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says about 7.7 percent of the Forest has been affected by harvesting. Page 3-105 of
the DEIS says, “Only 3 percent (33,900 acres of 1,162,300 acres) of the forested cover
type has been fragmented with clearcut/overstory-removal timber harvests.”

The statement that Alternative NA has the "highest potential likelihood of altering
the Forest” implies there may he some altering under this alternative. The table
would have us believe Aliernative NA has 74% of the Forest going contrary to
ecologital processes,

We believe that you are misinterpreting the table it demonstrates that there are
differences in the alternatives mn land allocations where management activities can occur
It suggests that alterations of the landscape will occur where there is the potential for
ranagement

It 1s true that all acres will not be affected, but the potential does exist  Also, If the
alternatives are legally implementable, then mitigatron measures will be in place and
actwities will be within acceptable ecological hmits  The tabie portrays accurately each
alternative's potential for alterations of the landscape.

Objective 2 Provide for a variety of life through management of ecosystems, This
Plan promotes almost exclusively the promuigation of old-growth forests There is a
variety of life in some old-growth forests. There is also a variety of life in
regeneration and thinned, managed timber stands. This has not been considered as
contributing positively to this Objective in this Plan.

We disagree The Plan does speak to the old-growth component and the role it plays in
Forest management The Plan also addresses all other Forest compenents, and their roles
In Forest management

Objective 4 "Provide for scenic quality and a range of recreational opportunities that
respond to the needs of Forest customers and local communities.” This Objective
does not seem to be met in this Plan, as 1t replicates the visual “sameness® of vast
acres of old-growth forests. While these are attractive, the varlety of landscape
resulting in healthy and varied structural stages, managed in visually pleasing
patterns, is of high scenic quality aiso.

The indications in many parts of this Plan that a {arge fire will occur soon in the old
growth and burn several thousand acres make one wonder what the future scenic
quality will be for the RGNF under this Plan.

The Scenic Resource System applies to all areas of the Forest and provides for scenic
quality in the Forest's managed areas The Forast will not be duplicating vast acreages of
old growth Old growth takes at least 250 years to develop We wall be making
vegetation management decisions within the framework of reference landscapes and the
conditions that exist in them

Objective 8 " Promote rural development opportunities ® By "locking up"® the
majority of acres of this Forest in Wilderness-type management and emphasizing the
appearance of no human intervention in all but the ski area Management Areas, it is
difficult to understand how the promotion of rural development oppoertunities will
occur under this Plan,

We believe that the Revised Plan is very responsive to rural-development opportunities
Dwersified rural economies are much stronger than those dependent on a single resource

Application of Backcountry Prescriptions might be construed as *locking up”, however, it
can also be seen as putting something in the bank it s still there if needed in the future
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Objective 6 “Improve the financial efficiency of all programs and projects.® This
Objective is one that should result in a higher ttmber sale program. The soilis
productive, the trees are there, they're growing, they're merchantable, there is a
waiting market. If the trees aren‘t harvested they will burn up or be killed by insects
or diseases.

Yes, there is value to old trees and varied habitats, but selling the product on behalf
of the taxpayers to return money to the federal treasury (and local schools) can be
done 1n a financially efficient manner at a sustainable level far higher than was
considered in any of the alternatives. This financial efficiency is not reflected in the
RGNF draft planning documents.

We beheve the Objective has been met in all alternatives All of them feature above-cost
timber programs except Alternative A (which has no timber program) The amount of
harvest identified for each alternative 1s doable within our budget and personnel
constraints We do not believe that the efficiency of other programs should be sacrificed
to emphasize the production of timber

There is no Theme stated for the No Action alternative, making it impossible to
compare with the others. It would seem there were some pressing issues that [the
RGNF attempted to solve] with management in the previous Plan. Management
activities were set forth to increase water yield Items lke this could be reported in
the Theme area so the public could see what the original Plan management was
attempting to do.

Your point 15 well taken. We were remiss m not including a theme statement for the No
Action alternative [nclusion of this alternative 1s a legal requirement and from our
perspective self-explanatory, but you are correct that a theme statement would help
explain the Objectives 1n the 1985 Plan A theme statement has been written for the
alternative and included i the Final Environmental Impact Statement

The statement that only 6% of the RGNF was allocated to recreation mn the current
Plan is misleading. The statement implies that recreation under the eriginat Pian will
only occur on 6% of the Forest, That is absurd.

Your conclusion is based on a rather basic misinterpretation of the statement 1t 1s true
that 6% of the Forest (outside Wilderness) 15 aliocated to a Prescription that emphasizes
recreation it s also true that recreation can occur an 1809% of the Forest, regardless of
land allocation, under the concept of multiple use

Disclosure of the exact management for the Forest road and traii system should be
made rather than stating that it will not change. This will enable comparison of this
alternative with the others more clearly.

See Travel Management, Chapter Il of the FEIS Disciosure of the Forest road and trail
system s included by alternative.

The statement "There will be no loss of species” is made for every alternative except
NA. By omitting the statemen? for thus alternative it is implied that a loss of species
will occur or is likely to occur. That is inconsistent with the statement that every
alternative is legal and implementable under current laws and regulations. The DEIS
does not indicate any species have been lost because of present management.

No lass of species 1s anticpated in Alternative NA - Qrrussion of the statement is an
oversight that has been corrected Alternative NA 15 legal and implementable under
current faws and regulations
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In the overview of the NA Alternative, the current rate of "production® as stated in
the DEIS (pg 2-3) is 14 MMBF. This is a statement giving half of the truth With only
5.4 MMBF sold in FY 94, the current harvest will be declining rapidly from 14, and
that trend should be disclosed. This DEIS statement the RGNF is currently "producing
approximately 14 MMBF® has no time reference.

It would be more accurate to say the RGNF's harvest of timber 1s currently 14 MMEF
per year. The amount of inventory, growth, and mortality on the Forest is necessary
information and is not presented in the documents. This infoermation would enable
the public to realize how much timber the Forest 1s producing.

You are distingwishing between the amount sold and the amount prepared for offer The
Forast prepared timber sales for offer to the tune of 14 MMBF The difference between
the amount prepared for offer and the amount actually sold s subject to arcumstances
beyond our control {legal action, primarnily)

tnventory, growth, and mortality are all considered in harvest calculations for each
alternative This 15 background information that 1s part of the Planning Record on file in
the Forest Headquarters in Monte Vista, Colorado

The DEIS states {pg. 2-16) that the 1985 FORPLAN mode{ did not consider the cost of
entering separate roadless areas. This is said to be one of three reasons why the
harvest volumes were reduced after Judge Finesilvers decision. The 1985 FORPLAN
model was said to be not available for this review so a direct comparison was not
possible, By eliminating any budget constraints, however, the present model did not
allow a higher level of harvest.

The cost of entering roadless areas does not affect the harvest voiume in the
FORPLAN model. Refer to the section of this report in the discussions of the FORPLAN
model titled Stumpage Price and Budget Constraint for more discussion.

It 15 true that the 1985 FORPLAN model did not consider the cost of entening separate
roadless areas  The 1985 model 15 not available, but the results of the FORPLAN runs are a
matier of record

The cost of entering a roadless area 1s a major factor that affects the harvest volume 1n the
FORPLAN model using an objective function of ‘maximum PNV'  Your condusion 1s i
error

The statement that Alternative A “responds well to biclogical diversity™ is
questionable. It would be better stated that Alternative A has more acres allocated
to Wilderness and to management activities that have no evidence of human
intervention.

