
(b) Reparea on-dutncc drsplay of Catqxy lwed herbarm? 

specms, 

(c) ~nelatx a rron~ionng pro~m for all rzqcr dx.cnces so 

fhd Caccgmy 1 heeds Cal bc rdcnc~fled Lb& u7fcscatlons 

a!72 smll. 

(d) Work m caopemt~cm wxh the &nw-slty of Idaho and the 

1dah0Deparmme OfAgrlCulLure, 

(e) Take umrd~~re quamntme and eradxaclon neasures as sc.m 
as new invader IS offlclally ~dent~fxed. 

(f) Ident+ and treat the causes of the wzed lnfestatlan to 

pm..snr re-entry 

Categorv 2 hhmber twa prmr~ty us given co noxious wzeds &xe 

distrrbutlon in the state 1s linrtcd to usually 20 - 200 acres 

m s,ze and are present 111 one or twlocaeums E#LaSiS IS 

placed a, stoppuxg and eradxatmg the noxxws raeds m the 

areas where it IS famd Add~tlonally, and liost importantly, 

an extensive survey IS conducted in the ineduce areas to *sure 

that all mfesrarums are mapped and cmtrolled An xtion plan 

for Category 2 weds shwld xnclude, but not be lureed to. the 

sm criteria as the aCfl.On plan for Categoly 1 MappUlng of 

infeseatmns should be cmgoq' 

~~evmevxt LS a key factor to a successful Cace~ory 2 programs 

as the LOLO Narumal Forest's recent noxwus wxd s~tuafmn 

zmalysrs polnfs out 

'1711he easiest and least expensmz nrthcd of caltrol 
is preventmn AWXEIESS by land m~wgees wd the 
publx 1s the key Factor xn a successful prwent~on 
progm Reventxm of the s'pread of "OXLOUS 
weds can be accopmpllshcd III sewral ~avs . 
(Charles W. Spa, et al, "Noxious Weeds on the 
Lab Nnrmnal Ibrest, A S~tuzXu~n Analysis Staff 
Paper, I' USDA Lxest Sernce p 18 Attached as Appendu -e-r 

Ln, e five wmry noxious raed supervisors are currently inwlved xx an 
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.%E of the prevention mthods outlmed m the staff paper 

mclude nnnirmzmg soul drstmbnce. avoldmg off road chicle use 

and nllowmg only wzed free hay m the back country (USDA Forest 

Semxe. lbzd ) 

Cnte~oty 3 Sccausc distnbucmn m Idaho IS lumted to generally 

one or tw) Seographml lccatmns. W&I occnsmml to mtense 

spots scattered ehmughout the state, enpbasls m Category 3 

IS placed on contaimrnt and prowntion of the spread of these 

weeds mto ad3accnt and mnfestcd areas Addltmally, hqh 

pnonty 1s placed on IPM progrms and biologxal control 

agents. Your acfmn plan for Category 3 weds should mclude an 

xlentifxatron and study of bmlogical control rethcds 

lhe Lhlvcrsley of Idabo 1s devclopmg practml m?thods of 

control to effectively suppress the skoletonmedpopUlaC1on m 

Idaho, a Cnregoi-y 3 weed ( See "Fml Report for Phase I, 

Integrated Study on i%sh Skeletonweed (chondrllla ~mcen). 

Pacxfx Elortbzesc Regronal Cmmssmn. Project 757, Oxober 

24, 1977 to October 31, 1978," Appfndix~attached 1 

Category 4 Categp, 4 weds are those weds tixch mfest the 

encore state Eqhs~s 1s placed on education, mamtenance, 
and control 

lhe noxious weds 111 Catogomes 3 and 4 are wvsmg fbe greatest 

concern m Idaho due eo the face these waeds are causmg the greatest 
econOmLc loss to agrLc.culture &xl, Categories 3 md 4 weds have been 

xecoguzed as bavmg already spread to an extfnt thzt they can not 

be eradrcaccd. and are g~von a hlgb prrorrty for ~dent~f~ccaemn of 

bm-control agents and megrated pest managerrent research and de- 

MlOplT@nt It 1s recognved that ~+~erever blologml ccmrol agents 

cm be &ntlfied and estoblmhed through sclentlficolly-developed, 

emmmmcnlly sound research and q&m?ncatm straregws. cases 

will go dourn, ~,hlle effoctu,eness and taxable lnctrre ml1 rise dram- 

tm11y For msfmce, the result of a successful skeletonweed 

-l2- 



biological control program in Australia "...puts $18 million back into 
the pockets of the farmers each year...Not bad for a $2.5 million 
outlay.. .'I ('Pi-State Skeletonrsed Consortia Newsletter," Volmx? 1, 
No. 3, Sepm&xr 1978, par_c 3, Uniwrsity of Id&o. Collcm of Agri_ -- -- 
culture l%scow. ID., AppendtiE .) -( 

It is inportmt to point out that: 

"[a]n effectiw ccntrol program should not depend 
on only me mthod of cmtrol, as each mthod 
has limitations. Effective control should, instead, 
incorporate a cmbination of several cmtrol 
masures. All control efforts should begin with 
a0 education pmgrm to inform in-service persmmel 
and publics of the mgnituic and nature of the 
problem. Preventive measures should be encouraged." 
(Spoon, ibid., p. 23) 

The affore mticned LOLO National Forest staff paper SugSests: 

A tm-step prioritization approach could be used. 
The first step is to control/prevent spread. NW 
and isolated infestations should be hi&& prior- 
ity for ccmtrol...it is *rati- that new in- 
festaticns be killed and not mrely stressed or 
retarded. Fol1ox.q mitering should be m&a- 
tory. The second thmst should be to cmtain and 
cmtrol existing noxious wed stands. Determin;l- 
ticn of control nethod should consider the practi- 
cality/cost effectiwness of the rrethod carpared 
to the likelihood of success. The size of the 
Spotted Knapyed infestation, for e-le. pi- 
eludes the rkelihood of cost effectlw SUCCESS 
for chemical control. 
Sme species 01 thz roL0 National Forest are still 
at low enough infestation lem4s that 90% control 
is feasible with appropriate treahrCnt..." (Spoon. 
ibid.) 
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B~olog~al Controls 

BvAog~caI cmcrols utxlue natural e”wues co control ncx~ous 

weeds. lb purpose of brologlcnl control is not eradxae~m of weds, 
but rachhcr the reductrm and stabA.zatzm of ncmow weed populations 

below econanc thresholds (See appendrx F - ‘Xnapr.eed Update ,” 

Plant & Sol1 ?Tclenccs rcpt , Ebntma seace Lhlvers~ry. aozfman. EIT , 

JEWS. 1984. vd 2, EIO 1. p 1 ) 

Active bralogxnl control pmgrinns for sm~ Gccgory 3 & 4 

wzeds hewe already been uuelaeed by Id&o researchers he follo.ang 

are sale exsrples 

1.) tipweed ‘ILo gall-formulg flies, U. affmls & u quadnfas- -- 
e. have been released md redutrlbured Both attack 

spotted and d&use hapbed mfestmg up to 90% of the plant 

heads. 

Mcsr,~r~a paucm~~ctslla IS a snnll mth whose larvae aeeack 

the florar buds of spotted !aapwed It’s estsblxlurent and 

buld-up are being closely nurntored to deetemnne cqxit~b~ley 

wxh Urophora spp , 

2 ) Rub skeletmwxd Several orgm~sms have keen released 

m Idaho ,Axh are natural cncnues of rush skeletanheed Puccmia 

chmdnllura 1s a rush sleletmwzed rust organnnviuch !zas fxst 

released ,.n south~st Idaho m 1977 

me Cbmdr~lln mtdge has also berm released It 1s xl InSect 

that aeeacks the plant stems causing stantmrml~ty and lack 

of floherlng 
The Chmdnlla rmee 1s also sltc speclfx to skeletonwed and 

shows endcncc of dcwlopmg m&r Idaho field cand~tums -- gallmg 

plant buds 

For further drscuswm of rush skeletonweed buAogica1 progrsns 

see Appcndn D - ” Integrated Study OII Fush Skeletaxned (Chondrilla 

B). rmd Report for Phase I”, PaclfLC Northw2st Regumal 

carrmss~m, ~qccr 757, cct 24, 1977 - OX 31, 1978 
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The wxk of Gene Payne wd others sham that the use of sheep 

grazmg to control mdy and herbaceous wgetaexm 1s "x-y effectxw 

III aldmg the establA-m,me of Western IvYme pine after tm&er harvest, 

(Payne. Gene, The Effect of Sbcep Gram,g on Coniferous Reprodwem, 

and Forage m Cut-ovzr Western hhxe Pme Land m the Cleamarer Regm 

of Norchem Idaho." Haters 'ihes~s. Un~vxszy of Idaho 1942). Sheep 

grazing to control shrub cover has been on gcnng for 40 years on Cleanvater 

Tmber Protect~w Assn lands contquous to the Clcamacer E'arimml 

Forest (lbbrd.) 

Addrcmally, sheep and goats have been used for brush cmtrol 

cm the Colnlle Natmml Fmesf -- adJacenr to the Idaho Panhandle 

Natxmal Forests and contammg mst of the saw babxar types and 

vegetac~m -- the SlskLyou Natroml Forest. and the Umpqua Natronal 

FOZT.?SC 

Grazmg LS recognized as a vmble mtegrated pest mmag-t 

strategy F3lS 2140 5. para 2, xlentlf~es llvestcck as a component 

of integrated pest mnagenenf 

Biolog~al control my also mclude 
carefully regulated grazmg by dcmstx 
livestock to control vegetatrm (FSM 2230) 
Goats my be rose effectlvc cm brushlands 
tirle cattle and sheep my be use&l where 
the prmmry canpetaum are herbaceou 
speaes 

Selective livestock grazmg ls the only alternat~m mzthcd except 

'ho treamx,t"tixh uerlues brush and/or herbaceous wgetatron 

as a resource 'Rns 1s am extremely unportant ccms~deratm, when 

snalyzmg cose/berefrt ratms 

For further dlscusswn of brush grazzng rechuques, see &acs for 

Callfomra Brushland, Dlv of Eg. Scwnces, Univ of Calrfomm leaf- 

let 21044, and Batten. Ccntrollmr. Scrub T'eeds mth Coats,Pmc. 32nd 

New Zealand IJeed and Pest Control Conference 
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kzmg has also been shm to be an effectmz alternerve agamsc 

scm noxious wzed species i\s HI ample. sheep actually prefer spotted 

tipweed co other desnable wgetntlm wd will actually selectively 

graze for Laaphced In sm areas of the B~rterrwc alley ,n l+mema 

sheep are bemg used as a wgecntmn rmnagnrenc tml to cmrrol spotted 

!.wpweed (Spm, lbld , p. 5. see append= C 1 - 

It LS unportant co point out ttue the Forest md Pageland Resources 

Plammg Act and the National Forest Kmagemnc Act states that w&n 

dealmg vnth lads returned to the backlog and scheduled for pronpt 

trea-t, "(t)t.he level and rypes of treatmat shall be those which 

secure the mst effectlw mu of mltiple use benehts " [I6 USC 1601(d) 

(11.1 Certamly, use of lwestock grazmg -- one of the mltlple uses 

as defmed by the ltitlpple Use Sustained Yreld Act -- gives a mre 

z"effective mm of nule~ple use benehts" tbm my ocher mzbcd 

Fhnnm Manpulatmn 

Popova (1960) found that deep plug (18 cm) elimmated diffuse 

lampwed wLeh subsequent vrgorous grass rcgmwth ( Watson, AK 6.3, 

Renney, 'The Bmlogy of Czmadxm Weeds, Cmadran Jcunal of Plane 

Scvznce 54 @zce. 1974, p 698 , see Appendm G, -I 

Bumlng ms also fmd to be m effecnve control rreasme of diffuse 

!aapwzed wrth ngorou grass regrowth (lbld.) 

Results also indlrated that forage prochxtm cm be substmtrally 

mcreased through proper vegetatm~ mnagemnt, such as reseedmg 

disturbed areas. (IbId ) 

'Ihe forest plans rust include a comprehens~w develqmnc of 

biologxcal ad cultural mans of vegetatron wag-t m cm~mctim 2 
mth an mtegrated pest managemnt system i 

Econmcs 

konm,,~cs 1s a key factor m determnmg the mst cost effectxv? 

txeam@.ts 'the econom+cs of wed control will vary greatly depending 

upon the mged ecosystem and type of trcdmnt, Lt 1s therefore im- 

possible to quxmfy costs cm a broad scale Addmmally, although 
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mre Importance has been placed cm the need to address wed control 

cm a lmg-tern land mmngalme baas, curnnt wed control dec~smns 

are pnxianmatcly based cm short-term ecmmc earn The present 

system also falls to com,&r a m&+x of varublcs whxh are 

mqortant II me 1s to get an accurate costlbencf~t analysis 

Currently wed caner01 ecmcmcs arc dmided mm @.m broad 

catepxres 1) no JCtlon (cost of no control), 2) actron (cost of 

control). The costs of no actum mclude reduced crop yields, mcreased 

sze of wed mfestaerms, barn to l~mstock and midlife from poison- 

mg md/or reduced forage ad hmnm ham such as allergx reactmns 

and bcdrly m~ury (e g. pmcture me). Addltmmlly. the cost of 

no act~m my be the developrent of an mdesuable plant cmmxnty 

By the sme nature, cost of acccmn mcludes the rrsk of drstmbmg 

a balanced weed c mmnnty and creatmg an unbalanced, aggresslw one 

Ihe drrect cases of med control for manual, rrecharncal and 

herbuxde treatmmfs mclude admimstrat~ve, personnel and equrprrene 

costs as w&l as the cost of applicaelm and purchase of herbxxles 

In agnculhlre, the eccmcmcs of wed control are presently 

determned by a costjbenefrc analysm whxh wzghs crop productron 

and rm-ketab~lrty mth control against crop prcductm and rra&etab&ty 

mthout control Cme the cost/benebt analysts is complete, a 

threshold level is then demloped -- the threshold level 1s the pant 

at whxh control 1s considered cost effectiw 

Accordmg to cost/benefit analysrs. the net profit to the gra..er 

due to x,eed meatmnt (A) 1s equal to the tmehts (B) abtamed frcm 

the treamcnt mmus the cost (C) of the crratmznt (net proflt 1s B-C). 

(Flux, ML & R van de" Bosch, '7% Cost of Pest Control Econamc, 

Socml & Fmmcmmntal," in A Source Sook on IFM, 1977, p. 132 ) 

If you cmsxler only crop prcductmn and mrketab=l=ty this 1s a fairly 

effecient rrethod 

Howewr, the present cost/benefit analysts falls to consider 

sewral varmbles whxh, dependmg on the spec=fic ma, iray be Important. 
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Variables include the need to examine the ecosystem in which the wed 
problem exists and tit inpact m the balance of that ecosystem a 
particular. ccntrol measure will have. Other variables to be cmsidered 
are effects on desirable plant species, water quality, vildlife, 
wildlife habitat, urban vs. Ural area, terrain md soil types. 
Although these variables are not being considered at this tin. the 
current cost/benefit analysis has saTe tit of a failsafe because the 
bulk of wed cmtrol wxk is done on land dedicated to agriculture. 

Currently cn inhstrial sites (rights of way) there is no good 
nr~~ure of cost/benefit consideraticns. Attention in this area of 
wed control includes traffic safety, fire hazard suppressim, aesthe- 
tics and control of the spread of noxious weds. 

P&W invading species that have been identified in the Idaho 
state wed plan as potentially noxious ham a rather sir@ threshold 
rreasure. If a new invader is discowxed. full eradication and/or 
control IESSUIW are taken. As pointed cut earlier, research has shout 
it is nore ecmonical to control a sull infestation rather than waiting 

5 
until the new invader spreads to thoUsands of acres and bcca~~~s w 

dl 
eccmmic threat to agriculture. 

c How should the economics of weed cmtrol be masued? By 
carefully surveying all the variables and their positive and negative 
effects cm the ecosystem -- whether it be a natural or created me. 
Next, cn the basis of benefit and risk analysis. establish an ecmanic 
threshold (the point where it truly beccrrrs effectiw to establish 
control of a wed species). This process is not without its problems. 
Sax2 cmsideratims are: 1) long term vs. short term cmtrol; 
2) delay in a ca-ltrol effort that my result from a careful survey 
and threshold developnt could allow the problrmwed species to fur- 
ther spread, increasing the quantity of the problem. 

‘lhe above nrntioned Idaho state wed plan offers an econanical 
reasoned approach to weed mnagaent. It stresses prevention of cm- 
ditims which cause noxious wed infestations, control of new invaders 
and utilization of biological cmtrols. Cmsequently. fuhlre treatants 
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~111 de-qbsuc dcpendmcc on hcrblcxks ~&le establxZxne long 

eeml control 

Although a cmsxlcrable mmmf of noxmus wed problms m 

Idaho are cm icdcrnl lmli. at the pmscnt txrc wry l~tclc F~dernl 

fimdmg 1s being m,dc avnll.lblc LO a111~vut~ tlw Problem O'crrmn, 

CZarrm~cat~on frm Eugcnc Ross to CA'"l, Jmnuary 28, 1980, Appendm 

A to these cumLnt5 ) conseqLcnc1y, Lt Ib only far tha n lnree - 
part of tie msf lnvolwd m med control should rest on the 

federal govtimnt Thcrefonz, the ibrest Servxe should give hqh 
prmray to helpmng fund rhe Ltnvcrs~ty of Idaho's wed educarvm 

and research as -ml1 as thf state's qlcrmnratm of meegmed 

pest magemnt on target wed specws 3 
For the abwe stated rensons, the forest plans should xlme, 

mcaqoorate and set forth steps to help fmd the Idaho ~tnte wed 

elm 

klClUSlC%l 

ne h'ez ~erce county I'eed Supcrvlsor und Cxzcns for Cnvrromnmtal 

~ualrty frle these cannmts m goocl fnlth It 1s not the lrlwntlm of 

&sz Perce Gmty or CCQ to cause wnccessary delays m the Rxcst 

Semce wgetarmn ,mnagcmt obJeCtL= ralr purpose 111 sutmttlng 

these ccm,ats IS to paw& the Forest Service m F~+on I co 

follow the state's as ~11 as therr om polmes, re@otrons and laws 

that deal mch the mana~mmt of OUT natmml forests 

IB behevz that C,~CE the Forest Seracc begms to act m the quit 

and mtent of the pol~cm. ~cylatmns wd laws &lch govern le, the 

natlc,nal Eorcsts ml1 bf better mmged and the forest ecos)sttm and 

ccmnm~t~e~ as a whole ~11 bc enhanced 

,'e reserve the rqhe to brmg up or subnut other mnfomr~cm 

ap;rroprmre to the ioorest plms 

l-i"day oE l,ug~> 1935 

Psq ix%&/ ‘ml 
Supcr%tendT 
Ncz Pcrce &my Noxiou 
805 26th Street, N 
Lewlsccm, Idaho 83501 
m3) 799-3066 

I&d control 

AFSPOllSF TO NT2 PFRCE COUNTY IWL” COI,T”“I. ~Continucd, 

3) Ttlia is a” operational I3SUC not a Forezt P13” IDSUB. 



AIDENDLN 

Jm. - 

Nxjor Qxstims lhat Need To Be Answred 

InThe Final Forest Plans 

1. What system ~111 be utlllzed to dewlop the mfoomt~on 

necessary for implwentation of an mtegraced wed mmage- 

mm proga 7 

2. What rrrthcds ml1 be used to develop an megrated weed 

lEmqm?nt strategy 7 

3. tit fmancd and personnel camutll~nrs ml1 be made 

to such an effort 7 

4. matare the 1lkelyavr?nues ofcontrolm?thods thatwrll 

be pursued .J 

2 
: 

5. I&t 1s the tm frarre to be follm.vd in developme 

I: 
of HI mtegraccd wed rrmagcrrent eltemat~ve ? 

6 What evaluatlw criterm ~111 be set forth for m 
mterdmxplmmy tern to explore md respond to n, 

desrgmg an mtegrated wed mnagemnc program 7 

RESPONSE TO Nd PEACE COUNTY WECD COIITROL (Continued) 

IO These are a"swePed in the SitYation report except for f""di"l3 
HhiCh is an annual progmm effort. Generally, these westions 
ape too specific *or the Forest Plan. 

4 



Personal culTnm1cacron frcm me Foss 
to cm, January 28, 1980 

Lmkmg Into the Future 
Idaho Wed Cmtml Assoc~acmn Conference 

Ncxmu Weeds on the LOLO Natrod i-oresc 
A s1tuatum Analysis Staff Paper 

Fml Peport For Phase I 
Integrated Study 0, Fush Skeletcmsed 

'lh-Stare Skeleto,need Cmsorrmn 
Newsletters 

Knapw-ed Update 

The Emlogy of Cmdtm Weeds 

Idaho Governor's Advisory Cmmttee on 
NOXLO"S Wed Control 

No of F2,ges 

2 

‘ 

33 

6 

a 
6 
1 

7 
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Auwsr 30. 1985 1 I SlMIlYD 

nr. James sates 
Forest supervisor 
Clearwater National ForeSr 
L2730 Highway 12 
0rofin0, IO 83544 

Dear Jim: 

*oresc service .C.tlSLICS indicate that 93% Of the Clearwater “ation. FmeSe 
is biologically and economically suiee* for timber production. It is 
therefore distressing fO learn that your forest management Plan desfpnares 
only 54% as ‘“suitable for timber”. what is e”en more ““acceptable is Chat 
DVer half the land from which the Forest service will offer the 1500 MMBF *s 
to be manage.3 with different, non-tirnbs priorities. over 33% Of tile land co 
be haNeSted gives top consideration to fish and vikxife, 13% giws priority 
to special vater qua1icy considerations, and 8% to recreation.31 needs. 
Consequently, logging operafions in these are38 would necessarily be more 
restrtere.3 and expensive because of Lhe additional regulations. It is 
probable that these regulations ,muld sipniflnantly reduce the amount of 
rLmber it LB economically feasible to harvest. 

Accordtng CO reports, the Cleanrater Ls potentially the most productive forest 
in the region. Your own analysis indicates that the forest can produce in 
excess Of 200 HMwlyeur and stilt meet needs I”d environmenca1 standards for 
ocher resource9. I respectfully reque!3t Chat your final management plan 
include an allowable harvest of at least 170 MMBF,yr. 

1 

RESPONSE 

1) me FoPe9t’s allo”aDle sale 9uantity 15 based 0” meeting 311 
.-eso”rce management objeCtives a4 ~“tlfned in the Forest Plan, 
Dot just. timber production objectives. The area of the rcxe3t 
d-Jig*atei as Suitable for t.irnbW lcanaqement Uill rcmsin 
essentially the sme as in me or-at-t Plan. 

Almost half of that tinber mst cow rrom areas of the FOP~SC 
that are currently ““roaded. sane Of this t.iSk?P 15 ma11 
diazleter, second SPDllt,h tizber generated sy me 11r;e fires 01 
the Clc?aP*ater i” the b@i”“l”g Of thlS ce”t”ry. The lo;~z”; md 
mading CDS~S sill be high and the value of Lh:s rmber low, ;o 
unless tne timber nar!xet chances sl;“iflca”tlf mch or t’11-3 
timber might not be sold. 

APeas of the Foreat that haYe not been included I” the suitable 
tmlxt- base may have Potential to orcduce timber, but the, habe 
men less POte”tla.1 to Produce econork2a1 ti-LTer C”PP?“tlp 273 .” 
the future than those included in the timber base. rlese 12.“lS 
can be renewed during the next PeYlSiOn of the plan to detecl,e 
at that time whether the,’ sho”ld be included m the tirher ham. 

I” the meantime these areas ~a” ~o”tin”e to provide hi@, quality 
flsherles, wildlife habitat. and re0reatz.m. 

We alSo nave many area.9 OP young timber that Will becox 
avazlable for harvest in the next 20-Q ~ear3. This a”ailabi:rty 
is reflected in increases in the f”t”re decades’ hawest level. 



Page 2 

I retPal* con”i”ced that the primary Importance of community st-abllity and 
economic growth ShO,,,d be reflected I” your manngemen~ plan. AS you are well 
aware, the employment levels in the faresc products industry are basic to the 
lacal economies. The national forest m”St fulfill it’s eommitnent to lOCll 
cormunities to supply a cO”SiSte”L quantity Of raw materials to Support R 
growing emnomic base. Your preferred alternative does not meet chat 
comdttment. I would be interested to learn if you have calculated the 
effects your reduced timber sales would have on the ~ountv, school and road 
b”&f. HOW much vould LaXeS be raised I” order to replace the 1st timber 
re”e”“e? - 

I would also like to ob,ecc to your plan regarding the proposed water qualiry- 
standards because they s”bstan~ially exceed those of the E”“ironme”tnl 
Proteccio” Agency. the FPA IS notorious for making ifs criteria LouSher than 
their study resc,lts indicate are necessvt’~ I” order to “err”= 0” the side of 
safety’. I see no reason why the Forest Service should nul~i~ly this error b) 
implementing e”e” more stringent water quality standards. While I appreciate 
your co”cBm in protecti”g the forest’s water res”“rces and your desire to 

2 
obtain enceptfonally high water quality, this must be done with balance and 
not at the expense of the other forest resources. 

Lh 
cc I epprectace rhe opportunity co commenr 0” your proposal. mile I recognize 

the LmpOssibillty of pleasing a11 groups on all mactecs, it is imperative 
that you reconsider the impact your timber reducti”” ,rovisions wauld have on 
the local timber-based communiries and reyise your final management plan 
accordingly. 

RESP”,,SE TO CONGRESS OF *NE “IIT.!! STATI-S (CRAiG) (Ccntinuc~’ 

21 state and Aederai isu dCfl”C UiteP qUalit, -.t-lnzGlrTi;. The 
water quality CPlterla proposed 1” L’IC Plan a!-e lnterpretatlons 
Of those laws and meet the multiple .:e ObJCCtiVeS requirce for- 
natmna1 forest lands. EPA has md>cated I” tnei~ coimelt~ to 
the Plan that, If anyihing, our PPopmed CPlteriJ. are too ICd. 
state and FedePal a;encles, as well as pr1vatc 1”3l”l,“al~ 29, 
organizations, ha”e bee” exte”s~“ely consulted I” the de”eloa;e”t 
1” the Forest’s ErlteFia. 

Your letter laplies there nay be a drop 1” harvest levels an3 
therefore a drop in local tax,blre and federal pa,-ent; to losal 
EChoOlS and roads. In the last 10-15 year> t~-,Ser harvestc, O” 
the Clearwater has a”ePazed 143-144 TBF. ThC FTe5t Plan AC> 
allows “5 to offer fa- sale an, baP”eSt 173 w33” CT tl-her ,ld 
Other PPcdUCtS per year. Payrents io 13ccl1 CW”tl”s are based on 
“ol”me hat-vested ad prices pau3 TOP that hBr”CJt. TherefOPe 
payments are tied to econoalc COnditlOnb as well a5 Forest PI,1 
FW”lWW”tS. 
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A"g"I+ 30, 1985 

MT. James 0. Bates. SupervIsor 
Clearwater National Forest 
12730 Hlghnay I2 
Oroflno, IO 83544 

Re: Draft Forest Plan and OEIS 

oear Jim: 

We appreciate the opportunity to review these Important documents and 
provide our input on behalf of the fish and wlldllfe resources. 

CNF Is to be commended for producing a generally readable, 
""ders+a"dab,e doc"me"+. YOU did an excellent job of ldentlfylng 
,ssues. Your emphasis on the important fish and wlldlife resources on 
CNF 15 comme"dable. 

We do have some concerns regarding data used. Interpretations and 
Implementation. IOFG's speclflc comments are enclosed. Please 
seriously consider the alternatIve we suggest In our Conclusions. I 
belleve fhls alternatIve provides slgnlflcant benefits to fish and 
wlldllfe without any adverse effects on the timber Industry or other 
forest users. 

Thank you for this opportunity for Input Into the management declslons 
on CNF. 

RESPONSE 

Response 5taPt.9 below 
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IKTRODUCTION 

Our comments on the Proposed Forest Plan ,PFP, and the Draft 
Envlronmenta, impact Statement LOEISI are dlvlded into four sections. 
Under General Comments and MaJor Concerns, Idaho Oepartment of Fish and 
Game (IOFG or we) elaborates on those areas which we belleve must be 
msre adequately addressed by the Clearwater Natlana, Forest ,CNF or 
you) I" the flna, documeots. I" the next sec+,on we provld* specific 
commenfs, by page "umber, for the Overview, DEIS, Appendices. and PFP. 
rospectlvely. Third, we list swne errors we found. FInally. we 
conclude w,+h a recommended alternative that we belleve can be 
implemented w,+h substantla, benefits to w,,d,,fs and the associated 
recreation and some benefits to fish wlthout any detrlmental Impact 0" 
the timber Industry. 

In genera,, we think CNF did a good Job of ldentlfylng the maJor 1ssw.s 
and putting together a PFP and OEIS that addressed those issues. 
Please take our comments as being constructive I" nature and be assured 
that ne appreciate +h,s opportunity, and previous o"es 85 well, to 
provide Input Into your planning process. 

Your presentation 15 generally clear and understandable. lncluslon Of 
graphs, summary tables, an Index and cross-referencing was a 
*,g"lf,cao+ ald to our reviewers. The %vervlewt' was very useful to 
anc,,,ary ,-e",eYers and for qu,clc reference to 5a,,en+ po,nts. 

IDFG revlewed the Overview, OEIS. Appendlces and PFP In that order. 
Our "Speclflc Comments" are presented In this same order below. 

1 
,DFG recogn,zes the comp,ex,ty of the task ,""o,"ed I" developing these 
documents and understands that few speclflcs can be provldsd. Because 
u,,d,,fe reeds to what happens on small areas, as we,, as In large 
wafersheds, we cannot adequately evaluate impacts on fish and wildlife 
rlthout such specifics. We hope CNF recagnlzes that lOFG 1s. 
therefore, unable to respond In detail regarding habitat condltlons and 
proposed treatments or uses which Influence these habitats. Thus, ,OFG 
must re*erv* mast of our commsnts on *Declf,c lmoacts on fish and 
rlldlife ""t,, specific proposals. I" tie iorm of' proJec+ EAs, are 
developed by CNF. 

We a,% request a meeting nlth CNF staff prior to your developing the 
flna, EIS and Plan. Such a meeting would ailow our two agencies to 
explore and anwer, In detail, the co"cerns we have expressed below. 
We may have mlsunderstcod some things you propose. Or, we may have 
mlssed catching some Important point. The size and complexity of the 
DEIS and PFP make It lmposslble for our reviewers to have "captured" 
everything. For example, the Index lndlcates that lriidlife Is 
menfloned on 56 pages In the DEIS, elk on 65 pages, anadronaus fish on 
47 pages, and roads on 72 pages. 
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GENERAL COMMENTS AND MAJOR CONCERNS 

The goals and dlrectlon outlined In the PFP, as the, apply to w,,d,,fe 
and flsherles. are good. Your recognltlon of the Impacts that roadlng. 
sediment and rIparia" management can have an WIldlife and ‘lsherlss 15 
encouraging and we commend CNF for ,ncorpora+,ng those concerns In a 
meanlngf", manner. In par+,cu,ar, the go.315 ot meeting *+a+e water 
qua, ,+y sfandards, Ci"d l"CK?~Sl"g habltat capacity (habltat 
Improvement) are excellent. 

If CNF can indeed meet the goals and obJect,"er a"+,,"ed for these 
ra50UrCe5, a slgnltlcant benetlt to flsherles and rlldllfe VIII OCCUT. 
We are concerned, however, that the goals may not be rea,,*+ic beCaUSe 
of budget prospec+*, speclflc land a,,oca+lons. disagreements between 
the PFP and the ID-year Sale s"mmary, and the planned timber harvest 
and roadlng programs. 

Budqets VS. Goals 

Some of the antlc,pa+ed benefits to flsherles and wIldlIfe are 
attributed to habitat ,mpr~"eme"+ projects, vhlch CNF has tradltlonally 
had trouble fundlng (page IV-16, DEISI. A substantial tncrease in 
proJects from the cwrent IWSl IS planned. If ttl15 occurs, It WI,, 
require a z.,gniflcan+ increase In fundlng. In additto", mainta,n,ng 
fish and rtldllfe habitats 1.5 partially *ep*n*ent on mltlgatlve 
n,oa~ures and road clowres which cost money. What priority do habitat 
targets have in relation to timber targets? What guarantee exists that 
habitat enhancement may not be severely curtalled In lean budget 
yearsl We note that Funding Item TO [s 3 percent of the total budget 
(page C-l. PFP~--e*ne"t,ally status quo. 

Because you receive Ilne-Item budgets, you could have funds to 
implement the timber program but not the f,sh and vlldl,fe programs. 
CNF clearly recognizes +h,s possiblllty when you state that II. . .the 
proJected outputs, sw",ces, and rates of lmplementatlon are dependent 
on the annual budgstlng process." (page I-1, PFP). 

,DFG belleves CNF ~111 have substantial dlfflculty obtalnlng the budget 
necessary to carry out the proposed fish and wIldlife programs. CNF 
does not appear optlmlstlc e,+her becaUse you state that "No great 
change In future budget ,e"e,s could be predicted. . .n (page B-16, 
DEIS). 

You clearly recognlzs that budgets could s,gn,f,can+,y alter your 
,mp,emen+a+,on schedule. The bvdgetlng process could essen+,a,ly k,,, 
your most well-lntentloned efforts to coordinate resource management 
and to reduce the Impacts of your proposed timber program on fish and 
wildlife. 

Roads and Road Manaqement 

Roads and the management of them are a maJor factor on CNF. Roads are 
the second most Important concern IDFG has regarding Implementation of 

RESPONSE TO IDAHO DWAPTIENT or FISH ND G,WE (Continued) 

1) if.3 Plan 0” Peq”e5tl”C b”d;eG to ac’licvc our planned i)m:ril73 
e”e” if they are different than our current b”J.;et?.. one or the 
key aspects or the ,!ntio"al Forest Yx,aic~c"t Act aid U,e 
ReSOUrces Plannm~ Act is to be able Lo tie Forest level Pro.:ra-s 
LO budgets. 

'de RXo:"ize, hoxever, the poo~lbllit, 9f b"dyct I,"~lt?t,nns I" 
not only I-,Sh ml* "ililill-c prc:r-2% b"L other pr-o:ra13 33 e?ll. 
A3 is noted in the llpleTentati0” 3OCbiO” ,” Chapter iv, 211 de 
ca" do 1s ruv,w our ?ra:ram per lollcally and mane re"i?io"z or 
a-e"dlenLz t.2 ihe Forrzt P:a" if dollar F", --mpo.J.?r ?OSk? c'l3l-e 
olSnlfrca"tly. 

1 1 
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the PFP because of the major increase In miles projected, because of 
entries Into erees that are currently roadless, and because of the 
accelerated constructton In the first and second decades. 

Our four maln concerns regarding roads, and road mnagenant on CNF are 
(1) sediment productlon as It relates to flsh hebltat. (2) loss of 
security for T and E spacles, (3) decreased elk habltat effectiveness, 
and (4) loss of security areas (I.e., Increased vulnerabll Ity) for blg 
game which could cause population decl lnes and rll I reduce RVDs that 
can be provided. IDFG Is concerned about the probablllty of your 
programs solving adverse effects. 

IDFG Is deeply concerned about the impacts of doubling the nlles of 
roads on future elk hunting opportunity I” CM. Less secure habitats 
provide less hunting opportunity per elk. Roads are a ~Jor factor of 
habltat security. IOFG has repeatedly found it necessary to restrict 
hunting opportunity as vulnerablllty of elk Is increased by added road 
acccess and cover removal. We do not belleve RVOs can Increase In light 
of the substantial Increase In proposed road mileage and roadlng of 60 
percent of the current roadless areas. In fact, IOFG bel leves we WI I I 
be fortunate If present RVDs can be malntalned. ILJFG would be glad to 
help CNF estimate what level of recreation the elk herd can provide 
under the management you propose. To relnterate. It Is not appropriate 
to base projectlons of RVDs provided upon habltat potential alone. 

We recommend that CNF and IDFG enter into a cooperative access 
managewant program on CNF. Such a cooperat Ive program should be based 

Deslgnlng roads for single-purpose use unless a need for other 3) Present net value is only one of the decision criteria Used 
uses is clearly shorn. Such roads would E be open for in choosing a preferred alternative. The selection OF the 
genera I use. This prexriptlon would be especially applicable 
to areas being entered for the first tl.¶e. 

preferred alternative is bated cn the highest net public benefit 
OF which assigned values are OnlY a part. 

Area closures If #I Is not possible. Such closures should be 
year-round and “permanent”. 

Seasonal cIosut-es If I2 Is not possible. Such closures should 
be deslgned to reduce sediment and provide security during 
crltlcal times (calving. hunting season, etc.). 

A strong education program to explal” that closures meke it 
possible to achieve multlple outputs. 

The acono.n1c values associated with recreation, wildlife, and 
tiober ere equitable in the production process. All resources 
were valued before they left the Forest. For exaa?le. nonnarket 
outputs, such as recreation and wildlife were valued at the point 
of use in the Forest. License Fees and elUiplR”t CoSt.7 “era “Ot 
included. The values assigned to tinber reflect the value of 
standing timber on stumpaae price. The value added For 
harvesting, hauling, and manufacturing is subtracted out as 
lagging costs in the modeling process. 

A clear rllllngness to enforce vlolatlons of closures. Based on public comment of the DEIS, the timber prices used in 
the FORF’LAN model have 5ae” evaluated and subsequently reduced in 
this document. Emphasis on PNV 

CM’s emphasis on PNV favors commodity outputs. prlmarlly timber, 
because every FORPLAN run maxlmlred PNV, wlthln the constraints applied 
to that run. and timber was the valor coetrlbutor to PNV. I” addltloa, 
tradeoffs ire usually vleued fr& the standpoint of tlder be”efIts 
foregone as a result of managlng for other resources. IDFG bel leves 
you should view all resources equally eed that uxlmum )(p8 could be 
qulte dlfferent from PNV. 

1 2 
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RESPO,,SE TO IDAHO DEPARIX:IT OF FISH AND CAME (Continued) 

2) The potential adverse affects of ros< constrllction and 
nanagement for sediment projuctlon as it r?IxteS to fish hJbit3t 
are addressed in the Plan using three approache3. First, the 

Plan specified effective and appropriate Best y3”a?em”t 
Practices For all activities that have a potential to produce 
sediment or any water quality de?radation. Zecond, the Pl.,ll xt3 

objectives through its standards For water that Can be 
monitorerd, measured. and analyzed. Third, tho Plnn specifies 
monitoring systems that can provide the check on the 
errectiveness of the First two approaches while provldln? an 
*early varnieg system’ that enables an appropriate and t.iaelY 
response to identified problems. 

The First approach reduces the risk of a sin;lc PPlCtiCe or 
activity causing major water resource dams.??. The second 

approach Further reduces the risks, PartiCUlarlY CumUlstive risks 
created through scheduling and tiring of nUlti?le aCtivities. 
The third approafh provides the nachanise t0 identih a Potential 
risk before the Failure OCCUrs. 

The Porest Plan supports the Idaho Fish and Case Department’s 
pla” to in&-ease the elk population in the ClesrWtcr %itional 
Forest. To maintain high quality elk summer habitat and hunti” 
opportunities we have developed a special nsns:eEsnt areat (CEg)* 
that will address the issue OF a positive. 3triCtlY e”fomd/‘ad 
cl~sure ~~O~EUU while still harvesting over-nature timber. 1 
road closures will also mitigate the potenti i-pact- tO other 
wildlife species especially the rraY wolf and :rizzlY bear. 

1. YOU are forreot big game use is the only wildlife 
resource that contributes to P%V within FORPLAP!. Other 
belting Values are Factor& into the value per A’ID and aMed 
outside the model and do contribute to total PNV of each 
alternative. See Appendix 9 Section IV B h c  Recreation 
WIldliFe benefits. 



RESPONSE TO IDAHO DEPAmlIE’JT OF =rsi, i”D GAME (conrlnued) 

We do not fully understand the ram,t,ca+,ons Of handling some eCO”OlllC 
values v,,h,n FORPLAN and others outslde It (Chapter 8, OEIS). 
However, w* suspect. because the model was driven +o achlwe maximum 
PNY, that +ti,s procsd"re co*,* bias 0"fp"ts I" favor Of those handled 
In the model. We would ,,e,come a chance +o pursue this Issue with CNF. 

Econom,c Values 

It 15 essentla, that a,, economic values used by CNF be equitable 
beCaUSe of the emphasis on WV. If eq"l+abl,ity Is not achieved, 
docislons on resource tradeoffs will be biased. IDFG bel,eves that the 
values you have applied to fish and wildlife resoui-ces are low, while 
those applied to timber are high, for several reasons. 

First. big game hunflng appears to be the only vlldlife resource that 
contributes to WV wlthln FORPLAN. Although big game contribute more 
RVDs than other wlldllfe species, they are by "0 means the only 
wildlife that provides RVDs and should, therefore, co"+r,b"+e to PNV. 

Second, you should "58 a value for a RVD of hunting or "Iewing not a 
"a,"* for an an,ma, (B-37). !DFG suggest that, If you must "alue the 
animal, the mosf appropriate figure to "se would be the Clvll Penalty 
established by Idaho law, e.g., 850Welk. 

Third, the base va,"e of $3.00/RVD you us.8 (G-371 Is less than half of 
the $B/RVD cited by Lo.m,s and Sorg. 

Fourth, lDFG urges that CNF "ss the economic values established by the 
recently comp,eted Idaho study. These "a,"es. are $5O/RVD far deer 
hunting, %O,RYD for elk hunting, and $64/RVD for flshlng. Details are 
a"a,,ab,* from Lo" Nelson I" our Boise office a+ 334-2920. 

Fifth, you assumed that II. . .a,, timber outputs. . .are expected to be 
consumed. . ,m +qe G-35). This as"ros a market for all timber you 
want to sell. Recent trends would make one very skeptlcal that this 
WI,, be, or IS, the case. If It cannot be sold. It Is not appropriate 
to add that value to PNV. 

Sixth, you appear to have b",,t In more Of an Increase over time I" 
"Blue for timber (page G-35) than for other r*so"rces (13-50 percan+. 
page E-57). Also you have assumed that timber values wll! Increase 
re,at,"e to Inflatla" when the recent trend has bee" exactly the 
0pp05lte. 

Seventh, you "sod 197540 to establish stumpage values (page B-35) and 
this may be Inappropriate In Ilght of the substantial decrease In 
pr,ces recently. This decreasr 1s probably due In part to the changes 
made in the mortgage roan Industry In 1981--changes that are 
"permanent". - 

,DFG believes that FORPLAN outputs would show lower timber cuts, fewer 
acres In the timber base. and more emphasis on recreation, tlsh and 
wildlife If these problems w,th the ec0n~nlC onalysls you used "es-e 
corrected. 

3 

31 Conti""ed 

2. We am using a value per RYD Of huntinE. me value is 
$25.49 per RVD. 

3. and 4. The "al"es assmiakd with r~creatlzn, *i1,1i!?, 
and timber are valued ni 2 comparable point in t?e pruiultla" 
process. Resources wet,e "al"e3 bet-ore they left the mreit. 
For example, tlnber v33 .,al"cd a3 standln; tir,er me "3lLC 
added by the har"eatin3, hodlin~, and ~anufacturin: rlaz 
excluded. I" a slmllar f-oshm", "o"larket O"t;l"t~, S"Cb 39 
recreation and "ildllfe Visitor day3 "CPC "al"ed at a pOI"t 
or use 0" the formt (1.e. illlingnezs to pay). L.cence :ce; 
and cqulpment 005ts "ere not Included. 

The values used in the plan are I" 1978 dollars 7"j m:t SC 
updated far inflation to co,pare ulth the value; of Loo.13 
and sort. 

As mdicated above the "al?183 "sed I" the EIS represent 
dilllngness to ?W Y31,.$. ‘,,e" "alws fro" Oth?P bL"dlCI al-0 
propo5ed, t'ley a150 ~,0"13 represent "lllLn:"ess t3 pay iPd 
not expendllum JZL,. 

5. The aSS"nption that all timber outputs prod"ced 0" t,e 
Clearvater will be cansuned is based a" the "ndcrlyins 
assumPtion that the pwtion of timber produced on the Forest 
is relatively small when conpared to total supply. I,he*s"t 
1" this assumption IS that the production of timber fro2 t@e 
Clear-dater, at any level within the range discussed 1" t!le 
EIS, =a" not chanae the deaand/s"pply ~elationshlp OF tixer. 

6. We agree With your oonment. Stumpa~e values 1" FORPLA'I 
"we origgma11y based 0" bid prices d"Pl"S the years 1975 to 
1980. Bid PFices during this psrlod iere PelatlYely hlyler 
than they are today. Fecause Of be law "hiOh 9110~s 
purchasers to "b"Y back" many OF these Ales, me bid prmes 
for this period also ovwstate actual PP,.C~S that were 
received r-or stumpar,e. Dwing the last II year period, 1991 
to 1964, bid pLli*es have bee" relatively 10*. TO adJ"st :L.e 
prices 1" FORPLN to a wider base period, that lnoludes 53th 
high and low pol"La, ten year a"erage pr>ces (1575-19841 "ere 
OalO"L3tC?d. The anera~e p~‘ices are bawd on act"al refe:>ts 
rather that t'epqrted high bids. 

7. ProJcctionS OT real increases in St"npaie prices to the 
year 2030 have been made I" the 1985 RPA prcgra?. The t:??ds 
ShO" a Peal i"crease in stunpage pr1oe "Ill OCCUP but at a 
slower rate than orl$lnallf used in the DEIS. In a" efiort 
to l"CorPorate this latest mforaatlon ~"to the pla"nir~.$ 
Prooess the rate Of Peal Stumpaje PPlCe increase has alsO 
been changed in the FEIS to reflect the latest (1985 PM 
I”fO~Ql~t.lO?l. 
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FORPLAN 

We have already expressed some concern about emphasis on PNV and the 
economic values used ln FORPLAN. IDFG has other concerns about the 
appropriateness of the model. 

You placed a large number of constraints on FORPLAN, but not al I 
resources were allowed to constraln the model. Even your benchmarks 
were constralned. This could have made It Impossible to arrive at an 
optimum solution or reallstlc benchmark. Thus, it Is possible that the 
flnal solutions would not vary much among alternatlves. If so, the 
constraints applied rather than the obJectIves stated for that 
alternatlve could be what determlned the flnal %olutlon”. 

Some analysis was done wlthln FORPLAN but some wes done externally. 
You eve” adJusted some of the output data. This further “muddles the 
waters”. 

On bal awe, IDFG would not be surprised to flnd that the FORPLAN 
outputs bear Ilttle resemblance to reality. Thls concern Is the 
primary reason we did not dwell on projected outputs as much as on 
standards, prescriptions, goals, etc. of the PFP and DEIS. 

Elk GuIdelInes 

We are very pleased that CNF IS using the elk guldelines. However. 
reference should be made to these guldellnes In Appendix L, PFP. 

IDFG also asks that you reference Lyon et al. (1985. Cowdlnatlng elk 
and timber managementl. We hope you will follow all reconmendatlons 
they make and include a statement to that effect In the final EIS and 
PFP . 

Wilderness Recotnendatlons 

On May 18, 1984, the Idaho Fish and Game Commlsslon passed a motion 
detalllng their support for wilderness areas In Idaho. A letter from 
the IDFG Director to the CNF SupervIsor, dated November 21, 1984, 
reaffirms this posltlon concerning these crltlcal flsh and/or wlldlife 
habitats. 

The crlterlon used by the Commlsslon In choosing areas to recommend for 
wilderness classlflcatlon “es conservative. They recommended Qnly 
those areas where wilderness classlflcatlon was deemed the only way to 
meet IOFG management obJectIves for the animals occupying these 
crItIcal areas. 

The CornmIssIon’s recommendation included roadless areas 01300 
(Mallard-LarkIns), 01301 (Hoodoo). 01302 (Meadow Creek-Upper North 
Fork), 01305 (Moose Mountain), 01306 (BIghorn-Weltas), 01308 (Weir-Post 
Off Ice), 01309 (North Fork Spruce-White Sand), and 01314 (Sneakfoot 
Meadows). It Is not essential that these areas receive offlclal 
Wilderness classlfIcatlon, only that they remain In a roadless 

I 
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RESPO!ISE TO IDAHO DEPARl’:IEHT OF FISH AND CA:.!E (Continued) 

'4) Constraints uere placed on the FORPLA:! model for two 
G%L¶O”S: 1) to neet legal re2UlrCnents and 2) to meet ;:oaIs in? 
objectives for each benchpark and altere3ti./e. The best soluticn 
is the one that lcsximlzes PflV subject to any constraints. R?.SCd 
on this definition all benchmark- a and alternatives represent :.Lle 
wtinua solution. 

It is true the constraints applied detcrzlne the final re~“::~. 
However, these constraints ‘were develcged based on IL’:x~ 
Wqulrcnents and stat& objectives. 

The outputs from FORPLAN are a result of the prescription 
selected. These preccriptions are applied to analysis are-,z. 
The activities and outputs were dcveloxd by an ID teza and 
i”ePllesent reality when certain n:anl:ezent prn:tlces are z.opliFl 
to the land weas having Certain Chara2tnriztlcs. 

5) We have added the Elk Guidelines t3 Appendix L. :t iias 
inadvertently left out in the Pro?osed Plan. !;hile our ui!dli:‘e 
specialists undoubtedly used Lyons publications during their 
analysis, it is not a docuzent tiat YP are usin-. for .:peclf:z 
guidance on the Forest. Ye !l2ve referemed the Lyonr p”31il3:13,, 
in the text of the EIS where we discuss environ.xntal effects. 

Many of the areas the Comission reconnended for Wilde?ness ?r 
roadless to meet wildlife objectives are desl;mted 2s sxh. 
The% include Mallard-Larkms; Home Hcuntain; TzbJq:an ap.3 
Monroe Creek drainaqns; 4th OF July (part cf the 31:2orn-!:eitz,:!; 
Hoodoo except Moose and Pollock Creek draim-:ex; ::orth Fcrk 
Spruce-White Sands; Sneakfoot ?!eadcus except Crab Creek, ;n? 
Hun:ery and Lower Fish Creek dralnqcs. 

In addition, Headow Creel-ll?p?r :iOrth Ford. apper Fir3 Crzen. 
Coolwater- Cliff-Cooperation, niphorn-:ic,tx ,nd t!lc cast e:, 3: 
the Lochsa uere deD17nated C?S. !ie t‘cel that this prexript:m 
~111 adequately protett the b1 ; ~a-.e habItat e~?c2lally *-th all 
roads belna closed after tinber ;I;II.“CSt. (See “Lt.na.,c-.ent Are3 , 
CeS In the Forest Plan.) 
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CO”dl+lO”. Therefore, we have evaluated the a,+erna+,ves on the b?s,5 
of whether you propose dc"elopm"n+ I" those areas. On this basis. 
Alternatives I, H, G, and F, In that order, do the best Job of 
protoctlng these spcc,t,c areas.. Altornatlves G, H, and I recOmme"d 
wilderness cla*slfica+ioo for *ale area* vh,ctl ,DFG believes should be 
roadless In order +P al[ov habita+ improvement projects. Therefore, 
IDFG recommends that CNF select a" alternative ~1.1,~ to F but vlth 
01308 as road1855 and a larger portlo" of 01300 included for 
wllderness/roadless (see Conclusloos for details). 

IDFG does not think CNF ha5 proposed to manage riparla" areas IN.?) 
adequately to protect the important fish and wIldlife resources 
associated "lth these systems. SpecIfIcally, we abJec+ to the heavy 
emphasis 0" C,CNC"+S (80 PWce"+ Of "0,"me removed, (page 111-69, 

I 

6 
PFP). WB are also concerned that a 17 MMBF cut/year may be too high. 

stream Recovery 

The ability to mana9e all streams at 5tatsd standards 15 predicated on 
retowry of streams slgnlficantly lmpafted ," a IO or 20 years out of 
each 30 years. No data supporting such recovery Is displayed. If 
recovery does not OCCUR, YIII tlmber targets be reduced7 1 
A mayor point made repea+edly I" the PFP 15 that timber harvest and 
road bullding must be accelerated In LXIW areas to allow recovery In 
drainages degraded to an unacceptable Iwe,. We are concerned with 

7 
this “front 4O-back 40” logic because much of the land excluded from 
lntenslve management in the past was not eotered because at low site 
quality or dlfflcult and expensive access. Timber harvest and road 
cons+ruc+,on In these arsas may have a more slgnlflcant impact a" 
fisheries than In the previously harvested land. 1 

Water QualIty/Flahery Oblectives 

The water quallty/flshery obJectIves (page 11-16. DEIS) and standards 
(pages 5-3 thru 5, PFP) you have set wil, "lolate vserlo~s InJury" 
CrltWla. These crlterla do “at allow degradation below 70 percent of 
potentra,. Therefore, both your "Low FIShable" and "MinImum Ylable" 
standards are unacceptable. Those sectlo"~ , plus Appendix J(3) must be 
revised to meet +hez.e l'~erlous !nJory" crlterla. 1 

6 

~lptions VS. Fishery Standards 

IDFG has dlfflculty be, ievlng the water quality obJect,ves relative to 
the prescrlptlans and IO-year sale schedule. Five examples that 
demonstrate the problems we see follow. 1 9 
First, many of the El areas on the east side of the CNF are to be 
malntalned at either "0 effect 1100 percent of potentIalI or high 
flshable (80 percent). The upper North Fork In the Kelly Dlstrlct has 
a hlgh fish obJ%tl”e In a” El area. The IO-year sale summary ~~11,s 
for 35 miles of road to be bull+ In FY 1991 and 92 to harvest 34 MMBF. 

AE!JPO’ITI. TO ID*,,0 OrPARTY~‘lT 0” FIri,, nm cn”r (Cont,““cd, 

6) 'be pro,ecrcd cut. of 11 E!IW .cr yotr from PIPAP~~ ar.ca- (a~ 
"dl es Lhe Projected Pond dc"L'loPnr"t I" rlpfi I," errm) 
dizpktyc., I" Lhr: Fra,,n-c~J Pi>" 1. iP30" i"Lun: ,111 incarplt‘blc 
with the nt>tclJ r,p,rnn JlCJ JOIIS all .tmJir,l. T'lC pT"bl.7 
1s cwrecte, in the rilal PIan 

It sho”ld be pointed out that Lhc >~cJc:~c~ o”t~“tz IP^Iu,c:I II 
each mwa;e-lent are.3 irIte-up arc ei:1-3tes i.,cre pro,ectej 
Q"rP"rS ZIP?? not lntcndcd to provlle Il."ltb. but tne, Hill be 
m"lt.ored to tezt accurnc, and Ps"ISCd* If neccss3ry. 

