited due to the
timber program It 15 following a tradikion of the Forest Service and these
forest plans that timber is the most impertant resource It doesn 't do any goed
to attempt to tell the public that timber on a parbicualr forest ke the Fislake
is not very important and then make 1t the most important allgcation in the
plan It, as ususal, covers the most pages and has the most detanled
discussions it 1s the only resource on the forest that radically changes from
the past management on the forest. Thus it radically changes other resource
fssues such as wildiife and recreation

293.

And wonjcally there 15 no reasen--not a shred of evidence--to justify changing
the program from the current program Nothing but timber absoiutism and 294.
supremacy Qur only support can follow the lines of the current program with
no harvesting 1n any unroaded areas 2nd all harvests first passing the test of
no impact on wildiife populations The reasons are obvieus and clearly stated
above The discussion on PNV, PYC, PVB and costs and benefits of the timber
program { Appendix B and the AMS ) clearly show the more money spent on the
Limber program the less money going to recreatron and wildlife~--resources
both 1n need of attention For example, no alternative meets recreation needs
of the forest And clearly the forest doesn t even have a sohd 1dea of what
wildhfe 15 on the forest |t 15 a forest still suffering from flooding and soil
erosion problems it 1S a forest that 15 as roaded as any in Utah And the
increased timber harvesting 15 not needed from 2n administrative perspective,
from a public coencern and issue perspective or from a tholagieal or
silviculturzl perspective

Throughout the document the Forest talks of harvesting on productive sites
What 1s defined as a productive site? wWhat wouid the apnual harvest be if
timber sales, even at a 4% discount, had to have a positive cash (low or had to
show the costs of growing the second stand of trees were less than or equal te
the discounted benefits of the second growth?

295.
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The discussicn you question is located on pages IV-H apd IV-5, and the
acres of semi-primitive non-motorized recreation by altermative is
shown in table II-27 of the EIS.

The Forest has offered IMMBF annually for several years. True, all
this volume has not been purchased, and recent annual barvests have
been belew this level. However, the 3MMEF 1s considered a current
program without the effect of the depressed market conditions
presently surrounding the timber Industry.

The plan does not call for an increase in timber harvest. The three
million board feet is the allowable sale quantity which 1s the maximum
average annual harvest for the decade. If demand is less, less will
be sold. At the end of the first decade we will revise the plan and
see if timber harvest should be expanded,

Productive sites referred to are those capable of produeing crops of
ipdustrial wWood. Tnis defipition is similiar to productive forest
lands which are defined in Appendix C (Glossary) of the plan,

mMnnual harvest" (long term sustained yleld) with the conditions you
ask about on the bottom of page 12 has not been calculated.
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We have several concerns with the range pertion of the plan and EIS There
ts nadequate mformation about this resource and the impacts of hivestock
g=2z100 on other rezources The most ser1ous probiem 1n the entire
olan/ELS 15 the primacy aven to range over wildhife, watershed,
recreation and other resource Clearly, the plan admiis overchhigation but
does nathing to correct this problem

Nowhere in the EIS is there any indication of the actual current grazing
capacity on the Fishlake National Forest This discussion 1s required by the
merna «March 29, 1985} for Range Alternatives from the Director of Land
Maragerment Planning What 1s the relationship between permmtted use,
actual use ond current and potential capacity ? There are no figures given
for any of these other than the current obligated 136,600 ALRMs [t 15
impossible to determine what condition the range 1s n wrthout this
information There 15 no hard data, let alone estimates for the range
condttions on the forest what acreage 1s in good condition? How much of
the ripartan zon2son the forest has been reduced to poor condition?
Conzistently, we catch ghimpses of the problems of avergrazing, yet we
are never told the magmitude of the problem or 1f one, in fact, exists We
are to'd demand exceeds capacity without learning what the demand er the
capacity 15 We are told that the rzrge 15 overobhgated (page 1-67) but we
have no 1dea how much

The array of alternztives 15 virtually nonexistent Every single alternative
allocates more forage to lwvestock than wildiife Ifnfact, on the wildhfe
alternative, 707 of the spring range (wildlife winter range) forage 15
allocated to 1ivestock The ofher alternatives have about 90% of the spring
range allecated ko livestocki What xina of alternative array 15 that?