We disagree The alternative allocates all of the unroaded areas (5,000 acres or greater) to
recommended Wilderness The Prescription would perpetuate all natural processas and
accordingly *respond wel! to biological diversity * Using the term "management
activities” would impiy human intervention, so the sentence you suggest 1s not consistent
with the alternative

Within the Theme of several alternatives is stated the effect the alternative will have
on the economy and quality of life in the San Luis Valley area. By omitting this item
for Aiternative A, a comparison cannot be made in this area

The statement was omitted by oversight and has been corrected

it 1s inconsistent that Alternative A has 360,784 acres in Management Prescription
5.11, General Forest and Rangelands, and that no lands will be designated suitable or
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scheduled for timber harvest. The Standards and Guidelines for 5.11 indicate timber
harvest will occur. The theme for 5.11 lists imber harvest as a management option,

Timber harvest will occur under the aiternative, but will be done to meet other resource
needs (such as wildlife habitat improvement) and funded accordingly The aiternative was
framed around the concept of no suitable, scheduled timber harvest. Standards and
Guidelines for MA 5 11 state that timber harvest can occur in the area, but do not
stipulate that it must

In the event of a large fire, which 15 stated in the DEIS as increasingly likely to occur,
Alternative A would result in a large stand-replacement burn—perhaps several
hundred thousand acres or more. Indications of this are in its Theme of a *light
touch® approach to management

The FS has failed to disclose the effects such a large burn would have on the
ecosystem. Would it cause habitat of T&E species to be lost? Would it lower PNV or
PNB? How would private land be affected? How would FS facilities be affected?
Information of this type is missing from the analysis presented, and does not allow
proper consideration of the effects of this alternative

Your questions are based on the premise that a large burn such as the one you describe
will occur. We conclude that larger fires are possible under this or any of the alternatives
Analysis of the type you advocate would be based on speculation and would not be
germane to a reasonable comparison of the alternatives,

In respanse to the biodiversity topic, [the description of Alternative B] states a
program of ecosystem restoration will be started This 1s not defined and it 1s not
certain whether the cost of such a program are considered.

The program will be used where habitat conditions are significantly outside the
range of natural variability. The conditions that would place a habitat outside this
range are not certain either. This concept is interpreted in many different manners
[in] land management planning.

The coarse- and fine-filter approaches mentioned here too are expected to be used in
all alternatives under the ecosystern management pmlosophy, so it is a question why
they are stated here and not with the other alternatives.

The cost of the program of ecosystem (actually watershed) restoration i1s estimated and
included in each of the alternatives The coarse- and fine-filter approach 1s part of the
biological basis for the formulation of alt alternatives

The statement [under Alt. B] that timber management will be within the range of
natural variability [RNV] is not consistent with the statement under biodiversity
mentioned in the previous paragraph, that talks about the new program for habitat
conditions that are outside the RNV. What management activities will cause habitat
conditions to be outside this range Is not stated or understood.

There are no parallel statements for the other alternatives, so it is implied that this is
the only alternative that will cause habitats to move outside RNV. Why management
under this theme would cause this is not portrayed.

The staternent you reference imphies (clearly) that harvest levels projected in the future
under this alternative are expected to be within the RNV Watershed restoration is
programmed m the same areas of the Forest in all alternatives, due to the effects of past
management activities Watersheds of concern are identified in the Water section of
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Chapter Il The rationale for identifying these watersheds s fully explained in the same
section

Recreation management [in Alt. B] is.. to emphasize "developing new facilities where
demand exists.” The location of these facilities, their costs, and their capability to
meet the demand are not stated, A demand analysis for these facilities is not
presented It is difficult for the public to determine what this means in this
alternative, because it has not been quantified in any manner.

Recreation management in Alternative B 1s framed around the development of new
faciibes where demand exists |t could more accurately be stated that faciliies will be
developed if there 1s sufficent demand The location, cost, and capability of these types
of faciities are not quantified because demand does not, at present, exist

The second paragraph on DEIS page 3-147 lists the acres and MCCF of sawtimber
harvest for the alternatives. There is no listing for Alternative B. This is inconsistent
with the listing in the DEIS Summary, page 21.

The first sentence of the paragraph you mention states the MCCF sawtimber volume and
acreage for Alternative B

Alternative D The Theme for this alternative states 1t is an even blend of
multiple-use resources and principles of ecosystem management When reviewing
the Objectives Shared by All Alternatives, it would seem that if the alternatives are
meeting Cbjective 2 (Provide for multiple uses and sustainability in an
environmentally acceptable manner) and Objective 3 {Provide for a vanety of life
through management of ecosystems), which they are all said to meet, then there
wotuld be a reasonable blend of multiple uses and ecosystern management. The
phrase "even blend"” indicates there will be the same level of management for each
resource, which is certainly not reflected in Table $-1.

The Theme further defines this alternative as using a specific set of
Management-Area Prescriptions o do certain "things.” These are the same
Prescriptions used n the other alternatives. It is not clear why the Prescriptions
accomplish these "things® in this alternative and not in others.

One of these "things™ is to protect biological diversity, which is said to change over
time and space itis stated that there is no widespread agreement on how to
measure biodiversity or to perpetuate it. 1t 15 not clear how this alternative protects
biodiversity better {or worse) than the other alternatives, especially given they are all
legal and implementable, and share a set of Standards and Guidelines that ensure
biological diversity (DEIS 2-2).

Your first concern 1s a question of semantics  All alternatives blend human demands with
resource protection [n our opinion alternative D 1s a more even blend of the two

The Prescriptions are arrayed differently in each alternative  hence the term "alternative *

Finally, as you pomnt out, the Standards and Guidehines ensure the protection of biological
diversity in ail alternatives You have answered your own question

The Theme for Alternative E is almost identical to Alternative D except that is
specifically states the even distribution of multiple-resource uses will be in areas of
past development. Itis not clear what =areas of past development® are Does this
mean throughout the present and presettlement times? Or does it mean areas that
have been harvested under FS management? Or does it mean development in the
sense that building houses causes development? There could be many
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interpretations of this wording. The intent should be stated so the meaning is clear
to all. The documents state that 7.7% of the Forest has been unaffected by human
impact.

Based on the lack of comment on this point, it seems that the intent of the alternative 1s
stated clearly enough to be understood by the majornity of the pubhc  The alternatve very
clearly and succinctly states that timber harvest 1s hmited to areas of past development
{where road construction and timber harvest have occurred) The document states that

7 7% of the Forest has been subjected to timber harvest activities in the past

Alternative E's differences from D need to be very clear because it would appear
moving from preference to D to E would appear to be a good-faith effort for the FS
to "compromise” with some environmentai groups in the final decision. The
economic analysis may show that E is more efficient,

There 15 no basis for your conclusion  Alternative B could be seen as a good-farth effort
for the FS to "comprormuse® with timber industry No such compromises have occurred

Alternative D's Timber Management and Suitability description is identical to E
except that D includes, "Management would be designed to simulate natural
disturbances to the landscape.” Does this mean that E will not have this as part of
the timber management?

The acreage differences between D and E for timber harvest show 135,000 fewer
acres for E in 5.13 Forest Products and 50,000 more acres for E in 5.11 General Forest
and Rangelands. The guidelines for 5.11 and 5.13 both include *Use landscape spatial
analysis in ecosystems where it is appropriate...”

i 1s not clear why this difference in the descriptions of Alternatives D and E was
stated and it is therefore very difficult for the public to determine the differences
between these two alternatives.

Much of the area programmed for harvest in Alternative E has been managed in the past
While pnnaiples of Scenic Resource Management would apply and efforts would be made
to simulate natural appearances, in many cases this would be a difficult objective to
achieve therefore the statement was left out

The array of Prescriptions 1s different in Alternatives D and E  That would account for the
differences in the acreage totals you cite  The spatial-analysis guideline applies to alt
alternatives We believe that this i1s very clearly stated

Alternative F The implication is clear that this alternative is not the FS"s, This should
be left out of the display when comparing the alternatives. It doesn't matter who
came up with the idea.

We completely disagree  It's no secret who came up with the alternative, ar why We
believe It addresses a legitimate concern and fills a valid niche in the range of alternatives
As of April 1994, the alternative 1s an FS alternative It was analyzed equally with the
other alternatives, and the comparisons are vald

The background information given for Alternative F includes that timber
management is included in the alternative but only on a small scale and only in areas
(and they are listed). Without very careful reading of these documents it would seem
that other alternatives allow harvest in other areas.