I) The recovery 3ce"clP10: ~ssoci‘?ted WLLh 0-1P "ltv ?ild flS, 
StandarYls are nodelled Ystllates. It LZ 0°F 3b~CP"JL-O", 
houever, that dPal"J(e5 rdb,ecteJ to :l::hi 01 -CiCr>tC Irdi‘:"t 
ImpaCts "Ill rcco"eP dltlll" a :!wrt tl-a fr--3 (:2sz 'la" t:,-;e 
years,. Crooned Fork creek m me "FlCP Loshr, B,Yi?P ore.3 13 -1 
good exasp1e. i,e alSO have e"ide"^e wit 1151~zlt. PC3tOP?.t,C1 C3" 
speed me PeCOYePY Of lnpacted draln3;es. :f ic33\cr, dCCS 03: 
OCC"F, timber ad road co"~tr"-UCtl~" tar3et.s <,I, ba"e :o oe 
adjusted appropr~ateiy. 

To pro”ide an o~mrtun~t, for t:-her iw~:ev~t, ibc ;O~CTL .,.? 
need to de”Blw, and -,na:e Zo-~e C”PTe”tl, r3sdlen, 3re33. T-.E 
Fo-est 1183 consrlered that SOleG Of ttlecc are3s 11111 bC “are 
dlfflcuit and haa-dms to 3vna3e “h?” de -a*c de1151015 rl,o,lt 
allocatmns, presc~:pt~ons. and ~ractxes. The Ccrest does 
plan to road landforms tllat have a tl1:‘1 ?rcbabllitg for “lass 
failure. Noever, this de”elopne”t *ill oe conduot~d ““der r ;14 
Standatiz. 

8) The State of Idaho ihas not eztabllnhzd iny cr,tcr>> far 
aeflnln: the “SBPIO”S I”,“,.,” shndard. “e hB.‘e e;ts”lmheJ “,Cd 
fishable” and “rnl”iG”.um “iable ” sta”d9.d (bela 701 7, b~o?o;x~l 
Potential) to deal With IeYePel, degraied WatePshedS t’lst “ClYt- a 
low probability of r?ca”eri”~ ~lthln J fed dcc3dei. These 
standardll have bee” applied to wate~s’leds of nxred w”emh~p 
le.a., Falouse D13tPiCt, “here there 1s Ilttle r‘hmc? th,t IC.“lt 
service wGti”ltleS Will xcelerate the PCCOiCry PPC:rJr. 

9) !le hn”e eliminated our Io-ycaP :;aie xh~d”le dL;pla,cJ ‘1 :,^ 
P~op%ed Plan md replaced It “lth a ?-/e>r tl7br.r Ile 
schedule. These timbeP sales hc”e bee” app~o”ed Lhr”“;,, ihe :,=PA 
proce3s whereas most Of the ralE5 in tne lo-,n’lr ChP’“,B hl”C 
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Even If you spread the roadlng over more than 2 years, we doubt that 
the hlgh fish objective could be met In Meadow Creek and a no effect 
obJectlve could be malntalned ln the upper North Fork es stated In 
Appendix J(3). The upper North Fork Is very steep with highly erosive 
SOlIS. 

Second, Toboggan Creek Is also In the Kelly Dlstrlct. It has a C&S 
prescriptIon. The lo-year sale program calls for 16 miles of new road 
and I> mllo~ of ruanbtructlon in FV 1994 to harvest 12 NNBF. Both 
“ppur North Fork and Toboggan Cruuk sale pldns Call for about 70 
acres/ml le. We realize there are other variables (road locatIon, sol1 
type, tlmlng, etc.) that can Influence sediment ylelds but these two 
examples suggest there Is little dlffarence I” road miles/area within 
the two prescrlptlons that have very different goals. 

Third, In the Fish Creek dralnage under a C&S prescrlptlon, you call 
for harvesting 9 Nt@F I” the Frenchman sale and 6 MMBF I” the Mex 
Mountain sale with no road constructlo”. Also. In the Goss Creek sale 
(tributary to Hungery Creek) you plan a 5 f&BF sale with no roads. 
That totals 20 NMBF In the upper Fish Creek dralnage with no roads. 
Some volume may be skyllned logged to the ridge, but we doubt that 20 
MMBF can be removed with no “ew roads. There Is no ment Ion of a 
helicopter sale. 

Fourth, Fish Creek Is a very important producer of steelhead as you 
Indicate. I” both our resident and anadromous flsh plans we call for a 
100 percent flsh obJectlve for the entire dralnage. Only the lower 
portlon of the dralnage Is Included I” the C6 (no effect) 

2 prescrIptIon. Appendix J(3) does not designate the lower dralnage as 
, no effect because activity I” the upper dralnage may reduce the lower 

EC 
dralnage to hlgh fish (80 percent). If that Is the case, then the 
lower dralnage should be removed from the C6 prescription. 

Fifth, I” the Eldorado Creek dralnage (tributary to LO10 Creek). there 
are I1 miles of road planned In FY 1988 to harvest 14.5 MBF. In FY 
1991, another 6.5 miles of road Is planned for the Relaskop drainage 
ltrlbutary to Eldorado Creek) to harvest 6 FFgF. Thls totals 17.5 
ml les of road to harvest 20.5 Nt4+3F In 3 years that Is supposed to meet 
a hlgh fish objective In a” El prescrlptlon. We think It IS not 
achievable. 

The monltorlng plan Is inadequate from a flsherles/ rater quality point 
of view. The goals and obJectIves of the PFP require that actlvltles 
meet or exceed state water quality standards. The model Ing and 
evaluatlo” process suggest that this can be accompl Ished, but the 
assumptions In those analyses could lead t0 SWIOUS error I” the 
evaluation of habltat conditions. Wlthout a ccmprehenslve monltorlng 
program, the goal 5 of protecting and enhancing water quality and 
flsherles are meanlngless. Since the key parameter determlnlng rater 
quality and habltat Impacts was sediment levels, a sediment monitoring 
program should be establlshed In all maJor draInage besIns. lndlvldual 
streams should be selected to demonstrate condltlon Of watersheds at 

RESPONSE TO IDAHO DEPAR’It4ENT OF FISH AND GAME (Continued) 

10) A comprehensive monitoring plan COP vater quality and 
fisheries is in the Final Plan. 
was inadequate. 

Ye agree that the original plan 

7 10 
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a,, Iwe,* of maoaQeme"+, but 5hO"ld be prlorltlzed by importance as 
flsherles habIta+. SamplInQ should occur on at least a 2-year tm*,s 
B"d Should be lnienslve *nO"gh to provide s+a+,*+,Ca, rB,,ab,,i+y. 
Sediment coring or measures of embeddedness should be used. 

oua, It" Elk liuntinq Areas 

IDFG 15 concerned aboui malntalnlng roadless recreation oppor+w,,+les 
on CNF. We recognlre the lmpOr+a"Ce Of the +rmLmr industry I" 
provldlng Jobs. tar local eCOnM1es. and therefore understand the de51re 
to mtw “BY areas for timber hw”bS+. However, the rapId ,055 of 
madless areas concer”s “5 greatly. 

About 20 percent of the exlstlng roadless area Is scheduled for 
davelopment In Decade 1 (page 11-7. OEIS,. “ltlmately, 60 percent 
would be developed. Many Of +ilese areas a-8 assIgned to Management 
Area El where elk goals are 25 percent of potential and open road 
densltles are 4-5 miles/square mile. Such raprd ConY*CS,o" from 
security areas to heavily [mpacted areas glvss long-lived species ,,ke 
elk w-y IIttle time to ild~ust to change. 

IOFG sfrongly urges CNF to s,ow the rate of development of crltlca, 
""roaded habitats. we believe your road clos"r* and managemsnt 
pollcles on newly entered roadless areas must be very restricflve. 
Refer again to our recommended system under Roads and Road Management. 

Elk Winter Ranae Carrylnq Capacity 

2 The PFP estimates that you will be providing the CarrylmQ capacity tar 

,:: 

elk on fhs w,n+er range that 15 needed I” future years. However, you 
are relying prlmarlly on timber harvest wlthin the winter range to 
provlds the browse productlon needed. We believe your plan would be 
more rsallstlc in providing the needed elk CWrylnQ capacity If you 
would increase the browse burning program by Including MA C4. To 
facilitate the burning program, It may also be Important to remove 
acreages of wlntsr range from fhe timber base so that the presence of 
conifer seedlings In brushfIelds does not curtail burnfng. Also, by 
removing area5 from the tlmbsr bass. the high costs of conifer 
re~eneratlo" would not haw to be included I" the sale, and perhaps 
more 5.185 would be cost efflclent. 

We are a150 concerned atlout the coPs+r"ctlc" and reCO"s+r"C+,O" of 135 
m,,o~ of road I" MA C4 In the flrrt 20 years. Management of these 
roads WI,, be very crltlca, or their dstrlmantal Impacts could 
counteract the benefits expEcted from Increased bn%se production. 

Best Manaqement Pr~yt~ices (BYPI 

You state that BMPs II. . .wIII bo used. . .+o meet and/or oxceod State 
water quality standuds" (page II-b0, OEISI. YOU mont,on BMPs I" other 
places In the PFP (11-4, 9, IO, 27; IV-15: VI-S, J-Z; L-l, and DElS 
(11-60; I"-52, 73). 
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IDFG cautions that use of BMPs I" "0 way guarantees that PFP goals or 
state water quality standards will be met. We are rllllng to work with 7 12 
CNF to develop a stream classlflCetlon system which wll I interface with 
the proposed Serious InJury Guidelines of Idaho Department of Health 
and Welfare. 

The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, In Northwest lndla" Cemetery 
Protective Assoclatlon vs. Peterson (CA No. 83-2225). found that 
"Adherence to the BMPs does not automatically assure compliance (with 
water quality standards)." We belleve that CNF should examine this 
declslon In detail to ensure that their Intended use of. reliance on, 
and reference to BMPs 1s I" keeping with this declslo". 

We also urge you to make sure your PFP and DEIS address mltlgatlve 
measures adequately to comply with said declslon. They ruled that the 
EIS ". . .must analyze the mltlgatlve measures In detail. . ," and must 
explain fl. . .how effective the meas"res would be." 

Likewise, have you adequately addressed cumulative Impacts? They ruled 
that the Blue Creek EIS dldn't adequately address cumulative effects 
because ". . .the effects were Judged es "average" Increases I" 
sediment over a period of years." If we Interpret your PFP correctly, 
CNF also places conslderable emphasis on averaglng. 

Flnally, does your sediment model. or other Impact estimates, consider 
the Impacts of catastrophic failures Or events? You msntlon the 
posslblllty that the risk of such event 9 will Increase as yoo MYB into 
steeper areas [page IV-Z, PFPl. The court found that ". . .rlsks must 
be revealed If they appear substantial. . .(a"d) failure to dlsclose 
such risks In the ElSs renders them Inadequate." 

Asslqned Stream Standards 

The water quality objectlves you have assigned to streams Is Appendix 
J(3) In some cases conflict wlth the objectlves we have set In our 1 13 
S-year flsh management plans. We recommend our and your blologlsts A 
meet to resolve these dlfferences. (Also, see our comnents above on 
Water Quality/Fishery Objectives.) 

SpeclfIcally, IDFG urges CNF to adopt a "no effect" obJectlve for the 
following streams: 

Page In Appendlx J(S) Watershed 

Page 5 
Page 6 
Page 6 
Page 6 
Page 6 
Page 10 

Flsh Creek and subdralnages listed 
Crab Creek 
Swamp Creek 
n00600 Creek 
Colt Creek and subdralnages Ilsted 
Graves Creek 

RESPOQSE TO IDAHO DEPARTIIEHT OF FISH AND GAI:E (Ccnt1n”ed) 

121 The use of Best llanagesent Practlcez (@w’s) does not 
guarantee that water quality obJectives trr sta"3ati~13 irlll be set, 
espeoially froa the perspective cf CUu?ative effects. B'lPs are 
an effective mechanism for redwins the ris< or dsna5e to water 
re3ou11ces from specific practices. The ‘water qunllt: cr:~erl~ in 
the Proposed Plan require the use of ?!lFs I: a?j:tio” :3: vater 
quality -goals far stress systms: spe.zlf~ed lard use allo:3ticns 
anA prescrlqt.ion.5 for certain 13~~~; an3 3cnitcr:c; 
requlre.7ent.s. E3Ps are only B” ele-ent ;n t+e ;rcposEd 
standards. 

13) The allocation of lands and ‘dater guallty 
Prsm;ex Plan ‘ias develojej 

cr:teria in the 
thr0d:h a” extenrl~,e 3nllg;!s Of 3:1 

tre use?2 3f the Clear-,,ater Flrfst 2^d dlth clEcnll3tion of a11 
interested parties. Includin; 1%. CqJatloiil;; Ul!.h the 5-year 
fish ea”a:eze”t plan; iias 3 cc”siJeratz3n 
t’e Plan: rOlever, 

in t.Cc eevelop?ent Of 
it xst ce re2cjn:zcj triai tsiz: CC-3aLib;iitY 

3W not be achievable ‘when it 1s evaluatti ilt?. :ke entire rx~p 
Cf :ssues that had to be ConslJare~. 
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li-..~t~iisic i” i,,A,l’i u~PAdl;:tfil "k F!>H A:li) tiA:,; (Continued) 

14) In June of 1985, the Clearwater Forest was exazlned by the 
Washington Office Below-Cost Study, one of four National Forests 
in the nation. Recommendations were made and we arc now taking 
steps to implement those recoamendatians. 

The benefits OF timber sales go beyond the costs of preparation 
in rerxds to other reso”rce.s. 

Specific conmonts 

We did not change the Overview, because we don’t aatlcipate 
reprinting it. 

We have chansed the text per your suggestion on p3,:es S-7. s-9, 
II-T, 111-6, 111-17, IV-65, IV-75, IV-77, V-7, VI-19, E-50, C-10, 
A-3, a-2, A-4, D-5, F-l, F-2, F-3, and L-l. 

On page S-6 the reason we displayed anadroaou; fisheries in the 
fifth decade is because it will take tine f‘or our -ana.;enent 
activities to affect fish populaticns, and ue *ant& to dlsF:aY J 
ran;;e between alternatives. 

Page 10 Meadow Creek and subdralnages Ilsted 
Page IO Vanderbilt Creek and SubdraInages listed 
Page 11 Cayuse Creek and subdrainages Ilsted 
Page 12 All llstlngs from Monroe thru Post creeks 

Sales Below cost 

IDFG 1s IndIrectlY concerned about this genera, s”bJect because such 
sales are often on poorer tlmber sites (slower recovery. less benef It 
to wIldlIfe from overstory removal, etc.), In steeper erees (wire 
chance for erorlon and mess felture), In current roadless areas 
(Improved access, loss of security areas), etc. 

However, IDFG betleves that CNF should carefully examlne this Issue In 
Ilght of the recent declslon by Deputy Asslstant Secretary MacCleerY 
which orders a rerrlte of management plans for the San Juan, Grand 
Mesa-Uncompahgre and Gunnlson Natlonel Forests because “6 . .the plans 
provide Inadequate economic Justlflcatlon for selling timber at deflclt 
prices.” Does the CNF OEIS and PFP comply with this declslon? 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Page 4, Roads, sentence 2: “Roads we necessary for timber productlon. 
. . ” should read “. . .tlmber management, . .” or “. , .tlmber harvest. 
. .w because timber can be produced without roads. 

Page 4, HIghray 12, paragraph 2: “. . .kllls of elk and deer which 
,,lnter In the river canyon” should be changed to “. . .kllls of elk. 
deer and other wlldllfe which occ”py the river canyon” to reflect the 
fact that this concern Involves more than two species and more than 
Just the *Inter perlod. 

Page 5, Alt. 8, last sentence: “. . .wo”ld be malntalnsd at 53 
percent. . *I should be changed to “. . .wo”ld not be allowed to 
decllna to less than 53 percent. . .“. The reader will most Ilkely 
essurne that “mslntalned” refers to a canrparlson with the exlstlng 
sltuatlcn. Therefore, productIon ~111 decline rather than being 
nalntalned. 

Page I: Alt. F Is better for wlldilfe than Is Alt. E G F 6 E have 
the same timber cut and employment levels. 

Draft EnvIronmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

s-5: You should add mountain Ilon to the list In the last sentence. 

S-6: The use of Exlstlng, Total, Decade 1, and Decade 5 outputs In the 
same table makes evalustIng tradeoffs among resources vwry dlfflcult, 
et best. 
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RESPONSE TO IDAHO DEPARTMENT OP FISH AND CAME (Continued) 

s-9: Under IV. A.. add “some” before “. . .wlldllfe habltat. . .“. 
Some wlldllfe habltat management can occur but It would be unscheduled 
end a” lncldental by-product of the fire management policy. 

S-11: We suggest You change the first sentence under H to reed 
“LIvestock grazing affects other reso”rces, especially those I” 
rlparlan areas.” 

I l-7: It would be more correct to refer to “elk capacity” or “elk 
potential” rather than “elk numbers”, except for 1980. 

11-15: Why were Decade 3 elk habitat potentials dlsplayed here when 
Decade I values were used on page S-6. 

11-17: It would be more appropriate to compare projected elk carrying 
capacity with 1980 carrying capacity rather than with 1980 estimated 
population. 

I l-19: Why does 2.1. only address wilderness when 1.a. gives act-es of 
both wilderness and roadless? 
alternatlves dlfflcult. 

Such lnconslstencles make comparlng 

I l-20: You state under 2.d. that flsh steadily decline and the flgures 
presented for anadromous fish reflect this decline. However. the 
flgures give” for fresh rater flsh show a sl lght Increase. Th Is error 
should be corrected. 

2 
I l-28: How can onadrcowus potential decline so much (13 percent) while 
cold-water fishery potential declines only slightly lo.1 percent)? 

4 
N 11-55: Why don't you list flsh lndlcator species Ilke you dld for 

wlldllfe on page 51? 

I l-57: Do your estimates of elk habltat potential build In any 
adJustments for the number of AUMs of llvestock use? 
should. 

If not, they 
Recent studies show that “[t]he presence end dlstrlbutlon of 

donmstlc cattle substantially Influenced the dlstrlbutlon of elk. . .” 
and that elk avold cattle (Lyon et al. 1985. 
timber management.). 

Cowdinatlng elk and 

I l-93: Ccmparlsons are made for vetoes from Decade 1 and/or 5 for all 
outputs except elk. Why wes Decade 3. rather than Decade 5. used for 
elk7 We see loglcal reasons for using Decade 1 because the PFP rlll be 
revised et that time. Llkewlse, Decade 5 Is a logical time becsuse the 
planning horlron Is 50 Years. The only reeso” we can see to use Decade 
3 for elk Is because that Is when elk potential reaches maxlmum levels. 

II-115t: Table II-16 was very useful for maklng caparlsons among 
alternatIves. 

On pa8e S-11 we didn’t change the sentence per your SuggeStlO” 
because livestock 8rasiag has a minor impact on the Cleatwater 
Mationa1 Forest. 

On page II-15 and S-6: Thank you for pointing out the 
i”co”siete”cles between the two G,bles. 

0” pa8e 11-17: Carrying capacity and estimated populauon are 
the same numbers. 

Per your comment of page 11-19: We have made the corrections in 
the final Forest Plan. 

Per YOW Comment of pages II-20 and II-28: The projeoeed declines 
in the anadromous and cold-water fisheries are based on the 
estimated Sediment yields for the indicator warersheds. 
Anadromous fish potential declines to a greater extent than 
cold-water potential because more development (sediment yield) 
will occur in anadromous fish watersheds. 

Per your comment of pages II-55 and 111-20: We have listed 
indicator species for fish in the Plan. 

Per your comment of pqe 11-57: Cattle grazing is not a 
significant impact on the Clearwater. 

Per Your Comment of page 11-93: You are correct. Decade 3 is 
used t0 show the widest range between alternatives. 

111-6: In paragraph 1 of B.1.. you should include black bear as a” 
Important blg game animal on CNF. 
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111-17: We suggest you chaoge sen+ence 2 Of 5.2. frcm "They are m 
prlCX1ty. . ." to "They are 2 prlorlty. . .II. IDFG does not have a 
s,ng,e pr,or,+y species, thus +h,s.s"gges+ed change more accura+e,y 
reflects the way we view elk. 

I I I-20: Nowhere In this sectlo" do you lndlcate that any species of 
fish IS an lndlcator species. If they are, you shx,d so state. IF 
not, IDFG belleves that the 3 species you mentlo" should all be 
Indicator species. Also see comment II-55 above. 

I I I-21 thr" 23: The numbers you are us,ng for molt prod"c+,on do no+ 
agree w,+h IDFG estlmate~. The two estimates are close for number of 
ad",+ ChInaok re+urn,ng to CNF but are substantially dlffersnt for 
steelhead SPOlt, adult steelhead, an* Eh,nook molt numbers. IDFG and 
CNF should meet to try to agree upon the numbers use*. 

Estimated Smelt Production 
Adult Escapement Potential 

Stealhead, CNF 
Steelhead. IDFG 

Chlnook, CNF 
Chlnook, IDFG 

7,529 288,370 
14,500 725,000 

13,368 429,200 
Il.500 719,000 

111-30: Why Is the figure of 3,860 "118s of roads glvsn here when 
4,234 miles Is given on page II-62 and 3,700 miles on page S-9. 

IV-9: Income to the State from big game hunting Involves much more 
than I,CB"SB fees. In fact, Ilcense fees are a SinaII fraction of tile 
total expenditures by hunters. We suggest you expand paragraph 4 to 
more clearly lndlcate this. 

IV-16 tllru 20: CNF Is to be commended for their efforts +a restore 
degraded habitats. But, you do not explain how you will accomplish 
this through sediment rsducrlon. It Is stated that fish productlo" 
potential 1111 Increase ovw present levels because of habitat 
improvement projects. Table II-16 (page 11-121) describes an Increase 
In smelt productlon potenflal between Alt. E and F from 685,800 to 
714,500 smoltslyear In the 1st decade. But, In Table IV-B, the acres 
of habitat improvement are more In A,+. E (219 acres) than Alt. F (110 
acres) suggesting less acres of habltat improvement support more 
smelts. These data are dlfflcult to track 8% to ho,, habitat 
improvement relates to smo1t outputs. Also, the Increased smelt 
production based on Alt. E over 1980 levels Is approxfmatsly 500 
smelts/acre/year. This Is probably the maximum productlon potential of 
~m0,ts that could be expected In these habitats. i-o achrevs +ll,s 
Increase, you would have to start from no productlon. 

me difference betteen Alternatives E and F I” terms Of fish 
prcductio" and habitat xwravernen~ is that there 1s far less 
development planned far key roadless, fisherxs w.tersheds. 
Therefare, less habitat implowment 1.9 req*hd to PeCOYeP 
degraded habitats. There is no dir~lt linkage between fish 
outputs and habitat improvements that can be usa in the 
rnG&llulg PrOceSS . The assumption is made that recovery will be 
accomplished "ia inprovements. 
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IV-21: Why have you not Included the Impacts mentloned In paragraph 3 
In the sediment model7 Excluding this source of sediment could 
seriously bias your sedlrnent yield estlmetes and therefore your 
projected fishery potential. 

I v-22: “Irreversible” paragraph should mention the loss of animals If 
CNF considers the loss of vegetation slgnlflcant enough to mention. 

I V-65: The species acronyms should be defined here or In the 
"GlOSS.Ty". 

I Y-67: The total road miles for Alts. E and El we not the seme es 
those given on pages 11-62, II-92 and 11-126. Why? 

I v-74 : CNF dld en excellent job of dlsplaylng the Impacts of road 
constructlon on fish and wlldllfe reso”rces. We would suggest a couple 
of addltlons to your coverage. First, you should Include T .S E species 
In your coverage here even though you have mentIoned the effects of 
roads on them elsewhere. Second, you should mention that roads have 
both short-term and lrretrlevable Impacts upon habltat use by large 
animals, especially elk. 

I v-75 : IDFG urges CNF to add a reason to the I 1st here. Suggested 
wording is “Provide non-motorized hunting and flshlng opportunity--as 
road Ing on CNF increases, opportunity for non-motorlred hunting and 
fishing experiences will decline and road closure ten help meet the 
demand for such experiences.” 

5 

-l 
I Y-77: Change paragraph 3 from “Opportunltles for recreation. . .‘I to 
“Opportunltles for developed and motorlzed recreation. . .I’. 

A= 
Appendlces to DEIS 

B-II: IDFG belleves that 25 percent elk potential Is too low for these 
prescrlptlons. 

B-11: A maxlmum road density of 16.7 miles/square mlle Is exorbitant, 
especially for areas gol”g from roadless to El. 

B-13: IDFG believes that 50 percent elk potential Is too low for a 
prescrlptlon that addresses the big game Issue. 

B-28 thru 34: IDFG was not able to determlne when, or whether, you 
have Included costs of road closures, the primary technique rhlch 
allows you to proJect meeting elk goals with the road constructlon 
proposed. If such costs are not Included, they deflnltely should be. 
If they are not Included, the reletlve cost of alternatlvos rlll be 
blased In favor of timber management. 

B-35 : As mentioned under General Conbnents. IDFG believes using 1975-80 
(or ‘72-79) data to estimate stumpage values Is lnapproprlote because 
of maJor (permanent) changes In the mortgage loan Industry In 1981. 
Also, es mentIoned earller. we belleve that sssumlng all timber outputs 

RESPONSE TO IDAHO DWARWENT OF FISH AND GAME (Continued) 

Per your comments of page IV-21: Sediment impacts from past and 
Present mining activities are miniscule. We believe that the 
impacts are insignificant and modeling them would add little 
precision to the sediment model. 

Per your commant of' page IV-22: We disagree; the loss of 
vegetation does not directly equal the loss of animals. 

Per your comment of page IV-67: The difference between the 
figures is how they were calculated. We have tried to make our 
tables clearer in this document. 

Per your comment of page IV-74: We thi”k we have covered it 
adequately elsewhere. 

Per your comment of page B-11: The 25 percent standard was 
derived by a cooperative effort between our biologists and Region 
2 Fish and Game personnel. 

Second comment of page B-11: These roads will be closed to meet 
the elk objectives. 

Per Your comment of page B-13: The 50 percent standard has been 
eliminated since no lands are designated aa C2. 

Per your comment of pages B-28 through 34: Road closures were 
figured in the cost of roads. 

Per your comment of page B-35: We agree with ycur comment. 
Stumpage values‘in FOAPLAN were originally based on bid prices 
during the years 1975 to 1980. Bid prices during this period 
were relatively higher than they are today. Because of the law 
which allows purchasers to “buy back” many of these sales, the 
bid prices for this pari& also overstate actual Prices that were 
recaivl?d for .¶t.mpage. hrring the last 4 year period. 1981 to 
1984, bid prices heve been relatively low. To adjust the prices 
in FORPLAN to a wider base period, that includes both high and 
10~ points, ten year average prices (1975-1984) were calculated. 

The average prices are based on actual receipts rather than 
reported high bids. 
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III, be consumed an.3 that lumber pr,ces w,, I ,ntrease relative to 
,nf,a+,on further ,n+,a+es CNF's estimates of the econcmlc value of the 
timber resource. 

E-37: The eeoncm,~ W,UBS you have asslgned to hun+,"g and fishing are 
much lower than fhey should be, as exPlaIned earlier. 

B-37: When RYO demand exceeds capacity, did CNF build I" a" Inflator 
for increased value/RVD? If not, we believe You should because "nit 
values characterlstlcally Increase when there Is a supply shortage. 

e-37: Assuming that the ratlo of 4.5 RVD'slanlmal remains constant 
across alternatives and over time may be unreallstfc. IOFG doe5 not 
belleve that mltlgatlve measures will be 100 percent eftecflve for elk; 
I.e.. we would expect vulnerablllty of elk to increase sane as miles of 
road and MMBF of timber removed Increase. In other words. we expect 
the "umber of RVD's/elk kllled to decline under heavy road!"9 and 
logging s"en with the road cl05ure~ YOU propose. Therefore, the "a,"~ 
you assign per elk should be lomr I" alternatlvss with hlgher miles Of 
roads. 

B-49: HOW can the increased mltlgatlo" and protects for fish and 
wIldlife habitat mentioned elsewhere be implemented If CNF malntalns 'I. 
. .a stable base work force for alI programs except timber and roads."? 

B-50: Under C. You reccgnlre that 'I. . .changes I" policy affectlng 
amenity values. . .w,,, continue to draw attentlo". . .a+ the state and 
natIonal levels." I" addltlo", IDFG urges CNF to note here that the 
anadromous fishery and elk resources have "atlonal slgnlficance. For 
example, ,daho Is one of only six states which offer general elk 
hunting and CNF 1s In the heart of Idahats best elk producing area. 
(IncIdentally, IncIuslo" of flsherles and wlldllfe management under 
amenity valws here contradicts the definltlon of amentity (SIC) values 
given on pages VIII-l. DEIS). 

B-63: Because you appl led floors and cell lngs for timber outputs and 
used other constraints. It would be much more appropriate to label them 
constrained benchmarks. AlSO, It 1s not true that these I'. . 
.be"chmarks. . .defl"e upper and lower I,",,+5 of supply potential for 
maJ0r re*O"rCeS.~ (page B-59). The benchmarks CNF developed cover only 
part of the range I" outputs and do not set upper and lower Ilmlts. 

E-95: Using MMCFldecade as a constraint but expressing this as 
MMBF/year 1s confuslng. 

c-10: You should mention wllderoess hunting as well as "lake and 
stream flshlng" under avallablw opportunltles. 

Proposed Forest Plan (PFP) 

11-l: Although a technlcallty, You cannot "Meet over 100 percent of 
the antlclpated demano. . .'I. YOU can meet the demand or provide 
output In excess of demand. 00 you Value supply I" exe*** of demand7 
You should not. 

RFSPONSE TO IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME (Continued, 

mrst comment Of page B-31. The values aS.xxiated with 
=~1reatlo", wildlife, range. and timber are valued at the saae 
Point in the productlo" PP0~~99. Resources were valued beFOre 
they left the *orerst. 
timer. 

For example, timber was valued as standing 
The value added by the harvesting, hauling, and 

manufacturing was eXE1"ded. Similarly, n0~1arket outputs, SUCK 
as reoreatm" and wildlife were valued at a pant of "se in the 
Forest. License fees ="d W"iPme"t c05t9 were not included. 

SWO"d Comment Of pqe B-37 A" assumption made r-or a11 
resources produced on the Clearwater National Forest is that the 
price quantity relatlO"ShlP is relatively elastic. This mean3 
the Portion Of any reso"rce Produced on the Cleat-dater National 
F-west is relatively small when fmpared to total supply. 
Therefore, the OYerall SuPPlY-demand relationship, which 
establmhed the price of a resource, is "at effected by the 
P=o*"ctio" Of mat reswrce. Inherent 1" this ass"mptio" is that 
as capacity is reached on tile Clearwater Natiosal Forest there is 
adequate SUPPlY elSewhere in the market Place to meet demand 
YIt.hO"t. a change m prxe. 

nllrd comment Of page B-31 We did not assume that mitigative 
measures "O"ld be 100 percent. The 4.5 A"o's/animaL IS a" 
average figure. Once an ""roaded area is acce;sed, the elk 
habitat potentfal .pes from 100 percent to 15 wrcent. since 
RYO's are tied to elk habitat potential. RVD's would &so 
deoline. 

Per your Eomment or page B-49. These projects can be handled 
through co,,t~acts wztb lndlvlduals not employed by the Fwest. 

Per y0"r famment ot- pa@ B-63: APplication of floors and 
Ceilings for timber OUtPUts 1" the benchmark N"S were not 
bi"di"g. Therefore, applying these constraints did not effect 
the SOlutio" Of the FORPLAN mdel or estimates Of supply 
potential for LvJ)OF reswroe*. 

PCP your comment OF page 8-95. me SOl"tio" 19 in CUbiC feet., 
but we display board feet because that is the most familiar to 
most of our readers. 

Comments of pages I" the Proposed Forest Plan Chapters 1 
through 4 of the Forest Plan have bee" rewritten. 
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I l-2: Where dld the 385.000 acre flgure come frcm? Pages S-6, I l-46, 
etc. of DEIS give 188,400 acres for “unroaded” management. 

11-Z: If “. . .roads may be permltted to cross sane of these areas. . 
.“, how can they be said to be managed as “unroaded”? 

I l-2: Item 3.a. should be changed from “ContrIbute to the maintenance 
of viable. . .” to ‘Malntaln viable populations of flsh and wIldlIfe 
lndlcator species by provldlng the necessary quality, quantity and 
variety of habitats, speclflcally:“. 

I l-3: IDFG urges CNF to add I’. . .and flsh and rlldllfe obJectIves” to 
the end of the sentence In Item 4.b. 

I l-3: Because of Item 5.b., IDFG recommends that Important elk *Inter 
ranges be removed from the land classlfled as “sultable for timber 
productlon”. If said classlflcatlon Is not changed, winter range 
burning and/or shrub flelds may be severely Ilmlted In order to meet 
thls reforestation goal. 

I l-3: There appears to be I Ittle, or no, coordlnatlon between range 
and wlldllfe goals, objectlves (page II-91 and standards (page 11-25). 
We belleve such cwrdlnatlon Is necessary because Of your proposal to 
Increase Ilvestock AUMs by 25 percent. 

I l-5: IDFG be I I eves “manage” should be added to the Ilst of “Plan, 
construct, and malntaln. . .” In Item 9.a. Management of the 

5 
transport&Ion system Is every blt as Important as are development and 

-!I 
maInterm.<, 

m  I l-12: Ihe total miles of road cons./reconS. given here Is 9,050. 
Subtracting 4,880 miles of new roads (page 11-10). means that 4,170 
miles wll I be reconstructed. Thls Ilkely translates to Improved access 
and Increased sediment productlon and Is therefore an added concern to 
IDFG. 

I l-16: Because you place special emphasis on rlparlan areas, It seems 
lnapproprlate to schedule accomplishment of mapplng them In 1995--the 
end of the first planning cycle. Thls means that habitat damage could 
occur during the 1st decade because the areas were unldentlfled. 

I l-17: IDFG bel leves research Is needed to evaluate the efflcscy of 
road closures for malntalnlng elk habltat effectiveness In 
newly-entered areas. 

I l-20: One of the constraints appl led to timber management Is a 
nondecllnlng yield. But you are proJectlng and endorsing a decl lnlng 
yield for elk. (If our calculations are correct, the endlng population 
Is 13,500 X 1.42 = 19,170. Thls Is a 29 percent decrease from Decade 3 
to Decade 5. ) IDFG suggests that a nondecllnlng yield of elk, end 
other fish and wildllfe, Is as Important as It Is for timber. 

RESPONSE 

Aesponae continues below 
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I I-20: We suggest that you acknowledge that elk hunting apportunlty 
will likely have to be curtaIled to compensate for tncreassd 
""lnerabllity due to Increased road access and remwal of security 
CDYBT. 

I l-22: What constitutes "very different" I" paragraph 17 I" other 
words, hw much change In outputs and effects Is needed to trigger a" 
EIS rather than an amendment7 The plan could be largely negated If the 
,e"e, of change 1s set foe high. 

I l-22: We belleve the provlslons for altarlng standards are too 
lenlent. 

I I-26. IDFG be,,eves that the sultablllty of all lands. not Just those 
classlfled as ""nsu,+ab,e" nor. sho",d be reevaluated prior to revlslng 
the plan. 

11-26: IDFG strongly supports item 9. 

11-32: IDFG strongly supports items 4 and 6. We suggest you expand 86 
to include year round (permanent) c,osures for v,,d,,fe. As It now 
reads. It includes only seasonal closures. Permanent and area c,o*"res 
are part of the road management tools you should use on CNF. 

111-27: Why Isn't Item 3.b. from page Ill-31 appropr,ate under 3 
here7 Llkewlse, why Isn't 3.a. here appropriate on page Ill-317 

111-57: Open road densltles of 4-5 miles/square mile allow no room to 
exceed the 25 percent m,n,m"m goal on page ill-55 nor any safety 
cushion. 

111-66: Some standards for rlparlan and/or nongame wlldlife should be 
Included. 

IV-4: IDFG hopes that CNF Y,,, apply the FONSI spar,ng,y and continue 
to develop EAs for maJor actions because, as you note. the EA process 
provides data essential for monltorfng. 

IV-7: In the lowest, left-most starred rectangle, IDFG belleves It Is 
more appropriate to reevaluate the practice than to "reeva,ua+e 
valldlty of varlablllty IImlts." If a problem exists, you should cure 
It, not change your deflnlflon of whef constitutes a problem. 

IV-P: Because of annual "ar,ab,,,+y In FB"S"SBS, IOFG urges CNF to 
change ". . .decline occurs for 3 consecutive years. . ." to ". . 
.decline occurs In 2 out of 3 consecutive years. . .". 

IV-11: Under C3, C4, C6, Cl and CIO, we request you change the 
deflnltlon of long-term trend from 5+ to 3+ years. 

IV-11: "rider C5. why does devlatlon have to occur on 2C adjacent 
projects7 We suggest that any devlatlon of more than 10 percent should 
trigger further evaluation and corrective actlon. 

RESPOHSE 

Response cantm”es below 
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I”-,,: Under c9, I5 the 20 percent c"m",a+lve declloe from maxlm~m 
p0tentlai a- from ex,s+,ng potentlall It should be from maxlmum. The 
K-year period 1s longer than IDFG would Ilko to see because it allors 
suntalned degradation before a"V aCtIOn 15 C""s,dered. 

IV-11 thr" 19 A monitoring budget of about 0.2 percent of the total 
budge+ Is woefully inadequate. Monltorlng 15 the cornerstone Of 
Integrated rez.o,,rce management. 

I"-15. Under FI, agal" we bleleve 3+ rather than 5+ years should be 
used. 

IV-15: Under F3, we recommend changing IO years to 5 years 

IV-17. Under Ll, 20 percent Is far too much of a change. For exam",". 
changing from 4 to 5 "118s at open road per 5ectlo" produces a decline 
I" elk po+en+,a, from 25 to 19 percent. This monitoring standard would 

therefore allow a slgnlficant drop In elk tram a ,eve, ,,hlch l0FG 
belleves is already too low. I" addltlon, miles of open roads Is SO 
easy to monitor that such a vlde Interval warns InapproprIate. 

IV-17: Under L3. IDFG belleves that allowing road densltles to exceed 
p12n PrOJeCtlOW by 10 perCent before trlggerlng reeva,ua+,o" w,,, 
allow unacceptable Impacts on other resources and make It very 
dlfflcult to ach,e"e fish and wlldllfe o"tp"t5. Because road densI+,.% 
are 50 easily monltored and have such slgnlflcant Impacts upon other 
TSOUKZBB, IDFG suggests that a devlatlon of t2 perceot, or l 5 percent 
at the maxlmum, should trigger reevaluation. 

2 
V-3: Some benchmark which addresses fish habitat and/or water quality 
should be Included. 

Y-5. The shortfa,, I" semi-prlmltlv? recreatlo" capacity vs. demand 
after 2010 sho"ld be considered as a cost of roadlng. 

V-6. Llkevlse, the shortfall In Flg. V-4 should be consldared a cat 
of development at roadless areas. 

V-6. Please note that the use of trensltory range by ,I"eS+ock could 
detrlmentally impact elk (see Lyon et al. 1985). 

"-7. 
'1. . 

Under 6.3.. paragraph 2, chacge ". . .s"mmer range m. , ,n to 
.S"rnrnW range yll. . .'I. This change I" rordlng 1s In I,"" rlth 

that on page 11-7 and reflects what '#III most I lkely happen. 

v-12. "~Dllstrlbutlng patentlal adversa effects. . .o"er a greater 
area" may be more damaglng +a some re5ourc8s than co"ce"+ra+,ng impacts 
0" "sacrlflc~" areas and leavlng other areas at 100 percent of 
capacity. In particular, th15 may be true of Wide-ranging spocles l,ke 
the wolf, wolverine and grizzly bear. 

RESPONSE TO IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAHE t0onti""ed) 

Per your Cmum"~ or page "-3. Several Of the bcnchaark N"9 do 
address fish habitat and water quality. Summat~.on of Table B-14 
I" Appendix B shows three benchmark runs f&W, PM4, and Pf13) all 
exami"e, in some way. tile effeEtS Of riparian, fish, and Yater 
quality objectives. 

Per your comment of pages "-5 h V-6: The ccmts are co"sidered 
since "alues assigned to RYD'9 Vary by recreational settini, or 
Pecreatio" apparrunlty spectrm (ROS class). POW RCS ClaSSeS 
ape valued; these are 1) developed. 2) waded natural, 3) 
sem-primtive, and 41 illderness. me value per RVD increase" 
from dewloped to wilderness AOS class. Tbe difrerence in valve 
between each ROS class is the addltnnal cost or benefit per R"D 
of assianing a" area to a SPBCIfIC ROS flas9 (i.e. maded "e~3"s 
roadless. semi-primitxve Y~PSYS wilderness). 

Second comment or page v-6 
and usually 

TranSltoPI range use 19 wry light 

does not OCCUP in key habitat areas. 

Per your Comment Of page v-12 Timber hawest and road 
fD"~t~"~tio" are not planned that *ould affeot or ~eopai-dize the 
wolf, ual."erl"e, and grizzll bear. 

VI-19: Old Growth Timber refers the reader to Overmature Timber, but 
there 1s no such IIstlng. 

Page 17 



A-3 : Under Ttem 8, C4 should be Included because the total here does 
not equal that given ,n Chapter Ill. 

A-4: The Glossary does not define DF, GF, C, H, or AF. 

A-6: IDFG strongly urges CNF to make It a stated po,,cy In the PFP, 
and elsewhere. that any herblclde “se & be preceeded by at Ieast a” 
EAR and preferrably an EIS. 

8-2: There appear to be slgnlflcant disagreements between management 
Was-speclflc timber harvest and road construction figures given In 
this table (and 1” Chapter III) and the totals obtained by adding up 
Indlvldual 5818s for Decade 1 (pages B-6 thru 66,. A few examples 
follow iflgures are werage annual units): 

Parameter 
Chapter III pages B-6 
and page B-2 thr” 6bLj 

c2s cut 2.4 MMBF 5.5+ MMGF 
c6s C”+ 0.6 MMBF 3.2+ MMBF 

c2s new roads 0.9 m,,es 3.5+ ml ,es 
CAS new roads 0.3 m11e5 1.6+ miles 

.il These flgures are min,mal because they Include only those sales 
I lsted that are in a single management area. Sales “h,ch Included 
2 or more MAs made up 37 percent of the total cut and 32 percent of 
the roads. 

D-5: IDFG supports allowlng fires to burn In classlfled and proposed 
vllderness areas because fire has always bee” an Integral part of these 
ecosy*tems. 

F-l: Travel planning can slgnlflcantly Influence the hinds and nature 
of recreatlona, experiences on CNF. Therefore, "0 rearmend you 
lndlcate this In the first paragraph. SpecIfICally, the proposed road 
bulldlng wlll reduce the opportunl*y for prlmltlve and semi-prlmltlve 
hunting and fishing experiences. CNF co” at least partially compensate 
for this reduction with a” aggressive road closure program. 

F-l : Under 1l.B.. rexurce needs, as well as public sentiment, should 
be reassessed prior to revlslng the Travel Plan. 

F-l: Under lII.A., change “. . .soll and vegstatlon. . .” to 
“a . .soll, vsgetatlon, wlldl Ife end other resources. . .“. IDFG a150 
points out that the presence Of S”DW does not necessar,,y reduce the 
risk of damage. Compactlo” of snow has been shw” to damage vegetation 
and can “channel Ire” runoff. 

RESPONSE TO IDAHO DEPARTWENT OF FISH dND GAME (Continued) 

Per yaw comment of page d-6. We 2.=e required to rollou WEPA. 

Per y(rur first comment of page P-l. We have addressed this 
Concern thrO”gh 0”P goals and objectives. 

Page 18 



RESPONSE TO IDAHO DEPARTnENT OF FISH AND GAME (Continued) 

PBF yaw cOmme"t Of page "-2. one 300 aore patch is al.30 
required. 

Per your **mm*nt of pages J-4 and J-5: The ideal situation would 
be no impacts, unforwnately, with road oo"st~otio" and timber 
h=rWStl"g, this 19 "Ot possible. 

F-2: Under lV.A., change ". . .o"ly to the extent. . .'I to ". . 
ahen. . .". Thts change would allow access management where damage was 
suspected or when It was the best way of pro+ec+I"g other resources. 

F-2: Under lV.B., IDFG recommende changing thin to etete that motor 
vehicle use will be allowed es long as It does not damage other 
re5ources. Chapter V clearly show5 that motorlled opportunity exceeds 
demand whereas "onmotorlzed demand r\ll exceed supply by Decade 5. 

F-Z: Appendix M 1s referenced under 1V.C.. but there Is no Appendix M 
In th!s document. 

F-3: Under 3. change ". . .use should be constralnsd for only that 
seeson." to ". . .uSe will be allowed w+s!de that seeson n such use 
does not reduce "se of that habitat by wlldllfe." 

F-3. CNF ehovld add #5 under E. to allow constraints speclflcally to 
provide security areas during hunting ~ee~o"S. Also. U6 should be 
added to allow resfrlctlons to provide prlmltlve and semi-prlmltlve 
recreational opportunltlas. 

H-2. Accepting a 25-acre mlnlmum size rather than the BO-acre size 
recommended by Thomas could slgnlflcantly Influence the efficacy of the 
old-growth standard5 on CNF. lDFG recommends you reeveluete fhls 
declslon. If more than 20 percent of the retalned stands we 1855 the" 
80 acres, we bel leve you should select a tougher standard. 

5 
J-4. Exceeding threshold levels In one-third of the years Is 

I unaccpetable to IDFG. Slgnlflcant damage to the flsherles resources 

? 
could occur under this standard. 

J-5. As vlth J-4, 20 of 30 years 1s en excessive frequency for 
exceeding thresholds. 

J-5 How can cutthroat potential be not I'. . .more than 48 percent 
reductlo". . .I' rlth the hlgh sediment yields under MinImum Viable when 
potential IS not -1. . .more +ha" a 66 percent reduction. . .'I with the 
lower sed!me"t yields under Low Flshable? Is thle a transpoeltlo"; 
should the figure be 84 rather than 487 

L-1: Although several references were made to the North Idaho Elk 
Guldellnes In the OEIS and PFP. they are not referenced here. The 
reference on page VII-3, KS, Is correct. IOFG also urges CNF to 
endorse and follow the recommendatiow of Lyon. et al. (1985) (also 
referenced o" VII-3, DEIS). 
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&g Location 

gQ 

S-l 8. line 2 

Ill-10 Meadow Cr. ,,"a 

Ill-10 TOTAL IIns 
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It IS *"Ident from the Co"Cerns we haYe expressed that a large Share of 
the potentla, problems we perceive for fish and w,,d,,fe associated 
,,l+h fhe PFP are dlrectlv related fo road constructlo" and 
reco”*tr”c+lon, especial ,y I” areas that are currently roadless. Since 
your proposal =a,,5 far entering over 570,000 acre5 of roadless 
habitat, and bulldlng 4,880 m11es of "ew road, we are not able to 
support It. we are especially adamant about +h,s posltlo" b@CB"SB we 
do not b@,l@"@ there are any serious tradeoffs I" pravldlng a 
substantla, Increase In roadless manageme"+ over what Your proposal 
offers. The large backlog of sold but ""a+ timber (a+ Iqast a J-year 
supply). lndlcates that you can decrease your annual timer sale program 
by wer 20 percent wlthaut affecting local econc?",es for at least the 
next IO years. By that time. yaw pra~ectlons lndlcate that higher 
voIum@s will be avallable per acre because of lnfensive management and 
normal growth. For example. e"e" In the mcmlmum rllderness 
alternatIve, the LTSY volume of timber Is 255 M&BF, 50 percent above 
the present harvest (page 11-111, and Decade 2 harvest exceeds current 
harvest by 5 percent (page 11-123, GElSI. However, all Of the 
altsrnatlves that provide for maintenance of large amounts of roadless 
areas also show a reduced sale volume for the first decade. We believe 
It Is fortunate that the shortage of timber Is In the first decade when 
It HIII not disrupt the economy. This provides You the opportunity to 
harvest timber needed for local mills and Ye+ malntal" the mqorlty of 
the road,ess area and the reso"i-CM and "oncommod,+y outputs they 
offer. 

Lf CNF belleves the timber volume offered should not be below that I" 
Alt. E, lDFG urges You to adapt a slightly modlfled verslo" of Alt. F. 
Alt. F provides the same timber volume $5 Alt. E I" Decade I. It a150 
provides for a harvest that could reach 400 MI~BF--about 2 l/2 times the 
lnltlal OffwIngs. Al+. F Is better tha" Alt. E for flsherles 
resources because Fish, White Sands and Kelly Creeks are elther C6 or 
82 and Meadow Creek Is C6S. Alsa. Alt. F Is sqperlor for '"lldl,fe--12 
percen+ more elk, 56 percent more area managed as roadless .,I- 

‘WI, derne55, higher hunting RVD5. 57 percent more elk llnter mrlge 
Improvement, 5 percent more old growth, 10 percent fewer tota, m,,es of 
road and 20 percent fewer new roads, etc. 

The modlflcatlons to Al+. F that IDFG supports are: (1) manage 
Roadless Area 0,308 as roadless, (2) Include a larger portlo" of 
Roadless Area 01300 I" the roadless and/or wilderness prescrlptlons, 
(3) ~10% back to fever than 4-5 "11% of road/square mile I" areas 
which are going from roadlesn to Management Area El (we suggest no more 
than 2 miles/square mile), (41 propose some winter range burning I" 
Management Area CA. (5) deslgnate all of the upper North Fork to C6, 
(61 change frm CZS to C1 In the area lmmedlately downstream from Tom 
Bea, Road (located prlmarlly I" T36N. RI3E and R,4EI, (71 change from 
Ei to Cl I" the Coolwater Ridge area (PrImwIly I" T33N. R8El to match 
allocatlon of the adjacent area by the draft Nezperce Forest Plan, (8) 
change from El to Cl I" the Weir and Post Office drainages, and (9) 
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change from El to Cl and C2S In the area be*een Cave. Larson and 
Buckingham points and Chateau &ck (much of this area Is prime nnuntaln 
goat habitat). 

We hope that re have the opportunity to work closely rlth yQ"r 
personnel when they are preparlng the final EIS and Forest Plan SO that 
we can discuss the mgrlts of our proposals, flnd rays to r0SOIVB OUT 
differences and help CNF Justify the budgets necessary to implement a 
good multlple use plan. 
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United 
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States Department of’ he 
OFFICE OF TRE SECRETiRY 

PAClFlC NORTHWEST RKION 
E htuhnomlh smet. S”lfC ,692. Purrlrnd Ore”,” 97s2u F ,:, \,g 

,.; .“a’-~ 
; 11% ‘s eptember 6, 

Mr. James C. Bates 
Forest Superwsor 
Clearwater NotIonal Forest 
12730 HIghway 12 
Oroflno, Idaho 83544 

Dear Mr. Bates: 

The Deportment of the Interlo, has rewewed the Draft Envlranmental lmpoct Statement 
and Proposed Forest Plo” for the Cleorwate, NatlanaI Forest, Idaho. The followmg 
comments ore offered for you, use and cons~derotmn when preparmg the flnol document. 

Nataonal Pork System 

On the bows of the moteruol subm,tted, no u”,ts of the Notwwl Pork System wll be 
adversely affected by the proposed oct~o”. 

Cultural Resources 

The Forest Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEW should dwzuss the 
monogement of cultural resources and the mpacts to them from forest and forest- 
permntted actwtaes I” more detonl. Both the Plan and the DEIS state only I” pnnc~ple 
thot these resources wll be tdenttfled, evaluated, and protected or mitigated pno, to 
land-dlsturbtng octwltw (page II-G, “For&wade Monogement Dlrectlons”). However, 
more detail IS needed a” the dlrectm” the Clearwater NatlanaI Forest IS toktng wth Its 
forestwde and project-related cultural resource responstbllltles. 

The DElS should dwzuss how loggtng, ORV use, rood and troll constructm”, and other 
land-dlsturblng octwtw are expected to impact know” cultural ,esou,ces such ~1s the 
Lo,., and the Lewis and Clark t,o,ls, and any areos of the Forest predlcted to contol” 
s,g”,f,cont cultural resources. It should bnefly describe the Identlflcotlon-evalvotlon 
process used by the Forest, and spemfy the form orchoeologacal surveys usually take I” 
odvonce of land-disturbing actwlhes. 

Both the Plo” and DEIS state conastently that the orchaeologlcal survey IS the bosxs for 
decnons about NotIonal Reglste, ellglblllty ond mttjgotlo” of tmpoct. However, they do 
not tndlcote (a) that located sates ore being explored suffnently above and below the 
surface to understand thew signlfwmce, and(b) that they ore bemg related to o carefully 

RESPONSE 

1) To woid repetition in the Foreet Flans, the Wasbin&ton and 
Regional otfioee direoted the Forests to reference existing 
o”lt”ml resource management (CRM) documents rather than include 
them within the Plans. On the Cleamater these documents are 
available for review in the Foreet Supervisor’s Office. If we 
had printed all of our cultural resowa* management guideline.9 
and dwuments, the Foreet Plan would have bad another vo1u.e. 



RESPONSE TO UNITE0 STATE.5 DEPARTWNT OF INTEAIOR (Continued) 

2) ml-o*ltural ~eso”Poe s”P”ey strategies are available in 
these dccuments. 

our 3teps to EmPly “itA Federal Legislation, and USPS Manual 
Direction ensuw cOOPdination 5ilt.h the stat.* “iSt”Pi0 
Preservation Orfloe, eYal”atlon Of E”lt.“Pe.l resources, evalautlon 
Of me s&!“ifica”oe OE oultural QIOpePtleB. and the “ndertaking 
Of mitigation measures. 

Forest CAM Aesearch goals are dynamic. Since we ape co”ti”ua*ly 
coordlnati”g vlth SHPO ana the academlo Qrofessio” uiwlin our 
area, “UP research appFOaChe3 and goals can best be seen thrO”gh 
a review Of “UP C”lt”Pal Reso”me Dc@URIO”~S and “UP site data 
base VbiOh is C”rPe”tlY being COmQUtePiZed by the North Idaho 
Regional Archaeological CenteP at the “niversity or Idaho. our 
research goals are changing as the “W site data 1s obtained. If 
we orinted a list Of Resewoh Coals I” the Forest Plan, it UOUld 
neeb “Qdatmng monthly, a task which is not practicable r-or the 
PaPest Plan. 

researched hlstonc or preh,stor,c context. These documents should demonstrate the 
underrtandmg that on archoeologlcol survey prowdes answers to quest,ons about the 
IdentIty and lntegr,+y of (I drscovered s,te. It does no+, by Itself, prowde answers to 
questions about ,+s s~gmflconce and opproprmte m,+,go+,on. 

The Plan and UEIS should bnefly d,scuss the speclf,c steps that have been and are bemg 
token to Implement forest cuI1uroI resource responslbnlltmr, such os through +he 
~repara+lon of ““erwe~s ond ,nonogemen+ plans, and through the orchoeologn,, survey 
of logical geographic ““its targeted, (111 or I” port, for land-d,sturbmg oct,vit,es. The 
Plan should Idenfjfy cwrent Forest research goals ond s+roteg,es that can be t,ed to the 
Idaho State H~stonc Plan and that reflect consultot~on wth the State H~storlc 

2 

Preser”o+lon Offacer. 1 
The DEIS refers to only one overv,ew for the Forest, prepored ,n ,976 
Are more needed and bemg prepored or planned? 