A sertous probiem with the rande anaiysis is the reirance on range
improvernents to keep the range tn satisfactory condition The plan/EiS
mazkes 1t clear {see page 11-87, Ei5) increzsed range mantenznce and
restoration s needed to keep up with range obligation 1t 15 obvious the
Fishlare 15 being overgrazed znc only expensive seedings, chaimngs and
other vegetztion manipufztion projects and raane improvements can keep
the number of Yrvestock on the forest Thns bandard approach te range
managernent 15 nat In the best interest of the public, other resources or
even the hivestock permitiees themselves

The attempt by the Forest Service te JusUify the current situation 1S weak
at best The EIS adrmits without permittee contributrons, AUMS need to be
decrezsed dowever, the suggestions for permittee contributions de net in
any way increase the amount of forage on the ground Reconstruction of
range tnprovements (fences, watering areas, etc ) enly increases the
efficency of hivestock distribution 1t does not zdd extra forage to the

296.

Grazing outputs for various alternatives ars given in Table II-22A of
the DEIS. In terms of over obligaticn, there were three allotments of
primary concern in 1984, In 1984 one of these allotments had : 30%
reduction implemented that will oceur over a 2-year period. Anocher
allotment will have reductions in place during the 1986 season. The
third allotment will have reductions in either 1986 or 1987, depending
on forage availability on recently treated areas where excess forage
could exist. At that point, range conditlons can be maintained or
improved throughout the Forest.

There is no forage allocation as such to livestock or wildlife. It is
impossible to determine exactly how much use will be made in any given
area by big game because of their mobility. Comparisons are made here
pramarily to show how alternatives differ. However, there appears to
be adeguate forage available to meet wildlife peeds under all
alternatives. Thousands of acres are used exclusively by wildlife
with 1ittle if any livestock use. Winter ranges are most critical.

The range improvement projects are a benefit to blg game as well as
livestock. There are bepefits in terms of improvement in habitat
diversity and forage availability. In addition, fencing and water
developments do provide better livestock distribution and more uniform
forage utilization. The water developments are also a great benefit
to wildlife.

Any time there is use of a resource by more than one type of ammal,
there will be impacts. Eagles may eat prairie dogs. Coyotes often
take a toll on sage grouse, Licns and bears kill sheep. 5till, the
Forest posture is to maintain a muiltiple-use perspective.

The monitoring section in the plan covers management indicator
species, Big game, fish, threatened plants, nongame animal species
and macroinvertebrates are included.

In terms of predator control, the Forest has a cooperative control
program with the US Fish & Wildlife Service.

The impacts of livestock grazing on fish are covered for each
alternative on pages IV-24-26 of the DEIS.
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groung Abanggnrertt of marcinzl range niprovements, ir the caze of
-egetation treatments actustly decreases albeit shightly, the amount of
forzge avartable Changas in the allotment management system does not
increase forage Using nrazing systems when reductions are called for
doas more damage thar good The Forest Service 1S enamoured with grazing
systems (rest rotation by Gus hermay) wiich only better utihize, when
sunited to the particular range, the forage resource and can improve the
condition These chonges cccur slowly However, many university
researchers have pointed out this flaw n federal range manzgement 1t is
convenient to tell a permittee we need to go te a grazing system to mask
the rezi problem or over aliocation {see EIS, page 1V-29)

The a2nalvsis of impacts to other resources from domestic livestock
grazing is \nadequate to meet the requirements of NEPA, NFMA and the
Plarch 2, 1983 planning mermo governing grazing There 1s absolutely no
mentien of the impacts from ¢razing to mary witdhfe species such as
black oear, mountain hion, sage grouse {(many 1mpacts occur because of
range mampulation} or even the threatened Utah Prairie Dog Many wildiife
spectes, particularly predators, are both directly and ndirectly affected
by domestic grazing Habltat 15 altered and many species are hunted ana
killed for very dubicus reascns of livestock predation Agamn, there 1s no
analy<is of the numpers or amimals taken for “predator control” reasons
Are we Lo assume the Fishiake National Forest has no cooperative program
with the USFWS to “cantrol” predators?