The fact is, the Standards and Guidelines are common to all alternatives presented
and timber management is only allowed in the areas listed in this part for Alternative
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F or on other Management Areas that F allocates no acres to. This is a misleading
implication that management is quite different in these areas for this alternative
when 1t would be the same.

Timber harvest prescriptions may be similar to, or the same as, other alternatives, but you
are correct that harvest 1s allowed on a much smaller area in alternative F than in the other
alternatives

The theme for Alternative F states the natural disturbance regime is expected to
reestablish itself where feasible. The meaning of this is not clear. How is this
different than other alternatives?

Basically, natural disturbance processes (fire, insects, disease, etc ) would be allowed over
larger areas at a greater scale in Alt F than might be expected in the other alternatives

The requirement that humans are allowed as long as they are compatible with
protecting biological diversity is not definitive, Without an accepted tool to measure
biological diversity, it cannot be said whether humans are compatible with protecting
biological diversity.

All alternatives ensure biological diversity, so there is no need to further restrict this
alternative to protect biological diversity even more Biological diversity is like
energy--it is neither created nor destroyed--it's just changed. Whether the change 15
good or bad depends on objectives.

The intent of the alternative 1s to minimize human disturbance and/or influences

The statement that "availability of and accessibility to other forest products is
expected to be limited" appears to say that the FS does not know for certain whether
this availability and accessibility will be limited or not. If the alternative is not
developed encugh to know this, then the alternative is not clear enough to
implement or compare with others.

The same wording 15 used In other alternatives, yet this point 1s raised only for this
alternative Since all alternatives are formulated on expectations that are projected into
the future, we feel the wording 1s appropnate

The objective of the "FS Paying for itself” is meritorious and is stated to be the
purpose for Alternative C. The FS DEIS states this alternative "was dropped from
detailed consideration because it could not be legally proposed, considered, or
implemented” (pg. 11). It is not clear what law imposes this restriction

We do not have the authonity to implement some poliaes that wouid allow the Forest to
break even For instance, part of the strategy mught be to raise grazing fees Only
Congress has the authority to raise grazing fees on public lands

The Glossary of these planning documents consistently includes humans in its
definitions of phrases with “ecclogical® in them Ecosystems do include humans and
human activities. The Chief's definition of ecosystem management includes humans,
as well.

When looking at how this Forest is to be managed under this Plan 1t is obvious
“ecological” does not include humans.

Our defimttion of ecosystem management includes humans  All alternatives have some
degree of management (human influence) All alternatives likewise feature resource
protection where management occurs.
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National Goals It is commendable that the RGNF planning documents include as
Appendix A the National Goals Relevant to Land and Resource Management. In
those goals an "even flow" of timher is called for. In the National Forest
Management Act a non-declining flow of timber is required unless declared a
departure alternative.

In revising this Plan the RGNF 1s stating it will provide a declining flow of timber. All
the Alternatives considered reflect a drop in volume from current levels, This is
contrary to the national goals and faw.

There 1s no statement to the effect that we “will provide a deciining flow of timber * Ths
Is your statement, based on your conclusion An even flow of timber 1s provided n all
alternatives, with the possible exception of Alternative A The National Goals and
requirements of the law have been met just not at the level you would like to see

Another National Goal not met in this Plan that could be with proper management is
the coordinating of the timber sales program with planning, management, and use of
other Forest resources. Timber sales in this Plan are allowed only when all other
resources are taken care of. Even in Category 6 Management Areas, where the
objective is grassland production, timber harvest is not allowed.

The law has always required other-resource protection before timber harvest 1s aliowed
In Category Six areas on the RGNF, there 1s generally grass and few If any trees hence no
timber harvest expectation

The Plan does not attempt to meet the goal to provide a continuous flow of raw
material to local forest industries. The preferred alternative of this draft revision of
the Plan is a significant decline of raw material.

The Plan 1n all alternatives seriously attempts to provide a continuous flow of raw matenal
to all local mulls  You are correct that the preferred alternative has a lower ASQ than the
current Plan The rationale is contained in the planning documents

The national goal to improve the quality and yield of new timber stands should

certainly include noncommercdial and commercial silvicultural practices. This goal
does not limit the improvement to stands on suitable lands, but rather implhes a

broad application of improving all new and existing timber stands.

The goal to maintain or increase the growth rate, health, species composition, and/or
improve the quality of stands for timber or other resource uses should be directed
from within this Forest Plan. Consideration for long-term Forest health i1s
conspicuously absent in this plan.

We disagree The Plan 15 based on the long-term health and productivity of the Forest
The laws applicable to management of National Forest lands do not stipulate the
management of Forests as tree farms

This Plan is founded in the "Need for Change® concept as documented at the
beginning of the DEIS (pg. 1-1). While it 1s recognized this concept is based on the
Regional Guide, it is not proper to produce a management plan for a National Forest
on this concept. The resources are so interconnected that only reviewing those items
identified as needing change results in an inaccurate portrayal of the situation. The
Plan should not be based on this concept.

The RGNF found that revising the Plan with the *Need for Change® concept, that is
changing parts of the existing Plan while leaving those not in "Need for Change*®
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alone, did not work as evidenced on the second and third pages of the DEIS. This
pelicy at the Regional level should be dropped because 1t does not work

Resource management on National Forests must be integrated and revising one
portion of a Plan will almost always affect most portions of the Pian. The correct
course of the analysis in a Revision should be (in part) to focus on the effects of
changes in the existing Plan to all rescurces rather than to look a change in an
isolated manner.

We are Inclined to agree, since we did find that most if not all of the existing Plan needed
revision  We are not inclined to agree that the situation would be the same on all
National Forests, or that the "Need for Change® concept should be dropped Your
commenit should be made to the Regional Office rather than individual Forests

The DEIS, page 1-2, says there has been a dramatic shift in the public's perception of
Forest management, the amount and type of timber harvest. It is further stated that
there is concern over human needs and that those concerns are of equal importance.

The concern that too much is being harvested is that of a vocal minority. The real
concern is that of American citizens who use wood products every day in their lives
and of those Americans who depend on the wood products industry for jobs. The
public is concerned about the declining health of our Western forests because of their
aging, unmanaged conditions.

The concerns of this vast majority of citizens is ignored in this Plan as the harvest is
significantly below the potential of this forest for long term sustained yield. The
focus of this Plan is to bring it closer to the "reference” landscape which is free from
evidence of human intervention.

We do not agree that the concern about too much harvesting 1s "that of a vocal
minonty ° Our records ndicate that the opinton 1s shared by a broad cross-section of the
public (local, regional, and national) and is a very legritimate concern

We are equally concerned about people who desire wood products and the people who
are employed by the timber industry We are using the reference landscapes as part of the
rationale for making vegetation management deasions Vegetation management 1s not
free of human influence

The DEIS says that since the 1985 Plan, "Finally, the Forest Service's management
philosophy has changed to one of managing multiple uses within the contextof a
broad assessment of all resource, social, and economic values known as ecosystem
management® (DEIS pg. 1-5). Multiple-use management is the legal mandate of the
USFS and has been since its inception.

We agree We are merely incorporating the principles of ecosystem management into the
framework of the multiple-use concept

Several places in the planning documents refer to the laws that govern management
of a particular topic One example is page 3-113 of the DEIS. Here the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) and National Forest Management Act (NFMA) are identified The
document appears somewhat biased in its presentation in that only the requirements
of the ESA are identified specifically. The requirements of the NFMA are not stated.
The treatment must be consistent.

The emission 15 an inadvertent oversight and has been corrected in the FEIS
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21.201 Throughout the DEIS there are displays of the numbers of acres affected by certain
management activities. There is not the balance of showing the positive outcomes of
those management activities such as the number of jobs that would be produced, or
the number of T-bone steaks that would be produced, or the number of houses that
could be built.