Is I+ adequate? 
Are any management plans bang 

prepared for the 518 hlstouc and 132 prehrstorlc sites found thus far? Whot ore the 
mop pr!orrt~s for the mventory of forest cultural resources? Almost 72,000 acres hove 
been surveyed. What percentage IS nonpro,ect-related mventory? 

The Plan and DEIS should reflect not only mdwiduol, but also holistic management of the 
Forest’s cultural resources. Thwr proper conservotlon will depend on +he extent to wh,ch 
o framework IS bung estobhshed, concurrent wth project-related surveys, for evalvotmg 
the slgmflconce of hntonc and preh,stor,c properttes, and dectdmg upon oppropnote 
ml+lgo+~an. 

Recreat~an Resources 

No me”+,on of SQWOl management corwderatlon was given for the tv,o r(vers ,n the 
Clearwater Notlanai Forest, which hove been tdentifwd 1” the Not,onw,de Rwers 
Inventory. Kelly Creek ond North Fork Clearwoter River were !dent,f,ed as potentml 
wld and scen,c r,vers by the ,\lat,onal Pork Serwce I” 1980. AvoIdonce and/or ,n,+,gotlon 

3 
of adverse effects on the designated sec+,ons of these rivers should be rnen+,oned ,n the 
Forest Plon and/or m the Enwronmental Impact Statement. 

M~nerol Resources M~nerol Resources 
- - 

In the descnptmn of olternotwes, the mmerals sections do not address the acres of hrgh In the descnptmn of olternotwes, the mmerals sections do not address the acres of hrgh 
or medium mineral potentml affected, nor do they address the percent of forest avotloble or medium mineral potentml affected, nor do they address the percent of forest avotloble 
for lacatoble or leosable minerals under each alternotlve. The Eureau of Mines suooes+s for lacatoble or leosable minerals under each alternotlve. The Eureau of Mines suooes+s 
each alternotlve should m&de o sentence gwmg Q=W"+Qge of h,gh ond m&m 
potenttol lands readily wallable under category 0. 

The table on page II-125 1s difficult to understand. The acres under low, moderote, high, 
and very high closslflcatlons do not add to the total punted ot the bottom of each column 
for many of the categorw. G?Zare: 

I. Page II-125 

Category E erroneous totals - olternatwes A, D, El, F, G, H 

Category C erroneous totols - M. PNV, alternotwes A, B, C, D, E, El, F, H 

2 

4 

3) We have evaluated the potential of both Kelly Creek and the 
NOP!A Fork Of tile Clearwater Paver *a.- possible lncluslon I” the 
Wild and soenic ri”Br system and have l”Ol”dPd Standard-ds to 
QPOteCt exutwg “al”es until formal studies can be oompleted. 

4) The .scres Of mIlePal potential C-O? each alternative has bee” 
corrected in this EIS. 



Category D erroneous totals - M. PNV, alternatives A, 8, C, D, E, El, F, H, 
1, J 

I 
2. Page II- 126 

Category C erroneous totals - alternative J 

Category D erroneous totals - M. PNV, alternatives A, 8, C, E, El, I 

In general, some sections on mineral lock data and/or are so vague that it is difficult to 
determine exactly what should have been included. For this reason we ore enclosing 
portions of the Beaverhead and Helena Notional Forest Plans, Montana, (Enclosures I and 

J 

2), which may be useful in suggesting alterations for your report. 

Fish and Wildlife Resources 

4 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) concerns about threatened and endangered 
species, in connection with the proposed Plan and DEIS, ore not discussed in this review. 
The Clearwoter National Forest (CNF) has initiated Section 7 consultation with the Boise 
Field Office of the FWS. Comments on threatened and endangered species will be 
handled through the consultation process. This formal consultation will be in accordance 
with the Section 7 Interagency Cooperation Regulations (SO= 402,43 FR 870) and the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. 

The Clearwater Forest currently contains large expanses of roadless and “ear roadless 

f.2 
areas, supporting healthy populations of wildlife and fish. As more private land around 

I the Clearwater Forest is settled, and (IS more areas in the Pacific Northwest ore 

s? 
developed, the FWS believes that public values of forest-based vesources will increase 
significantly. They recomlnend that fish (water quality), wildlife, and recreation 6 
(nonmotorized) should be primary considerations in future management direction of the 
Clearwater Forest. They also feel that timber harvest goals are unfeasible, based on 
current economic trends. 1 

The FWS believes that water quality and fish and wildlife goals of the Clearwater Forest, 
as outlined under Preferred Alternative E, will be unobtainable, based on projected 
increases in timber harvest and road construction, and subsequent increases in other 
types of activity across the forest (i.e., mineral exploration, grazing). They base this 7 
opinion on historic trends in fish and wildlife hdaitot degradation due to road 
construction in the northern Rocky Mountains. I 

The Clearwater Forest proposes to harvest 150 million board feet (MMBG) annually 
during the first decade of plan implementation. This is projected in increase to 308 
MMBF by decade five, with a long-term sustained yield goal of 443 MMBF. To meet the 
timber harvest schedule, 4880 miles of new roods will be constructed. The Clearwater 
Forest proposes to mitigate the harmful effects of read construction and resource 
management on wildlife and fish habitat through road design, closure, and location, and 
by limiting amounts of sediment that enter the streams. 

Because effective rood closureS are assumed in the proposed plan, it (the Plan) should go 
into mare detail on closure monitoring and enforcement methods and estimated casts. 
The Plan should also discuss the Forest’s pDIt efforts and WCCQI in enforcing r& 1 8 
ClC%%Jre$. 
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RESPONSE TO UNITED STATES DEPAR~wNT OF INTERIOR (Continued) 

5) A special meeting wss held with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
=%-Vice to specifically address their fo”cer”~ uith the Proposed 
Forest Plan. Documentation of this meeting and the agreements 
made are discussed in appendix A of this EIS. 

6) We have thoroughly considered these values in developing the 
Plan. As a result of public comment and concerns vith the 
"amenity type” resources we have designated an additional 43,000 
SOres of land for the management of fish. wildlife and roadless 
types of recreation. 

7) According to our a”alYsis Which is of course based on 
forestuide averages, all projected goals and objectives are in 
line with projected impacts. Yhat this q esns is that the 
analysis takes into account the potential impacts of all 
activities. 

On the ground project planning may result in different msnajement 
schemes to meet certain objectives. 

Changes to projected goals and objectives will be documenta in 
environmental assessments, and if significant enough to offset 
forestuide goals. a neu or revised Forest Plan Environmental 
Impact Statement may be required. See Chapter IV of the Plan for 
s  more thorough discussion of implementation and monitoring. 

8) The Forest Plan provides forestuide management ares 
management direotion and standards for road closures. The result 
of this direction is reflected in the Forest Travel Plan which is 
updated and republished every two years for public use. The 
details of esfh road closure will be addressed on a project by 
project basis and monitored. The monitoring table in Chapter IV 
of the Forest Plan provides adequate direction for monitoring of 
the road closure program through the Forest travel plan. 

Costs of road closures yore analyzed but not used in the planning 
process because it YSS determined that the savings on road 
maintenance offset their costs. Again actual project costs will 
vary and depend upon the Particular situation. We acknowledge 
that road closure3 are in sane cSSe3 a sensitive issue with q sny 
individuals. 



Throughout the proposed Plon, ,t IS stated fhot Best Management Practices 03MPs) will 
be used +O ovo,d or m,n,m,ze domoge fo watersheds and subsequently fish habItat In 
some post monagcmen+ s,,u~+,o~s ,n Idaho, oppl,ca,,ans of UMPs hove no+ olwoys proven 
adequate, 0s ftsh hab,,o, hos s,,lf been lost. 

The FWS has par+,cu,ar concerns wth the adequate protec+,on of vnpartant anodromous 
f,sh streams wh,ch occur I” El management oreas, and at the some time, I” mnxed 
awnershtp areas. The goal of El management c~reos IS for the greatest long-term 
productlo” of wood products. A standard for th,s monogement oreo IS that open rood 
dens,+,cs wll normally range fro” four to f,ve m,,es per square mle of habctot ‘With 
open rood dens,+,es of +h,s magnitude, I+ would seem that I+ would be dtfflcuit to 
ma,n+a,n streams such as Brushy Fork, Crooked Fork, etc., ,n o “No Effect” or “High 
FIshable” candltmn. 

Corefu, adm,n,stra+,on of future actwty and (I rel,ob,e mon~tormg and evol”~t~on s,s+em - 
for water quality IS ~mperatwe during lmplementotlon of the proposed Plan. The FHS IS 
concerned that there IS not a separate ollocatlon spec,f,ed for man~torlng ~c+l”~+les I” 
the pro,ected budget for the Cleorwoter Forest (Plan C-l). Allocatmns for mo”,tormg 
should be lmked to a,,oca+,ons for land use actwt~es on the Forest, such as road bwldmg 
and +,mber harvest so that land “se ac+l”lt,es could no+ proceed “nless mon~tarlng funds 
were avo~lable. 

In dramages of m,xed ownership, the Cleorwoter Forest plans to cooperate wth other 
owners ,n m,+qa+,an of adverse effects, to the extent that Forest management actwtws 
have caused these adverse effects Durmg ~mplemen,a+m of the proposed plan, the 
C,eorwo+er Forest should ev(~,~ote 01, impacts ongmotmg from prwate lands and make 
ad,us+men+s I” forest ac+w+,es as necessary Th,s scenario would especmlly apply to 
areas of m,xed ownersh,p con+o,n~ng “no effect” or “hngh flshoble” stvxms. A spec,f,ed 
standard of the Plan, to cons,der ocqws~t~m of new lands when such OC+IO”S con improve 
or better protect r,por,on and watershed values, should help protect ~mportont ~treoms 
when Implemented. 

R,por,an plan commun,t,es co,-npr,se less than one percent of the land surface ,n the 
State of ldoho and, acre far acre, canst~tute the most valuobfe terrestnal hob,tot for f,sh 
and w,ldl,fe. Encauraglng wise management and profectmn of r~porlan areas I” fdoho IS 
h,gh pr~onty far the FWS. In accordance wth +hc,r M,t,got,an Pohcy (FH 46(15). 
Jonuory 23, 1981) r~pona” plant comm”n,+!es are class,fled as Resource Category I or 
I,. Th,s classlf,cotmn recogmzed rho‘ the hobltat prowded IS of hrgh value and IS umque 
and ,rrep,aceob,e on a natural or ecoreg~o” bars. The goal for Hesource Category I 
hob,ta+ ,s no loss of the ex,s+,ng hobotot value. The goal for for Resource Category I, 
hab!+at is no loss of ,n-kmd hobttat value. For fhls cateogry the FWS recommends 
ovadance or m~mrn~zot~on of losses. However, If losses become unovadoble, the FWS 
recommends m-kind compensation by replacement. It IS recommended thot the 
Clearwater Forest develop (1 slm!lar mltlgatmn policy wth regard fo r~ponan lands. The 
goals related to f,sh and w,ldl,fe management and so!l and water pro+ect,on would be 
more ewly acheved. 

The deslgnatmn of 127,455 acres for nponan and npormn-dependent resource 
management (management crec M2) IS an important step towards recogmzmg the values 
of nporlon areas. However, goals and stondords l,sted for the r,por,an monogement area 
ore brood and may nat always prowde adequate protectmn. 

A goal of this management area IS +o evaluate on-r,+e and cumu,a+,ve effects of proposed 
octmns and resolve slqnlflcant conflicts ,n favor of r,par,on-dependent resources. If 
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RESPONSE TO UNITED STATES DEPARTNENT OF INTERIOR (Continued~ 

Typical analysis of a mixed-ownership watershed FOP a pmposed 
Natlana Forest PPoJeCt includes an evaluation Of the water 
PesouPce EO"dltio"S, re&ardless c!F the SO"rCe Of impacts. me 
Forest encourages cooperative ma"a?eme"t and mtigation in 
mixed-ow"ePship Yatemhd, but feels that tile state has an 
impOrtant Pole in that effort. The Forest service has "0 
a"thaPlty Lwer private management or .aCtlYltAeS. AdVerSe errects 
Of PPlVate land management on OtheP PeSoUPCeS may limit 
OPPOPt""itieS to manage Natmna1 Farest PeSO"PCeS. 

The intent Of the ripaman PPeSCFIptlO" in the plan 1s to 
recognize the Pipa~zm areas as a system, and not to treat them 
an a piecemeal b.%sIS. 

10 



RESPONSE TO UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR (Continued) 

11) There are relatively few potable water sUpplieS asSOCi=t==d 
with the Clearwater National Forest. and most of them are derived 
from wells - not surface waters. Adequate State and EPA 
regulations and existing Forest Service policy he.3 been written 
to protect those supplies. The Plan includes direction to adhere 
to those rules and policies, to identiti those swrces when a 
conflict is possible, and to design any development to eliminate 
that conflict. 

timber harvest, road building, and grazing activities are implemented during the next two 
decades as projected, adverse impacts to riparian areas can be expected. The criteria 
used to determine significant conflict needs ta be further defined in the proposed Plan. 
With that particular philosophy, the FWS is concerned that riparion hobitot con be 
altered and destroyed aver time in o piecemeal manner. Once again, they stress the 
importance of adhering to a reliable monitoring system. 

Because of the value of riporion areas to fish and wildlife, recreation, water quality and 
sail retention, the FWS recommends that the Forest Plan prioritize the resaurce 
elements and stondords to reflect that wise management and protection of these areas is 
high priority for the Clearwater Forest. Specifically, the F’WS recommends that the 
resource elements related to protection of the above-mentioned resources be listed as 
first priority management goals or standards for riparian areas. Secofd priofity 
management goals or standards should consist of resource elements dealing wth grazmg, 
timber harvest, and road construction. These secondary goals should only be 
implemented if they con be achieved and be consistent with the first priority goals. 

10 

Water Resources 

The statement expresses concern over the importance of techniques used to obtain 
pat&e water supplies and the maintenance of good quality for potable water. Thus, the 
Statement and Plan should address monitoring of patable water for Forest supplies, 

I 

11 
indicating measurement frequency and precision or reliability for monitoring drinking 
water made available to the public and the staff. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review end comment on this draft environmental 

2 
impact statement and proposed forest plan. 

I 

8z 
Sincerely, 

Charles 5. Polityka u 
Regional Environmental Officer 

Enclosures 
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Universtyorldaho 
coiiege 01 Farwry wllmfe an0 Range mences 

To: Mr James Bates, Forest Supervisor 
Clearwater Natlow. Forest 

From Oenartment of Wlldland R~rnat~nn Mananam~nt, Faculty 

SubJect Cleamater Forest Plan Comments I- 

The followng analysis of the Clearwater Nxt1nn.l cnr.=+ lzzk---* 
conducted by members of the Oepartmwt nf WI, 
the College of Forestry, W,,dl,fe 2 
Idaho Our ci77ect 

,nd Range Sciences, at the Umv&lty~of 
,1"es were to review the plan based upon our knowledge of 

e state of Idaho. 0"~ tralmng and experience 1" 
ness, and tounsm management and planning, and to ass,st the 

:e I" 1t5 cont1nwng efforts to ,mPro"e won Its forest olanmna 

recreat,on ,ssues I" thm 
recreation, wllderl 
Forest Sew,< 
and management processes Our approach was tb raise ,ss,,es and s;ggest - 
potential ways to deal wth those ,ssues ,n the flnal plan or future ect.,o,,s 

In general, we feel the proposed plan represents e commendable effort by 
the Clearwater Natlonal Forest to develop a plan that accommodates a broad range 
of "ultlple forest uses Our megor concerns from the vantage point of 
recreation management are that (1) your calls for recreatjon-related faclllty 
development/maintenance (e g , trails, full-service campgrounds, etc ) nng 
hollow at a time when many facllltles are being lost or deterloratlng due to 
roadlng and lnsufflclent fundlng for maintenance, and that (2) the C6S 

1 1 
management areas should be carefully momtored and management actIons modlfled, 
If necessary, to ensure protectlon of the high value fishery streams and 
related ""lque recreation opport"mt,es found there 
d>scussed below 

More speclflc ,ssues are 
I 

2 

issue 1 Ipunsm Natural resource-based tounsm (e g , outf,tt,ng 
and guldlng, small-scale motels, 
industry 1" Idaho In addltlon, 

campgrounds) 15 the third mqor 
It IS presently the state's 

healthlest and most rapldly-expanding Industry, yet It 1s not 
directly addressed ,n your plan This seems particularly ,ron,c 1 3 

51nce many of the counties and small towns surrounding the Clearwater 
Natlonal Forest have begun efforts to enhance th,s ,ndustry Recent 
studies like those completed by the Idaho OutfItters and Guldes 
Assoclatlon. the Idaho Travel Committee, and the Idaho Fish and Game 
Department need to be referenced and used xn your analysis In 
particular, we feel for commumty stablllty reason5 your plan should 
offer support for tradItIona Idaho-style outfltter operations at an 
increased level not a decreased level es the plan suggests, 1" 

RESPONSE 

1) We reoo~nize that present budgets are insuffioient to 
maintain the ourrent facilities . Cur analysis Of demand for 
de"eloped facilities indloated demand far the full capacity of 
*XlStl"S de"elOPed Sites by the year 2000. Based on this 
assessment, it 19 appropriate to program full service maintenance 
Of existing facilities and to anticipate additional Of faCilitle.¶ 
as the need develops. 

Realistically, we do "at antioqxte being funded at the level 
needed to provide full service at all facilities at the outset of 
the Plan. It 1.3 more likely that t-u"dlng Vlll gPad"ally increase 
over the planning period commensurate with demand for and u.se of 
facilities. 

me Forest Plan analysis simply predicts what we anticipate 
demand to be we? the ~la""~ng period and eotimatee the budget 
needed to malntal" facilities to meet that demand. To program 
less would guarantee that demand "oold not be met. 

2) The FoPeet Plan does emphasize the monitoring of fish habltat 
and UateP qu2J1F.y. Our proposed budgets reflect this emohasls. 
If proposed budgets do not materialne, adjuotments will be made 
within exmting budgets to l"3"lT adequate "onitarfng. 

3) Socio-econO"ic information about recreation Pelated 
businesses, including out fitting, has bee" added to the Plan and 
EIS data base and analysis of effects. we PeCO~nlze the interest 
or- local and mgio"al communltlea in promoting tourism as a means 
of belplng support sagging economies. Ue believe that management 
under the Plan Will malntal" Forest related attractions. 

Presently, the oomme~clal Peopeational b"el"eSses that relate to 
the Clearwater National Forest oontPlb"te little to the local 
economy. we agree that the potential for growth exists. Our 
assumption is that the opportunities available "nde~ the Foreet 
Plan will e"ppoPt ~,w,tb, aItbougb we are unable to predict what 
that growth ~111 be from the data available. 



Clearwater Forest plan Comments 2 

add,t,o,,, much could be done by the forest r" terms of faclllty 
de"e,opme"r, 1 & E, and lnterpretatlo" to enhance ttle1r to"PISro 
potentm, ,n the com,ng decades Please note we reallle to"P1Sm. 
part,cu,ar,y smell-scale rural tow,Sm, 1s a" emerging 1sSve and was 
very l,ke,y not ,de"tlfled I" your l",t,al lSS"e lde"t1f1catlo" 
S.?SS1O"S But It terta1nly Will become lncreaslngly lmporrant OYer 
the next 50 years and es a result should be addressed I" this plan 

Issue 2 Forest qoals Goals Alb and c focus on a"t,c,patPd recreatlo" 
demand, but th,S demand 1s highly dependent on a variety of factors. 
,nclud,ng the qua,,ty and quaot,ty of opportu",tv?s supPIled, extent 
Of I 84 E. etc , and could change, also, why ,s recreat~o" to be 
managed ,n terms of meeting demands when other ~eso"WeS aren't? We 
m,ght argue that Idaho's forests and nvei-s, which receive relatively 
low levels of "Se, offer umquely uncongested recreatlo" 
opportun,t,es found I" few other Places (,"clud,"q many wilderness 
areas') and that ,f you've managing other resources lrrespectlve of 
demand, So too should you manage recreatlo" that way This would 
represent a focus on the kind and quality of recreatlo" opportunltles 
you're plw,d,ng, and not J"St 0" quantltres 

If you "e managing for demand, are the goals Ale and Alh based on 
data showng that more ORV opportumtles are needed' 

How are you go,ng to ach,eve Goal Al, ("Malnta," a natural-appeanng 
forest ,e"dscape") I" management area A,, gr"e" your VlSUel 
management obJect,"es of "Modlflcat,o"" for that area's background 
(p III-22)7 The qua,,ty of the scenery along Hlghway 12 1s truly 
o"tsta"d,"g and a" important asset that should be give" the highest 
level of protectlo" The Present lntenslve management (harvesting) 
of the pnvate blocks of land probably approach the threshold of 
public tolerance Therefore. ,t becomes eve" more important for the 
Forest Serv,ce to protect the v1su.I quality of the corridor OP a 
umque opportunity ~11 be lost 

Under "Fac,,,t,es " why are the only recreat,o" facllltles proposed 
for ORV use? 0" what basis was th,S decided? Also, Walls provide a 
d,fferent krnd of wcreet,o" expenence than roads, Should they be 
lumped wjth roads under "transportat~o" system"? Th?s wordlng 
glosses over the ,055 of tra,,s to roadlng and the ,mpl,c,t 
pr,ont,z,"g of t,mber over dispersed recreatlo" uses 

As stated ,n our Issue 1. the tncreaslng importance of tour,%, I" 
Idaho I" future decades w,ll ~equ,re that higher pr,ontxes be placed 
on recreat,o" uses of the Forest and thus on ach,eveme"t of ,tS 
Pecreatlo" goals Provlslon for and management of recveatlo" 
opportu",t,es outsrde of wlderness need to be addressed more fully 
I" this plan What about the development of recreatlo" management 
plans for lands under each opportunity class' What about 
,"ventory,ng the cond,t,on of fl exlstlng recreatlo" facllltles and 
mak,"g ,mproveme"ts and deve,op,"g new facllltles, where necessary? 

I 
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RESPONSE TO “Il1YE”Sn-i OF IDAHO ~,m.A”G”LIII~ (Continued) 

4) we aXpee that t,e FOPeSt tpals and objectives for recPeati0” 
I” the Proposed PIa” were mlSleadine3 regnrding meeting demand. 
we have ohan~ed the aoals 2nd ObJeCtlYeS to address ~CCPeatio”al 
settings, experiences, and kind3 OF aotlvities to be provided and 
emphasized. 

51 lie nave m"ised the Plan text in goal0 and objeoti"es and 
mileage data Under the schedule Of mano~ement pPaCtlCeS to 
01arir-y tpai1 .a"aCene"t dlre^LlO" and to correspo"d to the l-in.31 
Plan allooatio"o. I" the Foreot Plan we have assumed mat 
approximately 15 percent Of the trail system wltl‘l" ma"zl.:eme"t 
a,.ea.~ that "~11 be road.4 *,11 e"e"tually be abandoned. Si"oe 
the Forest Plan does not indicate specifically "here roads Will 
be looated duri"a the ,-lrot decode we were ""able to ldentlf,' 
speoiflo trails that wo"ld be deleted fro2 the system. ‘Up 
present trail inventory desrgnates 566 miles of tra11 as 
"interim"--mea"l"g they Will eYe"r"ally be deleted from the trail 
System as roade are CO"StP"Cted, tPall* are relocated, or I-l"=1 
determ~nat~o" of need for sprolf~ trails is nade. We eStl~ate 
that about 200 miles of the 1,132 miles of trails should be 
deleted from the inventor,' et this time. These ere t,'aile that 
no lon&er attract use beoauoe of poor Iooatio" and/or look Or 
att.-aOtiO". The 1attw reaeon may nave resulted from ori~l"2.1 
lo~atio" OP from de"elOpm'Z"t Of POE3ds Si"Ce OPi,Zi"al OO"StF-"Otl=" 
Of the tra119. 

We esthnate that another 200 "11.5 .I111 be abandoned during the 
first deoade from within ma"aW"ent are.3~ "here Peed 0O"StWOtiO" 
"ill 000"~. 

The e"e"tU.31 trail system Will be approximately 1,200 miles 
located primarily I" u~'der"eSs and management areas ma"%ed 
"itho"t roede. AboUt 425 alleo Of ttl13 "111 be nana,@ as 
mainline, a11 p"Ppoee wa113. The remamder ~111 be mana@d a9 
secondary or p~lmitive traile to meet "oer nced and land 
management ob.ieoLi"es. 

rxring the interim period Of developwnt, we plan to maintam all 
miles of trail ,,hich remain on the system until development of 
Paads eliminates need. At that time, maintenance "CUM be 
suspended and the trail drooped from the I""e"tor,'. As plo""i"g 
Of the road system progresses we Vlll be better able to predict 
where these anticipated changes Will CCCUP. YOU can SafelY 
assume that met Of the trail *ystem "iull" those management 
areas scheduled for de"elopme"t "Ill be dropped from the trail 
system as P0ad.s are CO"StPUCted and the attPactl0" fOP reoreation 
is lost. 
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Issue 3 

Issue 4 

Whet about education to reduce Inappropriate vlsltor behavlory All 
of these are covered under wilderness They also need to be 
addressed under re~reatl0” It IS as I‘ th,s plan addresses t,mber 
harvest,ng, w,ldl,fe management, and ~,ldernes~ I" *"me detail but 
overlooks the IncreasIng lmpoPta"ce that the diverse recreation 
opportun,t,es outside of wilderness w,,, assume Hunting end flsh,ng 
recreation expenences are a key feature of the Clearwater. yet these 
are never mentioned I" the recreatlo" sectIon The Forest Servlre 
does not manage the wldllfe per se, but yet management declslons on 
roads, development and facilltles directly affect recreat?onal 
hunting end flshlng expenences PrlmItIve types of experiences are 
et a premium 7" the U S and the Clearwater has a greet opportun?ty 
7x1 this area. yet the proJectIons you provide suggest that proJected 
demand for SemlpnmItlve as well as developed recreation 
opportumt,es WI,, all surpass supply I" the future 

ObJect,ves Under "Recreation," your obJect?ves reflect neither the 
umqueness of the recreation opportunltles now avaIlable nor a 
conslderatlon of future demand for various classes of opportunltles 
W111 a need exist for Increased URV opportunltles and the proJected I 5 
69% ,"creese 1" roaded natural opportun,t,es, does thrs proJect,o,, 
take Into account controls of public use of roads' 

Whet about the opportunity costs (prlmltlve, semlprlmltlve recreation 
values lost -- these are lrreverslble in the "ear future) of taking 
nature, areas end roadlng them? At present, no recreetIon database 
(that we know of) suggests there IS an Increased demand for roaded 
recreation are.35 In Idaho 

Under "Fac~lltles." the road system IS scheduled to double 1" s?ze in 
the next SIX decades, but the present trail system ~111 decrease -- 
to what amount' On what basis 1s the trade-off of th15 class of 
recreatjo" opportumty for timber made? Given that Idahoans place an 
aggregate value on elk higher than the present value of marketable 
timber, and the posslblllty that Increased roadlng may reduce the elk 
population, It cannot be defended an the bee15 of public values OP 
economics 

AddltIonal data requ,reme"ts end accomollshment schedule The 
- 

forest's database contains very little If any forest-speclflc data on 
recreation and wlderness use dnd economic value of this use Yet I* 
the 'Addltlonal Data Requirements and Accomplishment Schedule," onlv 1 6 
some of the needed recreation or wlderness lnformatlon IS schedule; 
to be collected - 

We propose that basellne user/economic lnformatlon on recreation end 
wlderness be collected Such data wll allow planners to assess the 
economic value and recreation management needs 1" the next round of 
p1anmng Trade-offs and opportumty costs to recreation I" the 
present plan cannot be adequately addressed due to the lack of this 
,nfor"atlon The necessity for such lnformatlo" becomes apparent 
when rev7ewlng your descnptlons of "Desired Future Condltlon of the 



Cleawater Forest Plan Comments 4 

Issue 5 

Forest" (P 11-18 to U-20) Descnptlons relating to recreation and 
wlderness do not seem to recogmze the future recreation pressures 
that wll be placed on Idaho's northern end central forests due to 
growng populat7on centers (For example. Ft Collins, CO, was the 
sxze of Moscow, ID, only 20 years ago, It has now tnpled ?n size, 
end national forests along the Front Range are now "recreatlonal 
forests "1 Also once agaIn neither your 1995 or 2035 scenar10 
addresses tourle.m 

Research needs You list no wlderness research needs Research 
needs other then those you suggest might include 1 7 

1.) 

2. ) 

3) 

4) 

5.1 

6.) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

10.) 

Recreatlon/Wllderness 

DetermIne economic benefits of recreat7on (by ROS opportumty 
class) to local and regional economics 

Determine user values for recreation uses (by opportomty class) 
and analyze trade-offs with other forest uses (tlmber, range, 
etc ) in terms of w values 

In addltlon to user ong?n/destlnatlon data- ldentlfy 
speclflcally the dlverslty of recv?atIon expenences (lncludlng 
wlderness recreation uses) being provided. their quality and 
quantity (especially huntlog and flshlng) 

DetermIne the extent to which the quality of the recreation 
expenence IS dependent on levels of development and 
maintenance? How cost-effective are recreation management 
actlo"*' 

DetermIne the impacts (posltlve and negative) of roadlng and 
other resource uses on recreation expertewes and values derived 
from them 

AscertaIn whether recreation fees are a viable and 
publicly-acceptable approach to recovering management costs and 
provldlng more end higher quality recreation apportumtles 

Determ?ne the economic value of wjlderness in terms of water and 
air quality, genet,c dlverslty, wldllfe, etc 

Identify baselIne resource condlt1ons, lncludlng the natural 
fire regime. for all wlderness areas 

In addlt,on to establ,shTng TImIts of acceptable change. 
determIne by ecosystem the relatlonshlps among recreatTon uses 
and envlronmental/experlence impacts 

ldentlfy the hlstoncal, scemc, geologic. botanlcal, and 
archaeological values of the forest and ways to protect them 



Issue 6 

Issue 7 

Issue B 

Standards The standard sectIons for recreat?on, wlderness, v~sw.1 - 
quality, and cultural resources are confwlng, I" that they are 
wntten as goals es opposed to measurable standards Def~mng what a 
standard IS end how It ~111 be used would make this sectjon more 
understandable AS It IS now, It 1s unclear what purpose these 
"standards" serve in relation to the goals end obJect,ves already 
stated I" earlier sections, what k the relation between these 
supposed to be? 

Many of the standards prouded here are broad and nebulous end would 
allow nearly anythlng to take place, how then do they represent 
standards? How were the "Recreation" standards selected? Some are _ 
fairly speclflc, others are broad, and a wde variety of other 
recreation management 1~~~18s are "at eve" mentioned (For example, 
lnterpretatlon 1s mentioned under "Cultural Resource" standards but 
not "Recreation" -- how come?) What does the "Visual" standard #5 
me.37 "no less than maximum modlflcatlo" 1" areas not see" from 
visual travel corndors, vecreatlo" sites, areas, and admlmstratlve 
sites." Does this Include dispersed recreation sates --If so, what's 
left? 

Clearwater Forest Plan Comments 5 

1 8 

Implementation Our maJor concern is whether the recreation elements 
of the "Monltonng and Evaluation" sectlon are adequate for achlevlng 
the goals stated on p IV-5 of that sectlon The measures llsted 
only loosely relate to the recreation goals end so are ?nsufflclent 
to monitor whether those goals are being met In addltlo", 
momtorlng health, safety, and resource problems Isn't addressed 
here Data sources are generally inadequate for proper monltorlng 
Much the same comments apply to other elements, lncludlng wlderness 
and cultural resources 

1 9 

Items that could be Included I" a monltorlng plan Include resource 
condltlons, types and quality of recreation expenenees prowded, 
effectiveness of InformatIon and education programs, and the 
effectiveness and efflclency of the levels and types of management 
actlons taken 

Summary of analysis of manaqement sltuatlon You describe Issues and 
benchmarks 1n this section but never explain how these were used I" 
the planmng process or what effects they had on your declsronmaklng 

In fact, a general comment about the plan might be that nowhere I" It 
is there any explanation of the declslon process used No ,ndlcatlon 
IS provided of what 1s drrvlng or canstralmng the proposed plan, how 
you prlontlzed different goals or resources, what trade-offs are 

10 

being or wll have to be made, and how any of this relates to your 
actual budget The document reads more like a wsh list then a plan, I 
except for your on-the-ground allocation of lands to Venous types of 
management areas -- and even there, you'll need a much larger 
recreation budget than you've had in the past to begin to fulfill the 
stanmras you've set 

RESPONSE TO UNIVERSITI OF IDAHO (MCLAUGHLIN) (Continued) 

8) We agree some of the standards in the Proposed Plan were not 
written clearly. We have attempted to Improve this in the final 
dOC""e"t. Standards for reoreatlon were selected by an 
interdisciplinary team. G0aL¶, objectives and standards have 
been substantially restructured in the Forest Plan to make them 
more u"deretan*able. 

9) rt is our opi"lo" that the planned *0*it0ri"g and evaluation 
specified for reowetion will be adequate to aohzeve the goals. 
If we find that additlo"a.1 monitoring or evaluation is necessary 
ue can initiate it at that time. one area I" Which this need may 
rawface is in the ~mplementatio" of the Limits of Acceptable 
Change prooeee, but until we initnte the PPooeee we won't !xnou 
if it's necessary. 

10) The decision PPOC~SS 14 baeed on phyeioal or biological, 
teohnological, economic, and soclal/politioal *aoto~e. There was 
and still is "o one way to arrive at a deoisron and therefore a 
yxocesen could not be documented beforehand. The rationale for 
the proposed plan is discussed at length in the Record of 
oecisio". 

The oonstmints I" the proposed plan we well documented in 
general terms in the National Forest Mana&ement Act (NFMA). 
Minimm management requirements and all other specific 
constraints stemming from NFMA and Forest %-vioe direction is 
also well documented in Appendix B of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS). Tradeoffs and impaote to the different 
reeourcee are displayed et length in Chapter IV OF the FEB. 

Abe budget needed to implement the Forest Plan is displawd I" 
Appendix C of the Plan. If substantial changes are made xn the 
actual budgets during imPlementatio* then aPProPrnte changes 
would nave to be made i" the Plan, many of wbioh could Pewni-e a 
revised plan. 
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Issue 9 The Lews and Clark Trail. especially that rema~nlng in a relatively - 
und,sturbed cond,tlon. has not been adequately addresSed I" the plan 
Compatlbllity with timber harvesting and other management proposals 
needs to be addressed On p 43, bl, you state. "the tra,, 
routes and the onglnal trail would be protected from physlcal 
dlsturbance to the extent poss,b,e wthout prohlbltlng other 
forest management I* Our obJect>on 1s aga,nst the unstated prem,se 
that forest management comes first This kind of tone toward 
recreat,on ~es~wces throughout the plan IS unacceptable HlStorlC 
P~SOUPC~S often need to be given preference OY~P other uses ( 1 e , 
Lews & Clark campsites) - 

The plan clearly represents a lot of t,me and effort However, 5ome areas 

11 

were obwously gwen much more detalled attention (e g , wildlife) than 
recreation In light of changing condltlons and dlrectlans I" Idaho's economy, 
we feel that the recreation and tounsm portIons need substantially better 
documentation, sclentlflc data and need to be mow thoroughly Integrated Into 12 
the plann>ng process and the selected alternat~ue We w,,, be look?ng forward 1 
to closely followng ywr future efforts to respond to OUP comments and to meet 
the plan's goals through future management actlutws 

WJM.os 

RESPONSE TO “NIvERSITf OF IDAHO (HCLAUGHLIN) (Continued) 

11) section 7(a) OF the National Trails system Act OF 1968 as 
amended states tint.: “De”eloPme”t and mansaement OF eaoh site or 
segment OF the National Trails syste. is to be designed to 
harmonize with and complement any established q ltiple "se plans 
IOP that specific area to inSUre continued rni"lrn"rn benefits 
From the land." section 3(31 Of that legislatlo” 3tat.?5, “---the 
PurpOSe or National HistOrIE Trail deslgnatia” is to identify and 
PPOteCt the hL?tOl‘lf route rJF tile hrstorlc trail. and it.9 I‘emants 
and artifacts FOP pvblic "se and enjoyment.' 

me A6 Management Area OF the FOm*t Plan am it2 Supportl~ 
doc"me"t, the Lolo Trawl System Implementation Guidelines, were 
designed to answer the needs Of re3ource prote3tion and 
management while allou~nj~ fop aP,voPriate a"lt@le "se 
ma"%3ebE"t of the Lands surro"ndl~ the PBSOUPC~. 

TO date, mo.YtAy Favorable coz9entr, have been received CPOD the 
P"bllC concerning these "PItten uor!xs and the utclirest Re~lonal 
Offxe of the National Park Service, the lead managing a~cr,cy far 
the Lewis and Clark Trail, has been "WY wpport~ve of the 
&west's efforts regarding proper management of the bistartc 
tPail system. We belleYe manazment area A6 does Consider 
protection OF historical values First. 
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URlTED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Nmriond Deaanlc .nd A~~.ph.ric Admln,mr.r,m 

James C. Bates 

September!Z,'I@EeE!Y ?' 

O,,$,:,,;AHO 
Forest Supervisor 
Clearwater Natlonal Forest 
12730 Hlghway 12 
Orof1n.z. Idaho 83544 

Re. Cleatwater Natlonal Forest Plan DEIS 

Dear Mr. Bates. 

The National Manne Flshenes Services has revxewed the 
environmental impact statement 

FINWRS 543 

!~-- ~-,-c-- _- - 
-3 -- P 

In order to pronde as timely a response to your request fer comments as 
possible, we are submlttlng the enclosed comments to you dlrecDly, I" parallel 
wth their transmittal to the Department of Commerce for lncor@oratlon in the 
Departmental response These comments represent the v,ews of the llatlona, 
Manne Flshenes Serv,ce The formal, consolidated view of the Department 
should reach you shortly 

If you have quest,ons concermng our draft comments, please contact 
Rollle Montagne (503) 230-5425 or FTS 429-5425. Your contxnuing coordlnatlon 
efforts are appreciated 

Enclosure 

cc. EPA Seatti, - Ross 
USFS - Region 1 - Bartschl 
IJSFWS - Boise - Heberger 

RESPONSE 

Response starts on Second page 



DRAFT COMMENTS 

General Convnents 

The Cleatwater Natlonal Forest has dealt effectively wth a" extremely 
complex task. We feel the preferred alternatlve "E" represents a pos,t,ve 
course of actlo" and the DEIS IS a fair analysis of the alternatives and 
management options. We da, however, wsh to suggest some points of 
clanflcatlon and present thoughts that should be addressed I" future planmng 
efforts. 

NMFS belleves the planmng effort ,s a co"t,"u,"g process which IS 
upgraded and modlfled es new technology or adm?mstratlve/legal changes occur. 
It 1s probable that current "on-timber harvest land use demands ~111 ~"crease- 
and that their Impact ~111 become ~ncreaslngly s~gmflcant. Future planmng 
efforts should address such issues as the Impact of ml","g (recreational or 
cormnerc~al) on fish, a firm economic value for anadramous fish, and special 
management practices (sediment traps, etc.) deslgned to reduce Impact of both 
timber harvest and m~"~"g actlvltles on anadromous fish. Factors such as 

- small hydro development, mlmng, and other forest land use5 need to receive 
more dlscusslo" and be broader elements I" future planmng processes. 

1 

We offer the followng speclflc comments on the OEIS. 

Speclflc Comments 

Summary, page 4. Alternat,ve E lists a "high level' of flshenes to be 
ma,nta,ned wth the exceptlan of "low level" I" the waded portlon of the 
Pierce Dlstrlct. The Pierce Dlstnct contains upper LoLo Creek and 
trlbutarxes. The Idaho Department of Fish and Game >nventory of streams 2 
this area as having some steelhead spawning and greater potential If bawlers 
are removed. I" light of these facts "low level", or 53 percent of blologlcal 
potential for this stream reach, would not be appropnate. 

Table C. Compansa" of AlternatIves lists "Total Anadromous - 
$f%$%$+n Decade 5" for the current management program, at 624,800. 
The preferred alternatlve ; ,s proJected for 684,800 or a" ~"crease of 9 to 10 
percent. We are unable to determine how the number of smolts were denved 
,mtlally and what proport,ons of the totals llsted are chrnook or steelhead 
(See comments for page III-Z). A source reference for the numbers of smolt 
or a statement as to how the numbers were calculated should be Included I" the 
DEB. The number of Smelts 1s one of the plan's common measures of the 
alternatIves impact or enhancement on anadromous fish WIthout a clear 
understandIng of the how these numbers were developed a meamngful evaluatlo" 
of alternatives IS not possible. - 
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ReSPONSE TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF CONnEFm (Continued) 

Replies to General comments 

1) We agree, and these impacts will be considered in the next 
round of Foi-est Plannmg. me LIepee Of consideration Will 
depend on the importance of those issues at that time. I" the 
meantime these impacts, ismes and opportunities will be 
considered during site specific analysis as the Forest P1an 15 
implemented. 

Replies to SpeciFic Comments 

2) Per your comment Of page s-4: The Forest has changed the fish 
habitat standard for the Lolo Creek watershed and tributaries 
from ‘low” to “high” (80 ~erceat of bzolagical potential) 
fisheries potential. 

3) Per your comment of page s-6: The source of reference for 
calculation and derivation of molt numbers for salmon and 
steelhead is documented in Espinosa (19831 - “Backgrou”d Paper, 
Fisheries Resources Analysis of the Management Situation, 
Clearwater National Forest.” We shall send yo" a cop,'. The 
breakdown of anadromous smelts at total biological Potential is: 
ohinook salmon i 429,200 (59.8%) and steelhead tr.,"t i 288,300 
(40.2%). The effects upon anadromous smelts were analyzed by 
species; bowe"er, they were disPlayed in the DEIS as a combined 
"umber for the purpose Of brevity. 

4) Pep YOUP comment of pages II-Y and 11-10. He have changed the 
statement in the FElS according to y0”r sug@stio”. 

Page II-Y and II-IO. Sectlo" (7) F,shenes lists the total blologlcal 
potential for anadromous smelts at 717,500. Our comments and concern 
regardng smelt members and species are the same es outlIned I" Summary page 1 6 

4 
above. 
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RESPONSE TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE (Continued) 

5) Per yaw Comment Of page 11-16. We have changed the statement 
in the PEIS acfording to YOU= suggestion. 

6) Per your oomment of page 11-26: We shall separate the 
oombined smelt numbers into their fomwnent Parts - steelhead and 
ohi”ooK Saks.” molts 1” the FEIS. 

I) Per YOUP cmment Of page n-55. The Statement ,,a.~ written 
within a generic Context. We do rem&m the qxcifif 
differences. We shall change the statement to reflect that more 
accurately. 

The statement IS made that "An opportumty exists to increase anadromous 
fish papulatlons when downstream mortal?tles are corrected." A portlon of the 
downstream mortallt?es have been corrected and continue to be reduced Page 
II-78 of the OEIS states that "at present the Forest IS malnta~mng 87 and 75 
percent of the poteotlal bloloqlcal habltat for steelhead and chinook 
respectively." In light of these facts we would suggest the statement on page 
II-10 slmply read. An opportumty exists to increase anadromous fish 
populations. - 
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Page 11-x. Number (9) under "C. Constraints Used to Develop Alternatives I' 
The statement lmplles only a mammal effort to majntaln fishery values when rn 
fact the OEIS appears to have a strong commitment, rn most areas, to Improving 
and protecting fishery values. Changing the statement to read malnta~n 
current or enhance fish populations would more clearly reflect the Intent of 
the DEIS. I 
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Paw 11-Z. Section "d. Water Quallty/Flshery. Our Interpretatwn of the 
maps place Lola Creek and Its tnbutarles in the Pierce Dlstnct. The 
statement made I" the DEIS says "high fishable" far Lola Creek but goes on to 
state, "This obJectlve declines to low fishable on the waded portTon of the 
Pierce 01stnct. In light of the extreme importance of anadromous fish 
nationally and lnternatronally the OEIS should state that "high flshable "wll 
be malntalned on all anadromous fish streams. Although past surveys lndlcate 
partial blocks on upper Lolo Creek and Mussel Shell Creek, these would be 
canndered anadramous fish streams. 

Sectjan "d" also states that the objectives wll result in a maximum 
population of between 684,800 and 685,800 anadromous fish (smalts). Given the 
exlstlng population levels as stated on page III-2 this would be nearly 24 
times exlstjng levels (adequate seedlng assumed). If the statement on page 
III-21 under Steelhead trout: stating that I" 1982 "wld escapement returned 
et a rate which fully seeded all the available habltat in the Clearwater 
Basin" the maJor ?mprovement proJected by the DEIS would be chinook smolts. 
Our pnmary concern contlwes to center on the separation of the "smelt" 
numbers Into steelhead and chlnaok to fac7lltate a clearer understanding of 
potential Impacts and enhancement programs. The two forms of anadromous fish 1 6 
have slgmflcantly different habItat llmltatlons and senslt1uty to 
enuronmental change. 

Item 6. ;;~qe 11-27. Alternative E should be the preferred course of actwn. 
ternatlve El, would not prawde a clear set of predlctable guldellnes and 

would not he as. desxrable as the uPreferred Alternative E." 

Paw 11-55. Sectlo” 7. Fish beglns wrth the statement "Anadromous fish, 
steelhead trout and chlnook salmon, require the same habltat. Changes in 
potential habltat affect both species ln a slmllar manner 'I Whtle es a broad 
generality this may be true, I" a management sense the statement 1s 
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mlsleadlng Adult steelhead can use habltat not useable by adult ch,nook. I 
Juvemle chlnook are, 1" general, not as tolerant of maJo= or severe shifts I" 
environmental condltlans as are ~uvenlle steelhead. 
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RESPONSE TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF CCHMERCE (Continued) 

Page 11-60. The Cleamater National Forest should be highly complemented not 
for their strong commitment to adhere to water quality standards and their 
commitment to monitor effects of sediment production during project 
development. The U.S. Forest Service has been instrumental in developing 
sediment production models and monitoring procedures. Although, as with any 
new processes, improvement needs to be made in current techniques, the Forest 
Service should receive a greater recognition for their pione‘tiring efforts Ifi 
this area and their willingness to modify their management practices and 
adhere to the resulting sediment budgets. 

Paqe 11-65. Item 6a. "Management of fish habitat." refers to "Low fish Dl 
roaded and minimum viable 02." We are assuming Dl refers to the Pierce 
District and D2 refers to the Palouse District. We understand the prior 
statement in this section and page II-26 to mean that Lo10 Creek and 
anadromous tributaries to be excluded from the "low fish" ;n;;fTent 
guidelines and consequently in the "high fish" category. 
understanding is in error we would recommend that no anadromous fish streams 
be classified as less than high fishable. 

Page 11-78. The last sentence of the first paragraph under the "Attaining 
Anadromous Fisheries Goal" section reads "All alternatives increase potential 
habitat above minimum viable levels." The previous statement list current 
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practices as maintaining 87% (chinook) and 75% (steelhead) of the potential 
biological habitat. Based upon the DEIS's statement of current maintenance of 
anadromous fish habitat and the remainder of the DEIS text we are convinced 

5 
Clearwater Forest agree's with our position the "high fishable" 1s the lowest 
acceptable level of management guidelines on anadromous fish streams not 

& "mlnlmum viable." 
co 

Page 11-90. The last sentence of section a. "National, Regional and Local 
Demand Outlook" states that 30 percent of the Forest related employment, in 
the 6-county area, was associated with Forest related wildlife and 
recreational use. If the statement on page IV-18 that -- "Roughly 10% of all 
summer steelhead and spring chinook which enter the Columbia System are 9 
produced in the Forest" -- is accurate, the Forest wildlife/fisheries 
contribution to the overall employment picture is highly significant and 
deserves broader discussion. 

Page 11-107. Alternative E (Proposed Action) states, "The opportunity cost of 
this alternative represents a 15 percent reduction from the Maximum PNV 
Benchmark. The foregone value is a result of increasing f!sheries habitat 
requirements to high fishable for all roadless areas and minimum viable for 
roaded areas (except low fisheries in Pierce District; no constraints in 
Palouse District; high fishable in roaded portions of Canyon, Kelly Creek, and 
Powell; and moderate fishable in the roaded portion of Lochsa District)." 
This statement does not reflect prior descriptions of minimum management 
standards for anadromous fish, specifically the above statement that "minimum 
viable for roaded areas (except low fisheries in Pierce District;....)". The 
previous DEIS references to the Palouse District as minimum viable was omitted 
in this statement and may have been omitted in error thus implying that that 1 10 
"minimum viable" relates to the entire forest. 

8) Per you,. comment of page II-65 and 11-78: See our resPo"se to 
comment Il. All of our "key" anadromou~ fish streams ha"e been 
classified as “high fishable.” 

9) Per your comment of page 11-90: Considering our potential, Ye 
feel the abatement on page IV-18 is accurate. Ye also feel that 
the Forest ulldlife/fl3heries Contribution to the overall 
employment pictwe did receive adequate attention and discussion. 

10) Per your comment of page 11-107: The state=ent, as written 
in the DEIS, 13 in error and will be changed in the FEIS. The 
minimum viable standard has only been applied to some roaded 
sections of the Palouse District. 
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Page II-109 Item (6) Flsherles (anadromous and cold-water) states "The 
steelhead and chinook smelt production for the fxrst 5 decades 1s expected to 
be 34,L50,000.' If the smelt values for blaloglcal habltat potential listed 
on page 111-U are defensible then beglnmng next year and for the following 
49 years the Cleawater Forest would have to produce over 95% of Its total 
"Blologlcal HabItat Potential." A 50-year productwn, meeting the Forest 
Baseline Habltat Potential and beglnnlng next year, would yield only 
28.578.750 smol ts The 34 mllllon figure may be overly optlmlstlc 11 

Item (6) further defines a management obJectlve of "malntalnlng habltat 
to support a harvestable population of anadromaus fish fG"estwlde ' We are 
assunng the term "harvestable population" refers to downstream harvesters not 
'on Forest" flsherman A term more allgned w,th the previously stated 
obJectrves of "h>gh fIshable", etc. would be more cons,stent with previous 
statements 

Page 11-121. Table II-16 lists "alternative E" as producing approximately 
684,800 smolts. We would continue to suggest that steelhead be separated from 
ch,nook smelts to fatllltate evaluation of alterriatlves. 7 12 
Page III-20 The statements, under "6 Fish", imply that the ma.,or bawlers 
to anadromous fish production ln Idaho are downstream dams. This has 
generally beer true ?n past years, however, with the removal O+ the dam above 
Lewlston(ln the m?d 50's) and wroved passage I" the Columbia, the picture 
has changed dramatically. The change IS evtdenced by the increased upriver 
escapement. 

The reference to steelhead on Page III-21 states that "In 1982, w,ld 
escapement" returned at a rate that fully seeded all the available habitat ,n 
the Clearwater Bas,n 7,529 fish. Assuming the trend of improved passage at 
downstream dams continues, the rna~o~ opportunltles far future anadromous f,sh 
I" Idaho may rest wth the U 5. Forest Services habltat management/enhancement 
a‘t10"s 

Paqe III-21 The text below Table III-5 115ts redband tro"t and steelhead 
trout as the same species. 
ga1rdnen. 

The literature generally places steelhead as w 
Oncorhynchus in the same sentence 1s mlspelled. 1 13 

The statement I" this sectTan refers to the species llsted I" the table 
(steelhead, redband trout, and spnng chlnook salmon) as having "narrow 
habltat req",rement and preferences." We would agree with that statement. It 
does, however, conflict wth the statement on Page 11-55, which states that 
"Anadramous fish, steelhead trout and chInook salmon, require the same 
habJtat." 

The d,sc"ss,on of steelhead trout states that for the penod 1974 t,, 1980 
wild steelhead escapement averaged 53 percent of capacity and for the penad 
1971 to 1980 escapement averaged 85 percent of full carrying capacity. This 
statement may be I" error. It Is dlfflcult to belleve that the 3-year pertod 
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1971 to 1973 would ,ncrease the prev~a"s 71 year average escapement by 32 
percent. 

14) Second Comment Of page 111-21. He belieYe our OPlgindl 
StatementS are COPPect, escapement Of Idaho steelhead during we 
period from 1971 to 1913 was 14,600 in 1971, 15,300 in 1972, 
and 5,115 in 1973. Idaho escwement levels ape characterued by 
extreme vapiation; in 1975, the estimated escapement Ye.9 900. 
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Page 111-22: Two tables, III-6 and 111-7, list populations estimates and 
habitat potentials for steelhead trout and chinook salmon resoectivelv. The 
tables may be transposed or need further explanation. Referring to Ibaho 
Department of Fish and Games' 
Fish"... 

“Inventory of Idaho Stream Containing Anadromous 
there appears to be far more steelhead spawning area and rearing 
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habitat than chinook habitat. Full carrying capacity, listed for spring 
chinook from page III-22 is 13,368. 

I 
(page 111-21) is 7.529. 

Full capacity listed for steelhead trout 
The table, which list values in smolts not fry, 

implies that the productive potential is far greater for chinook than for 
steelhead. A mathematical anomaly could also exist caused by working the 
Forest Service model from adults to smolts. This would occur if the smelt to 
returning adult survival rates were significantly different between steelhead 
and chinook. It would appear that on ground the actual production potential, 
in terms of smelts. is greater for steelhead than for chinook. A reasonable 
estimate of potential smolt production by the Forest, given habitat survey 
data, is probably defensible. It is highly questionable whether a calculated 
value for returning adults, outside a general range, can be justified given 
the variability of ocean survival, total catch, fish passage conditions. river 
flows etc. Ue would suggest using smelt estimates and providing a range of 
estimated adult returns proJected from this value. 

Page IV-M: In section H. Fish Habitat Improvement the statement is made 
that the Forest produces "Roughly ten percent of all sumnw steelhead and 
spring chinook which enter the Columbia system...". The best reference for 
total numbers of fish, by run, entering the Columbia River is Oregon 
Department of Fish and kilolife's Columbia River Fish Runs and Fisheries. 
1960 to 1984 edition will be available in September 1985. The 10 percent 
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value may be high in light of recent run sizes entering the Columbia River. 
Using the upriver escapement numbers above Bonneville Dam rather than "enter 
the Columbia system" may bring the value closer to the 10 percent. 

Page IV-71 Table IV-28 list potential habitat by smelts by alternative. The 
table illustrates our concern with lumping steelhead and chinook smolts into 
a cormnon value. Steelhead and chinook are not equally impacted by 
environmental change. MeanIngfully evaluations of proposed management 
strategies would require the combined number be split into steelhead and 
chinook. 

RESPONSE TO U.S. DEPAARlENT OF CgMEJiCE (Continued) 

15) Per your commant Of page 111-22: The Forest does contain 
mc~e spawning area for steelhead than salmon; hcwever, spawning 
area Is not limiting for either species. Salmon rear in the 
larger streem3 of the Forest. Oc  the basis of rearing habitat 
and the salmon’s smaller size at the smelt stage, the Forest does 
have the capacity to produce more salmon than steelhead smolts. 