There 15 13tt]e analysis 1 the plan and EIS concerning impacts to
management indicator species There 15 no menton about social
mteraction of livestock and elk There 1s virtually no analysis of other
management indicato- species other than big game (see page 1V-30, E15)
Cleerly this 15 not what 15 expected or required of the planning process

The impacts to riparan areas are poorly znalyzed and misfeading What
will be the result of lvestock grazing, under the varrous alternatives, on
fish {Eonneviile Cutthroat Trout} and other riparian managatnent
mdicator species? Fences are mentioned as the means o protect riparizn
greas yet we 2re told in the appendices that the ¢nly streams to be fenced
are Sevenmile Creek, 3alina Creek 2nd Manning Creek in addition, the
same Iotations and milieage for the first two of these creeks are
mentioned for more than one year The small mileage fenced does not begin
to compare with the mtieaae of streams {700} on the Fishlake Are the
other streams fenced from livestock ard only thes? three need protection?
Are other strears slated for fencing? The EIS mentions innovative
graz1ng systems as a way to ehiminate grazing pressure on ripartan areas
{page 1V-301 What are these mnovative systems ?Stuthes dene tn Oregan
snow tnat anytihing short of fencing does not remove cattle from the
riparian areas They witl congregate, as they have done for years, in the

riparian zones
e
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cont.

In addition to the streams mentioned for protecting riparian areas,
portions of Fish Creek, Pine Creek, Birch Creck, and Corn Creek are
scheduled for fencing during the first decade (see LMP, Appendix D).
Salina Creek and Severmile Creek are scheduled to be fenced over a 2
to 4 year pericd. The locations given are only to township which may
include 6 to 1D miles of the same stream. The locations to be fenced
each year are not identical. To fence all 700 miles of perennial
streams on the Forest would cost over $7,000,000 - equivalent to about
3 years of the total Forest budget. Even if we devoted our entire
wildlife habitat jmprovement budget propesed in the LMP to stream
feneing, it would take over 20 years to fence every mile of stream on
the Forest, Since there are other wildlife habitat needs on the
Forest, we are scheduling the highest priority streams first and will
continue the fencing program in future decades.
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Tne econoraics of grazing in the plan are flawed Even they show the losing
nature of grazing Accerdmng to the pian/EES (sppendix B) grazing 1s worth 297,
§$1. €8 per AUM Pz2ge 106 of the same appendix notes that costs
asseciatee with grazing are $12 per AUM This amounts to 3 net Joss of
over 55,000 per year Clearly there 15 no posttive PRV from the Fishlake's
range prograre tn racr, the loss 15 much greater The 311 88 value per AUM
of livestock 15 greatly exaggerated according to the USFS's own data The
1885 Grazing Fee Evaluabion Report lists the appraised value of an AUM for
the area encempassed by the Fisnlake as $5 31 v a 1985 appraisal Since
the Fishiake uses 1982 doltars, tre cost per AUM would be more Even
using this disparity, we arrive at a loss of over $893,000 per year from
the rance program This amount could even be greater when factoring the
true costs of all the preposed range tmprovements Clearly, grazing on the
Fishlare Wational Forest 15 a 1051ng proposition,

The Jrazirg 18542 on the Fishlaie 1s perhaps the worst of all If the
utihization figures n the Standards and Guidelines are followed, which are
for the mest part farly geod, the actual numbers of AUMs on the forast
will provably be greatly reduced The Fishlake must come up with a proper
plan that 1s consistent and 2natyzes the actual impacts

298,

You are correct in pointing out the error in the cost figure per AUM.
Using the figure in the Draft EIS there could never be any net benefit
from livestock grazing. This number was incorrectly ccmputed. The
correct cost number is $6.24 for the first decade. By way of
comparison, figures for actual use for the past two grazing seasons
have been $4.87 and $4.31. The figure of $11.88 is the true cost to
the permittee. The $5.31 is one formla for payment to the U.5. after
subtracting costs for improvements constructed by the permittee.