The results of management are not defined in terms that are realistic and meaningful
to the general public but are only stated in ecosystem management terms. While this
presentation is needed, the other is as well. In the Environmental Effects the
consequences of management on people must be displayed

The Social, Finanaal, and Economic Element discussion in Chapter Uil of the FEIS speaks
directly to Jobs created or lost due to the RGNF's contributions to the local economy We
are responsible to display outputs such as board feet of timber produced and the number
of cattle grazed. We are not responsible for, nor required to display, what products might
be produced from those resources that come from the National Forest

21.202 If the timber industry "packs up* and leaves the RGNF, who will do the management

that is required under the ecosystem management philosophy? What will the cost
be?

Bias against timber sales is shown in the wording on DEIS pg 25 when comparing the
minerals activities would disturb less than that from a single timber sale. It would be
more appropriate to state how many acres would be disturbed rather compare the
activity to a timber sale.

The implication is that timber sales cause a great deal of disturbance. Whatever
disturbance occurs can be and will be mitigated (as it will be for minerals removal)
and will be within the imits of the laws and regulations. Why does it appear that all
disturbance is bad in this Plan?

We are aware of only one timber manufacturer in the San Luis Valley that might even be
considering *packing up and leaving * If this manufacturer 1s what you would
characterize as "the timber industry,” then we do not feel that you are farrly representing
all timber interests

The comparison you cite was made because many people can relate to the size of a timber
sale No bias was implied or intended Disturbance o one degree or another 15 included
in all alternatives Mitigation is assumed n our calculation of effects We do not consider
disturbance bad, only necessary

21.203 Defining what size of ecosystem to analyze 1s complex The entire earth or universe
could be called an ecosystem. So could what's happening under someone"s
fingernail.

a comparison of presenting data at twa fevels is displayed in the section Discussion
of the Alternatives as a Set. The RGNF has attempted to consider the ecosystem at
several levels. As the world continues to demand wood products is it not more
environmentally rational to harvest here, on this Forest, under the T&E Species Act,
The Clean Air and Water Acts, NEMA, and MUSY than to allow harvest practices to
occur as in countries where environmental safeguards do not exist?

Which scenario will result in the net gain or loss to the world ecosystem or the
world's soil productivity? The avoidance costs of not harvesting here must be
considered.
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We are well aware of the complexities of ecosystems large and smal!  Your implication 1s
that we are not harvesting timber on the RGNF  The opposite is true. We feel that we
are setting the example for other countnies to follow in responsible resource management

By delineating each acre with a set Management Arga label, the FS 1s excluding other
activities that could occur on those acres in harmony with the activity the
Management Area espouses. For example, dispersed recreation is an appropriate
activity on acres under timber management (5.11) Acres with active timber sales
should be closed to recreational use for safety, but that is only a very small part of
the acres set aside for timber production. By defining acres in the Management Area
philosophy a distorted view of Forest use is given.

The point of your comment is not clear Dispersed recreatton can and does occur on fands
where timber management ts emphasized (it 15 not the exclusive use, though) Conversely,
timber management is allowed on lands that emphasize dispersed recreation

The idea of biological diversity is presented in a backwards manner throughout this
planning presentation. By managing millions of acres under the focus of old-growth
management the diversity offered by a variety of structural stages is compromised.
The use of management to maintain healthy, growing forests and increase diversity
has not been considered

The RGNF is making old-grovrth management synonymaus with increasing diversity.
This is not necessarily true. This planning effort gives the idea that management
activity and human influence is going to be detrimental to biological diversity. That
is not according to fact.

The presentation of brological diversity 1s based on accepted scientific iterature  Old
growth is an important component of biological diversity and 1s spoken to in that context,
and 1s never presented as the focus of management anywhere in the Plan Management
actnnties and human influence are featured in all Forest Plan alternatives.

In the discussion of biological diversity, in comparing the alternatives (DEIS pg. 2-17)
it is stated that the conclusion “a larger portion of the Forest will remain in an
undeveloped state” supports the premise that “Net productive capacity of the land
does not decrease.” There is simply a lack of understanding of basic land
management princples demonstrated here

Developing land does not have to cause and should not cause the productive
capacity of the land to decrease. This misunderstanding is a cornerstone to this
entire Forest Plan effort and should be of utmost concern to the public and to the
Regional Forester making the decision for the final Plan.

This 1s simply a statement of fact We do not put forth the premise that
non-development 1s better Rather, we simply state the fact “Net productive capacaty of
the land does not decrease *

The statement that the set of Standards and Guidelines presented i1s designed to
directly or indirectly ensure that the net productivity of the land is not impaired does
not mean that the S&Gs will ensure net productivity is not impaired. In the event of
a large, catastrophic fire, which the Draft Plan documenis say is likely, the vast
averages of old growth could burn so hot as to sterihze the soil.

Perhaps that is within the range of natural variability and no one is worried about it.
The productivity of the seil in such a case would decline within the planning horizon.
The costs to keep the soils in place on slopes would be very high. Mitigation
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procedures for soil retention may not be legal in Wilderness Areas. None of these
consequences of the S&Gs are considered in this analysis,

The Standards and Guidelines are, in fact, designed to ensure that the net productivity of
the land 1s not impaired  They are not presented as an absolute guarantee, but as a
safeguard They will also be monitored for effectiveness and changed if necessary

The fire scenario you present 1s possible in any alternative, and 1s speculative rather than
absolute Consequences are presented for activities that are predictable, based on
management emphasis

Inventory Data The RMRIS data received only contained some of the RMRIS fields
and about one-fourth of the acres on the Forest The FS needs to realize that a good
inventory is imperative to building a Plan with the analytical tools of today. A
commitment to complete the inventory of the RGNF must be made, funded, and
completed. This inventory is for all resource areas.

We are aware of the value of a good inventory, and would argue that the RMRIS database
15 far more complete than what you describe

Table S-2 (DEIS, page $-1) Activities, Outcomes, and Effects. This table is confusing
as it hsts a 10-year desired-condition level and a Decade 1 total for some activities.
For some activities the two listings are equal, and for others it s different. No
explanation is given with the table for this discrepancy.

There 1s no discrepancy  No explanation was offered because we felt the table was
self-explanatory. The 10-year desired condition is just that The Decade 1 total s a
projected level that 1s expected within the framework of the alternative 1t 15 listed for

One of the six reasons for revising the Forest Plan was fo resolve conflicts between
timber outputs versus Standards and Guidelines. The lack of quantitative direction
for Standards and Guidelines coupled with the overriding emphasis to bring
ecasystems toward the reference (not influenced by human activity) landscape will
certainly prevent timber harvest in implementing this plan. This will result in
constant conflict between the timber harvest and standards and guidelines.

The DEIS opens wath the Bob Dylan quote, "I'll let you be in my dream if  can be in
your dream.” Management of the nation’s federal lands is not a dream or a song.
The products required by our society are real and should not be tnivialized by
comparing this process to a dream.

The Standards and Guidelines presented 1n the documents are those not covered n laws
and regulations This Is explained m the DEIS and Draft Forest Plan There 1s no attempt
to prevent timber harvest in any of the alternatives, as should be apparent by the outputs
predicted for all alternatives except a

Dreams are part of everyday Iife and one of the fundamentat building blocks for the
future Management of federal lands 1s not trivialized by the quote from Mr Dylan The
attempt was to humanize the document Martn Luther King had a dream that affected
the lives of millions of people  We would ask you if that dream would be considered a
trivialization

Table 5-1 lists 3,046 acres in Management Prescription 3.56, Aspen-Limited
Management, for Alternative F. There are no Standards and Guidelines given for this
Prescription so it is not possible to compare the effects of this management in this
Prescription to the other alternatives.
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The oversight has been corrected

Access and Roads The Draft Plan Standard for Infrastructure - Travelways says (in
part), "On lands outside of designated travelways, motorized use with wheeled
vehicles 1s restricted unless the Forest Visitor Map or a Forest Order indicates that
such use is specifically alowed.” Does this mean a change in the Forest Visitor Map 1s
a change in the Plan and therefore an amendment? The Forest Visitor Map shouid be
appended to this document if it is to be the actual commitment of this Standard.