Ye recognize significant variation in survival from 
smolt-to-adult from year tc year. Far the lrost part we have gone 
with smelt estimates; however, it is necessary to use figures Of 
returning adults to estimate the escapement necessary to fully 
seed the Forest's habitat. We recognize the inherent risk in 
this prc-zes.3 and agree that 3 range of figures would be mere 
appropriate. 

16) Per your ccmment of page IV-la: We have changed the 
statement to read - “the Forest prcduCeS 3PPrCxim3tely tea 
percent of all summer steelhead and spring chinook which migrate 
above Bonneville Dam”. 
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September 12, 1985 

Clearwater National Forest 
.4TTN WC. James sates, SuperYisor 
12730 Highway W  
Orofino, ID 83544 

Rex Forest Plan 

Dear NT. b.tes: 

I" reference to the 1985 Proposed Forest Plan, I would like 
to make the fo11oui"g comments. The resolving of this issue 
is very Important to all of Idaho, especially to the economic 
future of the Clearwater Dcainage. ky plan adopted needs to 
be legally defensible in the cou?zts. 

I" respect to your ~cmme"ded Alternative E Plan, I emphasize 
that 150 iQ%P dlowahle out should be the minimwn allauable 
c"t in the forest. I urge f"11 co"gressio"al funding for 
the proposed amount for new sales allowing unsold carryover and 
the rollback sales to be used in the future for over and above 
that limit if the market allows. It is imperative that the 
forests receive adequate congrassional funding for the um1e 
management plan for the enhmoament of all resorxze benefits 
for the Clearwater Forest. 

W e  must manage our forest to provide adequate Jobs I” a 
broadbased Industry and yet protcct the water quality and 
the quality of life ue havs enJoyed in Idaho. Good management 
practices will attain that goal and the Alternative E Plan 
outlines that very well. 

I still consider Plan J to be an excellent plan and a plan to 
consider if different altsrnatives are indicated. Please 
work toward resolving this very emotional issue so that plannim 
can begin far the future economic recovery of the area. 

?2ZLJL4& 
kr@e te p. kbughll" 
state senator, District , 

RESPONSE 

1) me  Forest's al lowable sale quantity IS 113 nMw and IS based 
on meeting all PBSOUPCB management objectIves aa outLIned In the 
Forest Plan. we Will do e"erytnl"g in our power to achieve 
rea11.¶tic bvdget Fequests and Full funding. 

2) The new proposed plan (Alternative K) represents an 
l!nprO"eme"t over Alter"atlYe E in responding to ""mem"S PUbllC 
fo"cer"s wer deY*lopme"t Of some roadless areas and me 
pFOtectlo" Of water quality and fish and wildlife habitat. AS a 
result we tlave added over 43,000 acres to a  roadless type Of 
management  Including an  addItIona 10,000 aCPe.3 to pt-opose* 
wilderness. The restructuring Of some Of the WaterShed and 
ulldlife constraints have allxed us at the same time to maintain 
an allowable sale quantity I" tne first decade Of 173 HMBF PBP 
year. so in comparison the " W  Forest Plan more closely 
resembles AlternatIve J and yet reta1ns the EOOd features Of 
Alternative E. 
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-TRjBAL-F&i ~~OMMISSION 
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QF 1; 1, :- L 
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Sep$ember’&3, 1985 

MI. Tom Coston 
Regional Forester 
Northern Region 
USDA Forest Service 
PO Box 7669 
Missoula, MT 59807 

Dear Mr. Coston: 

The Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission appreciates 
this opportunity to comment oil the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) and the proposed Clearwater National Forest 
Plan. The Commission is composed of the Fish and Wildlife 
Committees of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian 
Reservation, the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakima 
Indian Nation, the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs 
Reservation of Oregon, and the Nez Perce Tribe. These four 
tribes have rights reserved by treaty to take fish that pass 
their usual and accustomed fishing places. Among these fish are 
the aoadromous species that originate in the Clearwater National 
Forest. 

The Nature of the Treaty Riaht ---- 

The tribes right to take fish that pass their usual and 
accustomed places is a right confirmed by numerOUS COUrt 1 
decisions, Ske % SohaDpy -k Smith, 302 F.Supp. 899 (D. Or. 
1969), aff‘d,529 F.Zd. 570 (9-r. 1976); Washinqton v- 1 
washinqton State Commercial Passenqer Fishing Ves~~~-~&~n,443 
U.S. 658 (1979) (Passenger Fishing vessel), and binding on 
state governments. See Passenqer Fishln -‘vessel 443 U.S. at 682 
and n.25. The treatiesare also binding onprivate citizens. See 
e.g. United States v. Winans. 198 U.S. 371 (1905), and of cou= 
on thmrmernment. Passenger Fishinq Vessel, 443 U.S. at 
682; See also Confederated Tribes of the Umati~servation 5 -- --- 
Alexander, 440 F. Supp. 553 (D. Or. 1977) (“The right to destroy 
ynbian riqhts will not be inferred from a general project 
authorization such as that for this [Catherine Creek1 dam. rd. 
at 555. Absent specific authorization by Congress, Indian treaty 
riqhts cannot be abroqated. g. I citing nenominee Tribe 5 
United States, 391 U.S. 404, 413 (1968j.J. -- 

RESPONSE 

1) Ihe Forest recognizes the Tribes’ right to take fish at their 
usual ana accu3towa places. Ue alro rrwnize that our 
rssponsibility to protect ana enhance anaaromous fish habitat 
doer not end ome a fish 171” becomes viable. It ia our 
nnnagement responsiblllity (legally mandated) to manage the 
habitat for ansaromws fish stoCks under any conditions. 

In Passenqer Fishinq vessel the Court painstakingly 
examined the circumstances &z%bing the negotiation of the 
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trea+l.e* In an attempt to dLYl”e the partIes long-term 
lntentlons. The Supreme court emphasized that Governor Stevens 
lnvlted the TrlbeS to rely on the ““lted states* good faith 
efforts to protect their right t-0 a flsherles llvellhoad. 
Stevens speclflcally told the tribes: “ThlS paper Cthe treaty1 
secures YOU= fish." Id. at 667 n.11. Durlnq the treaty 
WptElt~-OIlS. “the Ga”e?kr’s promrses that the t;eatles w& 
=o+ect that SO”rce Of food and cclmmerce were crucr.31 2.n 
c.btmgTh-e- IZ;i;ilans assent.- 

__- - 
2. at 676 7emphs.x added). As 

the supreme court. stressed: 

It is absolutely clear, as Governor Stevens himself 
Sa.Ld. that melther he nor the Indrans mtended that the 
latter "should be excluded from thezr ancxent 
flsherles,' . . . and 1t 15 accordngly ~nconcervable 
that erther party deliberately agreed to authorize 
future settlers to crowd the IndLans 0"t of any. 
meanrngful E of therr aCCUStOmed places to fish. 

Id. (emphasis added). The Supreme Court also mentioned that the 
treaty guaranty of "the right Of m fish" was meaningful only 
of fish were avaxlable for the taknq. 
Z?ided); 

d. at 678 (emphasxs 

The 130 years sl"ce the treaties were sxgned have witnessed 
a truly startlmg number of methods by "hlch the amount of fish 
available for the taking could be reduced -- rf not decimated. 
The courtshave responded to these threats to the treatyrrghtby 
declaring a polxcy that the treaty right cannot be defeated by 
technology or other methods not antzclpated by the treaty 
s~gnatorles. For example, 1.n United States V. Wlnans, 198 U.S. 
371 (1905), the defendant constructedaiiw~~a device 
capable of destroyrng an entire rut', of fish) and excluded the 
Indians from one of their usual and acc"stomed flshlng places. 
Co"""entl"g 0" the effects Of improved flshrng devices, the Ca"et 
noted that: 

wheel f1shng IS one of the cxv=lrzed man s methods, as 
leg~tmate as the s"bst~t"tlon of the modern harvester 
for the ancient sxckle and flarl . . . It needs no 
argument to show that the superiority of a cnmbxned 
harvester over the ancient sickle neither increased nor 
decreased rights to the use of land held 1" common. I" 
the actual taking of frshwhltemenmay not be confued 
to a spear or crude net, b"t It does not follow that 
they may constr"ct and "se a device which gives them 
exclusive possessron of the f1sllulg places, as it IS 
admltted a fxsh wheel does. 

g. at 382. Thus, although rmproved technology may be brought to 
bear on the fishery, that technology cannot be allowed to imperil 
the rqhts secured to the parties to the treaty. 

Thrs result was reaffirmed by the Supreme Court in Passenger 
Flshxnq Vessel. -- There the Court declared that '[,,]a,-treaty 
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fishermen may not rely on property law concepts, devices such as 
the fish wheel, license fees, or general regulations to deprive 
the Indians of a fair share of the relevant runs ofanadromous 
fish in the case area.* Passenger Fishinq Vessel 
664. The Court's intent is clear: 

--' 443 U.S. at 
absent specific treaty 

abrogation legislation from Congress, (Menominee Tribe v. United 
states, --- 391 U.S. 404, 413 (1968)). no one may "se smathod to 
deprive treaty fishermen of their fair share of the anadromous 
fish. 

In addition to their obligation to not destroy Indian treaty 
rights without specific Congressional action, federal agencies 
must use their authoritvto safeouard that which is the subiect 
matter of federal treat<es. In Kittitas Reclamation Distris v. 

affirmed a district court order to operate a Yakima water project 
in a manner that would preserve spring chinook salmon redds. 
Federal project operators had originally sought to reduce water 
releases in order to store water for the next irrigation season. 
The proposed flow reductions would have left the redds high and 
dry. Testimony at the district court hearing indicated that the 
proposed water Storage would be possible if twelve redds were 
transplanted or if berms were constructed. Id. Slip op. at 7. 
However, the district court judge was "unsureof the effect of 
these measures, so he continued the watermaster's authority to 
release water as necessary." Id. Expressly declining to decide 
the scope of the Yakima IndianNation's treaty fishing rights, 
la. at n.5, the Ninth Circuit found that the district court judge 
had fashioned a reasonable remedy. g. 

The message in Kittitas is clear. Federal agencies are 
obligated to exercise their authorities in a manner that will 
protect -- not degrade -- the habitat needed to support 
anadromous fish. In addition, when addressing anadromous fish 
habitat needs, Various measures may be utilized, but the final 
choice turns not on traditional notions of agency expertise, but 
on the biological needs of the fish. 

As an arm of the federal government that manages lands 
containing anadromous fish habitat, the United States Forest 
Service owes a duty to prote 

17 
t -- not degrade -- the habitat 

needed to support the fish.- MOreOVer, this duty cannot be 
fulfilled by engaging in an "accomodation" or "balancing" process 
between Indian treaty rights and a competing economic interest 

lj The trust or fiduciary responsibilities of the Forest 
service are separate and distinct in character from the express 
obligations that arise from the tribes' treaties with the United 
states. These treaty duties are in the nature of 
constitutionally based contract obligations. Sea Passenger 
Fishing Vessel 443 U.S. at 675 ("A treaty, incl~ng the one 
between tm;ed States and an Indian tribe, is essentially a 

[footnote can't. next page1 
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Magnitude of Fisheries Reserved by Treaty 

The Forest Service's duty to protect and enhance anadromous 
fish habitat does not cease once a fish run becomes viable.. 
The tribes did not reserve a right to take a few fish from a 
meager run struggling for survival. Obviously, that is 
impossible given the contemporary depleted fisherlea. The 
Supreme Court has held that both Indian and non-Indian fishermen 
nossess a riqht, 
available fish." 

"secured by treaty, to take a fair share of the 
Passenge; Fishiiq Vessel, 443 U.S. at 684-85. 

The Court determined that Indian harvest allocation should not 
exceed 56% of the harvestable fish. Id. at 685-86. The Court 
then declared: 

It bears repeating, however, that the 50% figure 
imposes a maximum but not a minimum allocation . . . 
[T]he central principle here must be that Indian treaty 
rights to a natural resource that once was thoroughly 
exclusively exploited by the Indians secures eomuch 
a*, but no more than, is necessary to provide the 
Indians with a livelihood -- that is to say, a Podorate 
living. Accordingly, while the maximum possible 
allocation to the Indians is fixed at 589, the minimum 
is not: the latter will, upon proper submissions to the 
district court, be modified in response to changing 
circumstances. g. at 686-07. 

Perhaps the reason why this Yroderate living standard" 
unearthed by the Supreme Court has not proven to be a truly 
thorny problem in Pacific Worthwest fisherias management is 

~footnote can't. from previous page] 

contract betvcen two sovereign nations."). The fiduciary 
responsibilities are in the nature of judicially recognized 
ethical obligations, deriving from the peculiar relationship 
between the United States and the Indians. See United States v. 

118 U.S. 375, 383-384 (18661 ("From Gir very~es~ 
~iplessness . . . there arises the duty of protection, and 
;f;h it the power."); cf. Ho G Port1 c Carter, 528 F. Sup?. 

, 373 (W.D. Wash. ml7 Intheoontcxt the Steven s 
treaties, trust duties have been held to arise from the United 
States solemn vow to protect the Indians right to take fish, but 
these trust responsibilities should not be confused with the 
express treaty reserved and secured right to take fish. Id. 
such as timber harvest. Sac P ramid Lake Band of Pa%ite v. 
Morton, 354 F. Supp. 3m ti.DTc7-m)-muc?i 
vaxdation" reached by the Forest Service would amount to a de 
facto abrogation of Indian treaty rights. 

I 1 
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because no one can reasonably contend that the Indians' harvest 
presently yields a moderate livinq. This fact wes imolicitlv 
acknowledged by the Supreme Court-in Passenger Fishiflg Veei;i 
when it stated that the 50% ceiling on the Indians -- harvest 
allocation was necessary "to prevent their needs from exhausting 
the entire resource and thereby frustrating the treaty right of 

all [other] citizens of the territory.'" fi. at 686. 

Regardless of what the term "moderate living standard" 
means, itwlll eventually be defined by the judiciary -- not e 
federal agency. See Id. at 687. As discussed earlier, the Ninth -- Circuit has already determined that federal agencies must refrain 
from taking actions that Will reduce the number of fish in a 
depleted run. See Kittitas, Slip op. at 7. Nor does this duty 
cease when an aniomous fish run manages to increase its numbers 
beyond the danqerous level of minimum viabilitv. In United 
Stites v. Adair- --A 723 F.2d 1394 (9th Cir. 1984). the-Ninth Circuit 
stated that: 

Implicit in this "moderate living" standard is the 
conclusion that Indian tribes are not generally 
entitled to the Same level of exclusive use and 
exploitation of a natural resource that they enjoyed at 
the time that they entered into the treaty reserving 
their interest in the resource, unless, of course, no 
lesser level will supply them withamoderate liven? 
@. at l~emphasls added7 -- 

i-2 I Here the Ninth Circuit has indicated that the Klamaths must 

z 
be allowed to achieve their "moderate living." No one knows what 

cn that is. The court explicrtly stated the possibility that the 
"moderate living standard" may only be achieved by allowing the 
tribe to enjoy the "same level of exclusive use and exploitation" 
it had at the time the treaty was concluded. Id. The purport of 
this holding is clear. Federal agencies owea duty to refrain 
from activities that will interfere with the fulfillment of 
treaty rights. The non-interference duty doesnotonlyapply 
when fish runs are at or near minimum viable status. In the 
context of the Clearwater National Forest, unless the Forest 
Service can demonstrate that the tribes' treaty rights are 
presently being fulfilled, the Forest Service Cannot justify 
approving activities in the forest that will cause further 
degradation of anadromous fish habitat. 

1 
The preceding discussion of the nature and extent of the 

Columbia River Tribes' treaty fishing rights demonstrates that 
preservation and enhancement of anadromous fish habitat is one of 
the United States Forest Service's primary legally-imposed goals. 
Unfortunately, neither the DEIS nor the proposed plan reflect 
thzs fact. 

Equitable Treatment of the Fish Resource 
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The FOrr.St 5Fr"Lce's belref that It 15 proper co greatly 
increase timber harvest "hlle reducing the forest's capablllty to 
produce f1sh 1s rndrcatlve Of the failure Of both "m"ltLple use" 
and the National Zhvlronmental Policy Act (NEW.) process. Aside 
from the purely "baromerrrc" KAnLmun manaqement a1ternat1ve. $l' 

- 

2 

2 

a1ternatrves contemplate red”CtlO”S I” both f1z.h hnblrat and 
smo1t praduct~on. NO a1tarnat1ve contemplates enhancement of 
both f1sh habItat end ml”l’ prod”ctro”. 

Although tile FOreSt Service InIgh+ claim that a11 
a1ternatrves have a hlqher smo1t productron goal than the stated 
1980 goal Of 571,500. a11 parties would concede that that level 
15 woefully Inadequate. For example, the Forest Service states 
that the Chl"OOk salmon populatlo" I.5 Ii-8 a" "extremely vulnerable 
sltuatlo"." see "EIS at 111-22. The Clearwater NatLonal Forest's 
Ana1ys1s ofthe G!r3geme~,t Slt"atlOn for the fishery resource 1s 
more direct. It states that “Crlun sxze 1s so LO” and recovery 
so precarrous that the 3Turure eXLStence of salmon 1s pre*Lcated 
on umledlacy, not delays or partza1 compensat~o”. The stocks 
cannot wlthst ;I<,d any further slqnlflcant perturbations.” See 
ESPLIIOSB, Background Paper Frsherles Resources Analysis of the 
Management SLE lelon Clearwater National Forest (undated] at 56- 
57 (hereinafter Fzshery Resource AMS). Forest service figures 
ShO" that total chumok smelt ~roduct~~, I" the forest 1s only 
66,828 or 16% Of blologlcal potentra1. see DEIS at 111-22, Table 
III-,. Th"S, not only IS It blalogrcallylmperatl"e that chumok 
smo1r prod"ctlo" be maXll"LZed, the forest currently has plenty of 
avaIlable habltaf for that effort. 

Fortunately, the plight of steelhead trout IS not as dire. 
AS of 1980, ‘he forest produced 131,390 steelhead smelts or 46% 
of braloglcal Docentral. 1" fact, the DEIS states that I" 1982, 
a11 a"aLlable SeeeLhead habitat was seeded. ThlS 19 good news, 
bllt hardly a r,ilrflcatlon for further habitat degradation. 
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ASSPONSE TO COLUMBIA RIVER INTER-TRIBAL FISH CCMHISSION 
tcontinued) 

3) Obviously the value and impact of anadromous risb spauned and 
reared in National Forest watersheds extend beyond the FOPeSt'S 
bO""d73riC3. We have valued the economic contribution that our 
.m01ts CO"tFib"te to dW"ri"BF fishel-ies. 

Forest service staff makes thrs pcxnt extremely well: 

A” argument often expressed against the ma”ageme”t 
need for malnraln~ng habitat quality for anadromous Elsh 
is that “we have excess habLtat and can afford to 
degrade q”allty and quanaty to levels cOmmens”rate “lth 
exlstlng popu1atmns. ThLS argument 19 SpecLous an.3 
ignores the ecology Of a”adrOmO”S fish. First Of all, 
Wild steelhead trO”t are returnmg at near-optmum (full 
seedng) excapement levels. "Excess" habitat for 
steelhead does not exist on a basin-wbde perspective. 

This argument falls to recognize that anadromous 
fish have a strong homxig lnstln~t and nearly always 
return to their natal stream. If the== natal stream 1s 
severely degraded, the" the stock WA11 not ad,ust therr 
return to stream "X" where conditions might be more 
suitable. 

* L"rsttery Resource AM.5 at 55-56. MOreDYer, anadromous fish 
have already pad the price of tunber management. Logging an.3 
ro?drng actlvltles have already reduced the forest's capakn1xt.y 
to support steelhead by 13% and chrnook salmon by 25%. DEIS at 
111-21-22. 

The Forest Service 1s only one c,f the entltxes u~"ol"ed m 
the complex ~,,terac+~one that have caused the du,nnutv~n of 
anadromous fzsh runs to their present state. Columbia River 
hydroelectric development and other "downstream problems" have 
done grievous harm to the basrn's fls,, runs. Id. at 11-10, III- 

That the Forest Service can rightfully Eiame "downstream 
;:bblems" for much of the harm lnfllcted on anadromous fish 
underscores the reality that all parties with management 
authorxty that affects these fish m"st work together. 

In dealrng "lth anadromous fish, the Forest Ser"1ce m"st 
look beyond the boundaries of a given natronal forest. 
Anadromoue fxsh m=grate as far u,land as the Bitterroot National 

3 
Forest and as far nOrth as Alaska. As the Paclflc northwest has 

1 
cometorealrze,theanadromous fish r""s canonlyberestoredif 
state, federal, and tribal land, water, and "lldlxfe managers 
adopt a coordinated "gravel-to-gravel" management approach to 
this valuable and mobile renewable resource. This approach 19 
reflected by the Northwest Power Plannzng Councrl's Columbia 
Rxver Sas~n Fish and Wrldlrfe Program. The F1s.h and Wrldl~fe 
program, mandated by the Pacrflc Northwest Eleecrzc mwer 
Planning ana CO"ser"atlO" *ct. encompasses the Columbxa Rl"er and 
its trlb"tarLeS and WI11 be fL"anced by PacLflc Northwest 
ratepayers. mls comprehensive protec~ro_n,.._ mltlg&Lon&*d 
enhancement.effort was not e"en mentlo-led m._the OEIS or propow., 
plan, Nor were-the increased fish returns made possible bythi 

‘recently concluded on1te.d States/Canada Salmon Interceptlo* 
Treaty mentioned in either document. These efforts, along with 
the Salmon and Steelhead Enhancement Act, have c,,a,,ged the 
complexmn of fisheries management I,, the Colum,,la ~aszn. The 
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RESPONSE TO COLOMSIA RIVER INTER-TRIBAL FISH CMHISSION 
(Continued) 

S"ccess Of both the Salmon Interceptxo" Treaty and the Plsh and 
Wlldllfe PrOgram turn upon maxlmrzlng utlllzat1o" 
anadromous fish habltar 1" Columbia Rover tr~butarles. 

Of thn 
A lal,- 

percentage Of these trlbutarles run through "at~onal forests. I" 
fact. the Clearwater National Porest alone contains 1g% of all 
SprLng ChLnook and s"mmer steelhead hahltat I,, the Columbra RI-V-~? 
basin. see DEIS at IV-18. The Forest Service must acknowledge 
its responsrblllt~es I" these areas. The Forest Service cannot 
make a reasoned declslo" With respect to anadromous fish habItat 
If lt does not factor these act~vltles into its decrsxon-making 
process. The Paclflc Northwest cannot afford to spend money 
enhancing flsherles that are snn,l+a"eously being degraded by 
timber harvest and road-buldxng. 

Forest Service coord~natlo" "xth Paclfx Northwest flsherles 
enhancement actlv=t~es 1s not only so""d polxcy: 
required by 1.3". 

It 1s also 
Forest Service regulations declare that a 

review Of state, federal, and tr1te.1 planning and 
act~v~t=es shall be included I" the forest plan EIS. 

land use 

C.F.R. < 219.7 (a)-(c) (19.94). 
see 36 

ym,',",' that this review 
In addrtlo", the regulG%x,s 

, state, local, 
shall consider the ob,ectrves of 

impacts of these plans, 
and tribal governments, inter-related 
and a decls~on by the Forest Servrce on 

how each forest plan shall address these ~"ter-related unpacts. 
JCJ. at (c)(l)-(4). hong the ob,ectlves of state and tribal 
governments are the fish prod"ct1.o" plans currently being 
formulated under the auspxces of Onlted States V. Oregon. The 
Clearwater National Forest DEIS a"dpropose?qxzi ;ii; nor reflect 
c~ns~deratxm of +hese processes. 

That the Forest Service did not take these highly publ~cued 
act~vltles into account illustrates the 'second class" status 
e",oyed by the flshefy resource. Further evidence LS that 
anadromous fish. (unlrke tunber, firewood. minerals. grazing, or 
"llderness use), are not considered a resource produced by the 
Clearwater National Forest.. 
6. 

See DEIS Appendzx at B-43, Table S- 
This approach to the flsiesource ensures that it 1s not 

recelvrng the cons~derat~~ mandated by "multiple use," the 
National Forest Management Act (NFMA), the law of India" treaty 
rxghts, and NEPA. 

Anadrokms Frsh Populatu," Figures 

The fish Population figures used by the Forest Service are 
somewhat confusing. For example, current (19S0?) smo1t 
productlo" On the forest 1s listed as bang 571,500. 
11-121, IV-71. 

see DEE3 at 
Yet at DEIS page 111-21, the exlstlng~pulatux, 

level of steelhead smelts IS stated to be 131,390 and chl"ook 
sm01t.s are estimated at 66,820. The total Of these two figures 
1s 198,210 -- a far cry from 571,500. Whrch figure in ----a-+? I ..-..cc-. 

It is expected that the forest's smelt productron wxll 
rncrease from the base of 571,500 to 685,800 1" the first decade. 

Because Of Sisnlficant dounstream mortality faCLOPS, the Forest's 
habitat is substantially under-seeded. TO properly value the 
snadromous fish resource, the Foreat dealt with the habitat's 
potential. The key l-actor limiti"* molt pPcd"Ctio" on the 
Forest 19 low escapement - not habitat OP its associated quality. 

It is not the Forest's intention to cause "irreversible harm" to 
any reso"roe. 

The Forest Sevioe has revieued cumulative projections fop 
ana*ramaus fiStI 1" draft Forest Plans in the COl"rnb1.a RlYW sasin 
and has fa-aarded that information to YOU. 

I 4 
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The DEIS does not explain how this rather dramatic jump in 
production will occur. If this population increase is based upon 
habitat improvements, these improvements should be described so 
that decision-makers and the public can evaluate the basis of 
these production predictions. 

Another problem with the fish population figures iS that 
there is no breakdown of fish productlo" by stream. Without this 
information, a decision-maker cannot identify the effects of 
timber harvest, grazing, or mining on fish at specific locales. 
If this information 1s not avallable, then the Forest Service 
should disclose the basis of its predictions on the effect of 
management activltles on the fish resource. 

The C~rnm~ss~~" is also concerned that the anadromous fish - 
resource will be short-changed by the Forest Service's economic 
analysis. Apparently. the present "et value (PNV) of anadromous 
fish Includes both ocean and inriver sport and commerczal catch 
of salmon and steelhead. See DEIS at Appendix B-38. These 
values should be disclosed. Dothese values include the "value" 
of the treaty Indian fishery? What is this "value?" As stated 
earlier, the treaty tribes' right to take fish is a hard 
constraint on state and federal activities. It cannot be 
"valued" and then "balanced" agaznst competing Interests. 

Appendix B states that the value of anadromous fisheries 
habitat as it relates to reCredtlO"a 1 and commercial 
opportunities is included in PNV. DEIS at Appendix S-41. HOW 
was this value derived? Why was the "maintenance of habitat to 

5 
provide a harvestable surplus of fish" not included? Id. 
Evaluation of alternatives on the baszs of the degree tc~ whrch 

I 
t: 

they yield potential habitat to produce harvestable surpluses of 
anadromous "smelts" (slc)(we will assume "adults" was intended) 

0 in the Lochsa and Clearwater drainages grossly underestimates the 
actual value of the resource. Id. - 

Timber Harvest 

As discussed earlier, the Commzssion believes that the DEIS 
and proposed plan place too much emphasis on maximizing timber 
production. Permeating the DEIS is the idea that PNV should be 
maximized. that timber harvest does that, and that PNV is 
decreased by management that enhances fish habitat. see e.g. 
DEIS at Appendix B-79 (Riparian and fisheries minimum management 
requrrements cause a 168 reduction in PNV and an opportunity cost 
of $246 million.). HOWeVer, timber's status as the prime 
commodity output does not bear close examination. 

The Wilderness Society has prepared some comprehensive and 
formidible comments on the Clearwater DEIS and proposed plan. 
The Commission would like to see the Forest Service's responses 
to the Wilderness Society's criticisms of the data and 
assumptions underlying the timber harvest economic analysis in 
the DEIS. See Wilderness Society, Critique of the Clearwater 
National Fzst Plan (August 1985) at 65-77 (hereinafter, 
Critique). For example, for four of the last six years (1979- 
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RESPONSE TO COLUMBIA RIVER INTER-TRIBAL FISH CCt4WISSION 
(CO”tinued) 

5) The methodology For VOlUi”g anadromcus Fisheries 1" the 
Forest Plan can be Found in the planning recorda. The 
recreational value is $58.50/RVD and the commercial value is 
$1.61/lb. 

1" regards to present net Value (PKViv) as used in the planniry 
process, NFMA requires us to analyze in sufficient detail, direct 
and indirect benefits and costs so that the economic effects of 
the alternatives including impacts on PEN may be determined. 
Although ue ran all alternatives through FORPLAN to maximize PNV 
the actual purpose of this was that, "Each alternative shall 
represent to the extent Practxable the most cost efficient 
combination of management Prescrlptlons examined that can meet 
the objectives established in the alternatives." 36CFA 219.12 
(f)(B). 

Each alternative represents a different set of goals and 
objectives. The harvest level in the Proposed Plan wets the 
objectives for recreation, wildlife, and timber for that 
alternative. Present “et value (PNV) is only one of the decision 
Criteria used in q axinizirU net public benefits and selsctirg a 
preferred alternative. PNV 1s simply a way to insure that 
Prescriptions are selected that optimize benefits subject to 
specified constraints. Benefits from enhancecents made to Fish 
habitat are included in the PIN by valuing the visitors days 
generated through Fishing. 

I” response to the Wilderness Society’s criticism of the timber 
harvest eco”cm~ analysis, OUT lO”g range ObJeCtlVe is to produce 
positive returns at a 4 percent discount rate. Individual sales 
vary and may or may not meet this objective. Timber management 
is a long-term process and in some cases may require offering a 
deficit sale. The same sale area, however, may produce high 
value timber during subsequent entries and result in s positive 
return over the long term. Deficit sales may also be used to 
achieve the recreation, wildlife, and other multiple use 
objectives specified in the Plan. 



1984). timber harvest costs in the Clearwater National Forest 
have exceeded receipts. Taxpayers are thus subsidizing the very 
activities that degrade fish habitat. yet timber harvest is 
advocated on the basis of its economic soundness. The Forest 
Service should present its reasoning to the public so that all 
may understand why "multiple use" necessitates subsidizing timber 
harvest that externalizes its costs on the forest's other 
~~SO"~C*S. 

Forest Service regulations appear to prohibit externalizing 
the cost of timber harvest onto other forest resources. In 
planning, the Forest Service must compare the direct costs of 
timber harvest with the direct benefits. See 36 C.F.R. < 
219.14(b) 119841. Direct costs "include t=anticipated 
investments, maintenance, operating, management, and planning 
costs attributable to timber production activitias, incl- 
mitigation measures necessitated & the impacts oflmber 
production." Id. at (b)(2) (emphasis addex It does not appear 
that the Forzt service has included all mitigation costs 
necessitated by the impacts of timber production in its analysis 
of the efficacy of timber harvest on forest lands. 

Forest Service water quality standards are defined in terms 
of percentage capability of supporting fish. For example, "high 
fishable" means that there will be no more than a 20% reduction 
of the habitat's capability to support fish indicator Species. 
See Proposed Plan at J-4. If this reduction in habitat potential 

s 
iscaused by timber harvest activities, is the cost of this 

HOW 
L 

reduction included as part of the cost of timber production? 
is this cost calculated? Ifitis notincludedas a timber cost, 

,' why not? 

The proposed alternative mandates ever-increasing timber 
harvest. This appears to stem from the Forest Service's 
solicitude for those sectors of the Local community that depend 
upon timber harvest for their livelihood. Are these harvest 
increases justlfled in the face of the Clearwater National 
Forest‘s rather large backlog of sold, but uncut timber? Is the 
Forest Service's assumption that there will be demand for all 
timber outputs justified? See DEIS Appendix at B-35. 
Information in the DEIS would malTthis assumption unjustified 
and may well affect the Coat effectiveness of some timber 
harvest. 

In the future, the amount of timber offered for 
sale will correspond to changes within the forest 
products industry and local. communities. The degree and 
rate of change will depend on the demand for timber and 
the private timber supply situation. Under favorable 
market conditions, increased road construction, logging, 
and sawmill production with an increase in long term 
capital investments for materials and equipment could be 
expected. 

See Proposed Plan at 111-26. The Forest Service concedes that - 
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the problem is not so much one of supply as it is of demand. It 
should not forget that national housing trends, interest rates, 
and the amount of Canadian timber imports may also affect the 
demand for. Clearwater timber. 

The Forest Service is also aware of the environmental 
problems that this demand dilemma can create for the other 
resources of the forest. 

Timber that has been sold but remains unharvested 
may also have significant impacts on future options. 
Many assumptions about the relationships among timber 
harvest, fishery/water quality, and wildlife are based 
on steady temporal and spatial patterns of harvesting. 
If external economic conditions disrupt a steady timber 
harvest, adjustments may be necessary to meet the 
objectives of the Plan. 

See Proposed Plan at IV-2. Given that the Forest Service's 
sediment model is based upon steady harvesting levels, what are 
the potential impacts of a sudden improvement in the lumber 
market? How will the Forest Service meet the threat of sudden 
massive cutting of a large backlog of sold, but uncut timber? 
The forest planning process is the appropriate forum in which to 
answer these questions. 

The location of timber harvest may possibly be more 

s 
important than the amount of the cut. 

I 
L 

Historically, the majority of timber management 

N 
activities have occurred on gentle landforms. This Plan 
has scheduled a substantial amount of future timber 
harvest on steeper slopes. This shift in the location 
of timber management activities will increase costs and 
could also increase the risk of environmental damage 
from mass wasting and surface erosion. 

Id. The DEIS should disclose the amount of this increased risk 
ijT environmental damage. How does the risk increase in relation 
to the cutting method, slope, and soil type of the area to be 
harvested7 At some point there is a line where the possiblity of 
environmental damage is unacceptable. This "line" should not be 
computed on the basis of the aspirations of timber harvesters or 
the perceived need to provide jobs in forest products industries. 
Instead, the line shouldbedeterminedonthe basis ofthethreat 
to watersheds and thus fish and wildlife. The NFMA and 
implementing regulations reflect this approach. Section 
6(g)(3)(E)(i) of the NFNA states that Forest Service management 
plans must "insure that timber will be harvested from National 
Forest System lands only where...soil, slope, or other watershed 
conditions will not be irreversibly damaged." The NFMA 
implementing regulations declare that land not suited for timber 
production includes, among other things, land where '[t]schnology 
is not available to ensure timber production from the land 
without irreversible resource damage to soils productivity, or 
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RESPONSE TO COLUMBIA RIVER INTER-TRIBAL FISH COMMISSION 
(Continued) 

6) "Ir~sversible harm" can be defined as a oond~tion in which 
PBEOWry to pm-impact potential is not p0ssm1e give" any ""if. 
Of tble of- 1we1 Of investment in restoration. 

\ one of the more dlSt"rbL"g aspects Of the OEIS 15 that, at 
the close Of the d~scusela" Of the en"lrcJnmental consequences Of 
tunber harvest, 3.t blithely states that the impacts Of timber 
harvest WI.11 be mltrgated by Foreet Standards and best management 
practxces. OEIS a+ I"-51. What are theee Standards and 
practices? *at IS their record of effectrveness? when and ho" 
WllI they be lmplementedl who Will monltcor their effectiveness? 
Are they direct C0St.S Of timber harvest and th"s allocated to 
tumer harvest fundug eo"rc.s? Without knowledge of these 
factors, it 1s mpossrble to ~dentlfy the environmental effects 
of timber harvest, whether or not ~0x1s 01 watershed co"dltlo"s 
wrll be irreversibly harmed, or the extent to wh=ch the tribes' 
treaty rxghts are affected. 

i? Irreversible Harm 

b 
w Defln~tlon of the term "~rreverslble harm" 1s crucial to 

proper lmplementatLOn Of NFMA. ""fortunately, neither the DEIS 
nor the proposed plan defu,e this term. The Commission suggests 1 6 
that anything that causes further reductions 1n fish habltat 
productron potentr.31 COnetLtUteS lrreverslble harm. Support for 
this standard 1s provukd HI the DEXS: 

Should the sedunent producing ectlons cease, fish 
he.bLt..st, could rmprove, but only to a pomt reflectrve Of 
the background sedunent level ma1"tau,ed by the exzstng 
road network. Recovery would be slow but a higher level 
of potential habxtatwould eventually be realized: it 
would never equal that present orlglnally. 

DEIS at IV-72. Past management actl"ltleS have already subjected 
steelhead to a 13% decrease and chinook to a 25% decrease xn 
habItat potential. The formldlble burden of demonstrating that 
further reductions would not "lolate the tribes' treaty rights 
rests squarely w1t.h the Forest Service. 
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Roads 

The OEIS acknowledges the face that the primary cause of 
decreased fish habrcat &rod"ctlon potential 1% seduaent caused by 
road bulldlng. OEIS at *v-19. Road bulldrng, 11ke timber 
har"est, must not ca"se lrre"erslble harm to sol1 Or Watershed 
condltxons. 36 C.F.R. < 219.14(a)(2) (198,). The DCIS states 
that road CO~S~~"C+.~OD standards "111 be determined by local 
CO"dltlOIlS DCIS at I"-68. This makes perfect =.ensc, but the 
Forest Service ","st drsClose the standards or crlterla that g"Ide 
ate decrsron-making I" choosing constr"ct~on methods. The amOUnt 
of sediment generated depends upon the tune of leac that the road 
is burlt. mrtrgatmn meaS"reS used , sol1 type, and sreepness of 
Slope. Id. at IV-69. Unless the Forest Service dkscloses in 
detail zs lC.cely response to local condLtl"ns, there 1s no way 
to ldentlfy the envnonmental unpacts of road bulldlng except to 
assume the worst. 

The Comm~sslon 1s not convrnced that it 1s "ec'+ssary to 
begm accessuq tuber I" roadless areas. Apparently, one of the 
SlOtl"~t10~5 behlnd road b"Lldln9 I" roadless areas 15 that water 
quality in the roaded areas of the forest 1s s"ch that these 
areas ce.,,,,o+. be managed to yield enough timber to satisfy the 
Forest Serv~ce's harvest goals. Id. at IV-47. The Commission 
belLeves that instead of further>egradlng fish habLtat, the 
Forest Service ought to conelder mod~fyrng It* timber harvest 

i 
goals. 

: Given the ex~s'c~ng demand for forest products, 1t does not 
2 
F appear that any appreciable road bu~ldzng 1s currently Justlfled. 

Further road burldlng should not occur unless there 1s a 
demonstrated need for roads and they can be economrcally 
,ustlfled. The cost of road bulldIng sho"ld not depend upon the 
prxce af tunber: the cost should x.nstead depend upon what IS 
necessary to prevent the adverse unpacts associated with wad 
buldlng on fish, wildlife, andwater quality. 

The Forest Ser"lce should examine all roadless areas XL, the 
forest and eval"ate their fish production potential and the 
amount of harm that would result to the fishery reso"rce of roads 
“ere b,,,.lt and timber harvested. Frsh populat~o" figures for 
each roadless area should be supplied so that the most vxtal 
"nroaded areas may be preserved. 

Mltlgatlo" 

The Forest Service relies heavrly on mrt~gatzon 1.n the hope 
that mltlgatlon wrll compensate for the damage to be Inflected on 
fish habitat 1.f timber harvest goals are realrzed. However, as 
Forest Service staff states: 

Mltrgatlon Of fish habitat losses is often 

-I 

1 
7 



I” a tulle “he” flSh enhancement pro,ects have been targeted 
for redu.ztlOrl or ““trlght ellmlnatlo”, It 19 unwise tn rely on 
past budget levels to predict fundIng. For this reason, the 
Forest SerYlCe should not allow tunber harvest unless and “ntll 
the funds are available to ensure protectmn of other reSO”rCeS. 
GlYe" the varying levels Of timber harvest proposed I" the 
"arl.o"s alternatives, why 1.5 It that flSh habitat restoratlo" am 
lmpravement costs are consrdered frxed costs that are COnstant 
for a11 alternat~vesl c DEIS Appendix at s-31. why 1s It that 
a11 habitat mprovement pm,ects are scheduled for only the first 
two decades and only maintenance thereafter? see DEIS at IV-Z@. 
TO asS"me fixed costs does not seem like a reasonable, and Lt 
looks as If tlll.9 aSS"mptlOn rn1ght have the effect of unduly 
1ower1ng the future costs Of tmlber harvest. Fl"S.1 lY, It 15 not 
acceptable that "[rlehabllltatlo" of watershed problem areas, 
such a5 repaLr Of landslides, poor culvert Lnstallatlon, road 
reCO"str"ctlOn and surfacing Of landslides, obllteratlo" Of 
""needed roads, and stream and channel l.nlDrO"eme"t IS taklno 
place as funding becomes available. 
added)- 

------ DEIS-at III-27 (emphasis 
Thus reflects the lower pr~orlty accorded non-tunber 

reSO"rCeS. 

The DEIS and proposed plan are devoid of guldelrnes and 
descrlptrons for mitigation measures. 
the anadromous fish resource, 

GIverI the importance Of 
very little reliance should be 

placed on mt~gatm" meas"ree that do not have a prove" record of 
effeCtL"e"eSs. The Forest Service mll*t be careful to not ask 
more of a mt~gatmn technique than it can gzve. New or untested 
mrtlgatlo" techniques should be thoroughly evaluated before bang 
widely used and relied on. 
Strl"gtZ"t, 

Mon~tormg should be "xgllant, 
and should rnclude all entitles that are Involved L" 

the management of anadromous fish. FInally. mltrgat~o" methods 
should be chose" 0" the basis Of the protectlo" they will provide 
the fishery resource, not ho" much they "111 affect the 
cost/be"eflt analysts of umber harvest. 

14 



The Trust Responsibility 

The trust responsibility is that special relationship 
between the United States and Indian tribes that originated in 
Cherokee Nation v. Georgia, 30 IJ.S.(5 Pet.) 1 (1831) where the -- Supreme Court described Indian tribes as "domestic dependent 
natiOnS" and declared that "their relation to the United States 
resembles that of a ward to his guardian." Id. at 17. This 
relationship is part of the very fabric of federal Indian law and 
it imposes stringent fiduciary standards of conduct on federal 
agencies in their dealings with Indian tribes. See United States 
v. Creek Nation. 295 U.S. 103 (1935). See also NOrthernhe enne 
Gin .Hodel, Civ. NO. 

- 
BZ-116-BLG (D.Mont. May 28, iG3b 

23. 

In Northern Cheyenne Tribe, the court declared that “a 
federal agency’s trust obligz to a tribe extends to actions 
it takes off a reservation that uniquely impact tribal members or 
property on a reservation." Id. at 27. In a" attempt to save its 
coal leasing EIS from invall%tion. the Secretary of the Interior 
alleged that there was no specific statute or treaty that 
required the Department to consider the impacts of coal leasing 
on the tribe as an entity. Id. The Secretary also alleged that 
his decision to lease the coawas in the "national interest" and 
"vital to the nation's energy future." Id. at 29. The court 
declared that: 

The Secretary's conflicting responsibilities and 
federal actions taken in the "national interest,' 
however, do not relieve him of his trust obligations. 
To the contrary, identifying and fulfilling the trust 
responsibility is eve" more important in situations such 
as the present case where a" agency's conflicting goals 
and responsibilities combined with political pressure 
asserted by non-Indians can lead federal agencies to 
compromise or ignore Indian rights. 

Id. at 29-30 (citations omitted). Similarly, the Forest Service 
must not allow its obligations to the Columbia River treaty 
tribes to become lost in a morass of political pressure and 
-multiple use." It must accord the treaty right special 
consideration and scrupulous safeguards. 

The trust responsibility is a difficult and amorphous 
concept. One way to clarify the trust responsibility in 
practical terms is to use the example of the Forest Service's 
treatment of the comaunities surrounding the Clearwater National 
Forest. These communities were analyzed for, among other things, 
economic stability. social stability, community cohesion, and 
lifestyle. DEIS Appendix at B-51-53. Average salaries were 

RESPONSE TO COL.uHBIA RIVER INTER-TRIBAL FISH CCHHISSION 
(Continued) 

9) We agree that our Draft documents were deficient in this area 
s"d your comments have bee" addressed in the Final Plan and EIS. 
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computed dependxng 0" the amount of com,"adIty outputs fro,,,t,,e 
nat~c,naL forest. Numbers of Forest Ser"lce ,obs were computed by 
a1ternacrve. Ret"r"s to local CoUntles from revenue prod"Elng 
forest actlvltles were also Ilsted. g DEIS at I"-Z-2,. see 
also DEIS RppendLx at S-47-49. The resulting proposed p= 
xG,,,pts to help these cQ""x""Ltles and the tlmber lndnstry to 
mau,trL" a steady rate of groW+h over the planning period. 

The examLnatlon of affects on Indra" trtbes LE extremely 
superflclal. The Forest Service noted that it had the 
responsrbllxty to protect tribal treaty rights, DEIS ~ppen.3~ at 
B-50, and also remarked that "[a] dramatxc change in current 
Wlldllfe and flsherres levels couLd ranpact trad,.tLo"al Tr,.bal. 
lifestyles as they relate to "se Of the Forest." El.3 Appendix at 
S-51. That LS the extentaf the Forest Ser"~ce's dIscussron of 
the effects of reductions of treaty-secured fish on the fez ~erce 
Trrbe. None of the other CrLbes were e"e" me"tu,ned. Instead of 
provrdlng for growth r" fish prod"ctlo", the plan antrclpates a 
Loss of productLo" capabxlity. Th1.s does not eYen come close t* 
equal treatment, much less that treatment required to fulfill the 
requirements of the trust respo"s,.bLlrty. 

SLnce the anadromous fl?,h orrgrnatlng 3." the Clearwater 
NatIonal Forest are ,x,rt of the treaty-secured fish of all four 
Columbia River treaty tribes, the Forest Service owea a duty to 
discuss the effects of forest management actL"xtles on all four 
tribes. The trU?.t responsrbllity also requires that the Forest 
Servrce safeguard reso"rces of crucral importance to the tribe. 
In thrs case, anadromous fish are of crucial unportance to all 
four tribes. Sanctlonlng degradation of tribal reso"rces, of 
whlchthe anadromous flshareone , rs"ato"lya "lolatlanofthe 
tribes' treaty rights, I= 1s also a vlolatlo" of the Forest 
Servlca's tr"st responsrbllxty to the tribes. 

9 

Cumulative Impacts 

There are 16 "atlonal forests in the COl"mbla basl" that 
produce anadromous fish. These are: the Clearwater, tiezperce, 
Entterroot, Boise, Challrs, Payette, Salmon. Sawtooth, "matllla, 
Wa1lowa-Wh~tma", Mount Hood, Malheur, OC~OCO, Gifford Pwchot, 
Okanogan, and Wenat‘hee. All of them are going through the 
forest planning process. npprox1mate1y SO-70% of all r-emalnlng 
anadromous fish habrtat IS contained I" these forests. Events on 
these forests will ,n'?~ a profound impact O" the anadromous fish 
reso"rce that 1s vital to thewelfare and exLstence of the four 
treaty tribes. 

"nfort""ately, the Forest Ser"~ce does not seem to realize 
that each forest 1s an nnportant cog I." the machxne that wxll 
either revrve the fLsh runs or alowLy log and tOad them xnto 
obllvro". TO adequately aqsess the environmental upacts of ,ts 
actions as requLred by MEPA, the Forest Sef"lce must study and 
disclose the cumulative Impacts of all 16 forest plane lrsted 1 10 
above on the Columbra Rrver anadromous fLsh runs and the four , 
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RESPONSE TO COL”MBlA AIYER INTER-TRIBAL FISH CMMISSION 
(Continued) 

COl"mblL3 RlYer treaty trLbes. It IS sunply not adequate for each 
forest to merely look at the m~acts of i.ts actlv~t~es withy" the 
bordexs Of the forest or I" the s"rro""dl"g Co"m""l+les and 
counties. FlSh prOd"ctl.0" precluded by aCtl"LtleS "IthI" each 
foreet and I" co",""ctlo" Wlkh Other foresiTs affects not only 
s"rro""dl"g COmm""ltleS, b"t alsO downstream I"dS.3" tribes and 
other fishers both l"rl"er and I" the ocean 

The concepts of cumulatrve rmpacts and cumulatrve rmpacts 
wlthl” the forest have already bee” accepted Dy the forest 
Service. AC page IV-19 Of the OEIS, the Forest SerVLCe “Ored 
that habitat rmprovements would prclbably need to be evaluated L” 
terms of their c”m”lat~“e impacts 0” flSh productlo* and water 
q”.?.lLtY. tater, the DEIS Stated that c”m”lat*“e sedrment so”rces 
“lthl” watersheds can modify larger reaches do”“Stream Of local 
streams. “. at IV-b,. FAnally. the ere*t service acknowledged 
that small hydra pro,ects can have cumulative IlnpaCtS 0” a r1”er 
system. The Commlsslo” agrees that all these c”m”latl”e lmpacte 
both wxthu-, and without the forest need thorough evaluatro". The 
FOreSt service mu.?.t evaluate and prevent these mpacts I." Order 
to comply with the treaty rwht. 

concerns ?.hout use Of The Sedunent Model 

A factor that 9l"es US lo"9 pause 1s the Forest's firm 
re11ance upon a largely ""tried and """alldated sedunent model. 
The model. 1s being used to predxt changes I" Eedlment quanzltles 
entering streams and. based upon thLE entrance factor, together 
With estulated abllltles Of streams to asslmllate the increased 
loads, the" to predict effects Of SedLment on flSh spawnrng and 
rearl"g I"~tb3lly. we applaud the concept and LZS inherent 
recQg"rtlo" that soll-drst"rbLng actlvltles can an.3 often do 
damage Water quality where flSh are concerned. But we become 
u,creasrngly nervous as we "xew plans for escalated tunber 
harvests L" steep and eros,.ve landforms, some of which house the 
last remaL"r"g segments Of irreplaceable f1Sh resO"rCPs. The 
model Itself tc1rne et al. 1981) together with the Guide for -- 
Pred~ctxx Salmonxd Response to Sedlmen& Yrelds I" Idaho 
Batnollth Watersheds, (Stowell et al. 19837 both offer abundant 
ca"t10"9 as to dangers Inherent L" sp=ClflC"lly r=lyl"g "PO" 
sedu,,e"t yield =stu,,ate~ and their predicted effects 0" fleh. 
And yet the Forest does ,ust that, effectively hanging INS hat 
(and the fxsh's future) upon a" ""supported belref that the world 
will turn I" exactly the manner I" whzch the model predicts. We 
are not so co”“,.“ced. We do not accept the assum~txo", for 
exam,le, that dislodged s=drm="ts,"heth=r from roads or fire 
scars, enter strzeams ae relatrvaly even rncrea+1ng or decreasing 
rate5 Often (as seen, for L"sta"ce, L" the S~uslaw and Payette 
Foresre) mass-wasr1ng presents a slgnrflcant threat of rmpact 
that 1s "erther predLctabl= "or mrt~gable. CL="= etal. (1981) 
r==og"lze the drfflculty Of factarlng sudden mass =ros,.o" ~"to 
the model, yet the ClearWater Plan dismisses the posslbrl~ty of 
these ""predrctable events and ignores thea pote"t~a1~t.y so as 
to pro"xde the appearance that desxred t~,,,b=r harvests can 

10) A oumulative effects assessment of anadromaus fish resources 
in the Col”mD,a River basin 19 not v,tidn the purview or a s1ng1.3 
National Farest. Such a” undertaking wo”ld req”iz-e a 
multl-reglo”al (R-l,A-U,R-6) effort. Carme”~s addressing this 
issue should be directed to me appP0pPiat.e Regional 
Offices. 

11) The FISHSED MODEL is a” assessment tool. It does not case 
anything! me Forest 19 obli&ated by la!4 to meet the state and 
Fedepal vater quality standards FOP “onpoint SOUPO~ pollutlan. 
Therefore, we ape co”cemed aPOut minimieing Sediment impnctS on 
fisheries. objective aSSeSSwant Of the literature (“umero”s 
studies) reveals that timber’ hawest and associated road 
co”str”~tLon can adversely mpact fishery resources. ThereTore, 
the Forest is uillu,g to experaence the extra cost associated 
Vlth ml”mLzi”g sediment to manage for both timber and 
flShWi.%. The .%llO”l”g Comne”t3 are pePrl”ent to your crircism 
Of the Fc3HSED MODEL. 

I, 



proceed with readily forsee" effects. Before extensive harvests 
are imposed on fxsh-crrtlcal and other fragile drainages, under 
the assumptm" that resultant seduwnt yields are predrctable, 
thorough fxeld testrng Of the model 1s needed. Further, xt must 

, 1 

be done I" areas not crltlcal to praduct,o" or s"r"l"al of 
sens~tlve or already dePleted reso"rces. i 

A more detaLled analysis Of the sedu"ent model IS appended 
to these conlme"ts. 

Management PresCf~ptlOnS 

The ClearWater Forest's land-type and management 
prescrlptlo" deslgnatlons also give rl.ee to sharp co"cer"s. O"CZ 
I" particular IS the relatively small dlstlnctlo" between lands 
designated as El (high timber prod"ctlc,n ca@ollxtyl and those 
classed as M2 (rlparm" areas). 

we rea11ze that two important aspects of natIonal forest 
management are tu,,ber productlo" and harvest, D"t "e are somewhat 
take" aback by the attitude displayed by the Cleanrater Forest I" 
regard to El lands. We are "Dt convinced that the mere abLllty 
of a" area to produce I" BXCPSS Of 20 c"bl.2 feet Of wood per year 
1s a" adec,"ate crrterla upon which CO declare It highly 
prod"ct1ve and. 1" most cases. therefore SuItable for ~"cl"s1o" 
1" the tulber base. The NFMA clearly requires a determlnat~on of 
sultablllty to Include assurances that harvesting will not 
~rre"ocably unpalr the P~O~L%C~LO" abx.l~ty of the land and related 
watercourses. Given their extent and locatro", we seriously 
questlo" the ablllty of exlstrng technology to allow tuber 
harvest vnthout doing ser10us damage to many of the 4teep, highly 
er~slve slopes (with subsequent damage to streams dralnmg these 
areas.1 found "lthx" present El boundaries. The Clearwater Plan 
acknowledges that future tuber harvest actsvltl.es "111 often 
OCc"r 1" prE~arlO"S laC?!tlO"S (Plan IV-Z) yet "On-S"ltable lands 
rre defined so narrowly (DEL.3 Amxnd~x B-41 that many CPPIC~T"S 
(e.g. so11 types. wlldllfe, fish) merrtlng conslderatxon I" a 
reallstlc process of sultablllty determ~natlo" are glibly 
Ignored. AS a result, a heavy timber has pervades "management" 
Of a slg"1flca"t portlo" of Clearwater liatrona1 Forest. Thrs 
prevents any real attention from being paid to other resources 
wxthrn the same lands even though equal consrderatxon for them 1s 
mandated under the concepts Of multiple-use. 

A slmllar timber emphasis 1s apparent I" the Clearwater's 
planned management of MZ (rrparlan) lands. This IS surpr~slng 
because, I" our OpLnlo", rlP.Si-la" areas should be managed to 
reflect vastly dIfferen= cO"cer"s than their ab~llty to produce 
marketable tL"bef. 