It is the standards and guidelines that will dictate the ocutputs; not
the outputs that will dictate the standarda and guidelines.
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Minerais

This section of the pran shows toth promise and fanure First, we are
particularly pleasea with the availabiity of mineral development by
alternzrive as shown tr Table 1V-24 and Table 1V-25 However, we would
ke to see the map legend which goes with the tables Qbviously 1t exists
and we request that map be part of the plan as it would show geologic
potentiai and access restrictions per aiternative on the forest This1sa
very trnportant concept

We read the plan 11 this instznce as stating when leases expire,the new
leases which could be acquired will have restrictions placed on them
consistent with the access code For examole, the non-market alternative
would show leases with a no surface occupancy on 306,602 acres of the
forest--21% of the forest Wwhat we don t understand 15 why would areas of
low geologic potential have a relatively lower percentage of land
categorized as no surface gccupancy than simitiar areas of medum
potential? It seems that areas of low potential should be"easy” to place In
the no surface occupancy category We say easy because from a pianning
standpoint 1t only mai es sense to be preactive 10 Mminerals rather than
reactive To prevent unnecessary conflicts an the Fishlake, a forest
(accordwing to the plan) of no o1t or natural gas discovertes of any Kind so
far, 1t would be professionally acceptable and "land-whse” to prevent the
potential conflict where 1t is least Tikely to occur It sounds sErange, put 1n
those terms, but it 1s, from a planming perspective, where to start

Under alternative 4 only 15 4% of the 10w geologic potentfal 1s rated as no
surface occupancy why?

Alternative 11 reoresents our concerns agam The alternative provides a no
surface occupancy category on a mere 5% of the forest That seems balanced!
Why such a hmited no surface occupancy for o] and gas? At the same time
56% of the forest 15 under a standard lezse stipulation which allows for
“reasonable syrface damage and “access unrestricted by any surface
resource ™ There 1s no justification in the pfan for such acreage
determination or documentation or disclosure as to how those acres came
about or why

Agawn from 3 planmng perspective, with G59% of the forest being open to
leasing 1t seems the Fishlake 13 Simnply reactng Lo minerais as though the
forest has no control of the surface resource With this kind of an approach
probrenss won t be solved or alleviated They will oe intensified as the
Fishlake retuses to restrict leasing and thus permits o1l and gas impacts on
the incredibly vast majority of the forest

For example 15 winter wildife habitat closed to leasing? We 2lready know
1

299.

300.

Mineral copstraints are the result of the perseription assigmment, and
are primarily associated with Preseriptions 3B and 10A. These areas
are shown op the alternative maps. The maps showing mineral potential
are part of the planping records, avallable ar the Supervisor's Office
in Riehfield.

No surface oecupancy is speeified for Prescriptions 3B and 10A. These
areas were established without regard for geologlic potentials. The
concept that an area with apparent low mineral potential should have
no surface occupancy is a non sequiter., Just because an area appears
to have low potential does not mean there should be access
restrictions.

Current regulations state that withdrawals to proteet land from
miveral leasing shall be requested only when there are sensative,
unique surface resourzes that cannot be adequately protected under
carrent publie laws and Federal regulations. Stipulations for
protection of various resources are provided in Appendix H.
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the sennprimitive nonmotorized category 1s wide open to motorized access
and the major 1mpacts of development How wiil the forest maintzin
sermprimitive nonmetortzed conditions with exploratory o1l and gas wells
or full field develcorment?And why are none of these areas closed to nineral
developraent?

For a forest with only a mogerate or Jow potential why 1s so much of the
forest ieft open to mineral development Are tne deteriorating riparian areas
left open to mineral development?