No, a change in the Forest visitor map would not constrtute an amendment to the Plan
The statement 15 merely one of policy Travel with motonzed vehicles 1s restricted to roads
and trails unless the map or a Forest order cites an exception This 1s not a Forest Plan
decision and would not require an amendment

The current Forest Plan for the RGNF was approved on lanuary 4, 1885. The 11
amendments and Judge Finesilver's ruling are now part of the requirements for
carrying on the current Plan. This Draft has not been approved and must not be
implemented before it is approved.

The DEIS (pp 1-6) reveals the RGNF has already begun to implement the new Plan
because of the "desire to emulate the scale, size, and distribution of disturbances
that occur naturally in forest landscapes®. This 1s not part of the current Plan, and
where it causes deviations from the current Plan it must stop at once

The 1985 Plan 1s still m effect, and will be until the Revised Plan s formally approved and
adopted The sentence you cite speaks to the change in public perception of timber
harvest (it I1s generally viewed as bad) and changes in silvicultural techniques in response to
this perception

Perhaps 11 can be stated more clearly The 1985 Plan was modeled using even-aged
silvicultural prescriptions, primarily. There 1s no legal requirement that these be the only
prescriptions employed  Conversely, the Draft Revised Plan was modeled using primarily
uneven-aged silvicultural prescriptions, however, we have reserved the use of the entire
array of silvicultural prescriptions {including even-aged ones)

The Draft Plan document does not commit the RGNF to anything specific. Timber
harvest for the duration of the Plan is contingent on old-growth surveys and
landscape patterns and data to be collected at the project fevel. Certainly
project-level analysis is always required, but this Plan is to set a course for the next
ten to fifteen years.

Instead of dlear direction as to what will happen on this forest, this Plan basically
says the Forest will do some studies and then decide what it's going to do. Thatis
not consistent with the requirements to produce a ten-year management plan.

The mstrument of implementation is the Final Plan document If this Draft Plan were
identical to the Final the implementation could not occur, Considerable amounts of
information required to implement the Plan are not in the document. One example 1s
the listing of acres in Management Areas. a review of what is needed to be in the
document for implementation is suggested so that implementation {(and monitoring
and evaluation) can proceed smoothly when a Final i1s approved.

Each alternative describes a course of action for the Forest over the next ten to fifteen
years The outputs for each alternative are displayed in the FEIS, as well as the
consequences of producing them. We do not support your conclusion
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The document is infused with biccentric theories and quasi-religious sentiments that
purport to be for environmental protection. The theories are so untested and radical
that the result 1s social engineering.

The document 1s based on accepted saentific research as well as accepted princples of
soctal science  The document contains no religious statements (guasi or otherwise)

Please add the following objective to Series 8 which covers rural development

"The RGNF provides valuable products to the American people The RGNF Plan
pursues policies that perpetuate the efficient rural economuc infrastructure that has
provided these goods and services. This infrastructure has supported the additional
benefits of clean air, water, wildlife, and open space.”

We believe that your concern 1s adequately addressed in the existing Objectives
statements

Management Prescriptions 1.41, 1.42, 3.21, 3.22, and 3.55 embody the most extreme
misanthropic management scenario I've ever seen in a draft Forest Plan. 1t is a plan
to re-wild the RGNF and relegate humans to small islands of activity. It achieves a
result of sovial engineening through the devious means of focusing on the
“environment" through excluding humans

Since the embodiment of these "theories" ventures so far from the mandates of the
National Forest Management Act and the Sustained Yield Multiple Use Act, it is likely
that Alt. F has illega! elements. it should have been dropped from further
consideration (like Alt. C) for this reason.

The Management Prescriptions you mention were developed spectfically for Alternative F
The alternative was designed to allow the analysis of the 1sland-biogeography theory of
forest management, and to allow comparison of the results to other alternatives

The 1sland-biogeography theory is valid and 1s being used in other paris of the country
The question is whether the theory i1s applicable in the southern Rockies

We believe Alternative F fills a valid niche within the range of alternatives CEC and a
group of local people put the alternative together and asked that we include it  One of
the critena for accepting the alternative was that it be legally implementable As of April
1994 the alternatwe became an FS alternative  The agency 1s responsible for its content
and analysis The alternative s legally implementable, that s not likely, however, since 1t1s
not the alternative selected

Many prescriptions addressing Wilderness and Recreation evaluate the degree of
“solitude and spirituality® likely to be found within a particular prescription.
Equating spintuality with solitude is a value judgement the RGNF has no business
making.

With this phrase, RGNF flirts with government-established religion, banned in the
First Amendment.

Spirituality can be found outdoors, though not only in the ways permitted by the
Prescriptions. |, for example, find an outdoor spiritual experience in getting first
tracks in the powder snow with my snowmobile a lumberjack may find felling a tree
to be very spirttual.

Spirituality is either very personal, and a matter of individual hiberty, or else found
within the bounds of established religions (RGNF does not want to do this | hope).
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The FS, a federal agency, cannot legally or morally discuss spirituality within the
parameters of a Forest Plan.

We have equated the opportunity for solitude with the opportunity for *spintual
renewal," as opposed to spirituality Renewal of the human spint through recreation
activities 1s something that social scientists have identified

The phrase "spiritual renewal” was coined by members of the public, and has been the
subject of considerable comment We contend that spiritual renewal can occur as the
result of virtually any recreation activity, whether motonzed or non-motonized There has
been no attempt, real or implied, to insert religious values in the Forest Plan

The DEIS summary states, "Regardless of altenative chosen, none of the potential
carndors will become insurmountable barriers to wildlife movement® (pg. 16) Table
$-9 is labeled "Unroaded Areas/Core Areas.”

| interpret this to mean that the theory of island biogeography has heen
surreptitiously inserted into all alternatives. Because of its radical nature, this theory
should be confined to Alt. F, or not applied atall When constrained in this way, the
alternatives are unable to demonstrate sufficient range.

The RGNF subscribes to the theory of “species dispersal,” as opposed to "island
biogeography ° The statement you quote 1s one of fact, and 1s a summary conclusion to
the previous paragraphs addressing the subject of fragmentation You need to read the
entire section so that the sentence 1s in the proper context

Table $-9 15 {abeled "Unroaded/Core Areas” because the table summarizes unroaded acres
in all alternatives  In alternatives a - £ they are unroaded areas, in Alternative F they are
Core Areas, hence the title

The constraints (designated trails, combining roads & trails to calculate density)
placed on motorized recreation by the restrictive Prescriptions are common to all
alternatives. These constraints prevent the demonstration of a true range of
alternatives. For example, the Colorado Assn... of 4 Wheel Drive Clubs reports that at
least 480 miles of roads will be closed in all alternatives

An alternative should be developed that would demonstrate the benefits of
motorized recreation if trails and Forest access were increased from the present.
Certainly, recreation demand shows this 1s not an unreasonable reguest.

There were 486 miles of road identified for potential closure in all alternatves except F,
which had considerably more The Farest has about 2,200 mules of road and roughly
1,500 miles of trall  The majorrty of the public expressed concern that we should not
expand the road system until we can take care of what we have, and that we should look
at closure of some roads This was translated into the alternatives

In particular, Don Riggle has invaluable expertise on how GHV opportunity should be
provided on the ground. His specific comments should be incorporated into the Final
EIS and Plan The Colorado 4 Wheel Drive Assn... also has provided you with
valuable input on specific roads, which we urge you to implement

All comments received dunng the public-review-and-comment penod have been read and
responded to  Responses to comments made by the individuals or organizations you cite
are included in the FEIS.

We do not have available a copy of what we said on the video that you made, but
we would appreciate it if all of what we said before the camera that day could be
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entered as our concerns about the Plan We hope you still have what was cut that
was taken of us (for the video that was distributed) and that it can be used by your
staff. We spent many hours composing what was said that day!