Rlpallan areaS ==e =mO"g the most ecolog~ally diverse and 
productive lands I" the forest community (Thomas et al. 1979). 
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RESPONSE TO COLUMBIA RIYER INTER-TRIBAL FISH cc($.lIss~OS 
tcontlnued) 

12) 'de have recognized the l"here"t fa~abilitles and limitatvx,s 
of timber management on steep lands. Ne have identified lands 
OY~P 55 percent slope in the FORPLAN model and developed 
different p~esoriptvms for the areas based on hqher costs, 
himer sediment potential, different outputs, etc. we haYe also 
IdentiFied the F3 ManaSercc"t Area which "tillzes different 
prescPlptio"s UhiCh recc$nme these capabilities and 
limitatlO"S. In additra" iwlementation by area analysis and 
project plans will reduce rizks of a", proposed management an 
these lands. 

Cur modeling of the riwrian area 15 cha":ed in the f>"rl Plan to 
insure the standards r-0,' reparla" areas as stated in Chapter III 
of the Forest Plan ape met. 

540 diSagr% that all Sreaklands Or rlparia" areas shr,"ld not be 
roaded or managed for tmxr. ho+?Yer sig"lFlca"t acreaqee Of 
both are allocated to no treatmnt in the Plan. 

Because of a modelmS error, there was no apparent dzfference 
between the OUtput levels project& for 112 an* El. ThlS ePPOP 
has bee" corrected For the Final Plan. nodellng OF Plparla" 
a?-eaS (EI2) "0" reflects the rlP=rla" na"aqeme"L dmectm" and 
standards show, I" the Forest Plan. 
TM Forest has developed a land clasSifi~atio" For all the lands 
within its boundaries. The pPlmaPy element Of that 
012.ssiFicatio" (Land System I""e"tar'Y) is the "landtype." Those 
land ""its vet-y Specifically descPibe the moPphologiC and soi1 
chat'acteristics that define the potential for e"ent"al 
sedimentation that management acti"~ties 0" that landtype m&t 
cause to a.v3cciated water resources. 

The land system inventory 1s a principle variable that drives the 
Forest's water reso"r~e res~o"se model (uater yield and sediment 
.¶i~Ul2,tiOn.31. That model ~2.5 developed, calibrated, and 
validated on locally-derived watershed and WateP quality data, 
It has served as the conceptual haSIS Far many other national 
fOn?Jt.S that do not have the broad data base that the Cleardater 
Forest has. 

The Fmest Planning process, by "ece~szty, had to deal "lth 
broader generalizations than the land system mventory and the 
watw re~o"rce response models were designed to operate a". 
These mm-e detailed data tat-e USed to develop the Plan's 
coefficients which were used in FORPLAN. 

The models and data bases are used as one of several tools to 
.WS~SS risk and sensitivities of land and water P~SDUPC~S to land 
management decisions. It is important to mte that decisions are 
sw~wted by many analysis tools and ~rofessmnal judSments. 
Additionally, ,'eso",'~e standards and critm'la have bee" specified 
in the Plan to provide goals From which to momtor me validity 
of our decisions, judgements. and analyses. 



They act at once as a transition between aquatic and terrestrial 
habitats while simultaneously buffering the stream and streamside 
from effects of upslope disturbance. 
disproportionate use by wildlife: 

Riparian areas receive 
they directly contribute'to 

maintaining stream integrity and aquatic biota. At the same 
time, these habitats are eagerly sought by recreationalists and, 
when available, are heavily used by livestock. In short, they 
represent perhaps the most critical zones in terms of multiple- 
use planning. 

Unfortunately, this importance is not reflected in the 
Clearwater Plan, which blithley describes riparian areas as 
"...narrow corridors [that] are in (sic) actually a" integral 
part of surrounding or adjacent lands that are being managed for 
timber management production^ (Plan 111-65). 
prescription for M2 lands, 

The management 
"Manage under the principles of 

multiple use in association with management of adjacent 
management areas..." (Plan 111-65) reflects again a timber 
production and harvest orientation that prevents recognition of 
the extreme sensitivity of riparian areas and their primacy in 
terms of maintaining forest diversity and stability. 

Although we recognize the relatively low entry rate proposed 
for riparia" areas by the Forest Service, we maintain that the 
delicate nature of these zones dictates a general policy of 
inviolateness. This is especially mandated where important and 
valuable fish and/or wildlife species occupy or use the 
corridors. 

Monitormg Needs 

Man's contrnued, increasing use of forest lands obligates a 
concomitant expanded awareness about effects of his presence 
there. If we are to discern means by which to better recognize 
potential problems originating from our resource manipulations, 
and thus be more adept at finding adequate solutions, then close 
monitoring through all phases of forest management activities is 
"Z9XSSElry. Increased, objective scrutiny of the forest and its 
reaction to our actions there must become integrated into ongoing 
management programs. 

The multlplicrty of forest resources, together with the 
varying degree to which diverse groups are dependent upon them, 
sets the stage for potential user-orlanted conflict. When all 
concerned do not feel their interests have been adequately 
represented in forest management decisions, or when one or more 
groups believe their interests have been unfairly subjugated, all 
forest users may lose. The problems that inevitably follow often 
lead to bitterness and distrust and this further reduces our 
abzlity to equrtably manage the forest to the relative 
satisfaction of all concerned. 
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RESPONSE TO COL”MBIA RIYER INTER-TRlSAL FISH COMHISSION 
(CcmtAm3d) 

13) The p”rpoSe or the imp1ementatioa and monitoring SeCtiOnS in 
Chaptw I" of the Forest Plan is to insure that Forest Plan 
dirwtion is being met and to avoid most iI- not a11 reSO"PCe use 
~O"fliOt,% Many site specirio CO"fllcts "ill Still need to be 
resolved through on-the-groun.3 every day planning an* 
management. We are open to COopePatl"g with ather a&enc1es and 
0l-g.%"i7.&.i.""S. 

14) Version II FORPLAN may be more flexible than version I 
FORPLAN. However, it is felt that both versions cm adequatelY 
address Forest planning issues, and the ansuering OF Pe.9o"rce 
questions is not a f,,nftion of “hat model is used, hut rather ho” 
the mode1 is developed. I” developing any type Of model, it is 
important to hUild that model so mat it is Eapable or analYzing 
the issues. It is felt that the Clearuater's madel does this. 
I" fact, during the OEIS and FEE Several changes were made I" 
the mode1 to a"SYer p"blif oomments. 

The Forest SerYLCe IS mandated to provide multiple-use 
management. of the r=sourc=s under its ]urw.dlctux,. This 
requires an a"are"es9 and respect by the service of the 
relatronshlps between forest reso"rces and reso"rce--use 
actzvltles. AS evrdencedhy Often intense controversy between 
competing forest Users, this awar‘e"ess has not always been 
present when resource--use allocations are made. 

Throughout these comments we have attempted to present 
attlt"deS and concerns reflective Of our desire to see a more 
balanced approach to forest management. It 19 our belief aat 
many resO"rce--Use conflicts could be avoided through 
establrshmene of a more exte"SlYe on--s1t= monrroruxg effort than 

I 
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1s now aYaLlable. Such monltorlng would provide needed 
lnformatron m  a tunely manner and alSO Se="= to fore== and eY=" 
prevent potential conflicts. I" our "I=", such an effort m@lt 
l..nCl"& personnel from the Forest Service, EPA, Idaho Department 
of Fret-l and Game, and iA= Nez Perce Ttlbe. We vxew an adequate 
monitoring program as bemg equally mporrant as the =C~LV~~D~S 
being monitored, not as a mere ad,""c+ that can be discarded at 
the first sxgn of budgetary strlfe. It 1s from such Int=tlSl.Y= 
monitoring that we can learn "hat works and "hat doesn't, and 
what the real effects of our various actzons in the forest are. 
We "Le" Lt as being sufflcrently Lmportant to, I" I.+= absence. 
constrain mplementatmn of the ac+lvlty to be monitored. 

As a final COmme"t, we recognize that many Constraints upon 
Clearwater Naclonal Forest~s ablll+y to manage Its resources 
arzse from Its "se of FORPLAN, "erslon 1 as Its modeling tool. 
We are aware that FORPLAN 1 IS, by and large, a derlvatron of 
earlrer tunber scheduling models (Trmber RAM and MUSYC) and LS 
llmlted I." 1ts ablllty to track mu1trp1e outputs whrle performing 
its prrmasy functLon Of pla"n1"g timber sales. ThlS fact grves 
us Concern because we are not convinced that Eontlnued use of 
FORPLAN 1 Co*stltutes appllcatron of best management practxces I" 
terms of the forest planning process. we would be ulterested to 
learn If Cleatwater National Forest 1s antlclpatrng a shift to 
"se Of FORPLAN 2. which would give forest planners much greater 
flexlblllty in arrlv~ng rlt equatable solutions to the complex 
resource allocatlo" questions we are a11 now facing. 

CO”CltlSPJfl 

me COmmlSslo" apprecratas thle. opportunity to parucrpate 
I" the forest planning proc&s. our cOncernS are gemnne an* We 
antlclpate malnfainzng our act&Ye role In promoting Lnoreased 
anadromous fish production xn the Columbia B=SML We hope that a 
meetrng between Comm~ssron and Forest Service staff can be 
arranged so that mutual concerns can be discussed xn greater 
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detail I,, a setting that “rll also promote greater tr”st and 
underetandlng among US. 

Executive-Dlr&Or 
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‘505-S-1-L-b-b 
IDAHO DEPARTMENT of PARKS & RECREATION 
.J.,hn V. Evans Governor Robert L Memen, Dwectar 

Septerl,ber 3. 1SG5 

It. Karl Raenke 
Clearwater Iiatlonal Forest 
12730 Hlc,hway 12 
Orofino. ID 83544 

Gear Karl: RESPONSE 

These cmments on the "Lolo Trail System Ia~pler,entatw, U,cel,nes" are a 
ccrpllatlon of the c01,~ient.S of several "~e",bers of the Id&o Leans L Clark 
Trail Canlmrttee. I au, the ",Ce-chd,r,w" of that Comrlttee. 

hs a general reacrlor,, we feel you are to be con~llrenteo for uncertaklng th,S 
project. he feel tnat these hlstOPl(: trallS are lcW?Yant SnQUGh CO jUStlfy 
yocr efforts. 

1) “a do not believe that timber haPVeSt arId mineral extraction 
*re averemphasized along the trail *orridoP. They ripe given 
consideration and management approaches are advocated whioh 
address the requirements Of federal legislation and "SF?, Manual 
direction t-or Eompatible multiple use Of Forest manage* lands. 

our CCmmtS Ml11 be Iil",ced ,nto ti.0 categanes: w?ner~l 1D#preSSlO"S a" 
specific canmenta. 

Any minePa extraction, timber hawest, or othsr activity "ithin 
the tmil corrido= and view area has to oomply with the large 
bW or fultural Feso*rcB legislation dL3EUSSed in the I.010 Trail 
system Impleme"tatlon Guidelines. 

General Inoresslons: 
7 limber harvest ana mneral extraction are averemphaslzed along tne 
t;a,l corriaor - mat certa,nly to the detnment of the cultural and 
recreational reso"rceS of the &alls. 

1 
Tins bias IS en~ent I" a nwber of 

instances. Witness the followlns excerpts: "The Wall routes and the 
onglnnl trdll kould be protected from physical o7Stwbances . . . u 
extent poss~tle wrthout prohlblting other Forest manacement." lemphaals 
mine), or the goal to "manace the trail SYStCm and dssoclated site in 
harmony With e&tllshed nuitlple "se ,,lanS for the area It tranS,'erseS." 
Clearly, protection of the tra,l has been relqateo to Secono blace to 
eXtPaCtlYe "Se* Of the lane. To do So wtb a cultwal reSo"rce as 
slgn,tlcant as the Lews b Clark Trail - especially khen So Ilttle of It 
Pemalns I" a natlo% cr,no,t,on - It to StlcL one's or~atnzatwnal head I" 
the s6nd. he dlsqree. I:e feel that a better approach kould be to aanage 
the lands Ilr,.edlately surro"od,ng the trail ,n s!A a manner as to 
con.plux"t the tta.11~. 

he are Wt piWoSil~!, a linear bllderness area: w slnply feel that the 
Walls dre rSCel",ny lnsuftlclent emphasis compared wth other "SeS. 

J 
1 

What is emphasized is the multiple ".¶B Of fedeP2.1 lands in 
accordance Hith federal legislation an.3 direction. Federal 
legislation does not allow us Simply to e*Clude some activity 
because we may not llh any impacts to the trail system. It 
does, however, ~rovzde w with the too1s to design proper 
management approaches fm the historm resource within a multiple 
"se setting. 



Mr. Karl Roenke 
Page 2 
Septeliiter 3, 1585 

- 
2. For a cultu'al resource that 1s clearl) recogmzea as nationally 

sl~mfxsnt, there 1s an astounong absence of soctoloy~al oata. For 
exan;p1e, tnere 1s considerable t,P,ber "ate, but thro"rJ,our the Pecreatlon 
SK~IO"S ie.j. pp. 37-401 tt&re are statements Such as -no date 
collection," "lack of bac&rouno oata," h>Lhly speculative," ano "largely 
""\"a"tlflable." be find tbls ab.,ectlonable. Soc~olaj~cal research w,,ts 
are available 1" the USDA Forest ana Ranse Expenment Xat,ons, the 
National Park Servrce's Park Stuoles bnlts, ano at the bmverslty of 
Idaf,o. A sol10 plan for a major cultural resource oeserves soc,o,oq,cal 
oata (lncludlng "se, preterences. expenence/satlsfactlon neearl Just as 
much as It neeos board foot v01un~es and stand conaltlon data. - 

Speclfrc comnents 
-iour tntent here IS to pomt o"t areas \,nlch need retlnenlent. we've not 
included "posltlve" comnents, although there are many instances ,n kh,ch 
they are deserved.) 

2 

P. 23, 4-c?&: Tnese ltews belar a n.a"agew"t philosophy that coed not 
give highest pnonty to protecting the Wall route. On Pase 22, the 
a!,e"cy reco&nlzes that, of the 3,7& nlle Lekls dno Ll.rk route, the 
portxon I" Lleannater hatlana Forest conta,ns the least o,stur‘eo. Yet 
"esyte this un,q"e G,bt,"ct,on. terns sucn 6, 'nltl~atlon" ano "mlnlrr,l~e" 3 
tire "sea Instead of stro"ger language. In t, It hauld be preferable to 
SubJbjiate other proJects to protect the Wall and assoclateo Sites, ano I" 
d, to prevenr swtace u,stwo,"g actlvltles. 

P. 24, h: Aod Iaaho LEWIS a Clark lrall CoWlttee. 74 
P. 27, Para 3: "Llmtit>oes ,n funalng . . . " speaks volunes voo"t a 
mayor protlera reflected throu$hout the Plan and Current marq,enent. there 
IS a neea to den,onstrate comm,tme"t to Cultural resources by gl"r"g hlsher 1 6 
buaget prionties to these reso"~ceS. 

P. 27, b: The sugSest,on to develop camping sites reflects a rwnagewent 
o,rect,on taken wthoot sociological oata. The flat westIons nero to 
be, what experiences are be,ng sought ano what "eeos are currently 
sat,sf,ed? Perhaps the pr,m,t,"e ca"QSlteS dpe the best facllltler I,, 
this area. An area rece,v,ng "se or havlr;s pnraltlve conaltlons does not 6 
automat,cally Justify developlnb sonethlny n&ore. Tbrouyhout our natlone, 
forest system this kxno of actlon has led to 'Vecreatlon displacement" of 
people kho value the area because Of the pne1tl"e conalt,ons. The po,nt 
15, base a‘tlons 011 oate %i+iUng, E lc.ndye~l.1 ,nst,"ct. I 

P. ~4: hare eviaencc here about the aearth ot social researct,. 512 
P. 43, b-l. In the tlnal Selitence of the second paraqaph 1s a stateaient 
that reveals the ~MJDP weakness ot the Lleerwater hatlonal Forest Plan: . 
. . "the Wall i-o"tes and . . . the O~lSlflal Wall houid be protected from 
physical disturbance . . . 
other Forest management." 

to the extent ~osslble wthout prohlbltlnb 7 
Our obxctlon IS against the unstated premrse 

that forest mW.Senent Comes first, and other ndnagement ..- incluuin~ 

RESPONSE TO IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION (continued) 

21 We must agree that sociologifal data concerning "se of the 
tl-ai1 is lacking and S"Oh data is desirable. ""dw- the 
fo"ditfo"S that exist and considering the pattern or "96 that has 
OCo"~lled and is predicted to occ"r, we question the advi.W,zlity 
of large expenditures for sociological st"dies at this time and 
the validity that such studies uould have in p,w.,ioting future 
demands relating to the trail. 

3) It is not me intent Of tne guidelines to subjugate 
management Of tile cult"ra1 PeSOUPCe to eXtraCti.Ye "Se3 OP the 
land, an* we do not believe they do SO. We believe the 
guidelines reflect the intent of the National Trails System Act 
(P.L. 90-5431. The act states that, “development and management 
of each segment of the National Trails System shall be desi+pzx, 
to hamonfze with and complement any established multiple use 
plans for the speoifio area in order to insure continued maxiaum 
benefits from the land." The intent of the guldslines for the 
trail corridor 1s to do J"St as you say "manage tile lands 
immediately surrounding the trail in ~"ob as manner as to 
OOmplement the trails." A Signlfiomt fO"CeP" or management an 
this Forest is development of aCCesS to ""roaded areas, many of 
UhiOh s"rPx"d the trail corrrdor. It would not be acceptable to 
the publio if manag*ment Of the h-all carrldor prevented acoes.5 
to extensive arew ai the Forest. wording of the guidelines was 
written to respond to this oonoe~n - recognizing the overall goa1 
Of maintaining the cultural and refreational values or the 
trail. 

Detailed lOfDt'mati0n about vegetation and .i1"10"lt"ral methods 
of managing timber were included in the &x,ldeli"es not to 
indicate that emphasis will be placed 0” &mz.,“cing crops of 
trees. A variety of complex habztat types are present along the 
trail. Cur &!oal is to manage them in a "a~ that will keep them 
in Cc."dit.iO"S that are aesthetically Pleasing. I" many l"St*"CeS 
this cannot be aCCOmpllSbed if stands are permitted to follav 
natural pPOCe.3ses. 

me norm1 pattern Of forest succassion aa" result in conditions 
quite unattract,ve to the p"bli0 in SOme instances. Preventing 
these conditions is the goal of applYiw the guidelines rather 
than empbaslzing production of timber as You apparently interpret 
them to mean. We feel this is a mot-e immediate oonoern duriw 
the 1986-1996 penod than managing anticipated recreation. 

4) He will add Idaho Levis and Clark Trail Committee. Thank 
you. 

5) Budgets are not under our control. The Forest has continually 
budgeted mm-e recreational dollars for cultural reso”IIces than 
most other Forests in Region One. This has bee” at the expense 
of the other Recreation tknded area such as IJilderness, Trails, 
Developed and Dispersed Recreational Sites, etc. 



Nr. Karl Roenke 
Pqe 3 
Septelaer J, lsJ5 

tl,stonc preservation -- tall tat.e place only as long as 1t ooes "ot 
interfere. In sore case*. suctl as at the LW,S c Claw caa.p s,tes a*0 
along nslble vestlses at the olu tra,,, other ~"cot.pat~Lle uses shoti 

1 

7 
unabasneuly be proh1brtea. 

P. u7 14): Celete 'or r,ltlGhte" So the sentence reaos. 'kecreatlonal use 
Will be managea as necessary to prevent Impacts to cultural Peso"rCeS.~ 

P. 4s (21: L,oniton"5 recreatrona1 use by simply ‘o""tl"g people ana 
vehicles IS maoequate. It does not ad&es* recredtlo" expenences or 
changes aftectln!, this elenent. 

P. 55 (21: ke askea a Sllvlcultural~st to re"le~ this stateruent about 
uneven-aged management. He polnted oat two gross ~"accurac~es: (1) 
thro"$ proper selectlo", there "eeo not be a reowtltn I" aiversrty ano 
reS1Sta"ce to insects and olsease. There 15 eYl*e"Ce to the contrary. 
(21 AlSO, It. 15 "Ot true there xwe bee" no Successful applications Of 
uneven-agea management wst of the 1~1ss1ss1Pp1". 

P. 5b: There 1s a st.telie"t here that apbears to be a "lo(.~f~oie" that 
,,olrld s,ve license to k,oeSpreaD Clearcuttlcg. It States that "kbere 
physIca CO"oltlC11*, eXIStl"g stana C",l*ltlc"s. or eCO"OlnC c"lK!,~,""s 
",.ike uneven-ageo na"aw.e"t impractical. harvest Systems ~111 Le aes,b"ed 
to crmte oesweo~forest ccnoltl‘"S our,"> the reck"" rototlon." 7~s 
sounds very moth llke a" l"te"tlO"al baS1S tar Jbstlf)lng even-oLeo 
mana~eme,,t, a"0 as such It Ih ObJeCfIOllab~E I,, S‘Ltz plm3, Other values 
Sl,C"," be allouea to over-r1oe the 'l~~practlcalltles~~ 115teo above. 

P. b't (l,-(b): here IS 6" exa".ple of the lack ot cl.r,ty that cro,,s ,,p 
throus" this sectlo": "Harvest IS p~ograalieo "ear the Ilnnts of the txe 
frzrle owr WhICh tte *ucce*s10n.1 *WE "f St~"oS I" q"eStl0" can te 
ex@ected to remaln allve." Item b looks SUS~I~IO~~~~ lrke another 
,aapt,o,e for CleaKXttl"g lf SeleCtlVe C"ttl"5 15 J"oGeo "ot to be 
effect,ve, but I cannot be Swe. - 
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P. 74, 2-b. P. 75. 3-a. e"o P. 75, 3-e: he take Strong ObJeCtlo" to the 
propose, "at to pursue further "nneral wlthdrakals along the War, 
CDrr100r. tie take oen Stronger exceptlo" to the st*ter.ent, "n.1nera1 
,q,tl,drawals on Lews and Clark Sites ~11 te resclndod." @aroless of 
6‘E,'s I%3 "~u~c,ance" on the WbJeCt, explor,tlon ano rnmng shoulo not 
eve" be conslaered at the lnlportant hrstorlcal SlteS along the route. I!e 
strongly o,sagree wth the SW,esflon that nana$eme,,r ot ",,","g nethoos 11 
a"a recqrements for rehabllltatlo" mould be Sufflclent. lie urse that, at 
a m,,,,n,m, sn"eral hltharolrals be Sought for the Lewis and Clark s,tes 
,,Sted o" Pages 110 and 11 Of tblS pldn; tiungery Creek Dral"a$e would be 
an‘ther lo$'cal candlaate. aS haul‘, the vlslble Wall se!,n,e"t "ear S,"que 
Hole. There dre u"uoubteolY other places of hfstorrc ,n,portance also 
oererv,ng this protectro". I 

RESPONSE TO It,AHO DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION (Continued) 

6) The statement of page 27b of the guidelines Is simply a 
statement Of what facilities exist now. It does not direct that 
Sddltional faofIlties SPS needed or will be built. The action 
plan !-or fsciliti*s on page 46c states " no neu developed camping 
Or ~lcnlckln~ facilities 'dill be coostr"cted...d"rlng 1986- 
1995.” We agree that data and projected demands do not support 
00"str"otlo,, of facilities during the Planning Period. 

This statement 1s in accordance with the body of Federal C"lt"ral 
Resource Management Legislation an.3 na""al DiPectio". Protsotion 
is but one of the tools available. Forest nanagemenr l"Cl"dSS 
Management Of the Trail. 

7) The ,,hrase "incompatible uses" is a relati"e one. Our 
ma"a&ement approaches for the Traxl System have been carefully 
developed to comply with legislated rewIremeote. The "?.FS 1s 
not the Natlona~ Park SePYiCe. Total protection 1s not what the 
laws require nor necessarily advocate. 

8) "itlgatlo" is one Of our management to019 under the body Of CR lealslation and "SFS Nan"al dlreotioo. He do not see a reason to 
omit it. At, rmes q ltlgatio” may be preferential to protectlo”. 
For example, a Lewis and Clark 0Sm~~lte might be systematically 
exca"ated, the aPtifact"al informat~o" Obtained and published. 
and the site reWrned to a natural ~mditio”. Recreational 
camping could the" be allowed o" the CamPSitS "hid, cO"ld be 
extensively intwpreted. This YO"ld, in most asses, not be 
possible presently. 

9) Althou& we haYe not made exaot oo""ts of "lsitors, we belleve 
we have enough observational experience to state "~th conridence 
that recreational use If the tPall is very lOU - less than 100 
persons/year. We have obsw"ed 9ooe increase in oublio interest 
in this se&me"t of the trail in recent years. but wry little 
change t" "se. 

10) In most oases, e"e"-a&ed PeEenePation methods are prererred 
for meeting the Forest Plan objecti”.?~, but this does not 
preclude the "se of uneven-aged systems in certain management 
areas and under certain Co"ditiO"s. 

The oboioe of regeneration method is not mandated in the Forest 
PlS". Site Speolflo analysis and sil"ic"lt"ral oreScriptio"s 
Will seleot the preferred SilYlC"lt"ral system that Will use 
multiple i-eso"rce management 0bjectl"es. 



Mr. harl koenke 
Pqe 4 
septesorr 2, 1935 

P. (IO, 4. honor ctrrect7on of tact neeoeo Ijere. Change to: "Trarl 
HerltaSe Founoatlon chapters exist or are being forpea for each stare . . 

II 

he hope that you perceive these CCbl,lents 111 the ConStruCtlVe rdnlier ln wlcn 
we otfer them. Tnank you for yotir CO"SIG~I-at,‘". 

mvd-GGOJ 

CC: JIM Fazxo 

RESPONSE TO IDAHO DEPARTNENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION ~Continued) 

I 
12 

11) we believe our minerals dlsc”sslo” to be adequate to s”s*sP 
the "eeds or valid mineral extraction and pr~tecti~n/oitijation 
of the o"lt"rsl,h~storlo~l values of the Trail System. Our PaSt 
history evidences this. We have management tools vbich "~11 
allow for prape~ trail management as well as proper minerals 
management. 

Propel. archaeologxal mitl.wtion of a Levis and Clark campsite 
r-or mineral remaval may actually be betkeP than PPOtsCtlo". The 
historical data would be available for display and p"blicatio., 
while tile site CDUld be rehabiiitated to a*pear as it did PPLOP 
to mineral extractlo". 

12) WS agree. We have cban~ed the sentence as you'w suggested. 
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JOHN” EVANS 
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR UT 1 J.I-.\bJ 
51*7s CAPITOL 
BOISE 89720 

September 13, 1985 

nr James c sates, aupervlsor 
Clearwater Nat,onal Forest 
12730 Highway 12 
Orafmo, Idaho 83544 

Dear Mr aares 

Thank you for the opportunxty to be ~“volved 1” the Clearwater Natzonal Forest’s 
planning process 1 commend you far assembling a readable plan vhlch clearly 
presents the data and exp1anatmns necessary for public ““derstandlng a* your 
alrernatlves 

Attached are c”mme”t~ from four state aSe”cws (1) Department of F1sh and Game, 
(2) Department of Health and Welfare, D~v~sra” of Environment, (3) Department of 
Parks and Recreatw”; and (4) Department of lands I have revu?ved the c”rmw”ts 
from these agences m  preparing my own recommendatxans, and I urge you to care- 
fully consxder them I” preparrog the final plan 

In my cements, I support your proposed alternatrve wth onnor mod~f~catlons to 
seek the best possrble balance among vaned forest users Of greatest concern are 
those communt~e~ whxch are dqeodent on farest autputs--especially tunber, recre- 
atl”” and hu”ti”g/fxhl”g opportunxtzes Gzven the sue af roadless acreage to be 
managed for a varxty af mulr~ple uses, it appears that sllghr modxflcatwns from 
yaw proposed alternative can be made w,th little ~mpacr o” the proposed 150 mmbf 
annual sale quanuty 

MY comments address the follaw~ng 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

The abxl~ty of the Faresl. to plan for 150 mmbf of fxst decade annual sales 
and still reta~” sqn~f~cant acreaSes I” wilderness and roadless prescr,,~ 
hO”S 
The need for reliable management programs which will ensure rhe maintenance 
of mportant habrtat areas and flsherles wlthln Limber,w~ldl~fe and txmber, 
rIparIa” prescrlptlons 
The “ecess~ty to plan for realrst~c budget levels for the Forest I” future 
years 
The responszbzlltv of the Forest Service t” protect our cultural and natural 
herrtage and provxde for ILS rnterpretatron. 
The urgency reqnred in res”lvu~S conflicts sod reaching a deczsxon O” the 
fIna plan 

RESPONSE 

1) The C”mY”t. level Of sale on the roaded Co”“tPy is 
oon~trained by the e”viron,~e”tal and legal constraints. 

me CO”StPai”tS are requit-ed by the tlaationa1 PoPeSt Management 
Act (NFMA) to pllotect other P35o”rces from ““acceptable impacts 
caused by timber harvest and road construction. More 
SPW3ific.211,’ we m ”st &w,“ide a diversity of animal and plant 
mmrmnities, provide minimum “iable habitats for all dependent 
wildlife species, regenerate stands I” areas of 40 acres 0,. 
smaller, harvest “a timber before the stand’s total Srovth be&ins 
to decline (Culmination of Mean Annual I”creme”t, C,,AII, assure 
reforeatatio” in fi,w yea-s, and case “0 irxwversible damage to 
9011 and water and fisheries. For these reasons additional 
haPVeSt. (greater than those planned) cannot cecur in the 
de”eloped areas of the Forest and development of some ““waded 
areas must begin to malntai” adequate sale orferlnss for 
c0mmnit.y stability. Total sale offerings cm increase in future 
decades and NFMA requirements can still be achie”ed for these 
m?*so”s. 

1. Younger stands (approximately 50 Dercent af the Forest) 
“ill Feanh CMAI, 

2. Most roads ,,ill have bee” cc.“stP”cted and streams will 
ha”.3 recovered from advewe Lwaots. aad 

3. More ““waded a”eas uill be de”elo,,ed so adverse impacts 
of haP”eSt can be spread ““er time and space. 

2) (a. page 3) Although we did not propose the Cay”% Creek 
area for vllderness we did change it to C6 which is a ~Dadle59 
type designation. This designation shauld adewately pllotect the 
key resoupces which are fish and wildlife. 

(b. page 3) The Monroe Creek drainage has been cha”& to Cl as 
proposed. 

Cc. page 3) Because of the very lo” potential productivity of 
the lands in the 4th of July Cm& drainage and in the Castle 
Butte area Nwth of the Lwd,sa River, and the c”me”t lack of 
merchantable or e”en near merchantable stand9 of timber, addi”S 
these areas to the timber base “o”ld not contribute siS”iPioantly 
to the allowable sale quantity (ASP). We have bee” able to 
increase the ASP to 173 MABFlyear for the fiwt decade priwwily 
by ,-a-inina CUP analysis effortS in determi”inS uatersbed fish 
and wildlife ImPacts. 



Hr. James c. Bates 
September 13, 1985 
Page Two 

It is crltlcal that an adequate quantxty of tzmber be ldentxfxed which can legally 
support hzgher harvest levels once n,creases LD demand and prxe are realrzed. To 
achieve this goal, I urge you to consider mtlovatlve approaches and technxques for 
maxm~zmg yield while munmx~ng xmpacts, as cequlred by la,,. 

The National Forest Management Act clearly requres our NSt,onal Forests to abxde 
by mulrrple “Se and susteu,ed yxeld concepts, and Co be cart-efflclent xn dolog 
so In the xnteresr of supportng a flual plan whxh can measure up to these 
requirements ( I urge you to carefully evaluate all land preScrlPtzo”s for then 
practxal implementation given reSoorce and budget llmxtat~ons. Delay doe to 
plan znadequacles ~111 only caose greater uncertaznty, ,,ort~nR those closest to 
the Forest whose llvelxhoods depend on thw, plan. 

Hy best to you and your Staff as you proceed IS your vxral plar,r,~“g efforts. 

JOHN v EVANS 
GOVERNOR 
JvE:up 

cc Bob Melnen, Dlrecror 
Idaho Department of Fxsh and Game 

Dr. Lee Stokes, Admxolstrator 
Dlvlslon of Ennroriment, Idaho Department of Health and Welfare 

Jerry con1ey, Lhrecror 
Idaho Department of Fxsh and Game 

Stan Hamilton, Duector 
Idaho Department of lands 

E TO OOVERNOR JOHN V. &VANS (Continued) 

2) continued 
(belOw item c.) 0” the basis of p”Dlio commenta, we have made 
Se”eral Small addit1on.S to the wilderness P,‘o~oSS19 1” the 
tk3llWd-Larkins and Hoodoo areas. We have deleted a ortio” of 
proposed wilderness in the Tom Real area (Lochsa Face P beoS”se 
the difficulty of defining a bo”“dary and the possiblity of 
oo”Plict with ProPosed road develoPwent in tne adjacent C8S 
area. H”Oh of the land removed from wilderness oo”Slderatio” 1 
ir. fact ““suitable for timber anyway so the StatUs of the land 
Will not noticeably change. The Colt Creek drainage in the 
Sneakfoot area was changed from C2S to C6 beoS”se of oo”oer”S 
with the imoact of roadirm and lo.wi”R on these sensitive fzsbc 
streams. 

-- 

3) me Clearwater National Forest oa”“ot offer more volume in 
the first two decades with less roadiw and cornPly with 
req”ireme”ts of the NFMA and uater quality standards. The NFMA 
requirements severely limit. current Oppo~t”“lt~es for harvest on 
much of the Forest that is already waded. These Peq”iPeme”ts 
reouire the Forest to orovide varied wildlife habitats well 
distributed thro”Rho”t’the Forest, to limit the Size of 
clearcuts, to Provide a diversity of “egetatlo”, and to C”t “a 
timber befow its Rl‘wth has reached c”lmz”atio” of annual 
growth, along with water quality and fisheries objectives. lie 
have oa~eflllly analyzed this resou~oe situation with local 
eoonomio needs and ha”e de”eloPed a balanced Plan with balanced 
budget requests. 

Of 

.s 

4) Riparia” management areas that provide for trmber mana&ement 
are intended to fiFSt ~eooR”iz.e the functions and dependent P *“a aepenaenr 
reso”rces of the riParia” Sr’eS. and the” to deSiR” timber lesig” timber 
management acti”ities that proteot those t‘unotlons and >tlons and 
**SO”*O*S. RoadinR 19 discouraged in rfParlS” areas by the B” areas by the 
riparian Standard for facilities, “Avoid new road oo”str”otion road oowtnotion 
within riparian areas except at specified stream crossings.- ream crossings.- 
Several additional staadavdds SPeoify stream o=oSSi”,zS and very z-ossings and very 
proteoti”e objectives f-or any co”str”cti0”. 

The Forest Plan supoorts the Idaho Fish and Came DePartme”t’S 
Plan to increase the elk PoPulation I” w,e ‘~~ _L~ CleaRlater National 

P habitat and b”“tn~ Forest. TO maintain high quality elK .Y"mme 
opportunity we have developed a sPeofa1 management area (CR?.) 
that will SPSoifioally address the iSS”e of S POSitiVe, SWiCtlY 
e”foPoed road closure Program uhile still harvesting over-mature 
timber. The road closures will also mitigate the Potential 
impacts to othe= Wildlife specks esPeoially the gray wolf and 
grizzly beaT. 

It is difficult to identify specific volumes of timber forRone 
because of each requirement. The best way to get an indioation 
of this is to st"dy differences disPlayed by each alternative. 



COMmNTS FROM 
GOVERNOR 3OHN ” EVANS 

STATE OF IDAHO 

1. Land C!asslflcat~on and Long-Term Plans 

Because of the length and level of detail of forest plans, ,t 1s most drfflcult for 
the Publx to fully understand the “at”re of opportunztles and constraints placed on 
a Nat~on.31 Forest some m,su”dersta”dr”g stems from declarl”R lands “unsuitable for 
rlmber harvest” whzch may otherwise appear soltable IO the fm*l plan, 1 recom!nend 
a more thorough dlscusrlo” and ~denr~frrar~on of physically and rconomlcally oowlt- 
able lands be brought to the forefront The Land Classrf~catlo” table I” APpc”drX A 
IS useful, as would be a map to show such areas Included should be a=eas of sol1 
xnstabrllry, dlfflcult or costly access, poor growing potential, etc once such 
areas are mapped, drscusslons of trade-offs between timber aod roadless proscrlp- 
txons may take on more meaning 

In the plan, 997,500 ac=es are ldeotlfled as te”tatlvely,sultable for tlmb*= ha=- 
vest yreldlng 150 mmbf as an annual average dunng the first decade. I commend You 
for proposlog a sale quantity level which allows for maoy other multiple uses, and 
I support tbls level. 

I propose that the plan be modlfled I” the followlog manner to adjust roadless and 
wlderoess boundarxes and still malntau, approxzmately 997,500 acres tbat Will 
yxld 150 mmbf of rrmber for annual harvest. 

*. The wrlderness boundary for the Hoodoo and Bvghorn-Weztas (Cayuse Creek) 
areas should follow that proposed 1” Alternative J Thxs 1s more consistent 

? b 
vrth my prevzous proposals zn thus region 
The Monro Creek dcalnage west of Cayuse Creek should be changed from CZS to 

cl c 
Cl, as proposed in Alternative J 

0 
In exchange for removxog Po=tlo”s of these areas from the suitable nmber 
base, the large Cl roadless area west of Monro Creek and south of Kelly 
Creek, and the A3 roadless area north of the Lochsa River (Castle Butte) 
should be studied for sortable tzmber Idealfred acreage should receive a 
tzmber/bzg game prescnptlo” (CZS) m appropriate sections 

“lth these ad,ustments, I support the Forest Service wxlderness recommendatlonr 
for “allard-Larkzns, Hoodoo, North Fork Spruce-Vlnte Sad, Lochsa Face sod Sneab- 
foot Meadows, plus the Cayuse Creek drainage as described above I also endorse 
the roadless prescnptzonr as proposed by the Forest, but would lrke the fxnal 
plan to designate each onzt’s motorzed or non-motorzed status 

1 Sm alsO concerned about the pro,ectloos vhxch double the annual sale q”ant,ty by 
the fifth decade If the Forest Servzce budgets were dependable so all umber and 
wzldlzfe budget needs were assured, there would be lzetle caose for concern HOW 
ever, the State of Idaho 1s dependlog on the Forest Service to propose .@ ample- 
mea a reallstx plan The local communltles need to rely on sale volumes se- 
Jetted for then own pla”“u,g and xwestments I urge you to carefully analyze 
the outyear proJectxo”s to propose the most roallstx flguses possrble, gzve” cur- 
rent law a”d Forest Serv,ce gurdellnes Benefrrs of a more rea1x.t~ sustaned 
yzeld level are. 

1 
1 

- 

- 
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RESPONSE TO GQVERNOR JOHN Y. FJANS (Continued) 

5) An integral part of the Plan assessment was a” analyoio or 
cumulative erfeots on Yatershed syotemo of the size range: a to 
40 sqmre miles. Although the 9ooPe or the Plao analysis 13 too 
broad to analyze speoifio activities in speoiric watersheds, the 
Plan provides standards and dir-eotio” to do so ao pa=t of all 
planned aotivltles. 

The “basic” standard for water Is Perhaps the most powerful 
standard designed to protect water qual1.t~ and water PesouPCe3. 
It is a “blanket” standard wplled to all wsters of the Forest. 
It oa” be supplemented with more weoific criteria (such as when 
the beneficial USE? is identified as a fishery). Regardless of 
whether a more speoific supplemental criteria 13 identified, the 
basic standard states that “...the stability, equillbrlum, and 
rbction (both Physical and biOlogical) of a tributary otrean 
relative to its local, downstream, and Parent stream benerieial 
uses...” must be protected. The baszc standard ass",-es that all 
waters of the Forest have a criteria for management, and most 
importantly, =ll d.ers must be manased to support their higher 
order systems. 

6) The Forest plan as Written assumes a given budaet. It was 
our attempt to achieve a balance in resouroe manageaent on the 
Forest at reasonable budget levels. If Congress ohooses not to 
fund certain items adequately then we may have to revfse oertain 
resource programs, or if significant i-evise the Forest plan. The 
decision flop diagram in Figure IV-I in Chapter IV of the Forest 
Plan shows this scenario. 

In response to your Comment on the “oonsequenees of inadequate 
t\lndlng” we have ch03e" “ot t0 do this mainly because OF the 
innumerable levela that would have to be analyzed. 

I 3 



comnenrs 
September 13, ,985 
Page Two 

-Potentully greater volmes of tmber avazlable the first two decades 
-“ore dependable sale quant~tles assured as Forest Service budgets may not 

support a bzgher level 
-Reduced road mleage and attendent construction and mamteoance costs 
-Improved wldlzfe and txherles Pi-otectron 
-Fewer roadless areas entered f”I de”elopme”L the first decade 
-Incent,ve for przvare land owners to also manage for surtaxned yield 

2 Reldale nanagement Programs for Tlmber,Wlldllfe Preacrrptmns 

"anagement areas CX, C4, C6S and M2 are those areas wh,ch allow rmber barvesc 
whxle requnng certa,n measures to prorect b>g game hablrat and r~par,ao “sloes. 
It IS of cntrcal mportance that these measures--mostly road management m oa- 
tore--be well-planned and mplemented I encourage the Cleawater Natlord Forest 
to enter xnto a cooperative access management program as proposed by the Depart- 
ment of Fmb and Came (see p 3 of the Dept. of Fmb and Game’s comments1 to ensure 
the success of these prescr~ptxons. In addztzon, the fmal plan should clearly 
descrrbe, and If posa~ble ~dentxfy, those “ol,o,,es of rmber foregooe due to each 
Of these prescrlprlons 

IO addltloo, the cumulat~“e effects of road de”elopment on Large watershed ~ystemn 
need to be assessed for presentation xn the fmal plan The Dl”lsl”n Of Environ- 
ment 1s also concerned with the basxc standard proposed for flsherles habItat, 
especmlly as applxed to smaller beadwater dtamages Fmally, I encoutage you to 

s; 
develop a comprehensive monxrormg plan for fzsherres and water quality as an in- 

I 
tegral part of the fma, plan 

3 Budget levels for the Forest 

I recommend that the Regional Supernsoc be encouraged to work toward adequate 
fundmg for total plan mplementat~on In addlrxan to timber budgets. adequate 
fuodmg 1s needed 11, wldllfe, recreatzon, and water quality montormg to ensure 
that tmber harvest can ront~oue to coex,~t w~tb other mult,ple uses Forest Ser- 
“xce budgets should be equally dxstrzbuted among all programs to ensure that 
mplementatlon of one plan component does not exceed other components I also 
encourage the Clearwater National Forest LO outlme m the fmal plan the conse- 
quences of madequate fundmg for plan mplementat,on 

I understand the backlog of accessible Umber IS oat bemg figured as add,txonal 
available supply for local mdustrles. Please explam th,s logzc, especmlly I,, 
“lew of the fact that this tmber may be more ec”n”mLcally efflclent to harvest 
than tmber m roadless areas 

4. Protectxon of Our Cultural and Natural Herltafie 

As clearly pomted o”t I” the comments from the Department of Parks and Recrea- 
tzon, the cultural and hlstorxal values are sxgnlfwnt on the Clearwater Na- 
tlonal Forest The concerns expreseed for contrnued prmnr~ve surroundmgs along 

RESPONSE TO COYERNOR JOHN Y. NANS (Continued) 

7) We're not e"re what 19 meant by "backlog of accessible 
timber”. Ho,,ever, Ue will explain the reas”“~ why m”ch timber 
which “““ld easily and e”“n”mi”ally be accessed on **“eloped 
portions Of the PoPeSt cannot be haP”ested in t.b19 pla”“l* 
period. NFMA requires the Forest to pP”“lde owtain typeS Of 
habitat and to manage in epeoifx w.ye as explained Delo”: 

1. Habitat “Fish and ulldlife habitat shall be managed to 
malntalan viable p”p”lat1”“9” Of wlldlrfe SpeCleS. Rnd that. 
habitat must be “well distrib”ted” throughout the Forest. If 
the Forest harvested moot oooe:slDle Umber in the next two 
deoades th19 Peq”lPement “““ld not be met because Old growth 
and other types of habitat v”“ld not be available and veil 
distributed. 

Because the apea already developed ha5 been heavily harvested 
for 30 years, if we “““tl”“ed to harvest at present r?.te3, 
the abiliQ’ to ,wo”lde age clam dzverslky wwld be lost. 

-I- 

3. size Of openings. “...thePe are *9tebll5hed...maxlm”m 
Size limits for areas to be cut 1” one harvest operation.’ 
The Northern Regional Culde jets those limits at 40 =“P~s 
with some exoeptlom. once again !Jeoause Of past haNei3t, 
new harvest can’t he planned until old onea recover, this 

1 sometimes takes 15-20 years I” the Clearwater Fo~eot. 

4. Soil and water “...lns”re that Umber vi11 be 
har”ested...only where...(i) soil. elope, or other “aterobed 
“““diti”“S Will not be irreversibly dama3ed” and (iii1 
“...pr”tecti”” is pr”“ided for streams, stream-banks, 
shorelines, lakes, wetlands, and other bodies of water from 
detrimental ObanqeS I” “ate? temPCret”Pe*, bloCkageS Of VateP 
CO”PSBS, and deposit8 of sediment, “here harvests ar’e likely 
to seriously and adversely affect water conditions or finb 
habitat.” 

Because of past harvests, many streomo cannot be fu~thef 
impacted until they have a chance to ~e”o”er from past 
logging and roeding practices or can be rehabilitated. 

I a 
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the Lewzs and Clark Trail are shared by many throogbout the country I encourage 
you to conduct the research and planomg necessary to ensure that this cultural 
resource, the least duturhed along the entxre 3,700 mle Lens and Clark Route, 

J 
8 

x. protected for future generatxons to envoy 

In addttlon, the mterest shown by the Clearwater National Forest I” mterpretmg 
natural and cultural resources us commendable I strongly support programs and 
facllxtzes deszgned to better mform and educate the forest users. Nature tra&~, I 9 
brochures and vxltor assmtance all contrxbute to servmg the recreatzonal needs 
of a growl”* toutxst sector. 

5. The Need for Urgent Resolutxon 

There 1s lzttle questIon as to the mportance of tbzs plan to umber- and tourzst- 
dependent cormun~t~es m Northern Idaho The contrnued protectIon of scenic and 
recreatzonal resources wrll help shape Idaho’s promsmg tounsm economy Like- 
wme, a reasonable, yet adequate tmber supply x. essentxal to support a healthy 
and sustauahle wood products Industry. Idaho’s wxldlLfe herrrage must also be 
preserved to support Idaho’s growmg reputatxon as a leader m provldmg superior 
hmtmg and frahmg opportunrtles. 

For all these reasons, the Clearwater National Forest Plan must he fmalrzed on 
schedule I urge the planners to work dllqently to resolve user conflicts and to 
present a fmal plan whch all parttes can support. I am trusrmg the Clearwater 
Natxooal Forest to carry out the proposed goals and ob,ectlves for multiple use, 
as prescrzhed by law, thereby protectmg its renewable and nonrenewable resources 
for years to come. 

II 10 

RESPONSE TO GOVERNOR JOHN Y. EYANS (Continued) 

8) The Vegetative Management Report and seotion i‘ar The Lolo 
Tmil System Implementation Guidelines and the View1 Quality 
objective were designed to minimize impacts to the Trail. 

91 P”blio information and educational progmms will continue to 
be directed primarily at directing visitors to settings whioh ape 
most appropriate to the desired experience and at “hanging 
behaviors considered smially inappropriate OF damaging to the 
resource. 

Public information and ed”“ati”n “ill be limited to the demand. 

10) Visual quality was recognized as a key recreational Value 
throughout the FOreat, but partioularly Fop those areas and 
travel vays whifh now and are anticipated to sewe visilors. The 
Visual Management System desoribed in Agrioultural Handboo!& 
Number 462, will be applied as a standard in managing the ViSUal 
resowoe. Other key attractions recognized in the plan included 
big game, fish, roads and Walls, and opportunity For “2mpi”g. 
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3ames sates, supervmar 
Clearwater National Forest 
12730 Highway 12 
0rofin0, Idaho 83544 

Dear MT. Bates 

we would lrke CO rake ehls opportunity to fhank you and MT Lavenick for 
coming to our meeting and making the presentatlo” regarchng your forest 

managemene plan. 

We, as the Board of county Coomissioners, do apprecw.te your efforts of 

< trying to comply with the wishes of the ma,ority of the people. We feel 
?I 
& 

your Alternate Plan “E” as presented does exemplify that effort. 

% ue, hereby. do SuppIt that pIan as presented to “9. 

Sincerely, 
BOARD OF COLWN COMMISSIONERS 

(g, &I>>1 
Donald Ponozza;Chairma” ” “J” 

/z-r &LL.‘.J--- 
x. e. Durant, Cmmnlssloner 

&zLd I& 
James Wlkm”, Colmnl.ssioner 

DP ah 
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lJrw3rsityofldaho 
Alfred w Bowers 

Laboratory Of AnthrcpdDgy 
McsCOW mdw 83843 
,208,8856123 

13 September 1985 

Mr. Doug Glevanik 
Clearwater National 
12730 Highway 12 
Orofino, ID 83544 

Dear Mr. Glevanik: 

Forest 

The staff of the Alfred W. Bowers Laboratory of Anthropology has 
carefully read the Proposed Forest Plan of the Clearwater National Forest. 
The evaluation is generally favorable with the exception of one major 
concern. We have a strong sense that the effort directed toward cultural 
resources is only a minimum effort to just meet the requirements of the 
applicable law. 

In many areas of high interest on the part of the Forest staff there is 
a real sense of direction for future planning and even research interests. 
This deep ccncer" and commitment ia just "ct revealed in the cultural 
re8c"rce section. 

5 

We see no mention of research needs of the future beyond 
the minimal legal requirements. Many of the areas within the Forest nerd 

I extensive archaeological and historical research before the resources can be 

w’ effectively administered. For example. tit dooa the Forest know about the 
2 cultural resources of the Pierce Mining District vhich includes parts of 

Orofino, French, Orogrande, and Rhodes creeks and their tributaries? These 
sites are the mJst significant in the forest yet what is knovn of their 
documentary and archaeological data base? Occasional surveys of a bit of an 
historical district through timber sale surveys is "ct a substitute for real 
evaluation of the resource. Timber sale surveys create a patchwork of 
disconnected and variable quality wcrk that is of questionable value except 
as a safe guard on the complete destruction of a National Register $ite. 

In summary, we would like tc see a" effort on important areas such as 
the Pierce Mining District of a level comparable to the recent excellent 
work done on the Lclo Trail. The Clearwater Forest is currently far in 
front of the other forests in Region One in terms of cultural rescurce 
management. but this Forest Plan does "ct provide for maintaining that lead. 

RESPONSE 

l%e Ponot'r cultural t'e=curee effort is by necessity directed 
toYard ccmplia"ce with Federal legislation and USPS Manual 
Dirscticn. It is not, howaver. a minimal effort. Our Lo10 Trail 
System Impl~."tatio" Guidelines are viewed by scme as very good 
cultural resource management guidelines. In addition, theme 
studies have bee" or are being Completed on the CCC camp., on 
Forest. USFS Lookouts. a"d a computerized historic photograph and 
Up data base. 

Reseamh "e&S .,rO principally addressed thrc"gh ccntinued 
Co"tacts with the profession and the reading of pertinent 
information and reports applicable to this area. Potential site 
informmtio" from this research 1s added to the Idaho State CR 
sit.. nu8imricg system. In addition, we actively encourage 
Unirwaity studwts to undertake graduate level work on cultural 
re3Cum.e on federally managed lands. A" excellent Harters 
thesis ".s produced in 1981 by a University of Idaho student c" 
the Historic Hoed00 Mining District in North Idaho. 

Rcderick Sprague 
Director 

RS:cll 
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TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
1208, &l3 ,253 

Mr Tom Ccsten 
Regmnal Forester 
Federal BurldIng 
P.O. Box 7663 
M~scula, Montana 59801 

Dear Mr. Costen. 

The Nez Perce Trrbe appreciates the appcrtunlty to conment 
on the Draft Envrronmental Impact Statement and the proposed 
Clearwater Forest Plan 
U's 

This Plan is particularLy lmpnrtant Cc 
We retal" treaty rights within the Forest whrch ~111 be 

affected by it Our staff has give" the proposed plan careful 
conslderatlcn. Based upon thew reccmmendatrcns. we submit 
the fcllcwlng comments. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

We note that the Draft Envlrcnmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
refers to the "unique special interest" of the Nez Perce Tribe 
and "the respc"slblL1ty" of the Forest Service "to protect 
Tribal treaty rights " lJ"fcreu"ateLy, the Forest Servlcc does 
not fulfill this responslbllity =n drafting its impact statement. 
There is virtually no drscusslcn of what the treaty cbllgatlons 
and trust responsiblllty entail. 

law. 
The treaty and trust requirements are reccgnlzed by federal 

Yet, there is no qualltatrve or quantltatkve analysis 
of social, cultural or economic Impacts For example, there 
is no mentlcn in discussion or valuation OF the Importance 
and the requirements of Lribal ceremcr~inl and suhslstence 
fishing. Obviously, these are vltal ccnslderatlcns to 
determzne env~rcnmen~al impacts under NEFA and to 
the treaty and trust cbllgatrcns under federal Law 

ldentlfy 

The DEIS states. "A dramatic change I" current wILdlIfe 
and flsherles levels could impact tradltlcnal Tribal lIfestyLes 
as they relate to "se of the Forest " (Appendix B at page 50) 
This is meaningless 
whatsoever. 

There 1s no further explanation 
"Dramatic change", "could impact", "tradItiona 

Tribal lifestyles" and "use of the Forest" remal" undefined terms. 
The vagueness here suggests that a "worst case anaLysls" Ls 
required, 

3 t-1- I C,' 
Instead, we find no analysis at all with respect to 
t.e Nez Perce Tribe. 

I 1 
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At the same time, we find that forest management, by 
this plan and by Forest Service practice, affirms a protective 
approach toward other social and economic interests. FO?Z 
example, the Plan a.ssumes a responsibility "to mamtain a 
viable economic base to insure the exLstence of historical 
trades and professions within dependent communities." (DEIS at 
11-76) It undertakes analysis to compare alternatives based 
upon their impacts On employment. So there is a double standard 
no effort is made to quontFfy or qualify legal obligatlans to 
ttie Nez Perce Tribe but the interests of dependent conmunit1es 
are evaluated. Indeed, the Forest Service has sold, and may 
continue to sell, timber at deficit prices. (Lewxton Tribune. 
g/9/85) Apparently, these sZrZJi&e produced "nonprxed" Job 
benefits (DEIS at 11-76) for industry and d-pendent comnwnLtLes, 
but the Forest Plan does not discuss the parameters or potential 
for such sales and therr worst case rmpacts. The very term 
"dependent communrties" is laden with values and assumptrans. 
As used, it implies that the Tribe 1s not dependent on the 
resources to be managed under this plan. Obvrously, thus is 
not the case. but the plan falls utterly to ldentxfy the 
magnitude of the Tribe's dependence. 