Alternative arrays are rar too iwmited As we have already noted the non
market 2lternative selects only 21% of the forest for a no surface
occupancy Not one alternative shows any land as totaily closed as though
the Forest Service feels it can't close iands to leasing While the Forest
Service cant actually close fands to leasing, the agency has the
discretionary abihity to recommend to the BLM a no lease category Starting

with Duesing V bdali, 350 F2d 748 (DL Cir 1965) and now with a host of of

laws and cases the Forest Service 15 justified i recommendong a no lease
for areas of special attention If the plan is stating there are no areas on
the forest where 01l and gas leasing shouid not be allowed please state it
rather than tgnore the 1ssue

Tramcally, forest planmng 15 typified by the cursory determination of
mpzcts due to mineral development on the Fishlake it 15 as though
somebody on the forest mersiy and deterrmined a list of potential impacts
that could be apphied to any forest or BLM district or Natioant Park or
private or state Tand 1n any state in the United States or outside of this
country There 1s absoltrely nothing specific te the Fishlake A planner who
had rever sezn the Fishiake, even a map, coula have Nisted the impacts
written on 1V-46-47

There 15 no discussion of impacts to the umique and fragite plateau sotls on
Fishlaxe Mt of Mt larvine Or the steep zliuvial slopes of Beehive Peax or
the Pzhvants Or the rim ltke piateau country of Wayne Wanderland ( the
adjacency te a national park didn t even come into play here ) Or the fragile
so1ls of Thousand Lare Mt Or the 1solation and scenic beauty of the Tushars
There 15 no discussion of the high road denstty of the forest and how ol or
gas exploration or development may even increase the road density thus
elirminating the potential for any nen-roaaed environments or experiences
There 15 ne discussion of the wildlife habitat that )s 50 critical ko a number
of species on portions of the forest The cection 1s incomplete and hikely
written without much actual thougnt about the forest as a piece of very
specific ground There 15 no analy$1s of curnulative impacts of 011 and gas
development, Limber harvesting and roaded recreation, for example

7
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The "3" prescriptions are for non-motorized recreation. They are not
wilderness. Thus activities not allowed in wilderness are allowed in
them.,

Such analysis is beyond the scope of the Forest Plan since there are
no specific applications for such development. If full field
development becomes a reasonable possibility, it can be evaluated on a
site specifie basis at that time. The plan would then be amended or
revised accordingly.
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Tne plan 355umes o1l and gas demand will go up on the forest The plan alse
asgumes hardrock mineral demand will go up also Inpartrcuiar 1t states the
Tikelihced of moly beng an important resource on the forest in the Tushars
However the plan fails to document why 1t betieves demand whl? increase
surficient to allow open-ended development with mimimum restriction on
sucn large porticns of the forest Because the forest 1s a non-producer with
respect to 011 ana gas and because of the rugged nature of the Tushars and
envirenmental constraints that need to placed on the Tushars 1t 1s more
hikely demand wiii be very limited

Qur concerns with the development of potential hardrock minerals mirror
our concerns rarsed in the above section on 011 and gas The Forest Service
has the responsibility to control the surface of the Fishiake To leave
virtually 99% of the forest open to hardreck mineral develapment 1S
contrary to good management and common sense |t 1s a reactive
manzagagenint posture and ceuld render the plan useless

Conststent with our recommendations we suggest placing all of the areas

we noted f2lling in the “new™ prescription 3 1 a ng lease and no surface 303.
otcupancy category possibly dependent upon geologic potential The reasons

are obvicus and contaned within this comment Primarily, however, this

assures a diversity or mineral management, protection of some unroadea

lands prezervation of 2 true recreation spectrum, enhancernent of the

environment and minirmzing environmentat impacts, protection of wiidhife

habrtat, wvatersheds ana riparian zones It also puts the Fishliake Nationai

Forest i the posture of preserving the public's interests, not Just the o1l

and gas companies

£

We did not do this because we belisved this would be Wilderness by
another name, Congress 1s the only body that cen deaigmate
Wilderness. Congress has reviewed the Wilderness potential of the
Forest and made its decision for this planning iteration.