All of the background video has been retained as part of the Planning Record
Unfortunately, all of the video matenal could not be used 1n the Forest Plan Video we
distributed—-it would have been of epic proportions  Your comments have been noted

Leave the tree farm and thinned stand isolated true old growth and their
surrounding wanna-be old growth alone--period. Forever.

a significant portion of the Forest 1s allocated fo the Backcountry Prescniption in the Final
alternative. Combined with Wilderness, that would constitute approximately 62% of the
Forest. We helieve that this addresses your concern.

The current Forest Management Plan allows 143,077 Anima! Unit Months (AUMs) of
grazing by livestock and wildlife, and the Summary Draft EiS states that
*Approximately 84,446 acres (or 32%) of the Forest's suitable rangelands are in
unacceptable condition® (p.22). Yet Alternative D presents no change in current
grazing practices, as it recommends 143,077 AUMs, as well. It appears that
Alternative D does not address the unacceptable conditions of the Forest’s
rangelands.

The AUMs in Alternative D do not change from the current Plan Grazing practices do
Range allotment plans determine grazing stratemies for various areas of the Forest Where
range Is 1n an unacceptable condrtion, allotment plans would be modified so that the
condition can be changed to acceptable over time

The DEIS is very confusing to read and understand at times. There is much wordiness
and repetition of whole paragraphs throughout the DEIS, and | wonder if it could
somehow be simplified.

Our intent Is to present the information in the simplest terms possible  Admittedly, we
struggle with this Every effort will be made to simplhfy the FEIS further

| find the map on page 3-41 extremely difficult to read--perhaps you could enlarge it
to a full page.

We will atternpt to clanfy graphics that are difficult to read

On page 3-44 the term "sapling-pole” is used twice in the definitions The second of
these should be just “pole” or whatever.

The definitions are correct, they describe Sapling Pole stands with a different canopy
closure The first defimtion 1s for Structural Class 2 and the second 1s for Structural Class 3

The terms "million board feet™ (MMBF) and "cunits® are continually intermixed, and
this is extremely confusing What is a cunit, anyway--some kind of a tropical fruit?
Seriously, | believe you should use the concept of MMBF In all text and tahles.

This 1s a very commoen complaint  a cunit 1s a cubic-foot measure that we are required to
report The FEIS will have tables that display board feet for all umber outputs

| have concerns about different landownership involved ih managing ecosystems "at
the regional, landscape, or watershed scale.” This needs to be darified.
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The FS has junsdiction over National Forest System lands only We have no authority to
make decisions on private land unless the nght 1s negotiated and paid for We do take
Into account activities on private lands that may have an effect on Nationa! Forest land

management decisions

| have concerns about "Meets the needs of Forest Staff.” [ believe that phrase should
be removed. There should be no net gain in Forest System lands. Counties are
already having tax revenue problems because of large amounts of federal land not
on the tax rolls.

The 1dea 15 that land would be exchanged where 1t would be in the best interest of the
public, and facilitate Forest management No net gain 1s intended

| do not feel that the proposed Plan meets this objective because of the language
about “when permits become vacant they will be canceled,” as found in the
Wilderness Prescriptions. This is not giving the true picture of economic activity.

The cancellation of vacant permits would not be done without adequate public notice

We would like to see conservation organizations specified in Forestwide Objective
7.9, along with federal and state agencies and private landowners.

Your concern has been noted and 1s being considered

Alternative F would provide the maximum protection for non-human biodiversity.
This 1s the only alternative presented which attempts to account directly for the
requirements of wide-ranging species such as lynx and wolverine.

However, it has not been shown that sustainable levels of resource production
cannot coexist within carefully selected habitats. We believe that, with ngorous
attention to detail, the Forest can emulate the genuine needs identified in
Alternative F through specific project management, long-term monitoring, inventory,
and a flexible management system.

We do not agree with your conclustons regarding Alternative F - We believe that all of the
alternatives in the range address the concerns you cite  We believe that the selected
alternative (G) addresses your concerns and meets the needs you identify

Increaser plants listed include iris, potentilla, anqgfoil, dandelion, rabbithrush, fringed
sage, ning muhly, redtop, yarrow, etc. They occur in great abundance on most
allotments we've seen on the RGNF, particularly in the Saguache Park area.

Clearly, there are many areas across the Forest which are in a simitar degraded
condition. If the Forest Ecologist also believes that much of the nonforested acreage
is in mid-seral ecological condition or below, why has there been no real analysis of
grazing suitahility for Forest rangelands?

Updated range-suitability criteria have been applhed The results are displayed in the FEIS.

There is mimimal information about Sensitive fish, or fisheries quality. Was this
section omitted from the Draft? We hope to see a comprehensive Fisheries section in
the Final Plan, incorporating full discussion of fisheries quality

Concerns about fisherres habitat or populations have never surfaced as an i1ssue  For this
reason, the discussion was folded into the discussion of water quality We felt that
addressing water quality adequately took care of fish concerns
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Concerns such as yours have been expressed, however, 1n comments on the Draft EIS
Accordingly, the Fishenies section has been expanded and includad in the Ripanan
discussion in the Final Plan

Alternative D proposes to open all currently Non-Motorized areas {except Wilderness
Areas) to winter snowmobile travel. We feel this is a bad idea from several
perspectives. In winter, amimals are already low on fat reserves. The high-pitched
drone of snowmobiie engines, even if only periodic, can harass wildlife and cause
undue stress.

The areas you speak of are currently Mctorized 1n the 1985 Plan  We are in the process of
reviewing research that demonstrates that snowmobiles are detnmental to animals, plants
etc If there 1s sufficient cause, restrictions will be apphed.

The economic arguments presented in the DEIS lack depth of analysis (Summary, pg.
36). a more equitable analysis would have included biodiversity values such as the
economic value of living trees, healthy riparian areas, functioning forest ecosystems,
abundant wildlife, and uses foregone.

The table on page 36 of the DEIS Summary is a summarization of the full-blown economic
analysis included in the EIS Many of the things you ate would be difficult to place a
dellar value on. The economic analysis meets the regulatory requirements for a Forest
Plan

The total proposed Research Natural Area acreage equals just over 2% of the Forest
(42,782 acres). Three-quarters of this is in existing Wilderness Areas, and Is thus
already protected. Cnly 10,695 acres out of 1.9 million will be newly protected by
these RNAs.

The mtent of the RNA program is to establish a system of RNAs on the Forest, not to
protect these areas from potential development The RNAs were identified based on
specific critenia and are located where they are  Some are in Wilderness, some are not
Regardless, they met the critena for selection

The public must have an opportunity to comment before any expansion of the Wolf
Creek Ski Area is approved,

The Final Forest Plan map tncludes the potential expansron area at Wolf Creek Before any
expansion 1s approved, an Envirenmental Impact Statement will be required  This will
include the opportunity for public review and comment

The Coordination Agreement with the Colorado Division of Wildlife How will this
coordination agreement, signed June 20, 1990, be incorporated into the Forest Plan?

The agreement will be honored under the Revised Forest Plan

Annual Evaluation Report We agree this is a good idea but we wonder how land
suitability can be evaluated annually. However, the Plan should give the reader
some idea on what amount of change in sutable land would trigger a Plan
amendment or revision.

Land sutability will be addressed as part of projeci-level analysis  Generally, a change wn
critena that would affect a sizeable amount of acreage, which 1n turn would affect the
ASQ, would require an amendment

What is meant by "evaluate whether there needs to be any Congressional
recommendations"?
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These are land management decisions that would require Congressional approval, such as
additions to the Wilderness System or recommendations for Wild and Scenic River
designation

Research Needs Top priorities should be, in descending order old-growth inventory
based on Mehl, range-condition baseline data, riparian classification and mapping,
and accurate road inventory.

The Forest 1s committed to obtaining data for these and other categories.

Tactical Monitoring Plan This sechion of DRFP Chapter V contains the details of
monitoring and how to do it. However, "the tactical plan could change without
amending the Forest Plan®™ {pg. V-2). This makes it vulnerable to adverse change with
no opportunity for the public to comment. This is not acceptable, as it is vague
enough as it is.