Thus, the plan falls to satisfy legal obligations toward 
the Nez Peres Trxbe at the same time that zt affirms a 
responsibilaty. almost a trust responsibility. toward 
rndustry interests. Recently, the United States DFstricf 
Court for the District of Montana found that an EIS formulated 
without adequate conszderation of the cultural, soczal and .~ 
economic effects of coal mmlng on a neighborlng Indian trabe 
was a drrect violation of NEPA and the federal trust responsrbility 
in Indian affairs. We refer you to Judge James Battin's 
opinion in the case of The Northern Cheyenne Tribe v. Donald tiodel, 
Secretary of Interior, m BLG (D H - - . one. Ln/n>), 

Speafrc c2cmmzlts follow this letter. 

very truly yours. 

d!? 

, 

& 
pLd?- C&~&d 

em muben. alam 
'8 Perce Tribal Executrve Gamuttee 

RESPONSE TO NFL PBRCE TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COM"ITTEE (Continued) 

2) We agree that our Draft dacuments YSPS deficient in this 
area, and YOUP cms"ts have bee" add,'essed in the Final Plan and 
US. 

: 2 
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cc Clearwater Natxma.1 Forest, Orofmo, Idaho 



CLEARWATER NATIONAL FOREST PLAN 
FISHERIES COMMENTS 

The Nez Perce Tribe has reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and the Proposed Forest Management Plan for 
the Clearwater National Forest. The Tribe understands the 
Proposed Plan (E) to be the preferred choice among the numerous 
alternatives developed within the timber production constraints 
imposed as "givens" by the National Forest Management Act using 
assigned resources values and various algorithms chosen by USFS 
pel-SO”“el. The Tribe appreciates the effort which has gone 
into the development of the Plan and commends the Clearwater 
National Forest for the concern and respect which its staff 
has shown for anadromous and resident fish and their habitats 
in the development of the Plan. 

In reviewing the documents, the Tribe limited the comments 
to land allocation issues in relation to management areas and 
the corresponding prescriptions. The Tribe realizes additional 
information is needed on all resource components of the Forest 
and this deficiency is causing concern over the validity of the 
Proposed Plan. The Forest's figures on economics, timber 
demand, fish and wildlife values, etc., are debatable and only 
an increased database generated in the future will provide the 
Forest with an accurate assessment. Therefore, the Tribe feels 
the best management direction in relation to fisheries would be 3 
a conservative approach which involves protecting the critical 

C anadromous and resident habitat with roadless or wilderness 
I-G designations. 1 
L. 

% 
The Tribe notes that alternatives not considered by the 

U.S. Forest Service do exist which might better protect and 
enhance fisheries resources and their habitats. An alternative 
prescribing roadless and wilderness designations which provides 1 4 
the optimum protection for the fisheries resource in all remaining 
critical areas of anadromous and cold water fish was not formulated 
in the planning process. Several viable alternatives including 
the Preferred Plan (El proposes management area prescriptions 
in various degrees to accommodate the fisheries interests, 
but all concede to development oriented activities in crucial 
areas of pristine fisheries habitat. In developing Tribal 
comments to achieve minimal protection of critical fisheries 
habitat, the Tribe supports alternative F as the best alternative 
with the least amount of modification. 

With the additional roadless and wilderness acreage in the 
Lochsa River and Keliy Creek drainages, alternative F is 
more accommodating to the fisheries interest than the Proposed 
Plan. The Proposed Plan provides only marginal protection to 
the fisheries resource and requires extensive modification to 
meet Tribal recommendations. The Tribe notes that all roads, 
including temporary and non-forest developmental roads must 
be prohibited from management areas C6 and A3. The Tribe has 

RESPONSE TO NFL PERCE TRIBK EXECUTIVE CQMITTEE (Continued) 

3) We agree - the Plan's figures on economica, timber demand. 
fish and wildlife values etc. are debatable. Our knwledge and 
data base &we imperfect. We plan to increase the quantity and 
quality of our data base in a continuous manner so that we can 
provide the Forest and its publics with a more accurate 
assessment. However. for this planning cycle we have to 80 with 
the "best* aVailable lnfo~tion. 

4) We disagree - the Forest has considered and allocated 
roadless or wilderness management areas to a considerable number 
of key fishery watersheds. The Forest did not select 
alternatives that provided for more rosdless or wlldernesJ allo- 
cations because of the trade-offs assaiated with the timber 
pl-ogl-~lh 
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recommended C6 areas and concurs with the ,,3 areas del~neaied 
In alternative F on the assumption the Forest "Ill change the 
language In the F0res.t Plan If roads are pa-nutted wlth~n 
these areas, the Tribe recommends all C6 and ~3 areas be 
deslqnated manaqement area 82 fwllderness). 

The Tribe 1s concerned o"er the plan's "ulnerablllty to 
future budget cutbacks. WhlCh mlqht prevent 1t5 UnplementstLo” 
and management dzrectlves in relation to roadless areas, 
r~parlan areas and fisheries/water quality. The Trlbc ffels 
that the following comments should be examined for ~ncorporatlon 
into the Plan as they would better protect and enhance the 
frsherles resources and their habitat 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

The Clearwater National Forest has rn the Tribe’s “le” 
created a sltuatun that appears to show the Forest’s commitments 
to the flsherles/water quality resources as superfluous and 
e.unultaneously duectng development orrented interest groups 

I 

5 
to focus on this dlstortzon as the reason for the declln~nq 
tunber harvest. rJur1nq a publrc meeting, forest offlclals 
alluded to flsherles/water quality standards as belnq too 
re~truzt~ve and regulating the trmber harrest. The brlefnq 
notes presented dung the publx meetings showed the percentage 
of anadromous and cold water fxsh habitat exhlb~tlng the 
"no effect" standard increasing despite dewlopIng a third of 

2 
the roadless areas as well as schedulxng addltlonal develo~xnent 

I I" roaded lands. In addltlon, the pro,ectcd habitat potentlnl 
increases to unrealistic high levels for both anadromous and 

I= 
cu cold Water fish, thereby creating a public outcry to lower the 

standards. This lnformatlo" s"ggests that roads and txmber 
harvest do not s>gnlfxantly impact the water quality or flsherles. 
AS a result, the publx concludes the flsherles,wnter quality 
resources are recelvxnq more conslderatlon L" relation to tu"ber 
interest when 11, actuality the candxt=on of flsherles habztat 
IS declrnmg at an alarmzng rate. 

The Trxbe questions the ablllty of the Forest to ~"crease 
the quality u 3. quantity of fuherles habitat. The Forest 
states that mltlgatxon ~111 help achieve these pro,ect=ons 
The Tribe notes that complete fundlng for mltlgakon measures 
1s questionable and results of such rntlgatlo" techniques 
may only offset the xmpacts of any development oriented 
actlvitles. The Tr,be doesn't understand how the Clearwater 
National L-orest can increase the flsherlcs habxtat and dcvclopmental 
actl"xtlss when several other Northern Rcgxonel ‘%rests have 
statfd that the fxsherles habitat potential ~111 decline as 
the result of thexr Proposed Plans. 



- A ma,or concern deals with an adcouare budget to properly 
mplement the Proposed Plnn (C) Con~~der~nq rhe currcnr 
economy, present budget curt~ng mea~urcs III Lhe fcder;ll govcrn- 
mne and the posslblllty of every forest requesrap, an xncreascd 
budgct to unplenent forest plans There 1s some doubt whether 
the requLred budger ~111 be approprlaced every year I” order 
to properly u,,plemenr the Plan. fundng for fish and waror 
qual=ty m~rxgat~on and frsh habItat ~mprovemcnt (for pn5t 
pracrlces and annual mamtenance) need to be avaIlable cvcry 
year Usually, budget curs affect frsherles and water quality 
resources more than rlnber-arlented acr~v~.r~es In years of 
lnadcquate fundng, the budgets for development-oriented 
activities (tunber. road consrruct~on) should be ad]usred r” 
meet fIsherlee and wafer quality goals and “bjectrves 

The forest-wide managemoot dlrcctlon ldcntlfred research 
needs to unprove and update the Foresr Plan Rcsearch lnvolvu,g 
flsherles, water quality and other resources IS needed to 
“fine tune” and unprove on the models and xncrease the database 
Budget curs ~111 deflnltely prevent the Forest from achlev~np, 
an effecerve long-term management plan 

Monrtorng, whwh LS a basic component of the Forest Plan, 
essentully shows If the rarest LS meerlng its planned goals 
and obJectIves Budget cuts affecting the m”nkr”ru?g of any 
past, ong”~..ng or planned acr~v~t~es would nor adequately 
protect rhe f=sh/water qunllty resources Therefore, rhe Tribe 
strongly recommends that mon~rorlng and evaluation of the 
Forest Plan be adequately funded to protect and enhance the 
frsherres resources 

MANAGEtENT &REJ PRESCRIPTIONS 

ANADROPIOUS FISHERIES 

The Nez Perce Tribe 1s concerned with all acr~v~ties 
whxh may alter the srarus of errearns wlthrn the range of 
Columbia Rover anadro~ous fuh The wild runs of both steel- 
head and chnook salmon are now at critical levels where 
environmental unpacts could greatly reduce their ablllty to 
mamram their reproducrzve status The anadromous fuherles 
on the Clear-water River 1s a maior concern for the Nez Perce 
Tribe n terms of protectlog and enhancing the runs and provldlng 
for the ceremonial and subsrstance needs of Its people The 
anadromous flsherles hnbltat has been severely altered in 
the Lochsa River and Lo10 Creek draInage by past developmental 
aCfl”ltleS Planned nntlgatron 1.1111 undoubtedly nnprove the 
hableat potential (lf necessary fundlng 1s avaIlable), but 
exlstmg roads and future roads with related tunber harvest 
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RESPONSE TO NV. PERCE TRIBAL MECUTIYE COMllITTEE (Continued) 

7) The CX and C6S management areas have bee" changed to a C6S 
Management Ama and the planniw model adjusted to oorreet these 
apparent problems. A portion of Elk Summit and the White Sands 
drainage has been changed to c6. The remaining White Sands 
breaklands are designated either unsuitable 0~ E3 requirin& 
aerial lagging systems to reduce adverse impacts from road 
CO".¶tmCtiO". 

will prevent or delay the achrevement of self-perpetuating 
and harvestable productlo" levels. Therefore undeveloped 
areas are ~"creas~ngly =mportant to the Tribe. to provide 
the spawning and rearx~g habztat necessary for the productlo" 
of wild runs and a harvestable supply of anadromous fish. 

WHITE SAND CREEK DRAINAGE --- 

White Sand Creek, the last major relatrvely ""Impacted 
subbasIn 1" the Lochsa River Drainage provides the Forest a" 
excellent opportu"lty to protect and enhance the flsherles 
?XSO"??YZS The draInage 1s characterized by a large undeveloped 
area w,.th high water quality condltlons and unaltered fxherles 
habitat The Proposed Plan allocates the rema~"1ng roadless 
areas wrthl" the draL"age into three management area prescrrptlons~ 
Wilderness (BZ), sensitive watershed/high flsherles (C6S) and 
big game summer range (~2s). Wrthx, the White Sand dranage. 
the Proposed Plan schedules five trmber sales harvesting 37 
MMBF on nearly 2000 acres. These txmber sales would require 
30 6 miles of new roads and 7.4 miles of reconstruct="" on 
exrstmg roads. Excluding the Big Creek Txnber Sale which 
I.S located 1" management area prescr=ptro" El, the rera="="g 
four sales are located wlthrn management areas CKS and C2Sand 
are scheduled for harvest wrthl" a five year perlod COlllp~IXlg 
the planned actlvrty with the actLvxt'y proposed for ehe larger 
Upper North Fork area (El) which proposes four trlber sales 
totally 40 EIMBF on 3030 acres and xnvolvlng 46 mrles of new 
roads, no sxgnlficant drfference can be found between tne El 
and the ~6s and ~2s management prescrrptlons The C6S and C2S 
management area prescrrptlons permit too much development to 
adequately protect the frsherres resource The Tribe cannot 
support the proposed management area dIrectives C6S and C2S 
wrthln the White Sand draInage. 

Several tributaries contrIbute to the habitat and/or high 
Water quality condltxons present wrthln the Whlhlte Sand dramage. 
Colt Creek provides excellent rearing and spawning habrtat 
for steelhead trout and any development wlthln the dramage 
will negatively impact the steelhead productlo" Recent 
enhancement efforts have Included a barrrer removal protect 
and stocking of ~uvenrle steelhead to supplement the wxld 
populatlo" 

A mayor issue with the Swamp Creek dralnage LS the potential 
mpacts to the water quality of Big Sand Creek which 1s located 
1" the Selway Bitterroot Wilderness Although migration barriers 
prevent anadromous fish from utllrzlng Brg Sand Creek, the 
stream has excellent habxtat and a thriving cutthroat trout 
pop"laelo". Any Unpacts to Swamp Creek would not only alter 
the ex~txng cold water fishery and degrade wilderness qualltles, 
but would affect the water qualrty of "hlte Sand Cr-e& and the 
anadromous fzsherxes inhabiting downstream. 
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The TrLbe supports the management area prescrxpt~o" 
C6 delLneated I" Alternative F with soxe modlflcatron (Nap A). 
The Tribe proposes =ncreaslng the C6 des=gnatlon to rnclude 
the entire Colt Creek drainage and the area between the Elk 
Sumsnt Road (8360) a"d White Sand Creek The Tribe also 
recommends the area east of White Sand Creek be designated 
as proposed wrldemess (82). This area Includes the manage- 
ment area A3 and the area between Storm Creek and the ridge 
dxvrdxxg Crab and Beaver Creek drainages The Tribe feels 
that the resource values I" the h'hxte Sand drainage are too 
valuable to permit widespread development and L" sunmary 
recommends roadless and wilderness class=flcarlons as the 
best soluc~o" to protect the flsherles resources 

M SPRINGS a DRAINAGE 

The Trrbe recommends management area drrectlve C6 for 
the lower Warm Springs Creek dralnage (Map 0. Managenenr 
area ~2s whrch LS proposed m alternatives E and P does "at 
provrde adequate protectron for the anadromous flsherxs 
Only roadless management area prescrlptrons (C6 or A3) would 
assure Y,o effect" on the water quality and flsherles hablrat. 

FISH CREEK DRAINAGE -___ 

I a 

1 The Fish Creek drarnage exempllfxs unaltered u"=que 
anadromous hablrat that supports a wild run ofsteelhead 
trout. The Proposed Plan's ob,ectx"e to protect the drainage's 
fisherles resource by allocating the lower porelon of the 
draznage to a C6 prescr~ptlon 1s "watered down" with development 
scheduled xn the upper dra,.nage The ten year trmber sale 
program schedules three tx,,ber sales harvestxrg 20 MllBF of 
amber on 970 acres while retarnlng a "hrgh fish" obJectlve 
Impacts to the fxsherles resources cannot be fully ascertaIned 
as the mileage of roads requLred for sale 1mplementatlon LS 
not Included I" the Proposed Plan The large volume of timber 
harvests and the preceding road construcrron all scheduled 
withzn a SLX year perrod causes concern over the valrdlty of 
the C6S classlfxatlon LX, relation to flsherles protection 
Further envlronmeneal impacts from development (especially 
roads) wlthr, the upper dranage ~111 deflnltely have datrx,,cnral 
impacts on the qualrty of habxtat L" the downstream reaches _ 

RESPONSE TO NFL PERCE TRIBAL E[EC"TI"E CMWTTEE (Continued) 

8) The Harm SPP~"&? draina@ has bee" designated Management Area 
C8.S; hOW"eF. "0 dWelOPme?"t is CO"templeted in the first decade. 

9) We have eYal"ated your Eamments and designated the "Unsery 
Creek drainage to ~6. Ue feel that drainage is most witi~al to 
anadmmous fish. The C8.3 deslgnatmn in the head OP Fish CreeK 
Will also votect "PPW Fish Creek from unacceptable impacts. 

Alternative F proposes a better management strategy 
(management area C6) for the entzre Fish Creek drainage The 
C6 prescr~ptw" provides a unlfon and blologlcally sound 
management dlrectlve that ~111 protect the valuable habLtat 
that supports the exxtlng wild steelhead populatron. 
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LOLO CREEK DRAINAGE -- 
The Tribe is concerned over the Forest's proposed activities 

within the Lolo Creek drainage. The Proposed Plan recomxnds 
management'area El (Timber prescription) for the entire drainage 
with a few minor exceptions. Even though the proposed water 
quality objectives for Lo10 Creek are mainly "high fish": 
numerous timber sales with.associated roads are planned in 
the next decade. The Proposed Plan neglects to inform the 
public how the Lo10 Creek drainage will recover to a "high 
fish" water quality object and if it does, how it will retain 
the objective with the major development planned in the future. 

drainage during the next decade. 

RESIDENT FISHERIES 

_KEI,LY -CAYUSE CREEK DRAINAGE 

Substantial sums of money have been and will be spent 
restoring and improving anadromous fisheries habitat in the 
drainage. Increased roading and timber harvest will only 
offset or delay the progress of the rehabilitation efforts. 
To further impact the drainage would definitely have an impact 
on the proposed anadronous fish rearing facilitv under consideration 
for the upper Lo10 Creek drainage. The Tribe 
Forest reduce the amount of road construction 

recommends the 
planned in the 

--I 

10 

I? 
The Proposed Plan (E) makes a modest attempt to Protect 

1 the fisheries resource by allocating the upper Kelly Creek 
drainage to the wilderness management prescription. The 
Forest's primary management goal of protecting the fisheries 
and water quality should encompass the entire Kelly Creek 
(Cayuse Creek) drainage. The Tribe notes that Toboggan. 
Elonroe and lower Kelly Creek drainages must be included within 
the wilderness proposal to effectively manage and protect the 
unique fisheries resources. 

The Tribe has selected Alternative F with one minor 
modification as the proper management direction (wilderness) 
for the kelly and Cayuse Creek drainages. The Proposed Plan 
management area prescriptions C2S and C6S appear to be less 
intensive timber management prescriptions that will entail 
excessive road construction. Considering the fragile area 
and resource values at stake, the Tribe can not support any 
additional roads within the drainage. 

One modification of alternative F involves the Ness Creek 
area, south of Blacklead Mountain. which is allocated in the 
El prescription. Intensive development in this area will 
affect the water quality and fisheries within the entire Cayuse 
Creek drainage. Therefore the management area prescription 
C6 is recommended for this area (Map B). 

1 11 

RESPONSE To NE2 PERCE TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE (Continued) 

10) Lo10 Creek has bee” subjected to extensive and intensive 
habitat enhancement. We believe this treatment will recover LO10 
Creek to a "high fishable" standard. Future development in the 
drainage will be contingent upon compliance with the Water 
quality and fish habitat standards established for the drainage. 

11) We have considered your comments and the numerous other 
COmma"t3 ue received and have designated TobogEan, :4onroe, and 
main Kelly Creek portion to either roadless OP wilderness 
management. 
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ROADLESS AREAS 

A ma,or concern relatmg co designated roadless areas 1s 
the future abdrty of the Forest to gal” access through road 
COilStrUCtlO” The Proposed Plan’s stanaard for management 
area A3 (“Do not build “ew pernane”? raads”) and manaeement 
area C6 (“Do not construct road- Forest develo ‘nenc”) do 
noe satxfy the Tribal deflnltux for a road ess area __ +- The 
Tribe recommends the rarest change the wording to prohlblt 
all new road co”struct=~” wrthl” these roadless areas. -- 

RIPARIAN AFXAS 

The rlparla” standards outlIned to achieve the management 
intent of protecting or enhancing rlparlan-dependent resources 
11, management area M2 xndxcate ~nprovement over past Forest 
practices, but are not rlgld enough to adequately protect 
the fuherles resources The r~parun acres that are included 
11, other management areas are a concern to the Tribe The 
Tribe opposes all ~“curslons ~“to rrparra” areas that have 
detnnental effects on the anadromous and resident flsherres 
and theu habrtat 

The Droposed Plan (E) allows for clearcut and selectron 
harvestzng pract=ces 1” npara” areas. Even though tSe 
standards requre deslgnlng txmber harvest actLvltles to 
protect or enhance rlpansn-dependent resources. the Forest 
needs to restral” excessive harvesting I” rlparla” areas 
Reductlo” of basal area from elmber harvest L” rlparla” areas 
should be l=mlted to 25 percent to mlnunue effects on stream 
cover and temperature ALSO. to provtde for natural structure 
recru~rment, management act=v~.t~es should avold harvesclng 
only mature and old growth trees 

The management area M2 dnecrlon had several statements 
that If changed I” wordng could better protect and enhance 
rlpanan-dependent resources. The Proposed Plan stated 
“w new road CO”S~~UC~LO” “ear or adJacent to sft~nn~ 
except at specified crossxngs ” If condlelons requJ.re ro.,t,‘, 
parallel to streams, a buffer strip of 100’ wide should be 
required between the road and scream This burfer strip should 
be protected from harvestlnp and not be prescribed L” road 
management plans a* the rnt1gat1on of road runoff 

Guldellnes for r~parla” management 1” the Proposed Pla” 
stated “Located skid trails on margins or outside of nparla” 
areas when “osslble If not possible deszgnate skid trawls 
and praeerasion control pru,r to the wet seaso” ” The 
Tribal ~“trepretatu~” of these statements lndlcate a queStlO” 
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when LIZ 1s necessary to abide by the gudellne and the problem 
of the Forest using mitLgatlan as the solution For fuheruzs, 
streambank and streambed protectxon and reducing overall 
sedunent impacts, the gudellnes should state Located skxd 
trails outside rrpar~an areas and suspend logs completely when 
crossmg r1parv.n areas of peren*~J streams 



DRAFT COMMENTS 

Clearwater Naeional Forest Plan 

A complex management r&n, ltke this one, is a search for balnnce 

betveer, competing interests. me fInal compromise should repre*ent a 

wise use Of the YaSt reso”rcP* preSe”C on the Clearwater National mresc. 

The word “wise” implies value judgments that must be made to compromise. 

Those ,“dgmenLs are based on conditions existing an the forest and rile 

ptlrlosqhy Of ctle evaluating party. our ccmme”cs are an attempt at 

integrating some of our values for tills area into CbC framework the 

Forest service has established 

one Of the mmediate quandaries we recognized. alar IS discussed on 

page I”-2 of the plan, is ChzlC tracts Of Land currently Lntenslvely 

managed for timber are not suitable for maintaining the mlnlmal wildlife 

values acrriburable to the propose.3 E, land use classification unless 

future management activities are dispersed over ace25 cucrently unroaded. 

Thus. areas that are “D” at or near their peak potential to S”ppOfL elk 

may have to incur a decrease in potential LO maintnin twenty-five percent 

Of potential on lands now managed intensively for timber 

Management ConCeenS 

To try and understand where some of the trndeaffs nre being proposed, 

it IS necessary to “nderscand the Management Area Directions proposed. 

There are 75 page9 Of LexL delineating the goals md standards of the 20 

different classifications. All the different classifications are confusing 

due co a Lack of uniform language to track through each claseificacion. 



Page 2 

As a" example, "lanagement classificatio" A3 Will not allow tb" co"structio" 

of "new permanent roads. " while closslficaeio" Cl will not allow the 

construction of "forest development roads." Does chls mean that no rnnds 

will be built in these management areas or only certain types of roods 

will be allowed in these areas? It is not clearly stated. 

It is confusing to discover thabalthough the manageaenc direction of 

El, C25, and C4 are widely divergent. the timber outputs are roufibly the 

same on a per acre basis. By comparing the "vet-age yearly outputs. wltl~in 

the first decade, the total miles of road per acre and the timber barvested 

in ElBF/acre are almost identical. 

Within the C4 classification. timber production should be decmphasizcd. 

Preliminary reports, from work in progress, by the Idaho Department of Fish 

and Came on winter range along the Lochsa shows differential habitat 

5 preferences between mature bulls and ocher segments of the elk population. 14 I 
F Although this work is incomplete. it shows that mature bulls exhibit a 
m 

preference for timbered sites. This phenomenon is not completely understood 

at this time, but it 1s clear that timber harvest at the same intensity as 
- 

found on El lands is not appropriate. 

Within the A, management classification, part 8.f should be rewritten 

to delete all refereuces to temporary or permanent vehicle bridges in rbis 

area. It is our opinion that vehicle bridges, however tempornry in intention, 15 
will become permanent ""d thereby decrease the value of this area as big 

game habitat. I 

The fioal plan adopted should have rbe priorities and constraints of 

each management area stated clearly. 

RESPONSE 10 NEl PEFCE TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMITTEE (Continued) 

14) Data from the study mentioned also suggests that the bull 
segment of the elk population is wintering above designated 
winter range or c4 allocatio". The creation of seral brushfields 
through logging in t\rlly supported by the Idaho Fish and Came- 

15) Ye disagree with you, temporary means temporary. 



BudgeL concerns 

~bere is a foreboding that, in a budget 41ortInll situation, the plan 

may he implemcntcd by program, me plan dues “at delineate a preferred 

appraach in a funding shorrfall situation 

RESPONSE TO NE2 PEACE TRIBAL EY.EC”TI”E COICmTTEE (Contmued) 

16) we dmagree, houever, changes made in a~lceations tror ome,. 
reasons) and wintw range direction Will help alleviate YOUP 
fD”CBl7lS. 



RESPONSE TO NEZ PERCE TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMNITTEE (Continued) 

17) We agree and ha”* made that change. 

W.:,g 
F/11/85 
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Mr. Tom Coston, Regional Forester 
Federal Building 
P. 0. Box 59801 
Missoula, Montana 59801 

Dear Ml?. Co*fo": 

Federal highway administration, R&oh 10, ha8 reviewed the Cleaweter 
rational PO,-est ~,and and Resource Management Plan draft EIS and offer the 
follo"i"g cc.mments far your consideration: 

1. The s"b,ect document does not deetribe how the Forest SeNiCe will manage 
the ". S. Highway corridor. What are the sta"&de end guidelines defined by 
the Wild end scenic Rivere Act (X-64, 65, and 66 //l&j. 

2. ~~carding to a December 14, 1983,meeting involving re~resentetives of 
Idaho Transporrarion Department (ITD), Federal HighWay Administration @"'JA), 
and clearwater rational Forest, it was agreed that e rrans~orretio" corridor 
be identified. 

Endloeed far Your information; copies of the following c"rresFo"de"ce pertain- 
ing ta the need for e" identified corridor: 

a. January 10, 1984, ierter co IT'D from MU Bummatiring diecuasio" and 
conclusion reached at the December 14, 1983. meeting. 

b. January 23, 1984, letter co IIn from nxeee Supervismr, Cleewete~ N.F. 

c. hly 16, 1985, letter t,, Clearwater N.F. from ITD. On page 2 of this 
letter, river encroachmnte are mentioned. lhle to the Wild and Scenic 
liver designation of the Ledksa River, FHWA may not he able to support 
encroaching into the river. 

Sincerely, 

M. Eldon Green 
Regional. Administratof, 

Enclosures 

: L. N. MacDonald 
Deputy Regional Administrator 

RESPONSE 

The Forest Plan documents describe Ilou We Will manage the 
CWPidW. Tile Wild and Scenic Rive~e Act spells o"t O"II 
responsibility and obligation to proteot and e"ha"Ee the Values 
OP these particular r'ivere and t"eir surrounding environments. 
The Idaho TranSportatio" Department (ITDD) on the other hand has 
had resp 0"sibilitY POP management of the existl~ U.S. HlghVaY 
12. The standards in the Plan are a" attempt to provide overall 
direction SO that we may be able to uwI( with the ITD in 
achieving our respective responsibilities. 

We hewa sbelled out those major items of conce~" to the ITD in 
the standards section of the Uild and Scenic Ai*ers CoPridor 
Hanagement *t-e* Section. We S~LIO reco.mize that it would not 
only be imposeible to address evew site specific concwn, but it 
would not be desirable. Most site specific decisions Will still 
have to be made on the ground between Forest Ser"lce and ITD 
P*rsO""el. 



U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

SEATTLE.WASHlNGTON981gll  ,C,, 
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James C. Bates, Forest Supervisor 
Clearwater National Forest 
12730 Highway 12 
Orofino. Idaho 83544 

Dear Mr. Bates: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and proposed Plan for the Clearwater 
National Forest, prepared by your staff. The DEIS presents several 
alternatives for management of the Forest's 1.8 million acres while the 
proposed Plan expands on the DEIS preferred alternative. Our detailed 
conmnts on both documents are enclosed. Our review was conducted in 
accordance with our responsibility under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act to 
determine whether the impacts of proposed federal actions are acceptable In 
terms of environmental quality. human health, and welfare. 

We wish to thank you for providing us with additlonal time for our 
review. The Forest PlanlEIS is a major planning document which deserves 
both the efforts put into its development by your staff and the close 
attention of the public and of other agencies. 

Me believe that much of the information and analyses that were not in 
the draft documents exist or can be made available, and can reasonably be 
included in the final documents. He are confident that we will be able to 
work together effectively during the revision process so that the Final EIS 
and Plan will be the adequate planning documents we all desire. 

The draft documents. however, raised some significant concerns and the 
proposed Plan, if implemented as written, could lead to some SeriOUS 
environmental impacts. Me have therefore rated the DEIS and proposed Plan 
EO-2 (Environmental Objections-Insufficient Information). A suea?a;;,;f the 
EPA rating system for draft EISs Is enclosed for your reference. 
rating reflects two major concerns. First. the DEIS dtd not clearly show 
that the preferred alternative (and therefore the proposed Plan) could 
comply with State of Idaho Hater Quality Standards. 1n fact, the potential 
for serious water quality impacts to occur is substantial. Second, the 
documents dld not address potential impacts to domestic water supplies In 
accordance with Forest Service guidance. 

RESPONSE 

Response Starts below 



Our dlscussfons wth your staff have conv,"ced us that the Final ElS and 
Plan can adequately and reasonably address our concerns. I" doing so. some 
sigmfrcant ~ev~s,ohs to the preferred alternative wll likely be 
necessary. Once you have had a chance to consider these Co"m"tS, please 
contact us at the number below. we would be happy to arrange a meetl"9 t0 
begln dlscussrng the Final EIS and Plan. We look fomard to working wth 
your staff dunng the revision process. 

Thank you for the opportunity to rev>ew the DEIS and Plan. Continued 
coordination and any questions shodld be dlrected to Brian Ross of our EIS 
and Energy Review Sectlo" at (206) 442-8516 dr FTS 399-8516. 

Rbbert S. Burd 
Director. Water Div7sian 
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“SEPA REGION 10 DETAILED COMhlENTS 
ON TIII: DRAFT ENVIKONMCNTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

AN” PROPOSED FOREST PLAN 
FOR TIIE CLEARWATER NATIONAL FOREST, IDAHO 

The Forest P,.,n IZ me.mt to hr a dormr,r”t whwh o,rth”es the d~rrrtm” lor 
mmd~,ement 01 the CNk ‘, rvw,urr~ It IS dwgwd to rQab,,r,, the Crnmrwork for 
plo, m,,, g, wr nw,;:,~,~,., ho~wrr, thnr rorrs, P,,uI, t yl>w,,y do ,,ot prow,,,. ,111. dcta~led 
plalnmg tar ,“d,wd,u, p, o,r< 1s Ox of the P,m,‘s md,“r purposes 1s to prowdc detarled 
descr,pt,o”s of ,,,P stond.ud\ and pro,.r%ssrs that 4, he used far p,an”~“g sprcltle 
a~t,v,tws on the CN1‘ durmg thr ,,r,t 1” to 15 ycor~ C,vet, the pro,rrtrd ostPut$ ot 
the EIS prcterred ~,ter”.,t,rr, thr P,.u, desrr,bes how these outputs “my br aohwved. 
The key. however, IS tbnt the outputs are targets. The stomkanls presented I” the Plan 
(both forestwIde and ,“iil,nge,“e”t area-spec,fmJ ue tntrrpreted as the the prmury 
“rules.” The EIS describes the affected envwmmeat and armlyzes the e”vlro”mental 
eonsequences of ,mp,ement,“g alternntwe mom~gement schemes. The EIS, the”. IS 
merat to support the rewmableness of the Plan L” terms of the potential for Its 
lmplel”e”tatm” to result I” adverse impacts. 

In order to determme whether the standards and plamung franlework I” the 
proposed Plan WI,, suffwlently protect enwronmental quohty. pubhc health, and 
welfare. the “ssor,,,ted EIS should ,“c,ude more detarled descr,pt,orls of the affected 
envworment and er~vwmmental consequences. I” general, too httle lnformatlo” 
regardmg eust~ng conditwu on the CNF IS presented. Wlthout adequate descrlptmns 
of evlstmg co”d,t,ons (mcludmg sensrtwe P~SOUPC~S and uses, and any current 
degradatm”) an adequate e”wro”me”ta, consequenoes analys!s camat be performed. 
Slmllarly, it te. not possible to determIne whether any impacts that are evaluated may 
he acceptable Fmnlly. it snakes rt very dltfmult to determme whether the proposed 
stnndwds suffwlelltly avo,d or m,“,m,ze impncts. 

Many of the fo,,ow,ng dwxss,a,,s should be read with th,s background; adequate 
dncuss,o”s of ewtmg co”d,t,ons and the processes the Forest Serwre wall utlhze 
dormg ,mplementat,o” of the CNF Plan w,,, provide the necessary support for later 
phmung dec,sm,ls We beheve that much of what we suggest for mcl”sm” 1” the Final 
EIS nnd Plnn ,s re.,dr,y wadable or co,, be reasonably obtamed. We are opt~,n,st,c that 
the fInal docume”ts WI,, be adcqoate for deorslanmakmg and for plannmg future 
activltles on the CNF that we enwronmentally sound. 

Fu;henes and Water Quahty 

We d,seoss below several eoncernz regardmg both the analyses of f,sher!es and 
water quahty ,ssues presented ,” the DEtS and PIa”, and the potentra, tar adverse 
unpacts to result from nnplementatm” of the proposed Plan 

Exlstma Co”d,t,o,w The F,“a, E,S should present more ,“format,a” about exlstlng 
fish hnbltat and water quahty condaxs. Based on the znfarmatmn prowded 1” the 
draft documents, ,t does not appear that the proposed Plon CM adequately protect 
benehc,al water uses. 

RESPONSE 

1) We have made some minor ohandes to Chapter III - Affected 
Environment, and Chapter I” - E”YImmme”tal Co”seq”e”ces, but in 
general we feel the information contained in these chapters Is 
adequate. 

2) Importa”+, habitat areas for both anadronous fish and speotes 
of special oonoe~n ha”e bee” identifxd on maps. Critical fish 
Sti-MmS have bee” specifically identified. These maps are on 
file in the S”pe~“Isor~s Offxe. Streams which were once 
iWOrta”t for their fisheries will be manage.3 for long-term 
Peowery. 

FXiStiW level3 Of habitat quality will be displayed for 
important fishery streams. This information 1s on file in the 
Supervisor’s Offi0e. 

Where known, the existlly habitat quality and waber quality are 
tabulated and were used in the analysts and decision-making 
prO*eSS. However, this speorfic information is nob ovalIable for 
every reach of e”ery stream a” the Forest. At the planning 
level, Cwtai” ass”mPtiO”s must be made, and “a~lous OX-l-site 
assr.sma”t tools mst be incorporated (like node& and 
extraPOlatio” techniques) to help SssesS the potentials and risks 
of various management alternatives. At the mom detailed levels 
Of area level analysis ““d project planning, existing quality 
parameters are more pmclsely measured and evaluated. Me do not 
feel that it is apProw%ate to 1zst habitat quality for every 
stream read3 l7eeause in many case.9 it “0”ld imply precision that 
is not there. 

The Hater quality standards and orlterla in the Draft and in the 
Final Plan r3sY.a *a11 r-or “m”i”te”“nce Of existing conditions.” 
The stS”d”rdS SPS designed ,,i+,h the intent of pwnoting recovery 
in all waters that may incur short-term rSd”OtiOns thrO”&h Forest 
management actions. Those short-term PSd”CtiO”S “PS limited to 
those criteria listed in the Plan (in terms of magnitudes and 
duration) to achieve no low-term damages to beneficial uses. I” 
the went that a particular stream has bee” dama@ by pre-Flan 
Forest management aotivities, the Plan standards require that the 
watershed be managed such that natural reoo”ew of the system 
vi11 not be impeded 0,. delayed more than fi”e years. 

By necessity and regulation. only significant issues were 
addressed in the EIS - as they are the elements that drivs the 
planning pnxess and decisions in the Plan. I” the cSSS of water 
resow-ces, fish was the principal issue of water quality 
and Stream candition. Other beneficial uses of the ,,“tw vSvS 
addressed in the planning process, and Standards and criteria are 
presented in the Plan for them. The Plan and EIS c”““at and 
sho”ld not dedicate a lot of SpScS to “on-issues or CO”CSP”S that 
do not ,‘eq”irS major policy dScisio”S. I” thS ESSS of domestic, 
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Inqwrtnnt hnhlt.ll arr,15 I”P hoth MBdPOl”O”S flSh iuld specws Of bpwldt cO”~~tT” 
(I e , wrststope rufttuoat .u,d hull truot, should tic ~fe”l~f~~t ,111 m ”p\ It would be ,““a 
ust+d for ttresr maps to he “,de\,~d by ma, ,~c~,“rv,t arca dc\~~n.,t,o,, Cr ~tccal lxrt, 
st~arn, ,hnuld he \pw,f,catty %dentltzd. We he,,eve that <wtrcA t,sh S~PC,LIBS “1, the 
CNF rho,dd mclude th”w ,“,,wrta”t t” spectcs ot SP,Y%,, PIIIICP~II, ,,,“w hav,ng rr,t,ca, 
sp‘w”L”g OP rr%m,g hnhltnt for m.qor fr\hrnec. tt,ow th.,“lng Any sp.*wnq or rcmng 
hahltat ior m.ldromous ElSh k5perlatly h”ook salmon,, or fh”W  ru,,pr,rtmg B  natronntty 
rcnovmed fh.ry SLrwl”,\ ““l c mportmt ,or t,,ew II$P\, ho, ,101 ,wcc\<mty <qahlc. Of 
zuppor ,,ng them ilt full h~oh~~ca, pot, ntml, would mos, .,,,,,Po,,, ~,~ldy he ,s,magt~d for 
long-ttwn rerovrry, not merely mamtencuce of rrnstrng < a”d,twn bee S m  
m, hetow, 

watw supplies, there are no municipal water supply 1ntaxes on or 
near the forest. There are a fc?” single-family s”PPlles derlVed 
*mm the Forest, and these are mostly s*ri”&s. Standards and 
criteria are provided, as we11 as state law, z-or mana&ement Of 
these isolated s1tuatxJm. 

Thr ext\t,ng h,,h,tal qo.,hIy should ntsa he prew,tr~d Ttw, < autd 1,~ ILL< ompl,,l”-d 
hy addmg il c”t”m ” 1” Ihc I.,‘rt ot S,>COI,,C Strean~ iu,ct hss,g,!cd Standud~ trtcrenrcd “1 
Ap,mdt\ J at thr. propowd Plan. U’,M h,t ~hmdd k p”bl~4a~t ahmg wth the 11m.A CIS 
and Ph , The “dded rohu”” wauld p,~,,wt tt,,. ewb t,,, g h,d,,t.,t oo”d,trar, of the 
specrtrc FtreanlF nwa.wred ws perccnr of hlotaglcat parP”t*at once the fmal EIS hds 
,de”t,f,ed these wdte~h<~ls ad drscr,kd the”- ex,stmg cnndrtm”~, the F,“.L, Plan 
should qpty apprapnate s,u~~gen,r,,t prrscrq,tw,s wh,ch allow rwovcry and LISP ot 
these ~mp”rt”“t ut\~at~~ t,.,h~t~ts Th,r mtorm”t,o” would allow the puhhc to see how 
the Plan wtt tale ~wt,n~ r”“d,tm”s ,“to arco,tnt; ,t wo,,,d ats” help descnk hot,, the 
ham ““d the need tar BIIC,, pote,,tru, ,nc,,,ag~ment decnons “s deternng ptitleular 
dramages from tllnher hmPSt”lg 

3) The lOH and moderate fishable and the rnl”lrn”rn viability 
standards have not been applied to streams of crztioal Fisher,’ 
signlfioance. They have been applied to streams Of mixed 
O”“ePShip and to those suffering from mining, agPiC”lt”re, and 
lOggl”g. Under the hi@st standards, it LS unlikely that these 
drainages WOUld Pecoyer I” SevePal decades because Of the diverse 
management situatmn and because Of the reluctance Of the 
regulatory agencies to enforce the water qua11ty standards on 
State and PPiVate ownerships. 

Lmtmg W B W P  quahlv ~rmd,tm,,~ Thould hr daswswd “ot only 1” terms of f,sh .md 
fish hdntat, hut ah rcht~ve to “bher henet,,-,.,, usw surh a5 d”r”c<tw water SUPIIIY 
(see &mestw Water S,,ppt,pj, below) Thr. “I& Dora not mrntvm domestcc w”tw 
supplies “” the LNI fhe I mdl IX should ,dw,t,,y W.~~PP s”@y I”,&P tocat~““s. .utd 
the e~c.ttwx of .u,y “ttwr yxx,, or pwtected k11,~1 wuI “XC Thr TV,.,, t’t,m shwld 
then c,y,,,ly ,“;megeme”l c,.md,wds whmh affard the “eccssary ~r”t~~tw” to the 
watersheds m  whxh thov: use? “ccup 

Natural variation Of salmonid populations in streams is 
substantial -- somet.imes exceeding 100 pePcent (Ha11 and K”l;ht, 
1981). I” the Cleanrater Basin, Steelhead pOP”latio”S haYe been 
,%?d”fed to 15 pe~lent of habitat potential (85 pelrent reduction) 
and still managed to recover wlthi” a short time frame (less than 
5 years). A  20 percent red”cti0” is well within a salnonid 
pop”latio”s’9 ability to reco”eP to full hahltat potential vlthl” 
one year. 

PPOrn a biOlc?z~, a “serious l”.tury” to a pOp”latl0” 
UO”ld oe representea by a situatla” wnerew Lne SGDCK W O ”I(I 
be able to replace itself O”eF time. It. can be dlsplwed 
quantitati~elty that a 20 percent reduction (80 !~n?e”t of 
habitat potential) does not reduce a steak to or below its 