The Monitoring Plan has been revised to be more specific, based on the comments
received The Plan 15 subject to change without amendment to the Plan, to facilitate
updated monitoring techriques, current data, research, etc  The Forest 1s commutted to
the Monstoring Plan

Funding For Monitoring CEC appreciates the commitment expressed at Plan pg. V-3
to "set aside part of (the RGNF's) annual budget to assure that the Monitoring
Schedule is accomplished " Traditionally, monitoring is the very last activity to get
funded. How will the RGNF change this situation, given that budgets are determined
by Congress and are shrinking? The Final Plan and EIS must address this issue.

The Forest recognizes the importance of monrtoring, hence our commitment to do 1t
Funding for monitoring will be a Forest-level decision  The intent is to continue to set
aside a portion of the annual budget to accomplish the task

The FPIDT has identified the mmimum legal requirement for monitoring and, at the next
level, important things to monttor that are not legally required  Monitoning needs vary by
year, as do budgets What spearfically gets monitored, and how, will be a funchian of
annual work plans and the budgets we are given by Congress

When NEPA applies The USFS is incotrect in asserting that all amendments to grazing
permits and adoption of all implementation schedules are exempt from NEPA
procedures.

We agree, for the most part  Amendments to or changes in grazing permits or
implementation schedules that would result in tangible changes in environmental affects
wollld be subject to NEPA

Since most standards and guidelines {($&Gs) in the draft LRMP allow for extensive
resource degradation {regardless of the underlying "objectives” of those S&Gs) the
EIS must analyze the impacts that could eccur when the S&Gs are implemented.

The enviranmental consequences displayed include the assumption that all Standards and
Guidelines and attendant mitigation procedures are in place and are, therefore, accounted
for

Finally, the draft LRMP and DEIS fail to disclose what the existing $&Gs are, how the
proposed S&Gs differ, and the reasons for the changes.

We disagree Readers have some responstbihity to pursue the information they (you) are
interested in  The existing (1985) Forest Plan has the current S&Gs, the Final Forest Plan
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contains the new ones We invite you to compare them The rationale for changing the
S&Gs was cited as one of the reasons for revising the Forest Plan.

The Regional Office refused to respond to these comments or to analyze the impacts
of adopting new Management Prescriptions (MPs) in the Regional Guide EIS. The
reason the RO gave was that citizens could comment on the MPs when each Revised
Forest Plan was proposed and that impacts of adopting new MP's would be
addressed in each Forest Plan EIS. The RGNF has not performed these duties.

We disagree  The FES is a full disclosure of all effects related to the mmplementation of all
alternatives The MPs you cite were used in the alternatives, so we would argue that your
concern has been adequately addressed

21. 251 The reorganization of management functions and staff between the FS and the

21.253

21.254

21.255

Bureau of Land Management should facilitate looking at the whole watershed of the
Rio Grande River.

We recommend that the joint staff consider the recommendations made in the
Citizens' Management Alternatve submitted to the BLM for the Rio Grande River
Corridor Management Plan. Many of the habitat and wildlife considerations in that
plan will be affected by management practices on the Forest.

Your recommendatron 1s outside the scope of the RGNF Forest Plan Rewvision.

a number of issues are not addressed in the proposed Plan. There is little or no
information on fishertes and the impacts of implementing any of the alternatives.
Since fisheries, among other things, are indtcative of water and general riparian
health, it is important to address them now.

In addition it seems that potential expansion of Wolf Creek Ski area, possible
National Landmark and Special Interest Areas, and some revision of timber suitabihity
incorporating the latest information, none of which are included in the draft, may be
incorporated in the final Plan and/or EIS It is therefore necessary to issue a
supplement addressing these questions, since it would be unhelpful, as well as
illegal, to include final items without the requisite public comment.

We do not agree that a supplemental EIS 1s required  All of the points you address were
spoken to In the Draft EIS, which included the opportunity for public comment

in their endorsement, both the Chief and the Director committed to using the
Western Regional Corridor Study as a reference document when considering land-use
decisions, including revising Forest Plans. This commitment by the Chief was
emphasized during the January 13 meeting with the RGNF, yet not a single reference
to this document has been found in the Revised Forest Plan. This is unacceptable,
and the corridor study must be adopted in its entirety in the final forest plan.

The Western Regional Corndor Study was used as a reference document when the
alternatives were formulated None of the alternatives should be i major conflict with
the document

The document should have been listed as a reference  The oversight has been corrected 1n
the FEIS We do not agree that a reference document must be adopted in its entirety in
the Final Forest Plan

The Revised Forest Plan has failed to recognize the need for a Management-Area
Prescription for utility corndors and electronic sites to be included in Chapter IV.
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We found that the Prescriptions used 1n the selected alternaive did not conflict with
erther existing or proposed utility corndors, and so opted not to use the Prescniption you
suggest The Prescriptions we did use do net preclude reissuing permits for existing
corndors or electromnic sites

In Appendix B, Key National and Regional Policies, on page B-12 under the section
titled Spedial-Uses Management, policy number 1 states, "Do not approve any
special-use applications that can be reasonably met on non-federal or other federal
lands unless it is clearly in the public interest.™ This policy direction needs to be
substantiated by reference to the applicable law

Since 1t speaks to Regronal Policy, this comment would be most appropriately addressed by
the Regional Office

The complexity and magnitude of the DEIS and associated documents make it
impossible for those of us who have to work for a living and raise a family to
adequately review and respond. | hope we will be able to amend mistakes at a later
date.

The Plan can be amended as needed i the future

The drastic changes proposed in Alternative D appear to be a one-sided proposal.
Please do not implement this proposal as it is currently written.

The Selected Alternative 1s a combination of other alternatives, that was developed and
selected based on public comments

If the old fire pits are obliterated, then there would be less of a chance that people
would build a fire The FS could use volunteer help from the Colorade Mountain
Club or the Sierra Club to do frail work and help eliminate fire rings

FS workers routinely destroy fire rings when they are found in the Wilderness We enter
into volunteer agreements for trail work with numerous groups.

{ found the section in Chapter 2, *Comparison of How the Alternatives Address
Revision Topics® {pp. 2-17 to 2-24), confusing. In this section there was no supporting
evidence for the conclusions.

This section of Chapter 2 referenced Chapter 3, but | have not yet found the
supporting evidence clearly stated in Chapter 3. This section in Chapter 2 ought to be
part of the conclusions in Chapter 3.

The comparison of alternatives in Chapter 2 1s required by Forest planning regulations
Our inient was to simplify the comparison as much as possible  We appreciate your
comment More adequate information that supports the comparnisons has been included
n the FEIS

22. Riparian

22,1

How will riparian areas be adequately buffered and protected?

Ripanian areas will be eliminated from the suitable fimber base i the Final Plan In
addition, standards and gwidelines mit management activities in and next to npanan
areas so that nparnan areas are fully protected
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The ripartan and adjacent area are referred to as the Water Influence Zone (Wi2), which
has a mmimum horizontal width of 100 feet from the top of each bank. The WIZ s
defined in the Watershed Conservation Practices Handbook and that language will be
included 1n the FEIS. Direction requires stte specific assessments to define extent of area
needing specal protection and what will be allowed within that area Watershed
Conservation Practices require vegetation and soils in this zone to be protected to such an
extent that long-term stream health s mantained

Why didn't riparian areas have their own separate section?

Ripartan areas were discussed as a separate subsection under Water Resources However,
much of the public said they want a separate section for nparian areas  The Final Plan will
have a separate riparian section

Has a Forest-wide survey of riparian systems been completed?

An inventory has been completed showing the location and extent of riparian areas
However, a current Forest-wide assessment of riparian area conditions does not yet exist
This evaluation will be part of the watershed assessments as they are refined by field
surveys Percentages of nparnan areas meeting Forest Plan objectives are estimates based
on professional judgment.