I-,Fherv SLmdards The Idaho Depwtmeht OF Health and Wcttare ~IDHW,, the 
agency resparnlhle *or detwml”“lg WhethPr the ‘~pre”~~“tm” of 51TIO”S “‘J”ry 1 replacement equilibrium . 
~~~~ponent 01 the 5taLe water quality standards IS salrdwd, has rwiewed the DElS and 
Plan ‘. Thev mdlcated that sewra, af the F,st,er” Standards mcsented would “ot 
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RESPONSE TO U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AOENCY (Continued) 

2) Continued 

prevent ‘her& “~,“r’y ” Tht%r. wtud& 

Madrr.lte Ilshdbtp ?t”“d.wd, I” rctatm” anadromow I lsh 

Low tirhnhtr ~tx~t.wd, top ,“,.,dr”,“““s f,sh ad Par -pec~es of spec,“, eoocen, 

Munnnnn vuhtr C,.U K,,, pd, ,n gpnwd 

A5 Wf~ll a.. .lllawulg ““.awpt:,h,y ,,,gh Icvel‘, of h.Lhltilt drgmlat,““, tt,*~w 
?tandxds perm,t ttww ct Icc~~ fhw\ I,,,,,,, ,a tw exceeded tor “p Lo 2” “,,t “1 3” ycxn, 
and would ““t <~lt”w for 1~11 t,.d”t.,t recovwy. we agree Wllh II~HW th.lt Ih,%P 
stadards would “ot adrq,~,trly ,>r”,wt h,*“ellc,at IL,?S tronl S~~PI”ILC I”,“,-,, and 4,onld 
thewtorc he rwwd I” ,I,,- t I”.,, ,.,S ;u,d ,‘t”” (Whe” rewzmg th? F,rtwry St”nd.wds 
iu,d Water QuaMy O,,,wtw,‘~ t “11 the. I ,,,a, dac”me”ts, e”ns~tw&,a” ,t,o”,d also he 
gwen to our commrnt~ undw So~t,Sto,,t~ Ii,v:wds. h~t”w.) We wcognwe that these 
Pt!“lSLO”S “I,&’ reslltl in s~g,“flcu,t rt,.ulges 1” target levels tor other OUtpUtS. 

1 t.ebtrr to James C. thtes, Forest S~~pwvmw, CNI’. dated August 30, 1985, 
from Lee W  Stohes. Adrnm~stm,tor, IDHW. 
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The “No Efft~<+” st:md:wd is misleading. It means that no measurable advrrs,. 
chaoges should oc~wr; howww. the fish response model is irlcopahle of dctcvting 
habitat qoality dcxgmdatioo of Irss than 10 to 20 percent. For vritirvll stream rwtrhcs, 
os we believe they should b+ defined (see “hove). a 10 to 20 pwcent h:~bitnt dcgrwfation 
would he onac~~eptohle. This is pwtinllwly true for chinook snlmo~l. 111 addition, the 
“No Effect” stand:wd is the, most wstrirtive of those preseotrd io thv proposed I’lao; 
appwrntly, no dr:lloages (otlwr tb:u those receiving wilderness desigwt ion) hove hvt:n 
drfewd or orhwwiw wmoved from thr timber hose or) the hasis of their wit&al 
importance to &*si;~mtrd Ixwefic4;tl WXY.. Owe: the Final EIS ha% adtqoxlf~ly described 
the critical fish hahttat (we Lxist in:: Conditions. “hove), it will he possible to determine 
the wats that shwlrl he managed for zero degradation of hobitxt quality. Doe to the 
e.utrrmely low mrnihrrs of c+iu”ok salmon on the CNF. they should he managed 
sep.amtely from steethead; ix., sepnmtc standards should apply whew chinook spawnhlg 
and wuing habitat “ccups. These areas amI populations. at least, should be mrumged 
for zero degradation. The “No Effc?ct” standard. beeawe it relies on the detection 
limits of the model, does oat gwarantee the necessary protection. To the extent that 
the “High Fishable” stand& would be applied to critical streams or stream reaches, we 
have the same coocems for its use. 

For hoth the “No Effect” and “High Fishable” standards, thresholds could be 
exceeded for 10 of 30 ,yean. It is unclear how such conditions rould allow for the full 
recovery these standards prescribe (also. see Stream Recovery, below). This would be 
of porticutnr concern if there were lntitode for interpretation such that thresholds 
coold he exceeded one yeor out of three. “Sustained damage” could be cowidwed to be 
occurring if it either spans mom than a generation or occurs repe:ltedly to each 

I5 

generation of fish, for example. The allowable frequency and duration for exceeding 
the threshold should he chwified in the Finn1 Plan. For critical fish streams, we believe 

1 that thresholds should never be exceeded. 

G 
CD Herause of the onrertainties involved with use of the fish and sediment models it 

would he most appropriate to limit their application to preliminary screening of 
activities, especially where anadromous fish or species of special corwem occur. For 
example, whenever the models show any detectable decrease in habitat quality resulting 
Prom a planned wtivity, it should be assumed that unacceptable impacts (above the 
fisheries standard) could occur. In those instances, on-th+groond amalyscs (including 
ambient Water quality or sediment and fish habitat sampling os necess;ml) should be 
undertaken to determirre whether any special management practices or modifications to 
the sale could allow the planned activity to comply with water quality standards (also 
see Monitoring Plan, below). In this maoner. the CNF can use the models to help 
implement the Plan. The shortcomings and oncertainties of the dota ore acknowledged, 
however, and Pla~ul implementation relies primarily on site-specific analyses. 

Strvsm Rcc.ow ry The* proposed Plan appcil~~ to mlcg:lte pwscntly degraded . 
streams to lower-st;ir,d:wd m:umgement. The Final EIS should discuss the degree to 
w&h the= stnmms could rwover “P he enhanced. The Firm1 Plan should then apply 
appropriate standards so that long-term recovery occors. (This is especially important 
where habitat for awdromoos fish or species of special ~“rwem is at issue.) The Final 
Plan should also diwuss how recovery will actually be measured atId taken into account 
before new activities ore permitted to occur. Stream recovery eventually becomes an 
existing conditions issue. The Plan is the appropriate document to disclose the process 
that will be wed to determine existing conditions, now or in the future (i.e., after 
WCovery has bee” allowed). If existing conditions are only indirectly consider&, 
“serious injury” could result incrementally. 
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RESPONSE TO U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACEXY (Continued) 

4) 0x standard for "high fishable" is 280 Percent. On a 
Forest-or-watershed basis, it i3 very unlikely that all stream3 
w stream reaches would be driven to the floor of 80 Percent. 
Therefore, at any point in time, it is very likely that habitat 
potential would range from 85 to 100 percent. The actual 
difference would be insignificant. The habitat potential of 280 
percent provides for species PerPetuation Plus a healthy surPlus 
for harvest. An increase Of 10 percent in the "high" fishable 
standard would essentially require a roadless allocation. 

The Forest will maintain the "no effect" or "high fishable" 
standard by: 

1. reducing the amount of road construction in a drainage 
within a set period of time which will spread out the impact 
and allow time for recovery; 

2. reducing the sediment yields throu&h more intensive and 
effective mitigation practices -- ~.e., slash uindrcu filter 
strips; 

3. avoiding the location of roads on hazarclous, mass-wastin 
landforms, OP in stream corridors; 

8. utilizing helicopter and other aerial logging systems on 
landforms that are prone to mass-wasting -- i.e., stream 
breaklands; 

5. implementing cumulative analysis of impacts within 
watershed systems. we shall be able to "tailor" management 
activities to meet the objectives (Area Analysis); 

6. implementing (Pmding) a more intensive and effective 
monitoring program -- keyed to critical fishery drainages; 

I. changing our riparian prescription to include more 
specificity and by reducing the road constrwticn and timber 
outputs to levels commensurate with attainment of the 
standards. 

5) The Forest has designated ““me streams to lower standards 
because of their existing degraded condition and potential to 
recover within a reasonable period of time; most of the streams 
are in watersheds of mixed ownership -- e.g., Potlatch Creek and 
orcgrande Creek -- where impacts are manifold and generated from 
multiple ownerships and activities. The potential of these 
streama to r'eoo"er is largely tied to the State’s willingness to 
enforoe the Forest Practices Act and water quality standards o” 
state and private ownerships. Unless this effort is initiated, 
these streams and their habitats will unlikely recover within two 
or three decades. 



cllmll.ltlYC F t,w,s “1, ~IkT,P\ ,,*,t, wnt, I c&a __.- Th? p!op”wt l’ltl” cp.lCr II- Xl, 
No 9) ,“e”tr”,ls t,,,,, an .Lpcd df.“d”pIIIPnt dlulaly,,, “bh”“,d ,,I, COlldU, ,ecl P’101 I” tar-d 
entr It-S mto r”*dle\s are”A dcs!gn.,lrd tar de”t~l”plnrnt and 1” “111W .UPIS tll.PL~ntllng 
upon thP c”“IpIP\IIy of propowd pro,ects ‘* we hd”? d,w,lcwd ,111, “\I’ ot .Llt, I .“IdV\W 
with “thee nat,on2., ,onws 1” ltcg,on I and genrriluy wpport t,,ru ow II w”II1d .rppmr 
+,,ilt I”“Ch ot the dctallcd mnlysls we frel to he neresary, hnt WhWh lllf~ I “WFt PI.“, 
P‘,nn”t prowde and IS “Iten ,n,qsed hy l,,d,“,d”a, pP”,K!t e” ,,h,,,, IOIIC. would ht. u,clud<~d 
1” this new level of stud,. For ewnple, area malyses would Ix. the lnl”It .*p,““pPb*te 
place t” e”.,l”.*,e the ~,,mulJt,“r e,,rcts of mllny slnlllrar actt”itM, and III+? romhlwd 
et,eC,F Of d,ttewnt types “1 .1CtlYltleS, I” a fmrly huge zwell and “Yc!P a prr10* “I time 
“er,iusc deta,led ,,I, d spec,lx .ma,y\,b of the-e impacts are extremely mportmt, the 
I-n,.,, ,‘,.I” Sh”“,d d,SC”ss the ncP3 m1lyClb process I” more detnrl For e\mple, on 
what level (3rd order dmmnges? would swh .u,alyses be pertorm~d” Wlut period of 
tme ktween prolects would he conrldered? Would a,, actrv~tws prodwmg srdlment m  
the wea to he ,mal,zed he mcludt4 ,c.g , t.mher har”e~ts, plus roads, m m %  gm=mg, 
etcP How WI, muhple o\vxrsh,p dramAges ht mto these analyses~ Wdl dowtnents he 
pwpared ud a”ad&le tor puhhc WVICW and comment? 

‘fhe potent,d IS h@, for resource contbct~ to occw on por,!o!ls of the (:NF, I” 
large part herause much ,mport.uult llsh hnhrtnt IS swrounded hy h.~z.rrdo~l\ zoll or slope 
ur.2ils (we s”ll,sl”pP HmrdS, hPl”W) For th,s ~ex~o,,, XWR :u~.~Iycw would he 
app~opr~,te to pwlorm ,o? al, arvds I” whx,, de”elopmc,~t IS planrwd IW.W important 
aquat,c P~SO,,PC~~ k rndly, W P  huheve that uca imalysw should generally rece,“e 
p,d,hc PLI”,~W as dr,,tt EAS or CISs, dependmg upon the ,esour~e rontlwt potc,,t>a, at 
the pro,ectr 

MeetingWnter Qud~tv ‘Aandnrds Bernuw~ of 11 the ,KL of dnwssmn of ea\tmg - 
cond,t,o,s, 2) thr. me ot som< t~shrry st.uld.rdz that do not provide adequate protectxon 
lop henefwa, ,~se\ ar>d otkn that we uw,eds, 3, the potent14 undwectamatton o, 
mpacts mnherent ,n the ~lpph<~,tmn “I the wdunent and t~shtw’ models, and 4, the 
u,,~e&,mtn=~ worutcd wth \tre.un recovery, the ,,t,S and P,un do not estnhl,sh that 
wiitw quahty standards can he met undrr the preterred a,tcrnat,“e Wr iu+: con,,dent 
that, by itddressmg ou~l POIICCPIIS and ivm~“ents, the <:NF wdl prrsent d Fmal CIS and 
Plan whrh clenrly show thrlt wdtw quality and ,mport;u,t dq”atlc resourt’es w,,, be 
adequately protected, whole prowdmg CNC pwsonne, w,th the necessary t,ex~bd~ty to 
manage day to d.l” ncttr,t,fc “II the ground We reco~~we th.,t I” domg 50, some o, the 
output levels presented ,I, tlw DEIS iuld Plan wd, have to hr ce”,zed k g , for strenms 
where the Fmal Ploll present, n standard of “No Effect,” less trmher hwvestmg may he 
po\sih,e than under the proposed Plan when the stwaw was show) .,s ,,.i”mg a 
“Moderate Fnhable” stundard 1 - 

a 

“ESPO,lSE 70 U.S. ENYIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (Continued) 

5, Continued 
me ~~~~~~ is concentrating theb fish habitat enhancement 
effort3 1” critical a”adr”m ”“3 fish 3treamJ. me f”ll”~i”U 
projectll tlaw bee” completed in the last three Year2 Lola, 
gld”rad”, pet.2 King, Squa*. Doe, Crooked Fork, and White S=“d. 
six Of the I”““” projects have bee” designed to 5P”el the 
peC”“epy of deCrvdcd habitat3. TheSe pwects are bel”i3 
eYal”ated f”P  effecti”eness. 

I) We  have revised the area analysis. see Chapter II Of the 
I’orest Plan. We haYe added a statmen, about ““mulatl”e 
effects. We have not added the detail requested in your oonoents 
a= we believe only project level analysis can address those 31,” 
S!xClflC items. 

All pro,ect analysis Will be S”bJeCt to the NEPA pp”ces9 “hiCh 
includes P”blif i”““l”eme”t and “pp”rt”“lty for re”le”. 

Regatilng the activltles and uses being analyzed, this depends 
“PO” their particular importance in an area. For examp10, 
normally all timber sale projects would mclude as a ~UI~CIU~, a 
YatePShed analysis to the detail neoessary to address It9 
potential Impact. 

8) It IS “UP positlo” that the standards, Criteria, and 
objectives Stated I” the Plan *or VateP res”“Pces were 
aP~rowiately developed using public input, available technoloay, 
and pP”*eSSl”“al judgments. The analyses suggest that the Plan 
a”ti”ities “a” potentially meet those objectives - but not 
uittlout risk. These risks are recognized, m ”“it”ri”g systems ape 
in place to identify them with effective timing, and oechanisms 
l-or adjustment are pP”“ided in tile Plan, the reg”latLo”s, and 
National Forest policy. 
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Tht- I I”.il IX mu5t prl’wnt .I Ih”l”“gtl dw “,,1”” 0, lug11 h.U.“d % “II .“I11 ,I”,“: - 
I’“ndltl”nC “11 ,I”. (NI 11,~ ( NI ‘5 I .n,d Sv,:rws Irwotory wooId prowdv ,.,I 
“ppr”pPl:,tl. ,,‘I,.* b.L\V I or tla‘ 111\,w\\ ,011 It ~h”“hl h” ~“rnmu,r,4 8” 111,’ I mul l.ts 1” 
sneh a “my t,,.,t nw,wa C.“l ovw,.,y ,111. ,“115 “,t”nnal,“n Ldong WI,, InI”Pnlnl1”n on 
such crrttccil h.th,tnts .u ~p.,wmn~ .mtl rc.,nug are,,s for mmdromo”‘, ,LS,, .uzd ,,“‘cvzs of 
specla, com’cn,, “11 t,w 1 orwt PI.“, m.,,, t,o,t 5b”WS “!“n.,geme~lt we.* dwQI.ltl”ns I” 
llus way prrtez,,,~, Lug<’ ,,( .de PC’~III<Y~ ~on,,wt, would be muoedlately apparwt. IIS 
would tbe CNF’s owvbuwro ~m.u,~geo,cat area des,gnntlou, tar dcalmg wth them 

We have mndc n pwhnunuy attempt at overldymg rnt~cal bah,tat we&s. 
potcnt,ally bazardow sod .u,d slope condrttons. and monnngwnent aria prescnpt,ons 
The mformatron avn,labte to us md,c.,tes that there IS a s,gnlPamt potrntu, over large 
areas of the CNF for road construct,“,, and trmber barvestwg act,v,t,eZ to result 1” 
semoos adverse ,mpacts to water qualrty artd crrt,cal f,sh hnhatat from bott, mcreased 
sedunent yields and mass fulwes. Analyses have not been presented m  the DEIS and 
Plan whwb adequately consider these potentA Impacts Rather, relmnre IS placed on 
BMPs to mimmue the Impacts The proposed plon does drsyute shgbtly more than 
4,000 awes (0.2 percent ot the CNT’9 1 8 mrllron acres) of steep and/or uwtahle land as 
management army C3, hut defmes the land us sutahle for tunher hnrvestmg. Many 
add,tlonal “cpes are bkely to present t,,gt, erosion ad moss fadwe r&s: for exas~ple, 
the DEIS (page III-11 states thrrt ttw CNF 1% generally charJsterlzed hy steep slopes and 
onstahle lands. and ha a hrstory of “slumpmg or moss wostmg.” 

Becaose past development wt,wt,es have s,gn,f,cantlv reduced sabnorud hnbrtat, 
and the cbmool, salmo,~ population m  partwular IS dangerously depleted, rt IS essental 
that remarmng b,gh quahty hah,,“, he protevted BMPs for the h,gh hazard IamJs 
dmcussed “hove wdt req”re very ex,xns,w road cwnstructmn “P hiwestmg tectlnrques 
m  order to reduce the moss t;u,we rrsks. We aw concerned that, m  the past, many 
Forest Serwce roads bdve not heeo bud, to npproprrate stoxduds (for example, see the 
Idaho Panband,” Nat,“nal Forests’ DEIS and Proposed Plan). If poor roads ace 
constructed nnd umber harvestmg ocm,n on steep, onstable slopes the moss fadwe risk 
wdt he greatly morassed - 

I 

The effort to ldentnfy ypeerfrc oreas h.lwr,g a s!gnlfwnt “1~x5 fadwr risk, ud to 
,dentlfy spew, mo.oa~cmer,t drrectton for those lands, 1s ,mportant for two prrmary 
reaso~cj tmrsz. one t,rgPge m-5 IAre can wsu,t m  mole w.lter quahty and f!sh hahrtat 
degradatron th;u, a wrdc vmwty o, other “ct,v,t,es owurrmg m  a wuter+,rd ovw II loog 
penad of t!me. Second, to the evtent tbnt b,$b hazard we.~s we know,, s,,d coo be 
managed appropnately. ma.5 ladores resoltmg tram planed act,v,t,er on thp t “rest 
would have to be corudewd avo,dah,c we helrevc? that s”tfrcK!nt r”t”rmatmn IS 
avzulable for these drscosslons to he rncluded m  the Fmsl EIS 3nd Plm,. I 

10 

Mlnlng 

The DE,S present3 trttle rnformat,o,, regwd,“g unpacts of post and present moung 
aet,v,t,es. The DCtS does state that placer mtinrrlg “ctwty “” the CNF IS expected to 
menease m  the foture. Several rmportant questions that are raned by the lack of 
,nf”rmat,on presented LII the DElS should be addressed m  the Flnal EIS. 

“as vmte~ qudbty momtonng hew used m  the perm,ttmg of m,n,n~ 

I 

11 
act,v,t,es up t” the present; ,.e , does speerfrc ultorlnat,“” exst so that 
the Forest Servwe could determme whether and where problems may 
have occurredv 

Rf!SPOliSE TO U.S. ENvI”ONMENTAL PROTECTION AGCNCY tcontinued) 

91 The Forest’s Land System Inventory (LSI) is too detailed to 
be “““tai”ed WitIll” the Forest Plan doc”ments. “High-rink” land3 
have been identifmd and were considered in the prooess. Onsite 
detailed assessments will be made during projeot level analysis. 

FPR suggests that by ovePlaylng LSI maps (uhieh are at 1.24000) 
with %PI~IEPI~ fish haDitat.9, the general resdep 00~1d identify 
potential large male resowoe 00nf1I0ts. Even though this 
exemise is not appraprlate at this level Of planning, it “““ld 
indeed point out the potential for resoorce ““nfl~ots. These 
resource omfliots were identified using capability aPea maps 
during the early planning stage, and the revolts Were considered 
throug”o”t the plan”in& pro”“““. 

10) The Forest Plan states that the minimum coordinating 
,T.,Uir.?mS"tS for Pi-Oject.3 on land tyws with high or very high 
mass stability OP parent material erosion hazard mtings are 

1. The field Verification of the mapped unit and pred.tted 
hazard rating. 

2. Review road looations “sing a team consisting of an 
engineering geologist, hydrologist, soi1 scimtist, and a 
sil”ic”lt”rist. Assess Concerns an* possible mitigatl”” 
measures to determine if a geotechnlcal investigation 19 
needed. 

3. After the “en1 line has been located, stake mitigating road 
designs, using the “rxginal ID team members and road 
designer. 

When timber harvestzng on land types vltb old slumps, the 
sil”i”“lt”rallSt and soil scientist shall jointly field verify 
and de51gn the unit location and silvicultural prescriptions to 
mitigate mass stability C”“ceP”s. 

lllmost all lands me susceptible to some form of mass wasting of 
varying magnitudes. This susceptibility 1s one of the key 
elements of the Land System Inventory (LagI) that has been 
completed on all the lands of the FOPat. The LSI and onsite 
.wrveys and analyses are used to fdentify and evaluate the risks 
associated with r-oad building (and any other site disturbing 
activity) during the planning stages of a project. 



I\ Lhwo ewtutg d,‘g~.al.,lton th,,t IS 01 m extent th.11 wol.lt tolls ot w.itw 
qunhty SV;uLd~dS .ue oc<~“rnog at or b&w n,,ne bite9 “nd mmmg “pl~Patl”llS~~ 

w,wr IhWP I, “,Ip1”,,~~ drgr.,datl”t, ,I (1,. to ,M, u,r,u,,g ,a.,w,t,,+, w h,, t 
Optloll, n171 IDI rv”1< thl I”I~.l..“IP, to b? ,nkCW‘~ 

HOW Will w\tmg deg?:,d*~tron hr tn!%m a,to BCC”“nt whw phu”“ng for other 
type al ,x~l~vzlws rn the atlected watenbcds~ 

Will W.Ulx q”.Lhly l”“lllt”r”lg “1 Pelatl”” to future lnlllulg .wtl”ltleS be 
sulfwe”t to detect sw,o,t~ w;,tw quabty dpgr;ldat,on, slid to tngger 
moddrcnt,on ot opernt”,g pbms ,t “ecessary’~ 

The last two q”ostxo”s sboidd “1~o be addressed I” the Final Plan, espewally L” the 
tmplementatwn dww.s~ons The standards 1” the proposed Pie” do not speclfrcally 
nddress avo,dmg or m”“moa~~g impacts due to mo,mg. sunrlarly. mo”,tor,ng tar 
compbanee wth OperaC”jg Plans and for nnpactb fro!” mlnerels evploratm” and 
development ere not bsted “1 the Monltorlng Plan (proposed Plan, Table W-1) 

DomestIr water Suppbes 

Forest Service Cwdance (2543 1, dictates that Forest Pl”xs rnclude plarln~ng 
coos~deratmns for watershed control: however, there 1s no eomprehenswe a%sessme”t at 
the onpact that the propoced Forest Plan wdl have on drnkmg wster suppbes. It ts 
essent,al that this .~~sessx”e”t be cawed o”t, s,“ce any of the alter”at,ves presented m 
the DEB could have s,gmt,ewt effects. 

The Forest PLm should ,de”tlfy pubbc supply watersheds e”d “ielude m;u,ageme”t 
prescnptums arld $tadards wbrob <,o,“pLy wth state water quabty starldards for hoth 
commluuty nnd I,“,,-r”,n,rlur,,ty water use. Management should be coord”“,ted wth ad 
rewewed by the water “hen a”d ID,IW, the state age”cy responslhle for pubbc water 
supply standnrds Smce the effects o, act,v,tles oo drmkmg watw sopphes have “ot 
ken assessed m the “KG n,,d plan, we have the followmg recom”tendat,o”s 

1. Present hackgroud mtormatro” pertmmng to dnnkzng weter wpphes. 
mclud,og 

Name, locatron, SIZP, smvce, and treat”wnt of each system. 

Historical water quabty “dormatlo” (ambrent and drtnkmg water). Thzs 
would be avadahle fro,” the ,“m,,c~pabt~es. locnl end state health 
departments, and the US Geologw Surrey. 

Past and present waterrhed usage, mcludrng whether the watershed 1s 
open or closed to pobbe o,xess. 

Whether wnterhorne d,seese o~correnees have been “ssocmted wth 
these suppbes. 

Referenw to appheahle federal, s‘“te or local Pe&at,ons ,.egard,“g 
amblent and dnrA.mg water quahty. 

RESPONSE TO U.S. ENYIRONNENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (Continued) 

10) Continued 
Probably the most ““stable land 0” the Forest is referred to as 
“la”dtY”e 50.” LandtYoe 50 is a bP”xl “lassificati”” *or lands 
dominated by hist”ricHily~mass wasting pr”“eSSe9. The site 
factors within this “lassifi”ati”” are extremely YaPiabLe, aad 
BE often difficult to predict or e”e” meas”Pe. I”“l”Si”“S Of 
instability andlor high uater table3 ape often exte”si”e, but 
they do not. usually enoompass the entire landtype. Therefore, 
there are sometimes alternative i-outes, “P e”en a1ternatave 
logging systems available that pP”Ylde a means of managing the 
timber without ac”elerati”& instability (or increasing surface 
erosi”“, which is also a o”mo” hazard in this landtype.) 

Broad statements s”oh as “...“” land disturbing activities 1s 
permitted 0” 90115 Susceptible to mass t-allure...” tend to be 
arbitrary and are unnecessary for achieving the goals Of 
pF”te”ti”g water PBS”“P”BS. ProJect-level surveys and analyses 
at-e ~lequ~red. at which point decisions can be made to meet the 
standards L” me Plan. me standards t-or water quality Will 
certamly requii-e “no land distwbl”~ aotivltles Permitted” 
decisions I” some cases. but not until adequate site tiara is 
acquired and analyzed. 

11) A” appr”Yed plan Of operation f”F mining actlvitles must 
contain specific mitigation measures to minimize OP avoid impacts 
to 5011, air, Water, fisher%%, etc. These measures are 
developed from the recome”datlons Of a” interdisciPlinatY team 
““nSiSti”g Of a wide range Of specialists from the Forest ServiCe 
and the State of Idaho, who developed mitl@tlo” meas”ree based 
0” past, present. and f”t”re activities in tile watershed. The.% 
measure3, including water quality monitorin& and feasible and 
up-to-date exploration and mining methods are 1”oorporated ~“to 
the appr”Yal plan Of “pePatl”“S. These me actions that 0”“ld be 
take” during tile operatin”, on a sesaona1 basis, and before final 
reclamation has beg”“. 

There is no existing degradatl”” ofcurri”g below existing mine 
sites or mining “peratlons. 

12) Publio eupplles from eorface waters on the Forest was not a 
major issue, and thePef”Pe it was not displayed extensively I” 
the EIS. A section in the Forestwide Standards has been added in 
the Final Plan to state the existing National Forest policies 
that EPA s”ggeote. 

Although EPA would like to see extensive detail on every facet Of 
the National Forest, the Forest planning process does not address 
project level analysis. 
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RESPONSE TO U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (Continued) 

12) Continued 
The Final includes a comprehensive Framework For a Monitorin 
Plan. It is designed to characterize water quality, assess the 
affects of management practices. validate assumptions. identi0 
potential high-risk situations, and demonstrate the effectiveness 
of management practices. The design of a monitoring program is 
oriented toward the water reso”rCe 13s”es and co”cer”s For the 
particular water system. Those issues we usually oriented 
toward fish habitat; and therefore, monitoring plans are usually 
designed to address sediment, stream condition and stability, 
water temperature, and other parameters sensitive to Fish. 

Primary drinking water aUPPly is not an issue For the Forest. 

13) EPA is COPrect that (some) riparian areas are desiqnated to 
provide timber and other OUtpUts. Crazing is not a principal 
issue on the Forest at this tiee. Timber harvest is, and its 
activities "erc str"n&' considered in the development of the 
riparian prescription. The riparian prescription was revised in 
the Final to better reflect the Forest’s intent to manage thea 
for ripsrian dependent reSoupCeS. This intent was not clear in 
the Draft. 

Riparian areas play an important role in water, Fish, and 
wildlife habitat quality; but these qualities ape usually 
functions of cumulative effects and actions over lamer area3 
than just the rlparian areas. Those assessments are best raJ+? at 
the next level of the planninq process. The question OF whether 
tilaber in riparian areas should be regulated or unregulated ~1s 
hotly discussed. The decision uar that it should be re3uIated in 
some area9 (for economic reasons), and could be regulated in 
those areas with the speciFied criteria and management direction 
requiring that the primary objectives For management Fully 
protects riparian dependent reaoupcea. 

2. Identify w:~t:~r~b~ds or :INYL% within woterxhrrls whit+ :I:‘(’ part ir~ularly 
sr::sitiv(’ to a:utivities which alight have a detr.imtW;lt eff:*ct 01: w:ltrr 
supples. !+::sit ivr :LRCL\ ma.” he defioed hy suc4~ I’;a.tors ~5 t II:. pl+sic4 
fv:ltcm:s ot thr watrrshwl, the number of w:~ter USV:S i:: tbc, w::f~~nbcd. the 
type of water treat mwt employed. the locatioo of wnt~ iotakrs, and past 
history of w:~ter q::al:t,v prohlrms. 

3. identify x-t ivi1it.s whit+: hove tbr potentinl to d~~grxlr~ pot ::hlt* wott%r 
quality. Tla.nc. woold incluclc SIICII things x5 li::ltn~r~ tur\nt iog. road 
constru~~t ion. mining, Ilvrstock grnziog, b:arhicide or p6L\til.idr ::~tge, 
Pprrntt io:::tl dev~lop:~ltW, et<-. Incnased sedi:::e::t i::pt:t :LS R r~~:lt ot 
ti:nhw hwwst iog 3x1 ro::d :~":Wr::~~tiorr, ;u:d tfw eft'w*ts of' livc\f r1l.k grwirlg, 
arv of part iiwlar c”n(*ern. Tbr cost and effertiv:~::c*\s of t :‘:%ot :::tW and 
disinfectioo (e.g., for t;iordin ktmhlia) a~ grr?atly compromised us turbidity 
i::c7n6e5. Gr;izi:lg ::lo::g st:rn:::h;ullis PSU: cause an inc.re:lsr i:: t orhidlty as 
well ils serious bacterial contamioution. 

4. Assess the impact on the watershed and mm:icipnlitit:s of pl:u:n~d forest 
activities. Quantification of the expected impact is desirable; however, we 
realize that this may not always be possible with the data available. 

5. Discuss the proress the CNF will use for protecting do:::r++tkS water 
supplies. It would be desirable to designate domestic, wotrr supply 
watersheds a~ separ:~te management zin?as in Section III of 1111: PINI. For 
these areas appropriate manegement goals and st;e:dords should ht. developed 

5 
per !?543.1 of the Forest Srrvice Manunl. Muniripal watcrsbed moaagement 
pl:u:s should he cited or developed which allow the water useps, the land 

I ~:u~:g~~mr:~r ogeory. and the state ager:ry respoosiblc for public water supply 
Q:u:dords I o :*oop?rot :v~I,v :no::itor the watersbed. 

The atm~t~ r~~~ommc~dxt ions apply pri::::lril.y to surf;u*e water supplies. There 
may olao lr t*fftr*ts on t:~:uat-wat:‘r supplies. Tbe potentin impact of the Forest 
Plan 0:: drinking water aquite:r should he coteidered. 

To determine how efftWive the planning and n:anuge:::::::t OS thr CNF has 
been in protecti::~ wiltrr qonl1t.v. it is rsseotial tt::it n :nonitorir:g C*ompoount he 
included (see hlonatorin:: Pl:u~, below). Such a tnonitoring progx~::: should address 
hoth ambient water quality and finisbed drinking water quality. Sampling 
parameters for wotcr systems would inc~lude those spu’ified in the Notional 
Interim Primary Drinking Wxtrr Krg1:lotio:ts. and for a:::hie:tt water quality would 
inelude turbidit.v and coliforms (total and fecal). Site spn*ifica para:::rtr:s :nny 
also be valuable additiuw: for example ptl where acid mine drainnge is it ~*o::wP:I. 
Monitoring informnlior~ will :lot only provide data aboot effrc*tiveness of 
management actions, but will also create a rrferroce base for future :nru:agane:~t 
decisions regarding appropriate activities in municipal watersheds. 

RipCorinr: Area hl;um~ement 

Riparian UP:LS :m? designated i:: tbe proposed PIno for providing timber and 
other outputs. Although the intent of tbe proposed Plan is to provide for 
long-tern: improvement of riporian area quality while providing other outputs, we 
art! ror:~~‘~~d that the rvistiog condition of the CNF’s riparian areas and the 
impnc*ts of grazing and timber harvesting activities on them have not been 
adequntely addressed. 1 13 



-8- 

The mportmre or P,,,,VI‘UI 7”“CS t* wntw qlhltlty mw, ,141 ,“uld Wlldllfl~ hehllnl 
qo~llty gwntly PW~WdS t,w .I,~tlM :uv L orY.opled by I ,,,&I I.,,1 “egl’t.ltloll Any Iw.IIII~LtIoo 
at tt,,. vo\t ~~,,,T,,“P,,~~~, 0, ,,“,h“, produr’lwn 1” ,h,v :,I-,‘,I5 ,,l”“,d n’lhvt lhI\ l.Wl II 
hmwFtl”g I, to nw,Lr, ,t Fh”,,,d h1. donv 1” ,w*h .I w,,y 111 it ,111, ,.,,.,\ ill?, 11111111111,1~d 1” 
our YWW. lh(l “I”,, npprnp,,.*tt l,“lbrT m~“I~t~I~nI,~nt to, mc,,, ,I,WI.“I ‘UI’IIS wonld ho 
thwr c~,Ls.zI~K~<,~K,,, .12 ou=.,ut,,bl~ for lnr”~~t. hl,X,~ WYI.I,~I” W,,PII ,wg OIh‘V .wll”ttlw 
I” Pl,h1l,:u, ,” P.ls, ~,,,~h db gl,171ng. wra,ld :l,so hA”P nnpw~.“rt WllW qn.llttV and Ihmtll~t 
Sfllhltlty h<W l,lS 1” ilddl,lO”, ,,I(. I t,k 0, tr&~twr,d ,~0”1,,,“,,,,~110” 01 donw\tI‘~ WdlW 
511pplle\ would he rednwd 

T,w lum, IIS ‘“Id I’,.“, \hOdd “IoPe tharoegt,ly i,ddW~5 P,,,,ulan :Llv.l.\ It 15 
P%xvlt,:,, to caretut,y ,~““\,dW how “<~tl”ttlCF WCh ‘I.., ,l”,hW h.LrW~l Nld tlvr~tark 
grumg C’.UI he madtz u,,,,p~,,h,,~ VA,,, other r,par,u, mea re\ooxe goaL kg, 
proter~tmg and Entlulclng Wlll,‘P q”.lhty and Plbb bab,tnt potaotl~l, 

Monlt”n”g Plan 

The mtr”d”~,r”r, to the prapwrd PI?,, (pa@. t-1, rmphr, that monlt”rlllg And 
evaluatm I~c,,Y,,w~ wonld not he dfwted hy hurtget ,,~,~tnc,t,ons While WC’ would he 
“t-F+ pLeased should ,hlS he the WLW. 1, I!, cowa-r to “UC nndcrTtoJ\d*ng or the FOP<%, 
Service hudgetmg process hmrd on ow d,seurw,ns wth othrr n.~t~mal forests 1s the 
s,tuat,o~ on the CNF d,rfm-ent from othw ,WPF,S u, the Reg,on? Th,s lb M  rmportant 
pmnt, because we dwxss be,ow 1hr need for a ,rgn,,lclult Pol”l”ltlrlent to 
enwronmental monrtormg to be performed m conjon~troo wtb the ilet~“~tms proposed 
t-or the CNF 

The mon~torq plan d,srw.ssed m the propowd rarvst P1.u~ (pages IV-5 through 
IV-Z,, mcludes appropriate and Irudable $oak It 4,oold Ix fleehtly c2\p.u,ded I,, the 
Fmol Plarl m  order to show the forest Serv~ce’s cap,,bd,ty to adeqoately ,“cet tbose 
gunk 

1” grnwet. 1hP monlt”rlng pIti, oot,,ord 111 Tubkl IV-, appwln to rv”pb:w,ze 
mfornut LO” ner<‘\v,q to d<.tr, ,o,w wbvtbcr output t:w@b m,,V be .u~twvrd We 
undent.md tb.,t swb moroto~o, g mfomat~on IS ~mport,lnt tar plarunng actl”itic+ on the 
CNI‘. Howvr, lurther PII,,~,I,L,I, need, to he phwed on mrm~tormg thr ~,w,rann,rwa, 
mpmtr 01 new or ongomg IIC~WI~I~S, and rwovcry from effwts oC past actlvitxs 
En”lrormerltal morntorm,y rhould k,.” o,, the stoxdards that CNF nct,“,t,cs must meet 
(whether frd,=ra,, stat,=, or tboce adopted I” the Plao at Sect,oos II and 111) 

kor eunmplr. ttw p~,m.,ry caow OF unpnuts dwussed m tbc “US .uld Plan 1s 
sedwwnt flow wtl rpdunent and wdlmeotdtlon uopuctc he moottorrd~ Items C-8 ad 
C-Y (“Wddbfe a,d F,st,” elemrots) 11, Tabts IV-1 dwx\, ivladromous fish uld cutthroat 
trout, but do not clearly addrw\ bull trout, a tlqh \prc,es of specml coocer,,. hlso, 
decreases ,,I h.,b,tnt far .,m,dromous t,sh bryood thr “ptamed level” wxdd ,,,,.a,, that 
artl”Ale\ a,,- h.,“,,,g lu,act.e,,,~b,~. u,,p.,,~ts :uld 4vmtd he bnttrd, rather than tr@w,,,g 
Curther evaluatmn F,nnlly, a, annual IO\F 01 babttat COP cutthroat tro”t bmd for ho,, 
troot7) could not he detected dttw the trst ttuee ~‘~1s S,~CC mon,tormg is slated to 
OCCUP only d”ce every ttvee yem tt,erPdter. It 19 therefore u,,cle~ bow the proposed 
morntar~r~~ can meet 115 oh,ectl”e. The rrportutg period of 5,~ Vears for these ,tems LS 
simply too mtrequent to allow etf,c,er,t pubtlc aId a@zney ,n”o,“ement b, assesring the 
acoeptabrbty at ,mpwts 
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RESPONSE TO U.S. EtmIRONHENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (Continued) 

14) since this is a forestwide Plan ue have not inElUded much 
discussion of indi”idoal project monitoring. Toat vlll be do”e 
primarily at the DiStPiCt level through proJect en”iro”mental 
Bnslysis. ‘rhe FOES, Plan is primarily concerned with protect 
mO”itoPlng aa it relates to c”m”lati”e efrects. AS you state 
nonitorin~ will evaluate all aotivities and effeoto against the 
ataodanls as stated in Cnapter~ II and III of the Plan. 

Sediment impacts on fish Pe?.o”Pce9 “ill be monitored in the UateP 
column, I” the habitat, and upon the pop”latlo”s. CPitiEal 
fishery dPai”ageS Will be monitored annually an* reports 
documenti% the ooodit,ons iAl be filed annually. Data on 
indlcaror species plus species Of Special co”cern, i.e., Bull 
tro”t, Will be collected al”“8 “ilh Standanl sediment habitat 
parameters *“oh as cobble eobeddedness. Planned activltieo that 
aPe ge*ePatlng un?.Ocepr?.ble Impacts Ulll be halt&. 

We do pIa” to monitor ma effeots Of mining and agal” we “ill use 
the standards as stated I” Chapters II and III to meaS”Pe these 
eFFeots. I” addition. each rnl”l”< OpePatiO” has an 0pePatl.Q 
plan. These plans coota>” all the neoessa~y stwulatlons that 
the miner must comply ,,lth to meet Forest Plan standards. 

We agree that monitoring IS the vehicle that Will determIne the 
.9”CCBSS OP failure Of ioplementlng tne Forest Plan. We believe 
that we have established a 50116 oonitorin* plan that Will 
BfCompliSh tnis. ,,e already have an excellent “ate!- monitoring 
pt’o&ram, and we belleve that the standards established fop the 
st~eam.3 are adequate to pP”teCt this PeSO”rCe. R complete 1iet 
of the standards for streams is show” in Appendix .I of the Plan. 

To “UP knowledge there ape no other agencies or &POUPS that have 
any Rind of systematic monitorfog in the Forest. If soot, systercs 
are de”eloped that do not duplicate our ow” wotem, we Would 
“““pePate witA them. We do “““perate with Idaho F13h and came 
Department w,,o monitor vildilife (primarily elk) throwh 
obser”ation. 

!de recagnize the limitations of the sediment and fish mMle1s, 
althou@ they are the state-of-the-art systems, we ~o”ti”el~ 
condllct on-the-w3und inspeotions Of timber sales, road 
ooi,~tr”otio” and all other maJor acti”itl.2 that ma,’ oa”se 
sd”erse impacts to the resources, especially “ater and fish. 

Ue think “e have adequately disoussed how the monitorin data 
will be used in the i”trod”ctio” to Chapter I” of the Plan. The 
dignificanoe and magnitude OF any ad”ePSe impacts di3coYwed 
duping q o”itOring will detGd~d”e what action we w”“ld take. 



-9- 

Mmerals UPP iumttwr e\.u”ple Ik*partore Pcom opcr.Gug ptuls IS mcntumed, hot 
an eY,dautlo” ol bow de,urtures WI,, be detect,~d I> ““1 Ll”lronmental rlnpacts of 
exploratm and devrlopmr”t ,owd to be e~,,t,cvtty mo,,~towd 

WP eqwrt that wvt, m~,,.,cts are muant to tw ~overrtl undw other stems. e 6 , that 
watw qubty ,mpwt5 ot n~m,“g x~,,v,tws wo,,,d he ,w<wwt wtt, cI<ww”t~ ““drr Sod 
o”d Wntcr Ttw $9 not ,,I,“,““, 1” the propowl I%” :u,d “cc& to tw cl wrlwd. 

The adequacy of the ,so,“tor,,,g pIti, for eovwonn~ental ,mlwAs 15 the cor”rnto”e 
for EPA’s decls,o” to accept that tk ma,or t,mbw harvrst,“g a”d roadmg propa\ed lor 
prewoorly undeveloped zweils (,“iu,y vat,, c,,t,ca, aquntrc reso~wws a”d t”gb so11 a”d 
slope hilzards) CNI be actuewd wtboot slg,,,f,rant enwronmrntnt dcgradatwm We 
reeogmze that the type of mo”,tormg we suggest would not be possible for the Forest 
Service to under,& L” con,u”ct,on wth each actw,ty on the CNF. We would 
encourage a Forest Serwce-led ettort at eoordmatmg the worh of all agencies, trlhes, 
and other groups who may ,no”,tor spec,f,c onpacts on CNF lands To the extent that 
methods and parameters can be agreed upon and sampling stntw!s and ttmmg be 
coordinated, a Corestwde data hose co” be developed that can he etfectwely used for 
decwmmakmg Until such coordmated monatonng occurs, the Forest Service can StlU 
maxm~ze the usetubless of Its own etforts by focusmg Lts envronmental momtormg on 
actwttles o”d I” areas whwt, are most hkely to result I” slgmflcant resource confhcts. 
FOP example, we would no, suggest underto!wg ma,or momtorzng efforts 1” dramages 
that ace so ,mportwn to f,sb spec,es of spew,, cower” that the dramages have been 
deferred or excluded from the t,mher harvest hose S,mkwly, where other resources of 
co”cer” do not occor or are not h,ghly seos,t,ve. the tughest degree of momtormg would 

5 
not be reqwred. 

A 
Mon,toru,g sboold play a key role where pbxmed “ctw,t,es could he m dwect 

52 
confbct vnth other ,“,porta”t reso,nc~s. May such poss,hd,t,es vast, g,ve” that much 
of the prewooslv roadless b,“d on the CNF has bee” proposed for development, and 
gwen that s,gn~fwa”t ~mpzcts 6,x.b os loss at chmaok salmon hab,tat) bow ocuomed as 
a result 00 past ncttv,tws r\dequate marutormg where s,gn,fnu,t pesowm!e confhcts 
am pasable IS m,po~tzmt for other rcaso~ as well The hmrtat,o”s and o”certamt,es 
assoe,ated wth the sed,me”t and f,st, models, for cnample, render the”, madequato by 
themselves for “nplementmg ttw Plan (I e.. for planning spec!fzc actions). They most be 
coupled wth on-the-wound mo”~tor,“g and evaluat~o” when they predrct any 
degradation where aquntm resow~es of concern occur. 

Mondormg c-at be effectwe m,lew owch.uusms exnt for utdrz,“g the 
mformatmo gathered to mod,fy act,v,t,es m a t,mely ma”“er where neceaary. Thrs - .-. se~tl”” 01 the ll”.Sl ,‘,a” should drscusz how ,“o”ltorl”g data w,,, b? “se” ,‘,e al’e I 
cont,de”t that the Emal Plus w,,, prowde .,dequate uo”slderatton of these pants; we 
lolow the CNF ptummg st.ttP recogmzes the ,mpoPta”ce of adeqoate mor,rtomng when 
PesoUPCe co”fbrts “lay OCCur. 
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. . . 4509 -I-rl-I-7 
lruvlsory 

Council On , \‘! ~_\I 

October 4, 1985 

Mr. James C. Bates 
Forest Supervisor 
Clearnate; Nat~ona.1 Forest 
12730 Highway 12 
Orofrno, ID 83544 

RSF: Review of draft The Lolo Trail Implementation Guldellnes. 

Dear Mr. mtes: 

The Co"ncll commends the Forest Service for lnltlatlng thrs 
reasoned planning approach to management of the Lolo Tra,l, a 
Natlonal Historic Landmark partially included 1" the Clear-water 
Natlonal Forest. We belleve thrs 1s an appropriate olannrog 
approach for management of ttus particularly slgnlf1ca"t b,star.c 
property. 

Our comments are provided for dlscusslo" so that this document 
can serve, as the Forest Serv~oe lotends, as the basis of P 
lYemora"dum of Agreement. We presume the lntentlon 1s development 
of a Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement (PMOA) for Forest 
Servlcn management OF the Lo10 Trail I" accordance ,,,th 36 CFR 
Part 800.8 Of the Council's regulations. 

We do have a "umber of conoerns from a management and orotectlo" 
point-of-view about the document as developed 

1. It 1s not clear what is the Sl~nlficance of the - 
hlstorlc property. The hlstorlc PPoQerty has been 
desqnated a Natlo"a.1 H~torlc Landmark by the 
Secretary of the Interior and a Nntlonal fl,storlc 
T=all by the Congreus. It is, however, unclear what 
is the basis for this siknlficance. A" aQQeodrx to 
the document m>ght clarify thL3 by including copies o, 
relevant leglslatLo", N;ltionaL Hlstorlc Landenrk 
documentatlo", etc. Once the Sl6"lflcance of the 
prOQe7t.y is clearer It will he possible to better 
aSSeSS the aOQ?OQPlS.te"‘3S3 Of the Q?OQased ma"aq?me"t 
directions 1" the Guldellnes. 

f 1 

AESPGNSE 

1) The LOlO Trail Impleme"tatio" Guidelines (LTIG) 1s primarily 
intended to be a tool to guide our trail management acti"itu?s a, 
a day-to-day basis. There 1s a significant amount of background 
docume"tat.ion, as you mention, but to include copies in the LTIC 
VO"Ld add "nnecessaly bulk and duplication. We believe sections 
"L.eg~slatl."e History" (pages E-101, "HiStorlC Overview" (pages 
l&17), "References" (pages 88-100), and the Appendix provide 
adequate background information for the purpose of the document. 
If you need additIonal xnformat~o" to assess sqnlficanoe, we 
Will be glad to SUpply it an request. 

2) With respect to the LO10 TraFL. ue find the WY0 acts *r-e 
quite oom*lmentat-y. Sectlo" 3(a)3 Of the NatlO"* TtxllS system 
Aot states that National hlstorlo t,'ails "shall have as tbelr 
purpose the =dentlfication and protectuxn of the bistorio route 
and its hist~rio remnants and artlfaots for public "se and 
enjoyment. " AS you state. the National Historic Preservatla" Aot 
focuses an identifraation and preservat~o" of remnants of the 
historic traa. However, there are no remnants of a troll tread 
that. can accurately be attributed to "se by Lewis and Clark or 
Other pre-1900 users. There are primarily landmarks along the 
route identxfxd From historic journals. These vill be 
proteoted. The actual traa tread on the ground 1s a more recent 
Forest Service trail used t-mm 1901 to 1934 that tP*"erses the 
ridgetop ro"te '.bat hzstoi-io users followed. This pant will be 
clard'ied I" the final document. As Far as the publio 1s 
concerned, lhls tread & the historic trail and "e plan to 
emphasize the historic sites along It for putIll enjoyment. some 
portions of the trail tread ulll be malntalned and/or im&wo”ed to 
enhance publx "se and recreational experiences assozmted with 
their journey along the route. We see this as no different from 
the reSt"PatiO", e"b.?."cement and interpretation of any historm 
site or area for p"blio benefit. The Forest Servloe has the 
responsibility For management of this trail segment in compliance 
with both laws. 



2. 

3. 

4. 

6. 

7. 

It appears to us thst some confwlon exists because 
the Guidelines address, but do not clearly distinguish 
between the Forest Service’s responsibilities under 
the,Natlonal Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and the 
National Trails System Act of 1968. For instance, a 
primary focus of the Tr?lls Act appesrs to be 
recreation opportunities and development OF a trail 
system while the primary Focus of the Xntional 
Historic Preservation Act is the identification and 
preservation of remnants of the historic trail. 
divergence in objectives causes confusion about the 

the document. I 

2 

This 

reasons For Forest Service goals and objectives within 

It is unclear how the “Lo10 Trail System Corridor” 
relates to the boundaries of the National Historic 
Landmark. It appears that the “Corridor” is much 
smaller than the Landaark. IF this is the case, then 

3 
the Forest Service’s planning efforts are not 
sufficiently broad. II 

The Guidelines are arranged in such a way that it is 
difficult to correlate the proposed managPme”t 
direction with situation statements and the presence 
or absence of significant historic trail remnants. 1 4 
This makes it difficult to determine whether the 
proposed management directions are approp?iate under 
the circumstances. 

The Guidelines often appear to Focus mana:ement of the 
trail corridor on the basis of vegetation type rather 5 
than management OF the vegetation because of the 
presence of a significant historic property. I 
The relationship of the visual quality objectives - 
(VQO) established For the Lolo Trail System Corridor 
to the boundaries of the National Historic Landmark 
is unclear. This is a” especially important issue 6 
since the Landmark boundaries were established to 
allow For the “necessary ‘wilderness’ setting” (see 
page 24 of the Guidelines). 

- 
We note on page 83 that it is proposed that commercla 
grlzlog be excluded from areas only where Its effects 
are worse than those caused by bi5 game. This action 
item could result in objectionable end adverse efFect. 
to historic properties because of the direction from 
which the guidance comes (e.g., if big game is alread: 
adversely affectlog historlc properties through 
trampllns, etc., then cattle and sheep won’t be 
allowed to do any more damage than the big game 
alresdy does). In effect, this management decision 
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RESPONSE TO ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATI0.U (Continued) 

3) We agree that there needs to be Further clarifxation OF this 
Point in the “National Historic Landlcark Boundaries” sectloo on 
pages 24-25. As mentioned previousiy, PUblif acceptance of the 
existing trail tread along ulth our narkin: of that tread and 
associated historio sites has provided a basis For redefinition 
OF the original Landmark boundarIes. Ue have consulted 
extensively with the Idaho State Historic Preservation OffIce 
(Dr. Merle Wells, recently retired SHPO) and the National Park 
Service (Ms. Ann Houston OF the San Francisco Historic Lsnd-zarks 
Office) on this issue. Both are in agreement that the LanJaork 
boundaries should be redravn based on the trail system corridor 
as defined in our LTIC. Subsequently, ‘we believe their support 
indicates that our plannin: is sufficiently broad. 

4) It is important to recognize that the LTIC were desl3ned 
primarily for ease OF use by the responsible Forest Service 
managers of the various trail segments across the Clearvater 
National Forest. We belleve this flrnction of the docuwnt is 
extremely important to retain. In reco:nition of Your concern, 
Ye plan to add maps showing key recreatronal, historlzai. and 
interpretive areas of significance iihlch will tie baz:: to 
proposed management directlon. This cha”?e should be -ore 
beneficial to the casual reader who does not have lntlmate 
on-the-ground knowledge of the trail route. 

5) I can understand your vieupolnt. but that was not oi)r Intent. 
It is important to recognize that the route traverses over 100 
miles of the Clearwater National Forest. For the most part, it 
is i-oaded and passes through a mosaic of vegetation types, 
ownership patterns, and past and present forest mana,genent 
activities. The vegetative mosaic ha; changed throu;“out tioe 
and is an integral part of the character of the route. :!aJor 
vegetative changes have historically resulted from catastrophlz 
events such as wind, fire, inSeCts and disease. The ;uidelines 
recognize the existing or desired vegetative oosaic of various 
route segments and provide a stratezy for maintenance or 
enhancement of that mosaic through prescribed manazenent 
techniques. since vegetation is a very complex resource to 
manage, it appears to be emphasized due to more d&all. 

6) Visual quality objectives (VQO'a) are established From points 
were the majority of users will View adjacent landscapes. In 
this case, we used the Lo10 Motorway and knwn route seaments 
that deviate signifioa”tlY from the MOtorwaY. Vieuinj distance 
may vary From a few feet in heavy vegetation to several miles 
from vista points. VQO’s provide management objectives for the 
see” area, regardless of distance or the arbitrary landmark 
boundary. As explained on pwe 24, the term “wilderness setting” 
is a misnomer and should be more appropriately referred to as a 
natural setting. Management activities both within and outside 
of the Landma& will be guided by the VQO’s to maintain the 
desired “atural setting. 

2 



8. 

9. 

10. 

says that the Forest Service will permit controllable 
adverse effects to oocur where they ape not greater 
than anotner adverse effect which the Forest Service 
cannot control. This does not seem to us to be 
pasit~ve mana&eme”t of the h,storlc properties 
involved. Vlcued from a dlffereot perspeot~ve, thus 
action item could read somethlne like: “Exclude 
cultural 91tes mom grazing allotments “here rt 1s 
found that or believed that. adverse effects to the 
cultural sites would occur. Range control 
will be used as necessary to regulate stock use and 
avoId effects on culturzl sites.” 1 

7 

We note on psqes 107-108 of the Guidelines that 
n”mero”s Native American trails are .dent,‘led 39 
oomlng off the Lo10 Trail Corridor. It seems likely 
that some of these prooertles are ellglble for 
inclusion 1” the National ReSl3ter and that their 1 
mana,yms”t should be LntegrXlLy lnCO,-QOMted with the 
management of the Lo10 Trail. What ola”“l”3 15 
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,ntended to deal wltb managewnt of these nistovlc 
PrOQWtleS” Has the Forest Service contacted :latlve 
American groups to learn of the existence of any 
culturally sxgnlflcant properties of concern to these 
people? 1 

The "TE,"SQOrtatLO"" SEZtlO” of the Guldellnes (See 
page 64, st. seq.) seems rather tenuously iled to 
management of the Lolo Tra.11 from an non-vorest 
service point-of-view. Doe9 th13 sectlo” sztua11y 
achieve somethIng I” management of the hlstorlc 
properties, or, 1s this section simply 3 catalos of 9 
acoess oppoptunltles provided by the existing road 
system7 FOP Instance, would a road bz kept open 
maintained simply to provide access to the hlstorlc 
h-all? Is provtdrng access to the hlstorlc property 
a factor ,n allocation of road ma‘ntenance monies? 

The “Mlneral3” sectlo” of the GuIdelines 1s the leaat- 
acceptable to us at this time because it abandons 
posltlve management decisions which would protact the 
National Historic Landmark by avoidlng potential 
unnecessary conflicts between the hfstorlc property 
and mrnlng activity. 

We are qu,te concerned that Federal agencies plan 
shead to avo,d potential adverse effects to historic 
properties. In the case of NatIonal Historic 
Landuxxks, to lmploment the Intent. of Sectloo 110(f) 
of the National Hlstorlc Preservation Act, It is 
a‘,QrOQPiate for the Federal ?.gency to take 
extraordinary steps to assure that nil means of 
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RESPONSE TO ADYISDRY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PAESEWATION (Cantmued) 

7) Your point is Yell take" and we Will inCOrporate pour 
suggested wording in the final VerSlO". 

Native America" sites or k"0"" and QOSSlble signlflcance are 
listed in the Ap,x?“dix (pat?es 102-105). Natl”e Aaerxan tr1Ses 
(see Public InYol”eme”t section, pages 85-90) haYe bee, CO”Silk?d 
and provided copses of the draft LTIG for review and oom’aent. :‘o 
additional lnformatio” or co”cer”s have been prcwlded by tne3 to 
date. 

9) we estmate that 98 percent Of ViSitorS tra”ellrq this 
portim Of the I.010 wall wsteo “ill do so by motor Yehlcle. 
Therefore, aocess routes to and alon& the system are I3portmt. 
The guidelines Ulll as3zst us in Plannlnz Paad mal”tenanoe, 
reconstr”ctio”, sigtmlg and other provlslons l-or PUbllC safety 
and use. All of these roads are used for a “arlety of reasons 
=“d IlOX are uSed S01~1Y fOr the P”rPOse of “hlting the historx 
prowrty. However, this “se is fonsldered xn making road 
management and muntenance decisions. 

10) we appreciate and have shared some Of your COnCernS re1at1ng 
to mineral guIdel>nes in the draft LTIG. As written, they 
.-eflected national d~rcctian established by the Secretaries of 
Interior and Agriculture in compliance with section 204(l) Of 
y:" La" 94-579 [Federal Land POllOY and nanagement ACt. at- 

. Th13 has bee” a major topic of discussion during the past 
year between “9 an* our Regional Off-ice. We have Obtained 
=we.?m?“t to modi@ our mineral guidelines to inowpo~ate tne 
following. 

1. Existing mi”eral ~ithdra”als 0” knoun histoPic sites 
Will be retained. 

2. Mineral withdrawals or use reservations will be applied 
for in order to pPOteCt any si&fioa”t historic sites 
not presently WithdPaUn from mineral entry. 

3. Mineral nthdraval will be p”~s”ed far the 12 miles of 
Hungew creek traveled by Levis and Clark. 



RESPONSE TO ADVISORY COVNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION (Continued) 

10) Continued 
4. Consult with SHPO if any mineral activities may affeot 

signifioant o”Lt”ral resources within the LandmaPk 
boundary. 

5. TO insure the BLM addresses the imQOrta"Ee Of the LO10 
Trail system when reviewing mineral pPoQos.Is, ve "ill 
P"=s"e a Record of Not&U,, so the entire trail will 
BPQeaP on their record and title Plat as a" area Of 
Special EO"sidePatio". 

WE reoo~nize that this does not provide the guwanteed ,,vo+,ectio" 
yo" would prefer but we believe it is a reasonable and totally 
workable awroach that will protect significant resources within 
the Landmark. 

The P~SSODS we osnaot support uithdraval of the entire La"dma~k 
are: 

1. If minerals were d~scavered within the Landmark 
boundarfes, it may be possible to extract them with no 
effect by underground operations E0me"Cin.g Outside Of 
the bo"n*ary. Withdrawal WO"ld totally eliminate this 
possibility. 

2. The Landmapk boundaxes ape a,+itraFy and there are 
areas where surface mineral dwelopment could be 
Permitted that KNld not affect any signiricant sites, 
me normally "isable natural setting or use by the 
PYbLlC. 

3. The Forest Service now has substantial authority ""dir 
our locatable miners13 requlatlons (36 CFR 228) to 
control activities affecting the SUrfaCe reso"Pces on 
National Forest system lands. Those ~o"t,v,ls range from 
simple approval OP operating QlS"S to Peq"iPeme"tS t-or 
full-blow" e"YiPOnme"tal impact statements, on proposed 
mineral a.ctiYities. We do not intend to a,,pro"e any 
activity that will impact signifuxnt EUltUPaL P~~OUPC~S 
without implementing any studies or oontro1e appropriate 
I-or the situation. 

11) He believe our res~onsea to qwstions two and four 
adequately answer this question. 

12) The rD"tes have bee" ?esearched and dooumented on the 
Clearmter National Forest for owe? 40 YBBPS. We used this 
wealth of information I" ag~re&s.te to mark a ro"te and Landmarks 
acceptable to all entities oo"s"lted to date. We do not believe 
the methods you suggest would add Slgnififantly to our knowledge 
Of the trail or our management objectives. 

awlding poteotlal adverse effects ape eApLored and 
planned fo". In this Lnstanoe, protection of the Lolo 
Trarl through wlthdrewal From mineral actxvlty seems 
an appropriate, farsighted mean= of protecting the 
hlstorxc property and avozdlng any potentxel conflicts 
between mineral development and the hlstorlc property. 

In point of fact, the only “protectlon’n afforded the 
trs‘l end its associated sites 1.3 that aive” by 
positive agency planning and deoislon making. 
The pLannl”g encompassed in a Forest Se”v,ce decision 
to protectively manage a historic property through a 
mining wlthdraral is a positive management deczelon by 
the agency which avoids potent,al coofllcts and 
effectively implements the planning policy enunciated 
I” sections 1 and 2 of the National HlstOriC 

Preservation Act. Sectlons 106 and 110(f) of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and Section 
9(a) of the M,nlng I” Natlone Parks Act of 1976 
simply provide a procedural process through wblch an 
agency must go prlov to approvng an undertaking. 
If the Forest Service ohooeee to resornd mineral 
wlthdrswals, it 1s effectively Foreclosing its 
management prerogative of eeeu~z”g the protection of 
the National Hlstorlc Landmark. This is true because 
o”0e a ml”l”g claim IS flied the Forest SerViCe oe” 
effectively only seek co’oorom1se eolutlons to 
environmental problems. Through a mineral withdrawal 
the Forest Service can effectively set 9 management 
dlrectlon and mantain complete management control of 
the hlstorlo property through control of both surface 
and subsurface rights to the Lsnd. We strongly 
euggeet that the Forest Service reconsider this 
declslon and relmplement its policy of mineral 
withdrawal for the Landmark and associated Sltee. - 
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It appears that the maps in the document could more 
clearly dlfferentlate between responslbillties under 