A nipartan dlassification was inrtiated in 1995 When necessary funding becomes available,
this work wiil be completed and will then be used in making nparian area condition
assessments,

Conservation practices to protect and restore npanan condition and function are required
far alt areas  When condrtions below Forest Plan objectves are discovered, management
practices are modified to promote recovery.

Will the Clary and Webster report on Managing Livestock Grazing in Riparian Areas
be incorporated as management direction?

The Watershed Conservation Practices include several measures to protect niparian areas
from grazing impacts These include location of livestock concentration areas, stubble
herghts, timing of use, woody plants, and bank trampling The final Forest Plan wll
incorporate the entire scope of direction contained 1 the Clary and Webster repaort, whuch
will explain how stubbie height requirements can change, depending on site condition
and sensitvity

How will riparian area condition be monitored and used to make decisions?

We will monitor selected ripanan areas that are most likely to show an impact, where the
knowledge gained 1s most likely to improve protection over a large area. We will compare
condition with reference areas in the same physiographic area Short-term monitoring will
test compliance with standards and guidelines and change a project f needed Long-term
monrtoring will assess trends in proper functioning condrtion and change standards and
guidelines or adjust restoration programs if needed

When a npanian dassification and a current vegetation mventory are complete, they will
also be used to describe condition Language in the Final Plan/ElS will make this direction
clearer

Can recreation impacts to riparian areas be controlled?
Yes, wrthin imits  Watershed conservation practices protect the integrity of nparian

vegetation and solls from concentrated recreation use These measures provide protection
by properly locating and hardening concentrated-use sites  Exceptians occur where users

N-322 Appendix N - Pubhc Comments



227

22.8

99,

do not comply with regulations  We do not have enough people and money to prevent
all such violations, so some problems will accur

Protection measures are designed to protect conditions, not to define what use level
would deteriorate conditrons  a farge group of skilled users can leave virtually no trace a
small group of careless users can cause serious Impacts

Motorized vehictes will be restricted to roads and trails  Signs will be used to notify the
public of these restrictions People will be able o retrneve harvested game with ATVs

The public can choaose to violate Forest direction  As with all types of enforcement, much
gets accomplished through education and self-regulation

will fish habitat be adequately protected?

Yes Watershed conservation practices will protect aquatic habitats if they are properly
applied They will also move degraded hahrtats toward robust condrtions as defined by
reference streams Aguatic populations are also subject to impacts such as fishing
pressure, predation, competition, and disease that our practices do not address

Fisheries were discussed In the Water Resources portion of the DEIS  Fish habitat 1s
contained within the stream and ripanan systems of the Forest  If those are baing
protected, then so is fish habitat The connection between aguatic habrtats and waters of
the United States 1s well established in the Watershed Conservation Practices Handbook

Why didn't tables 3-27 and 3-28 on pages 3-123 and 3-124 of the DEIS include the
ripanian Land Type Assoaation (LTA)?

Land Type Association - 10 s Witlows and Sedges on Floodplains {page 3-41} which covers
riparian areas

We read all the letters While many comments had to do with all the vanous aspects of
the Plan or EIS, there also many comments that were very general There were also
comments telling us which alternative they preferred And there were many who signed
petitions, petitions that made goods statements, but were not tied directly to the Plan or
EIS We read all of them

The comments that were general in scope or were voies or statements about day-to-day
operations we gave a code of 99
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APPENDIX O
Road Restriction List

PURPOSE

This appendix lists roads and road segments which are candidates for some type of travel
restriction A deasion has not been made on either which roads are to be restricted or the
type of restriction.

Each District will do further analysis (project level NEPA) to determine if a road will be
restricted to motonized travel, obliterated, or added to the Forest road inventory The
analysis will be performed in the next few years and public involvement/participation will be
a part of the process.

For additional information, contact the District upon which the road or road segment 1s

located
LIST
Divide District
FS CODE DESCRIPTION
D7 Road 640 1A at private boundary
D8 Non-inventory spur road of road 650 (Groundhog Park)
D9 Roads 350 1, 350.2, and 350 3 (Willow Creek)
D35  Non-inventory spur road off road 649 1 (Shorty Gulch)
D60  Roads 601 1 and 601 1C
D61 Roads 601 1A and 601 1B
D71 Road 630 2D
D72  Road 630 2E
D73  Road 630 2H
D87  Non-tnventory road off road 328 (Munger Canyon)
2 Naon-inventory road section above Broadhead Acres Ranch
C3 Non-inventory road section of McKenzie Road
c5 Non-inventory road near the Creede Admin Site
C9 Non-inventory spur road off road 501 above camp
c11 Non-inv spur road to water developmernit off road 600
C12  End section of road 537 1 (Jarosa Mesa)
Ci4  Road 518 1 south of Carson Townsite
C16  Roads 513 4 and 513.5 above Rito Hondo
C20  Road 539 1 from timber sale to S Lazy U Ranch
C22  Road 502 1A (Phoenix Park crossing to 787 trail)
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Saguache District

FS CODE DESCRIPTION
S2 Non-inventory road off end of road 676
S3 MNon-inventory spur road off road 676
56 Road 668 1
56 Non-inventory road conneciing roads 673 and 668 1
57 Non-inventory reoad off road 734
58 Road 737 1A
S9 Non-inventory short cut on road 787 3F
S10 Extended end portion of road 787 3F
S13 Non-inventory spur road off road 707
s14 Non-mventory loop road off road 684
S15 Non-inv group of roads off end of road 630.2B
517 Non- inventiory foop road of road 707
518 Non-inventory loop/group of roads off road 707
524 Non-inventory spur road off road 720
$25 Non-inventory spur road off road 720
S26 End section of road 8103
527 Road 781
528 Non-inventory spur road off road 784 1A
S29 Portion of road 865 on USFS land
S30 Section of road 707
S31 Non-inventory spur road off road 619 1
S35 Non-inventory spur road off road 619 1 (Brown's Park)
540 Non-inventory group of roads off road 675 (Moon Pass)
542 Road 750 2B
s43 Non-inventory spur road off road 750
s44 Section of read 782
545 Non-inventory road spurs off road 845(Graveyard Gulch)
S46 Non-inventory road connecting roads 707 1B and 707 1c
548 Non-inventory spur road off road 706
S49 Non-inventory spur road off road 706
S50 Non-inventory spur road off road 720
S51 Non-inventory spur road off road 779
S52 Non-inventory spur road off road 779
§53 Non-inventory spur roads off road 667
554 Non-inventory spur road loop on road 760 2B
555 Segment of road 652
556 Non-inventory spur roads off road 760
S57 Non-inventory spur road off road 760(California Guich)
558 Non-inventory spur road off road 760
559 Non-inventory spur road off road 729
S60 Non-nventory spur road off road 739
S62 Non-mventory spur road off 620 4 wheel drive road
563 Non-inventory spur road off 620 4 wheel drive road
S65 Road 857 2A (Lucky Boy Gulch)
S66 Non-mventory section of road at end of road 855
S67 Non-inventory spur road off road 885 (Horse Canyon)
S68 Non-inventory spur road off road 810 (Bear Creek)
S69 Non-inventory spur roads off road 787 3D
S70  Non-inventory loop road off the end of road 810
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Conejos Peak District

FS CODE

CcP2

CP13
CPi6
CP17
CP19
CP23
CP25
P28
CP30
CP31
CP32
CP34
CP39
CP40
CP4g
CP50
CP51

DESCRIPTION

Non-inventory road off road 117 (Arkansas Crk)
Road 120 1A (Grouse Creek)

Non-inv section of road above private off road 103
Non-inventory road 1o Horn Peak off road 125 2B
Non-inventory group of roads off road 103 2A

Non-inventory road between roads 103 2A and 106
Non-inventory road on the north side of Black Mtn
Non-inventory spur roads off road 101

Portion of road 253
Non-inventory spur roads off road 252

Non-inventory spur road connecting roads 252 and 253

Non-inventory spur road off road 103
Non-inventory spur road at the end of read 163 3C

Group of roads proposed for closure by Willow Mtn EIS
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