the Trails Act and the Hlstorlc Preservation Act by 
color coding the traxl to lndicnte where remnants of 11 
the trail actually exist and must be protected as 
opposed to areas where the objective is the 
preservation of a trail corridor. 

I 

The Guidelines do not address the issue of 
identlf’lc: 1 xtlon of the route(s) of the Trail !-!hlch have 
been obscured by vegetation. There are techniques 
which night prove useful for this purpose, e.g., 
Infrared photography, dlstrlbutlon of scarred trees, 
ground-penetrating ndar, etc. - 

'1 2 
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the entire G~idclines as well as the Forest Service's proposed 
acquisition of pr1Yate lands along the Lolo Tra.11 System propose 
a positive approach to management of the Landmark. We believe 
that an amended set of Guidelines may provide the ba.sls for a 
PMOA. We particularly belleve that alterdtion of the proposed 
policy regarding mlnlng withdrawals would be another very 
positive step In the Forest Service's management of thxs historic 
property. 

This lettw constitutes the Council's comments on the draft 
Guldellnes. It does not oonstLtute the Council's coinments 
pursuant to Section 106 or Section 110(f) of the National 
Historic Preservation Act re$ardiog the Forest SerVtlce'S proposed 
management plans for the Lolo Trail and associated Bites and 
trails. 

If there are shy questions, if we may be of assistance, or if the 
Fwest Service w~snes to lnltlate compliance w1t.h Section 106, 
110(f), or consultation in accordance with the Council's 
regulations, please contact Brlt. Allan StoreY at (303) 236-2682 
or at 776-2682 on the FTS system. 

s1ncere1y , 

’ / _ ,.Q ’ i 
/. 5 r>.:- ,, 

Robert Fink - 
Ch,ef, WesteP" Dlvislon 

Of ProJsct Aevlew 
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IDAHO STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

610 NORTH JULIA DA”,5 DRIVE BOISE. 83702 

-cTc13e,- i. :9tl5 

,'t-. i1.71.212 i7ievanlw 
~)rar,r,;r,c sect 1c*n 
1. .e*c,uaze,. "ia: xc,-,ai ,-.:lt‘P57 
.z';xlii r!lChka" 12 
ci-or Ino. rGanCl r35:r 

Dear i51‘. Gievanlr: 

5 
'.P .c\4P rPCo,',t,v i-e"iewf)G : 1P c .F-?, w3rer- 97 l,:ll,al ,-o,‘e56 'i,-o.3?5~~ 
~.:*t-ec-c iidll an0 rn-air tn"lI-onme~:a. L,,lIact d~atenwr,T AIlO r-e.32 124 

I 
5 

:re ,‘eYlew -,er-lno ceac-'.'.e ila5 ,asF-ec. ~-oweYP,-. we 5511 I W18.7 V) 

0 
sia*.e OL"V ccr,cerns <t-,C,WII r-ecar-o lrlc ?he TVea~rnenr ‘T,f CC,ltLl,'aI 
r‘esocI,~cP5 111 r;-,e nanaoemenc Ildl'l. 

*e a,,r-Pclace tne ~10,cw‘t'.!nl~" t.3 revlw me rw-erjt .0~an am kis 
anc: C" exore55 Ol.,t- "lews. 

RESPONSE 

To avoid repetition in the Forest Plans, the Washln@on and 
RegiOnal Offices directed the Forests to reference existxg 
oultural re~owce management (CRH) documents rather than include 
them uitnin the Plans. These documents are available for review 
ln the Forest %pewlsor's Office. 
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Mr. James C. Bates 
Forest Supervisor 
Clearwater National 
12730 Highway 12 
Orofino, ID 83540 

Dear Mr. Bates: 

Forest 

The following co~ents are submitted on the Clearwater NF DEIS and Forest 
Management Plan. A  draft of these c-nts was discussed vith Doug Glevanik 
of your staff on November 5, 1985, in Hiesoulr at which time he requested that 

5 
they be submitted in final. 

t 
t; 

Our co-nts request clarification of corridor planning on the Clearwater NF. 

P  DEIS Camrxents 

1. P. IV-34 - IV-36: The discussion of utility transportation corridors 
emphasizes the uee of the 1977 Draft Pacific Northwest Long-Range East-Ueet 
Energy Corridor Study for informetion on corridor needs. Another important 
source that should be cited is the Western Utility Group's "Western Regional 
carridor Study." The intent of these documents was to identify long-range 
energy corridors so that they could be included in Federal lend use planning 
to avoid their foreclosure by vilderness designation. 

We are extremely concerned that the forest might eliminate East-West corridor 
R26 from future consideration due to visual quality objectives and the pro- 
posed designation of the Hoodoo Uilderners Area. Such action contradicts 
management direction on utility corridor*. The DEIS should identify and 
evaluate corridor window for each alternative, including a discussion of the 
effect of leaving open P  corridor window for the East-West W6 corridor seg- 
ment. The DCIS should alao addreee potential impecta to the region if this 
corridor were to be lost. 

1 1 

7 Our concern ie increased by the alarming rate et which corridors identified in 
the study are being eliminated by vilderneas designation. me 1977 FSIBPA 
East-West Corridor Study determined that there were only seven technically 2 
feasible eaet-west corridors through the Rocky Mountain Range. Since the 
study memy land u.e chanSes have affected theae corridore. Ihe table attached 

RESPONSE 

1) We have included the “Western Regional Corridor Study” 
document as a reference in Chapter IV. 

2) We don’t believe the proposed Hoodoo Wilderness will 
interfere with the proposed utility corridor as shown in recent 
correpondence from you. A3 we pointed out in correspondence and 
Deetinw with you between the draft and final plan, the sreatest 
potential conflict would be with the Lewis and Clark Trail 
Corridor - Hanagement Area 16. The area immediately north of A6 
is available as a potential corridor window. However, much of 
that area is off the main divide and crosses the numerous stresns 
draining into the North Fork of the Clearwater. 

We have added more discussion of the corridor situation in 
Chapter IV of this doounent. As we’ve pointed out previously in 
CUP disouesions and COrreSpOndeme, however. we have an important 
management responsibility in protecting the Lewis and Clerk Trail 
COI-AlOP. We reference you to our letter to you on April 28, 
1986 for a more detailed dlecueeion Of these potential conflicts. 
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identifies these corridor8 and their atams. You will note that only five 
corridors remein. lVo of the corridors (corridors I end IV) have been 
elimineted due to wilderness clarrificetion. I)ne of the remaining’five 
corridors (corridor VII) is restricted by roadless area study elanmificetion 
(Rere 11) and potential wilderness designation. The Garrison-Taft-Eel1 
Corridor (corridor II) is currently under construction for e major 500-kV 
rran~misoion line. lbe remaining tvo (corridors V and VI) require “re of 
critical corridor segments on the Chellin NF vhieh ere alao threetened by land 
use restrictions. 

Not being able to “se the Clearwater Corridor (corridor III) could criticelly 
reduce the ntier of cto.s mountein corridors to only one or two corridor* 
vhich are not threatened. At $2 million e mile for l hiah cepecity tram- 
riemion line, or perhaps more for other forms of energy trensportetion (coel 
rlurry, oil or ser pipeline), detoura would become ertremmly expensive, with 
ai@aificmt potentiel increaser in l nviremeotel wcta end project deleys, 
.I . result of (IreWly inereaaed line lenltha end the extensive “Ie Of the 
remeining corridors. Such limitetionm would l lao wbmtmtielly reduce the 
weat’* stretegic opt&as for hendlins loq-r-8 energy requirement*. Reduc- 
in8 the n&r of eveileble corridors will -en that each eottidot till heve 
to eccdate greater ttenamireion cepacity. li~is fen leed to reduced reli- 
ability and more severe impactr as the result of corridor outages. 

Several corridora vi11 undoubtedly be needed in the Clearveter l ree within the 

s next 50 ye.r.. lhey could be required for e veriety of reesons, including the 
I need to nerve or provide better service to eree or locel loada. The m*t 

s recent Pacific Northwest Utility Conference committee (PNIJCC) high load 
N forecast indicetes the need for aeneretion could ba as WUI~ aa the 1990’S. 

Ihe Pecific Northvest Power Plenning council and WA are having to lwk at 
roe1 seneretion and reneweble reaourcea ea meera of meeting such wret-ceee 
paver deficits. 

It ia extrwly important that the Forest service l ddresr long-renge corridora 
(window. exclusion, and avoidance arees) at this time. This will help pre- 
serve options for the future as well l m meke the future aiting end construe- 
tion of energy projects more timely end cost effective. 

2. Wpsr Existing corridors or trawmiaaion lines and corridor window 
l hould be showa on forent plan ups. 

Pore‘t Plan Coumenta 

1. The forert plan doea not adequetely address corridorr. Avoideace l ed 
exclusion areas l re mentioned only to the extent thet they are e coaatreint in 
l mana.gement area. lt is the responsibility of the Porert to plan for corri- 
dors ; this has not been done. Ihe Forest l hould establish e uampmat l ree 
that specifically addreeees corridors (window). This should include trenepor- 
tation aad energy corridors es required by the Pederel Lend Umagwnt Policy 
Act OIMPA). The plan should alao l ddrese corridors in the discussion of 
forest goels. objective*. reseerch needs, end stenderda. 

REBP0wB ro 0ww17we~~ 0~ ENEar (B~NNEULLE PIER 
ADMINISTRATION) (Continued) 

3) We do not show the existing BPA transmission ltne or the 
oorrldor windcus .a B special menagement “nit on the Forest Plan 
MP. The trenamiasion line is included on the base map however. 
Ne make reference to the “Corridor Need Report’ as prepared by 
your ofmoe ror “a in Mey 1966. That report show the potential 
corridor window. 

Until suoh Unu, that we have e definite proposal we cannot, 
evaluate the potentiel environmental effects other then in a 
gen.t’el Way, which “e have done in Chapter IV of the FEIS. 

4) As noted above until there is a definite proposal showing a 
spwifio et’ee, “e do not plan on establishing a 3peoisl 
unegement *pee. We have added Wo forestwide goals in the 
FOa-eZat Plen thet eddress the corridor situation in general end 
emell hydropower projeoto. 

1 2 
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Recomendarro” 

From a carr~dor planning standpomt, we cannot support any of the plana 
proposed unrr1 the reYlSIO”S we hewe requested &T-B made. 



12 November 1985 

STAT”S TABLE 
EAST - WEST CORRIDORS 

Crltlcnl 
Corrxlor SCpe”ts SeacuS 

1. Great Bear cnrrvhr R-2 

R-3 

II. Garrzson-Taft-Bell mrrrdor R-17 

III. c1eawaeer oxrldor R-26 

I”. M&ruder corridor R-28 

v. Salmon River corridor R-42 
.3”d 
R-38 or 
R-39 
R-40 

R-41 

“I. Northern Snake River Phi” R-38 
Corridor (Also prowdes 
north - BO”th corruhr) ;;k 

an.3 
R-41 

:43 
or 
R-44 

“II. SauCher” Snake River Plar” R-49 
or Southern Oregon Corridor 

R-4 7 

R-45 
or 
R-52 

R-51 

R-* 6 

Elmlnared by vrb3crness 
deslgnatlo” 
Ellmlnared by vllderness 
deSlg”Z3CLO” 

Exl.srl”g Corridor (under 
EO”Stt”CflO” 

Threatened by wltderness 
desLg”aclo” an.3 Narronal 
llegrster Hlscorlc Trail 

Ellmlnared by vllderness 
deS,g”atlO” 

RestrIcted by “mual 
quahty ob,ectl”es 
““reSCrlCO2.3 
UnresCrlcred 
Reerrlcted (no overhead 
Iznes) 
Reserrceed (no overhead 
Ilnes) 

Restrlcced (no overhead 
lines 
Pestrlceed (no overhead 
ll”eS 
RestrIcted (no overheed 
ll”W 

Poeenelolly restrIcted by 
Rare II 
Potentially restricted by 
Rare II 
mtentrally reserxted by 
Pare II 
Patentdly rescrxcccd by 
Rare II 
Potentially restricted by 
Rare II 
Potentrally restrxceed by 
Rare II 
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Umted States Fish and Wildhfe Service 

Department of the Interior Lloyd 100 O”lld~“. S”“C ‘691 5OO NE ,.,ulcnomah Slrrcl 
Po&nd, Orwon 9723* 

I.2 red* R&r =a Yovr R4mn.n 
August 15, 1985 

Mr. Tom Costa” 
Regional Forester 
U.S. Forest Service 
Federal Bulldlng, P.O. Box 7669 
Mlssoule, r4ontena 59807 

Dear Mr. Coston’ 

This 1s the Flsb and Wlldllfe Service’s (FWS) Blologlcal Oplnl,,” 
I” reSpO”Se to your April 12, 1985, rSCl”.+St *or formal 
consultation on the proposed Clearwater Natlone Forest PIen 
(FSW-l-4-85-F-35) and the subsequent xmpacts on the endsngered 
bald eagle. peregrine fSlC0”. snd Frey wolf, and the threatened 
grizzly bear. The complex nature of the proposed Forest Plan and 
Draft s”“,ro”ms”tal Impact Statement (DEI6) and the broad 
spectrum of actlv,tles covered, have made at dlfflcult for the 
FWS to analyze all 

2 

potent1e1 site speclf IC and cumulative 
Impacts. This Blologlce.1 Oplnron refers only to the potential 

A 
effects of the PI”” on threatened and endangered specxes and not 

;: 
the over.311 e”“l=o”me”tal o= econamlcal scceptablllty of the 
proposed actlo”. 

On July 19, 1985. we completed “UT review of the Forest Plan and 
the DE16 that you provrded with YOU= consultation 
well as addltzonel 

request. 89 
lnformatlo” 

avaxlable I” ou= 
obtazned by us o= 

files. 
already 

In the c.,u=se of 
fallowing people were contacted and co”t=$?::d =“~:::;,o~~; 
lnformatlo” used I” this Opxnzo”. 

Den D#a”lS, Clearwater Natzonel Forest 
Tlmm Kamlnskl, Montana Coaperatrve Wlldlxfe Research ““rt 
Dxck Thlel, W~sconsln Department of Natural resources 
Gary Power. Idaho Department of Fish and fame 

* 11st Of documents used 1” this consultation 1s 
hppendxx I. 

included as 
BY mutual aareement between ser”lCes the 

comPl*tl*n date for this DP~~o” has been ext.%id to August 7, 
1985. 

BIO&OGEA_I c!PINION 

It 19 our blologlcsl opznlr,” that 
CleerHater NatIonal 

1mp1ementot1on Of the 
Forest 

office I” April. 
Plan (Plan), as submltted to “UT 

staff, and 
and subsequently discussed with members of your 

others. 
existence of 

1s not likely to Jeapard,ze the continued 

Background 
a”Y of the four wlldllfe species mentIoned 

lnformatlo” 0” 
above. 

YO”C proposed plan and blologlcal 

RESPOHSE 

Response start9 below 



information pertinent to this determination follow. Further 
informel and formal consultation will be needed on project 
specific.ceses es the Forest implements the Plan. 

P!wKT !!EE!?IETIPE 

The proposed Clearwater National Forest Plan guides all netura1 
resource management activities end establishes managemeat 
standards for the administration of the Clearwater National 
Forest . The Plea is besed on the proposed action (Altereetive 
RI. described in the Claarweter National Forest Plan Dreft 
Bnvironmentel Impact statement (URIS). The proposed Plen eets 
forth specific goels, objectives. standards. schedules of 
management practices, end monitoring and evslustion requirements 
for the next ten years and proposed management direction for the 
next so ,ear*. The projected reeource outputs and activities for 
the next 50 years are also displayed. The goal of preferred 
Alternative E is to provide a mix of market end nonmerket outputs 
with emphasis on timber production, fishery habitat. and 
potential elk production. 

The following goals, objectives, and other mensgement directions 
have been identified as the rmjor-propoaels effecting peregrine 
falcons, bald eagles, grizzly bears. and gray wolves. 

s 
1. _Tk!E?NiS!!~d EN!! &l@SDRSEs-d SS?SSiSE: A etated goal of the 
Plan is to I 

provide habitat to contribute to the recovery of 

$ 
threatened and endangered species in accordance with approved 

m 
COCO”CCY pleas, end perticipete in studies end inventories to 
provide additional information (Plan 11-3). The Plan slso l tetee 
that habitat for the grsy wolf, grimsly bear, end bsld eegle are 
high management priorities (Plen 11-7) end that there is DO 
essential habitat on the Clearwater Forest to aid in the recovery 
of the peregrine falcon (Plan 11-e). 

A standard listed in the Plan is to provide en adequate amount of 
habitat to support the Clearwoter Forest’s l esignad goal of 10 
wolves es besed on recommendations from the Northern Rocky 
mountain Recovery Teem (Northern Regional Guide, 1883). 
When the Northern Rocky Mountain Draft Revised Wolf Recovery Plan 
is approved. the Forest will cooperate with the Idaho Department 
of Fish end Game (IDFG) and FWS to identify specific arees to be 
managed for recovery and the implementation measures necessary to 
reduce potential for man-induced mortality (Plan X1-24). 

The Forest will cooperate with future recovery efforts on behalf 
of the gray wolf, bald esgle, sod grizzly bear. The Clearwater 
Forest will manage active identified bald eagle nesting, roosting 
and perching sites in 0 .anner to maintain their use, and 
schedule land management activities in the vicinity of occupied 
sites to avoid the seasons the sites arc used by the birds 
11-24). 

(Plan 
Population trends of management indicetor 

(including 
species 

the gray wolf, bald eagle, and grizzly beer) in 
relation to habitat changes and/or condition, will be monitored 
on B specified schedule (Plan IV-g). 

2 



The OBIS reiterates. 89 a matter of policy, thst no ection Will 
be taken that adversely effects the threatened and endangered 
species on the Clearwater Forest (BEIS II-26). The BEIS goes a” 
to state that as m”re speclflc lnformatxon 1s gathered regarding 
implementation of the Plan and the sc”pe of zndivrdusl prwects, 
xmpocts on threatened and endangered species ~111 be reevaluated 
and changes necessary to prevent adverse effects ~11 be made. 
The PWB will be informally consulted throughout lmplementatian of 
the Pla” end formal consultatlo” wxll “cc”= if an eCtl”ltY ?&lay 
affect e specxes or Its habItat (DBIS IV-15). 

2. TlEk_r PrL?dEtioo A stated goal of the Plan 1s to menage 
the 997,500 acres af land avazlable and suItable for tlmber 
productxon for optuum production of txmber while providing for 
;ith~; :;;“rces as approprlete (Plan 11-3). The timber harvest 

l”Cl-e*Se from the first decade harvest of 150 
MMBF,Ye*T to a long term sustained yield of 443 MMBF/year by 
decade 10. Currently, the average annual trmber harvest 1s 170 
MMBY (Plan V-12). 

3. %?3d SEtnm: The exlstlng road system of 4,234 miles will 
be increased an average of 62 miles per year far the next 10 
years. A total of 4.880 miles of new roads are planned “ver the 
next 120 years III the Clearwater Forest (Plan II-lo). 

4. Lrm_ern_ees as!! R!?_adl_ess’ About 259,165 “cres of exlstlng 

s 
wilderness ~111 be retained. About 188,871 ecres of new 

L 
wilderness “111 be pr”posed I” the Plan, ncludxng Mallard 
LFII-kl”S, Hood”” (Great Burn), Elk Summ,t and the lakes Addrtlan 

z to the Selway-Bitterroot. A total of 188,400 “cres of currently 
roadless acres wzll remal” roadless. lncludzng portions of Little 
North Fark, Ellzaheth Lakes, Moose Mountain, North Lochsa Slope. 
Coolwater, Fourth of July. Kelly Creek, Cayuse, and Fish Creek 
(DEIS II-25). The Plan states that roods may be constructed znt” 
ereas being managed as roadless for fire s”ppress10” or for 
salvage of timber due to cstastrophzc losses from fire or znsects 
snd dtseases. Such roads ~111 be clased snd obliterated (Plan 
11-32). A total of 572,900 acres of current lnventarled roedless 
areas is scheduled for development durng lmplementatio” of the 
Plan. Approximately 33 percent or 190.000 ac,-es of those lands 
scheduled to be developed wzll be developed by the end of the 
first decade (Plan II-?). This would leave 383,000 acres 
undeveloped by 1995. 

5. W&dl_>f$: The Plan states that elk and moose winter and 
summer range are high mnnegement prlarltles. A plvper UllY of 
hrdlng and thermal c”ver, forage, and protectlo” from harsssment 
during crltlcal periods ~111 be provided on big game summer range 
xn accordance with “GuIdelines for Evaluating and Mansgxng Summer 
Elk Habltat I” Northern Idnho” (plan II-24). Elk s”mmer range 
~111 be managed to support B m~n~m”m of 21,250 elk for all 
decades A m~nlm”m of 3000 acres of key ble game winter range 
wrll be rehabllltated annually by prescrlhed burnrng tbr”“gh the 
frrst decade (Plan II-24). The elk papulntlan goal on winter 
rang* 19 greater than or equal to 18.700 onzmals for all decades. 

3 



The Plan atotes ~~.e, more of the roadless areas e=e accessed 
durmg the plenn~ng period (10 years). elk simmer range WI11 
become llmltlng (Plan 1X-7). 

6. eK!rce. L>vestock permItted use ~111 xncrease from the 
current level of 16,400 to 20,000 nnlmal unit months by the fifth 
decade. Graz,ng mansgement ~111 provide for protectlo” of sol1 
and water resources. rlpa=lea area*, threatened and endangered 
speclea, and txmher reso”rce9 on trensltary range (Plan 11-g). 

7. w!_erEa Mlnerel BCCBSS, exploration, end development 
activltles ~111 be encouraged and supported while simultaneously 
x”tegratlng these actlvltles with the use and cD”Ser”at~lo” of 
other resources to the fullest extent possible (Plan II-40). 
Opportunltres for mxneral exploratlan and development lncreaae as 
new areas become accessible. 

8. wetn_r QuelGYLEd?PrY’ The Clearwater Parest ~111 manage 
the fishery resource et a high (optimum) level of productIon by 
1) establlshlng high ;;;;r end hebxtat quellty obJectIves for 
lndlvxdual draInages are praductlve, 2) enhanczng the 
product,ve capsbxlxty of exlstlng habitat on a sustained. annual 
basxs, 3) rehabllltatlng degraded habltnts by reducing sediment 
loads and re-vegetatxng rlparla” areas, 4) restorxng watershed 
stebxlxty through road sediment management, end 5) mensgzng high 

2 8). 
quality watersheds to marntarn “ear natural condltzons (Plan II- 

These obJect>ves result 1x1 B maxxm”m poP”latlon of 666,000 
I anadramous fxsh and 595,000 cold-water fish whzch steadily 

$ declrne after the first decade to a low of 684.000 and 594,000 
co respectively. 

9. BEEeats?a. Opportunxtzes for recreation ln roadylenatural 
settings Will zncrease approxrmately 69 percent by fifth 
decade 8s new roads are constr”cted I” areas evsllable far tzmber 
management. Public use of roads ~111 be controlled to prevent 
road damage and to protect other resources (Plan X1-6). 

The Clearwater Natlone Forest has been dlvlded into 20 
management *re*s, each wrth different management goals, resource 
potent1.31. and ln,xtstxons. Management areas 91 (existing 
wilderness), 82 (recommended wilderness). Cl (key hlg game summer 
rnwte), C6 (crltlcnl watersheds), and Ml (research nature1 areas) 
will remsln roadless. Management areas A3 (drspersed recreation) 
end C3 (big game “Inter range) ~111 be managed as unsultable far 
commerclel timber hsrvestng with na new road construction 
planned. 

Four management areas, C2S (big game ~umn,er rnnge), C4 (big game 
winter range) * ,266 (sensltlve watersheds). and M2 a~;‘~y; 
arees, all ellow txmber hervestng, road bulldzng. 
mensgement actlvltles wxth various constrarnts based 
protectaon of zdentxfxed zmportont resources. Manngement *rea ;; 
(optlm”m timber production) x.5 the largest block of lend on the 
Forest (480,029 acres) and ~~11 contain the most lntensave txmber 
hsrvesting and road constr"ct5c.n ectlvxtles 



our,ng ~mplcmentnt,on of the Clearwater Forest Pl*II, monogeme”t 
act,vxt>es I,, these five a==== (CZS. C4, C65, MZ. El, ~111 hove 
the most patent,=1 to effect threatened and endangered specres on 
the Cleorwater Forest. Potentlsl effects vxll be discussed under 
the &_alynls. _of rrne~~f~ section. 

S_PBEIBS _ACCOLw 

The bsld eagle 1s the only North hmerxcsn repr=sentat,“e of se= 
eagles end 1s endemzc to North America. The Psc,f~c Northwest 1s 
= m=~=r habItat =re= for thrs species. Bald eagles occ”r both =s 
s nest,ng and wlnCer,ng species. Nest,ng occupancy ,n Idaho has 
lncrensed steedlly since the first cen=us w== conducted I” 1979. 
In that yeer 11 occupied nests were documented end by 1984 that 
number had risen to 20. While the StatewIde nesting Population 
1s expanding, there ere no known nests on the Clearwster Nat,onal 
Forest. 

Wznterrng bald eagles are found I= abundance throughout the 
state. Winter census of bsld eazzles have varied fram 404 I” 1979 
to es hxgh es 735 I= 1981. They are primarily essoclnted with 
large river systems and lekes. In the Clearwater Natronal 
Forest, from 70-80 bald eagles have been observed during the 
*ll”U*l winter Ee”S”S. Overall decline of the populatran I” the 
northwest has been due to contsm~nnt~on of Its food bese by 
pestlcrdes, destruct>== of nesting snd foragxng hnbltst, end 
Illegal persecution. 

IleExrr!E b?l_c!?n 

The Amerlcsn peregrine felcon has sustnrned unprecedented 
declines as a nest,ng species ,n the west during the past 30 
yeers. Formally, 17 knawn eyr,es were oct1ve In Idaho with 
y;‘bl:he:~ many =s 25 eyrles being present 11, the stste BY 

wes no known reproduction of thzs species accurrlng 
I” Idaho. 

Only occasIona slghtrngs have since been recorded for this 
species. No canflrmed nestxng has occurred, however, l-=p=l-t= 
from staff an the Nezperce National Forest, S=lm=” Netlone. 
Forest, and from knowledgeable cltlzens lndlcnte nesting may have 
occurred wzthln the Past three ye===. Concurrent with these 
abservatlons ere the relntroductlon efforts of The Peregrine 
Fund, s “on,aroflt foundnt,on underwrxtten by the FWS end others. 
whose me.,=r obJectlve 1s to reestablish the peregrine falcon. To 
date, 31 peregrine falcons have successfully fledged I” Idsho 
srnce these efforts were begun I,, 1982 (Burnham 1984). One w,ld 
p*l* resulting fram this relntroductxon effort has successfully 
hstched 2 young I” eastern Idaho ID 1985. 

The ressons for the decline of nesting peregrine falcons I,, the 
west er= complex, but the cantrlhutlng vsrlables ore the use of 
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DDT to control insects and cli..tic drought which began in the 
1930’s (nanny lS81). The drought dried .p m..y inland marah snd 
wetland .r... tllst 8upport.d u.tcrfonl, shorebird., sad 
..aoci.ted passerine birds in high densities. These groups of 
bird. .re major prey of the peregrine falcon. 

The other major variable is DDT. It is . chemical that v.s used 
on f0re.t. primarily to control infestations of spruce budwor. 
..d Douglas-fir tu..ock moth. DDT ia biolagnified in the food 
cb.in in concentrations that C.“*e interference in the 
reproductive process of peregrine falcons. In Idaho. 3.850.000 
*cres were sprayed with DDT between the 1950’. and 1974 for 
control of the.e two insect. (Bsc..o 1983). The Clearwater 
C0re.t su.t.iaed spplicatioa. of 232,000 lb.. of DDT between 1947 
..d 1974. No other DDT .pplic.tion. of major proportions have 
been conducted mince that ti.e. 

81iZZlY asx 

Z.ger (1981) provides . general eccount of grizzly bear ecology 
in the Northern Rockies. 8iwtoric.l evidence indicate. that 
gri..lie. o.ce occupied portion. of the Clearwater Fore.t along 
the Clearwater River and within the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness. 
Obmervstion. over the past ten yesrs indicate that . number of 
.c.ttered 

iz 

individuals may still occupy the North Fork Clearwster 
River are. and Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness (Helquist 1985). The 

I Sclw.y-Bitterroot ecoayste. is identified in ihe 
Bear 

1982 Grizzly 
Recovery Plan .s . recovery .re.. Pe.e.rch to evaluate 

qulity of grizzly habitat in thi. .re. is planned for the ..mmer 
of 1985 with Section 6 funding under the Bndangered Specie. Act. 

Ona hundred ye.r. .go. wolve. ro.med over v.st are.. of the Great 
Plains and forests of North America, including moat of the state 
of Idaho (Goldmsn 1944). During the latter half of the 19th 
century, buffalo hunters, l ettlers. and others decimated the 
buffalo herds and other ungulate. that provided prey for wolves 
ro.ming the northern Rocky Mountains (Northern 
Wolf Draft Revimed Recovery P1.n. 

Rocky Uouatain 
lS83). 

In buffalo and other prey, 
Along with the decline 

came an incre..e in livestock, which 
s0.e wolves began to include in their diet.. Stock.en and 
government trappers begen an iaten.ive c.mp.igs to eradicate the 
wolf. By 1930, wolves were e..enti.lly gone from the we.t. The 
1a.t of these animals ware believed to have been extirpated fro. 
the mountainous region. of Idaho in the lete 1930’s. Because . 
99 percent reduction in wolf distribution has occurred in the 
contiguous United States within the past 100 
lS70), 

years (Jorgensen 

in 1973 
the Northern Rocky Mountain wolf Y.. listed a. endangered 

under the Endangered Species Act. In 1978 the entire 
wolf SpCXieS throughout the lower 48 states w., 
endangered. 

listed .s 
except in Minnesota where the 1a.t viable wolf 

population in the contiguous 48 etate. w.s listed . . threatenad. 

8 



The Sorther" Rocky Mountain Wolf (NRMW) RecoVery Plan wan 
approved by the FWS I" 1980. the przmery obJectlve of th;,z;yi 
called for securing and malntainlnsT, where feasible, 
pop"letlO"S of wolves vlthl" their former range. The central 
Idaha area, encompassing two wilderness areas and adjacent 
"atlone forest lands, 1s one of three areas selected as having 
potentre1 for Its recovery. Reports of wolves have persxsted I" 
central Idaho from the early 1940's to the present (Xamlnski and 
Hansen 1984). yewer then 15 ,,olvee at-e believed to remal" 1x1 the 
central ldabo *r-e* at present, wxth eurv~vnu wolves xnhabltlng 
both wzlderness and "an-wilderness areas 0" natronal forest 
system lends (Kamlnskl and Hansen 1984). 

0" the Clearwater Nstlonal Forest, 101 of 166 wolf reports 
received since 1974 have bee" rated as probable (Kemlnski and 
Ileneen 1984). Ninety-nxne of the 101 probable wolf reports stnce 
1974 Involved lone a"Imals, exght referred to 

palrss 2: ide"t,fred 3 or more "olvee together and one was uncleer on 
number of enlmals. 

I" Jun.2 of 1978, e lone black wolf was photographed by IOFC 
personnel near Pared&se Meadows. In the wxnter of 1982 and agal" 
in the winter of 1983, 
Kelly Creek area. 

a lane block wolf was photographed ;;nt;z 
Tracks of e wolf were observed along 

Moose Ridge, Kelly Creek, and I" Bear Creek Bask" durxng the 
winter of 1984. These tracks were Judged to be samllar to those 
measured durxng previous winter study periods. 

Weaver sunmarlzed the ecology and behavlar of wolves I" the Rocky 
Mountslns of Canada and the ""lted States I" the Northern Rocky 
Mounta," Wolf Draft Revised Recovery Plan, 1963. The follawlng 
sccount further condenses Weaver's summary with some addxtzanal 
information. 

The "iche or ecological role of the wolf 1s that of the 
preemznent predator of large ungulates I" the Northern 
Hemlsphers. The basxc unit of wolf populntlons 1s the pack-- a 
cohesive group of two or more zndlvldual Wolves trave11ng, 
huntxag, and resting together throughout the year (Mech 1970). 
The proportxo" of lone wolves I,, established wolf populatlans 
~,,;cally IS rlulte low (1-15X) (Mech 1970, Mech 1973, Peterson 

, Carbyn 1980, Fuller and Keith 1980). A dominant (alpha) 
male and female are the central members of the pock. The other 
eubordlnete pack members are usually related to the alpha pair. 
Normally, anl~ the alpha pazr breed each year. SubordInate 
wolves often dlsperee from the pack I" the fell rn search of new 
,,stes (Fr,tts and Mech 1961). 

There may be " posltlve reletionshlp between Pack size and the 
size of prlnclpal prey Bpecles. For exemple, wolves preying on 
white-texled deer are commonly orgn"zzed Into packs of two-"lne 
(Pullott et al. 1969, Mech 1973, Frltts and Mech 1961); those on 
elk, 5-16 (Weaver 1978, 
(Peterson 1977, 

Cerbyn 1980), and those on moose, 6-22 
Fuller and Kezth 1960). Human exploltatlon or 

control of wolves =a" reduce wolf packs to small units (Carbyn 
1980). 
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SlZCZS of many of the reported terrztories for packs with more 
the” or equal to five wolves fall I” the range 50-200 equere 

m11es (Mech 1970, “a” Balleoberghe et sl. 1975, Peterson 1977. 
Cal-by” 1980. Frxtts and Mech 1981). Home rsnges for large wolf 

E$ 
I” hlaska approached eeveral thousand square miles (Murle 

of 1600 
Burkholder 1959). lane wolves, too. may have home ranges 

squere mzles or larzer (Mech end Frenzel 1971, Mech 1973, 
oarby” 1990). 

Pack wolves usually exhlblt a certain patter” of movement dur,“g 
the course of m  year (Mech 1970). Wolf pecks XII Yellowstone 
Natlone Park apparently followed the ungulates I” their 
altxtudxnal mlgratlons to and from summer and winter ranges 
(Weaver 1976) 

During swnmer, wolves travel *long game trails and ridges; I” 
winter, they use froze” waterways, wrndswept rldzes, end broke” 
game tra11s (wzch 1970). Some wolves use secondary roads (If 
plowed I” “Inter) even though the probabxlzty of harmful contact 
with humans 1s Increased conslderably (Frltts and Mech 1961). In 
general, wolves depend upon ungulates for food r” the winter and 
supplement this during spring-fall with beaver and smaller 
mammals (Mech 1970, Plmlott 1975). In the Rocky Mountains of 
North America, elk. moose, and deer ere the prlnclpal Prey 
Species (Cowan 1947, Carbyn 1974). Annual consumptrve rates of 
ungulates by wolves ere 16.6 deer or elk/wolf/year and 8.5 
moose/wolf/year (Keith 1982). These consupptlve retes are 
estmlates and a,-e based on prey levels descrzbed from research 
throughout North America 

The breedI” season of wolves occurs from late Jenuery through 
bprll. pups BP.2 born 1” late March to May sfter a 63 day 
gestntzon perlad. i,xtter 91ses usue1ly renge from four to se”=” 
(Mech 1970). Wrld wolves typxcally do “at breed until 22 months 
of age (Mech 1970) Average mortelxty rates I” pups ere around 
50 percent (“en Ballenberghe et al. 1975, yritts end Mech 1981). 

Most wolf pecks appear pertlcularly sensltlve to human 
disturbance near den sites end thus msy abandon the den (JOSll” 
1966, Carby” 1974, Chapman 1979). Most active wolf dens ere 
located et least one mrle from recreatza” trails and one to t”O  
US1llZs from beck country cempsxtes (Cerby” 1974. Peterson 1977, 
Chopmsn 1979). 

Murle (1944) used the tern “rendezvous sxtc” for speclflc restu,g 
end Bntherlna areas occupied by a wolf pack during summer and 
early fall efter the natal de” has been abandoned. These sites 
are usue11y complexes of meadows and ad.!nce”t hlllslde 
with surface water nearby (Kolenosky and Johnston 

tmber, 
1967, 

1974, Peterson 1977, Weaver 1976). 
Cerby” 

As with dens. rendezvous sxtes, especially the first one. 
rece,ve tredltxonel use by wolves year sfter year (Carbyn 

m*y 

Weaver 1976). 
1974, 

Wolves seeear less sensltlve to human disturbance 
at later rendezvous sites than they da et the first ones. 
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oray vo1ves sre susceptible to a verlety of natural mortellty 
factors xncludzng parasrtes, dlsesse, malnutrltlo”, ,n.,“rxes, and 
lntraspeciflc strzfe. Although harmful to Indlvldusls, natural 
factors are not know” to have exterminated valves ox, either e 
local or regional bee,= (Mech 1970) 

Humen ceused mortolxty hes had e me~or Impact on wolves I” meny 
*re*5. Following legal prOtectlO” of wolves, the percent 
mortellty caused by humnns wes 42 percent 1” northeaster” 
Minnesota (Mech 1977) 33-50 percent 1” “orth,.,rster” Minnesota 
(Frxtts and Mech 1981). 76 percent I” northcentral Minnesota 
(Berg end Kueh” 1962). and 76 percent 1” the Mxnnesota,“,sconsx” 
border ares (9. Tbrel, pers. comm.). 

Th,el (1985) examrned the relatlcnshlp between rural road systems 
and wolf vul”erobll>ty I” “~scons~“. As road densltles exceeded 
0.94 mllas,mlleZ of heb,tat, wolf popu1at1ons declined from 
breedxng to non-breeding end finally dlseppeored Although 
melntenance and lmpravement of saultable hab,tat may be the key 
long-term fector I” wolf conservatron, an lmportent factor 
llmltlng wolf recovery L” the northern Rocky Mountelns ,s hum*“- 
Induced mortelxty (Northern Rocky Mountal” Wolf Draft Revised 
Recovery Plan 1983). 

Bela &xzl_es and IleE?grane Pzls!??ls 

I$lementstlo” of the proposed Plsn es It relates to bald eagles 
peregrine falcons lndlcnte that edequnte canslderatxo” has 

been gzve” to these wlldllfe resources. The ab.,ectxvcs stated I,, 
the 931s. desxgnatlng Monsgement Area M2 (127.455 acres) es 
rlparls” habltat, Will provide the “eceSSary recoenltlo” to 
protect foraSlng habItat end contrIbute to the rec.,“ery of these 
Federally llsted bzrds. 

Addltlonally, we fxnd the Cleerweter Natlone Forest “111 need to 
Implement planning obJectz”es stated I” the Paclflc States Bald 
Eagle RecDVery Plen. The pr~mery ob.,ect>ve I” this recovery plan 
19 to provxde secure habxtat, 
populot1ons. 

both for breedrng 
PreseT.tly. 

end uxnterlag 
only “,“terx,g bzrds ere found o” the 

Forest. The srgnlflcence of Clesrwater Nntlonal Forest resource 
allocotlo”s to protect end malntsln habltst 
poP”lotlo”s of eagles CB” not be 

far wlnterlng 
understated. A ressoneble 

assumptlo” 
.Z*g1es 

and predIctIon =a” be made thnt the condltlan of bsld 
returning to breeding sltes ,n the lnte winter or 

sp=l”g ~111 directly Influence the birds’ breeding success 
early 

SC?C*“Se 
the beer 

the Clearwnter Nntlonal Forest’s management emphosls for 
1s confined to the Selwey-BItterroot Wxlderness 

adJocent 
and 

large blacks of habltat, end because no alteration to 
hebltat I” the wilderness or adJncent large blacks af habItat 1s 

9 



planned, the FWS believes that the Plan should have only minims1 
irpacta oo the grizzly bear. Rowever, es recovery of the grimsly 
bear progresees in the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderneee snd l djscent 
ares*, bears will travel .ore frequently into non-wilderness 
lands. As that happens, consultation with the FWS will be 
necessary concerning land uee activities in those aress. 

since 1974. more wolf sightings have occurred on the Clearwater 
Forest thsn any other national forest in Idaho (Kaminski end 
Bansen 1984). A wolf w.s photographed on the Forest in 
1982. and again in 1883. 

1978, 

The Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Draft Revieed 
wolf 

Recovery Plmn 
promotee recovery ia the Northern 
recolonization from western Canada. 

Rocky Nountaine by 
The FWS feels that northern 

forests play a key role in foetaring wolf recovery in Idaho, both 
to l upport eetablishment of packs and provide secure sresll for 
wolvee diapersing to southern portions of the recovery area. The 
Clearwater National Forest is the northernmost foreet of the 
Central Idaho Recovery Area. The primary objective of the 
Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Draft Revieed Recovery Plan is to 
rt.O”e the northern Rocky Mountain wolf from the eadangered sod 
threatened 

I-! 

species list by establishing sod maintaining st least 
30 brebding pairs dispersed over three recovery sreee, with s 

I minimum of 10 breeding pairs for three successive years in two of 

G3 the three srese. Baeed on the primary objective of the revieed 
-I= Recovery Plan, 

Idaho is 
the PWS feels that s feasible recovery goal in 

the eetablishment of 10 breeding wire. Given the 
importance of the northern forests to wolf recovery in Idaho. the 
Clearwater Foreet must sesume responribility for at lout two 
breeding pairs. Since wolves preying on elk are often organized 
in packs of from five to sixteen individuals (Weaver 1978, Carbyn 
1980). it is likely that the Clearwater will need to menage for 
greater than ten uolver. 

The biological evaluation for the gray wolf etates that the 
preferred alternative provides enough wolf hsbitat compoeeate to 
eupport spw-;limately 15 wolves. 
attributes 

The DBIS (page 11-28) 
number to the acreages of exietiag 

recommended wilderness, 
wilderneee, 

recommended roadlesa. wildlife habitat 
improvement, and reeource timber prescriptions. HOWOVer, 
methodology used to arrive at 15 wolves ie not well defined. 

the 

The biological evaluation concludes that because the Clearwater 
Forest will menage for 15 wolves, implementation of the Plsn will 
have s positive effect on the gray wolf. 
has 

The Clearwater Forest 
msde 

and 
s good effort to protect portions of key wolf habitat 

manage the Forest for recovery of the 
because of the low number of wolves believed i~'f~:~~: 

HOWeVer, 
with the 

present 
Plan 

rate of land use activities. and beceuee the Clearwater 
propo.ees to substantially increeee the rate of these land 
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use actlvltles I,, future decades I” aress of key wolf hsbztat. 
the FWS feels that implementation of portzons of the Plan have 
the potentls, to adversely affect the wolf. 

Kemxnskl end Hansen (1984) delineate five sress believed to be 
key to nolf conservat~o” on the Clea=“ate= Natlonsl Forest. 
These five ares9 s=s the Selwny SItterroot Wilderness. Cook 
Mou”ta,“/Kelly Creek, North Fork Clearwater Rzver, Middle Creek/ 
Weltas Creek and Coalweter. 
components needed to 

Thes:sx~sa=eas of key wolf hebxtnt 
support annually and potential 

mxgratlon corridors for movements. In addxtzon to these fxve key 
erees, addltlonal draInages belxeved important I” facllltatlng 
WOl”SZ3’ southward movements from the Clearwater Forest ere 
discussed I” &,lv_es 9f cp9trsl &j&n. 

The FWS feels that planned management actlvltles I” the foregoIng 
erees on the Clearwater Forest have the most potentIs to affect 
the grsy wolf. We support the addltlo” of 188,871 sc=es of 
wilderness on the Clearwater Forest and the cantlnued management 
of 188.400 addltlanal sc=es as roadless. These measures Will 
help protect key wolf habltat I” these areas on the forest and 
help promote the conse=vat,on of the wolf. 

Planned lncresses I” tlmber p=odwt1on, road constructzon and 
subsequent increases I” lxvestock graslng. dupersed recreetlo” 
and mineral explorstlan on the Clearwater Forest as the Plan 
implemented could have long term adverse effects o” the wolf” 
Thxs nssumptlo” IS based on the present P=ecs=~~“s posxtlon of 
the wolf populatro” r” central Idaho (less than 15 wolves s=e 
believed present I” central Idaho (Kamlnskl and Hansen 1984)) and 
the feet that increased sccess Into previously ““roaded ereas 
l”Cl-.S*SeS the potential for hums,, caused wolf mortsllty I” 
eddltlo”, planned development xn roadless s=ess an the Clearwater 
Forest ~111 fragment large chunks of previously remote areas used 
by wolves end ungulates o,, sn annual basis. Thrs wrll lnltrate 
long term, 
At 

dawnwerd trends 1” ungulate populntlons (Plan II-‘,). 
the ssme time, exlstlng wolf poPulatlo”s on the Clearwater 

Forest ~111 become more Isolated ss securxty nress s=s removed. 
The CZS (key big game summer range) and C8S (sensltlve watersheds) 
mnnegement s=sss overlay much of the key wolf hnbltst 
roadless) scheduled 

(currently 
for development 8s the Clearwater Plan 1s 

Implemented. Management p=esc=lptxo”s C2S and c6S cover B portxon 
of Cook Mountaln-Kelly Creek, Mzddle Creek-Weltas 
Caolwster, 

Creek. and 
all key wolf nrens described I” Ksmlnskl and 

1984. 
H*llSe”, 

The gray wolf brologlcsl eveluatlon for the Clearweter 
Forest Plan states that these two prescrlptlons (C2S, 
Protect o= mltlgsts wolf habltat. 

C6S) Will 
“*rIous mltlgatlve mees”res 

such ss =ssd Closu=es, madlfled unzt layout and design. alternate 
scheduling, and modlfled road bulldlng end locatIon ~111 be used 
1r1 these s=ess. 

The FWS feels that the standards outllned I” these two management 
erees Will 
hebltnt. 

normally be adequate to protect wolves and thelr 
Two particular standards of each monngement s=.ss to 1) 

normally manage road densltles at a”e half to one mile per squs=e 
mile of hsbltat and 2) menage big game summe= range fo= at least 
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75 percent of habitat Potential, may be edequate compensation for 
future development in most of these erees. However, the FWS 
feels that the word ““orrall~” should be deleted from the first 
standard and that the Clearwater Forest should alwaYS manage road 
densities in these areas et leas than one mile per square mile Of 
habitat. As stated before. Thiel (1965) found that es road 
densities in Wisconsin exceeded 0.94 niles/mile2 habitat, wolf 
populations declined from breeding to non-breeding and finally to 
absent. Also. although good elk management is generally good 
wolf management, in areas containing confirmed or highly probable 
wolf activity, elk standards may not be stringent enough to 
adequately protect wolves. Human disturbance around den sites 
end early season rendezvous sites can have serious effects on 
wolves and increase chances of human induced mortality. Mt”y 
people will shoot wolves if given a chance. Whereas elk may be 
able to absorb some human caused mortality without deleterious 
effects to the population, the loss of even one wolf due to 
increased access and subsequent human caused mortality can set 
recovery efforts in Idaho beck several years. 

The FWS feels that portions of the C2S and C6S management areas 
are of extreme importance to wolf conservation on the Clearwater 
and to the recovery of the species in Idaho. Any entry into 
port ions of these key areas must be examined very closely in tbe 
future. All potential cumulative impacts must be analyzed. 
Further informal and forms1 consultation with the FWS will be 

5 required on all projects in C2S and C6S management areas which 
I may affect the gray wolf. 

& 
cb we feel that management prescriptions under Alternative F, in 

which key wolf habitat in the Cook Mountain/Kelly Creek erea and 
the Weitas Creek aree is protected under a wilderness or roadlesa 
designetion, would better protect the gray wolf and its habitat. 
The first decade timber harvest levels and Public Net Values ere 
similar for both Alternative F and preferred Alternative S. The 
FWS would support incorporating same of the management direction 
in Alternative F into preferred Alternative 8. 

Standards in C4 management areas nre designed to manage big game 
winter range while achieving timber production outputs. seca”sc 
of the high probability of wolves in portions of these areas 
during the winter. road closures should be designed to protect 
wolves (IS well (IS big game (Plan 11-45). The potential for human 
caused wolf mortality is high where open roads bisect (Ire** of 
wolf activity on ungulate winter range. Further informal and 
formal consultation with the FWS will be necessary on individual 
projects in C4 management areas. 

Management area El is the largest block of land within the 
Clearwater Forest, with approximately 420.000 acres thet have 
been developed for timber harvest in the pest and approximately 
60,000 ecres of presently undeveloped land. The goal in this 
management area is to provide for the greatest long term 
production of wood products. Although much of this srea is not 
considered key wolf habitat (due to the existing high road 
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dens,t,es and other human actlv~tles), scheduled development of 
some roadless PO,-t,ons of the eren mny uff~ct the gray “elf I” 
particular, El monn*ement dlrectla” ,” Middle Creek, the upper 
North Fork of the Clenrwnter Rzver, and the “rem from Asbplle 
Creek to Deep seddle may odvcrsely affect tile pray wolf and Its 
hobxtnt. 

Twenty-seven wolf reports hnve come from the v~cznlty of Muddle 
Creek BlnCe 1960. ThlS drnlnoge, I” comblnotlo” With WeltaS 
Creek has been described 85 n key wolf nren, able to sustal” 
wolves annually (Xam,nski end Hansen 1984). 

The heedwaters of the North Fork of the Clcorwnter Ilzver, from 
Chomberlal” Mountal” east 19 bel1eveci important to wolf moYeme”t 
l”tO the Clearwater Forest from the north (Knm~nsk~ and “ensen 
1984). It 1s especially ~mp”rta”t for a” exchange of wolves from 
the St. Joe Rover dra~noge to the North Fork of the Clearwater, 
as both river systems begl” I” this area Thrs area IS “ow 
essentially roadless. It provides a” important link between the 
proposed Hoodoo Wilderness Area and the proposed Mallard ,,ark,“s 
Wilderness area. 

The area from Ashp~le Creek to Deep Saddle (essent~nlly the wezr- 
Post OffIce Creek Roadless Area) 1s bel,eved hey to wolves’ 
southward movements from the Clearwater Natxonnl Farest It 19 
the last remanning undeveloped area I” a long band of atherwrse 
developed land which lsolstes proposed wllderncss and rondless 
areas to the north tn the ClearHater FOPeSt from exlstlng 
wilderness to the south. 

Management standards El provxde for B rnl”lrn”rn of 25 percent of 
msx~mum potentlo elk hnbltat and open road de”s,t,es of four to 
flvc miles per square mxle Of hnbltot. Appllcntlo” of these 
Sta”dFlrdS I” the foregoIng area5 “111 adversely affect the gray 
wolf and Its hobxtot during Forest Pltl” lmPlPme”tatla”. 
Development of the upper North Fork of the Clearwater Rover nnd 
the Weir-Post OffIce Hoadless Arca “111 Impede the movements of 
wolves to the north end to the south of the Clearwater Forest. 
Key wolf habltat I” proposed wilderness end roadless areas would 
be further isolated from forests both to the north and the south. 

There are no state land school lnholdlngs I” this forest to our 
knowledge. Se”erlll small. prlvnte lnholdxngs “” the northeast 
and eostccntra1 pnr ‘t of the Clenrwnter Forest could affect 
wolves I” the future, 

gray 
due to the cumulot~ve xmpacts of Increased 

development I” several of the are”s. Howeuer, future plans I” 
these areas are not well knw” at this time, thus c”m”lat,“e 
lmpncts are dlfflcult to “ssess. 
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It is our bxolog,cal “plnzon that zmplementatxon of the proposed 
c1eerweter Forest Plan, 8s submxtted to our aff,ce on *pr,1, 
1985, ,s not lxkely to Jeapardlze the cont,“ued ex,ste”ce of the 
bald eagle, peregrine falcon, grrzzly bear, or gray wolf. 

HOWe”.?r, for recovery of these spec,es. we stress the ,mportance 
of ,“clus~on of our Conservatro” Recommendatlans ,n future manage 
q ent dlrect,an of the Clearwater Forest. 

/NCLENT_AG TA!E 

Sectlo” 9 of the BSA prahlbzts any taking (harm, harassment, 
marta11ty, etc.) of l,sted spec,es w,thout "&S"Cl"l exemptlo”. 
Under the terms of Section 7(b)(‘l)(B)l,, and 7(0)2, taking that 
19 znc,dental to end not ,ntended as part of the “ge”CY actlo” 
(II, this case, lmplementatlo” of the Forest Plan) IS not 
consIdered taking w,thln the bounds of the Act prov,ded that such 
tskzng 1s I,, compliance with the terms and condltzans of th,s 
Blologlcal CJPl”lO”. Oue to extremely low populations and bz.gh 
mobllxty of the specxes, the xncxdental take for the 6re.y wolf. 
grizzly bear, bald eagle, and peregrzne falcon 1s set at zero 
(0). If 8”~ ,ndlv,duel(s) of any of the lzsted wlldllfe species 
discussed I” th1.s op,“,on 1s k,lled as a result of the subJect 
pra.lect, the Clearwater Nat,o”al Forest shall.requ,re that the 
causetlve actlo” of such tak,“g cease xmmed,etely end shall 

iii relnltlete formal consultstlon and/or seek euthorxzet,on under 
m Sectlo” 10(e)(l)(B) prior to proceedu,g with the act,.,“. All dead 

or InJured znd,v,duals shell be retrieved and turned over to the 
Heglonal 01rector, FWS, or h,s representative. zmmed,otely. The 
Clearwater Netzonal Forest shnll ,mmed,ately telephone the BolSe 
F,eld Offzce of the FWS zf incidental tnke occurs and prepare a 
In-1tten report wh,ch shell include the date. locatlo”, snd 
circumstances surroundxng the tak,ng end the d,spos,tlon of the 
,ndlv,dusl(s) taken. Wr,tten and telephone reports should be 
d,rected to Mr. Jay Gore at (208) 334-1806 or FTS. 664-1806. 

SectIon l(a)(l) of the ESA authorizes Federal Agencies, 1” 
cansultatron w,th FWS. to ut,l,ze the,r euthor,tles to carry out 
programs far the conservst,on af 1,sted species A goal of the 
Clearwater Plan 1s to prov,de habztat to contr,bute to the 
recovery of threatened and endangered species ,n accordance w,th 
approved reCO”C2V plans and partlclpate I” stud,es and 
,nve”torles to provide add,t,onal lnformatlo” (Plan 11-3). The 
0616 re,terstes, “9 ” matter of pol,cy. that “o act>“,, ~~11 be 
take” that adversely affects the threatened end endangered 
speczes on the Clearwater Forest (DGIS, 11-26). 

The FWS believes that the Clearwater Net,onal Forest has wad 
,.ntent1ons of manngrng for threatened end endangered spec1e9 
sccard,ng to the ‘!o”ls, obJect,ves, and standards ,n the proposed 
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Pl*o. HOWSVCSr, because of the prec*rzous n*t”re of the current 
wolf pop1at,on ,n Ideho, and because wolf recovery 1” Idaho 
relxes on neturel recolon~sat~on from Cenade, 
to loss of secur,ty ,,I key wolf habltat 

added pressu;;*;~; 
or potent,*1 

corr,dor* may have sdverse effects on the ~P*cI**. we feel the 
fo’llow,“g conservstlo” me**“re* atI? lmperetive for continued 
conserver,on of the wolf ,n central Idaho. 

1. Manage the M,ddle Creek Dra,n*ge, from Snowy 3umm,t and 
Beaver !,a, Saddle downstream to near the confluence wltb Rocky 
R,dge Creek, wxth * ~23 pre*crxpt,o” Instead of El. Th,* w,ll 
help to protect the uolf and ,t* habltat I,, th,s key area and 

1 

also 1,nk C2S management are** to both the northwest (Hemlock 
Creek) and southeest (Wertas 5utte). 1 

2. bkl**ge the upper North Fork Cleat-Water HIVet. from 
Chamberlain Mountal” east to Long Creek, end north of Diamond 
~“ter”atro”“l pr,vate land, w,th a C6S (*enslt,ve wstersheds) 
management pr.s*CrlptlO”. BEZC”“*e the Northern Rocky Mounteld 
Wolf Draft Revised Recovery Plan (1983) promote* wolf r*cov*ry ,” 
the Northern Rocky Mountarns by recolo”l*atIo” from western 
Csneda, this *tea 19 very slgnlflcant to Potential “Olf mo”eme”t* 
fro* northwestern Montana and northern Idaho. It also forms a 
CO”tl”“O”* roadles*,w,ldernes* “rea from Mallard Lark,ns on the 
west to the Hoodoo *r** on the east. The FWS feels tbot ,f any 2 
timber harvest occurs I,, th,* *=*a, ,mp*cts must be mrtxgated 
carefully through sale de*,g”*, road clo*“res, and other 
stendsrds outlzned I” the c&s m”nageme”t *re* descrxptlon. 
Assoc,*ted impacts of t,mber harvest, road hu,ld,ng. and 
subsequent other *ctlvxt,es, “9 they relste to wolf movements 
through thxs *=*a, mu*t be evaluated at the outset of sny new 

KP’ 
Further formel and ,“formal co”sult”t,on wxth the FWS 

be requ,red on pro.,*cts which may sffect the gr*y wolf ,” 
this *re*. 1 

3. M”“*ge the We,r-Post OffIce roadless *re* ** cant ,nued 1 
roadless during the first decade of Plan implementatlo”. ThlS 
area 1s the last remalnlng unde.,eloped *ree ,,I a long bend of 
otherw,se lntensxvely developed lsnd wh,ch xsolntes ptaposed 
Wlltlet”~** and roedless *re*s to the north ,n the Clearwster 
Forest from ex,stxng w,lderne*s to the south. *t 1s lmportsnt to 
preserve th,* area as a travel corridor for wolves moving from 
the Clearwater Forest to more southern forests rn the recovery 
*re*. I” ten Ye*t*, the “ecessxty of cont,nued rosdless 
mnnagement I” this area c*n be re-evalueted during Forest Plan 
r*v,s~o” snd form”1 consultatzon wxth us. 

4. Promote B publxc understanding of wolf ecology end the 
nature Of conflict potent,*1 w,th timber harvest and roads, 
l,vestock, and other lend use act,“,t,es. Educate permanent snd 
temPornry/*ea*o”al employees *bout wolves. hsb,t*t end prey 
needs, and wolf characterxstlcs. D,*see,n*te lnformst,on on the 
presence and present *t*tu* of the wolf on the Clearwater Forest 

3 

THIS AESPORSE WAS WIITTEN MA”CH 2t, 1926, AND SEliT TO THE FISH 
AND LIILOLIFE SEWICE AT THAT TIME. 

3339 

RESPONSE 

1) w: i!an”ge the Middle Creek DrainaL,*, from 
Snowy Sumzt and Beaver 0801 Saddle downstreao to near the 
~~nfl”ence with Rocky Ku&e CPB&, wzth a modlfxd El 
pIY%SWlptiO”. Modiflc”tlo”* wou1a close all new PO** 
COnStPuCtion to P”D11C *ccc** an* de*l&” *ta”dards would be for 
*m&e use only. RlSO, any pPopo*ea project a.” this area VLll 
require ,“form”l *“*lot formal cO”*“lt”tlO” WitA the Fish an* 
Wildlife Service. 

Beaspn. We feel that ood~fy~n< the El ~r**o~~~tlo” would better 
protect the wolf an* this key “Pea Of habitat more than juvt 
Ch”“gl”J ths “lloc~tio” to a czs prescript1an. 

2) B. Close au new PO”* oo”Str”Ct10” to P”b1LC 
acce.,s I” the upper Nwth Fork Clearwate~ RI”*?-, from Chamberlain 
Mountain east to LO”& Creek, an* north Of 0ldOO”d InrernatlOnal 
private land. NW ma* construction *111 be designed t-or Slnjle 
use tb ao00mm,date lobdiw and other *o~rnistr*tr”* actlvltles. 

B.e+!mo. At this t.ilOe we *l-e consi*erm, a nua.bsr Of different 
land allocatio”* ‘“or this area. R*,J”rdle** Of WhlCh “llocatlo” 
13 fmally selected we feel that closib all new road 
construction to publx access ,muld sdequately protect habitat 
for both the ~rissly be*,. and uolf. 

3) NO cnanee 
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to all people associated with land use activities a" the Forest. 
Forest involvement with Project Wild would be c useful tool in 
this public education effort. 

5. Coordinate land uses on on. or more districts to avoid 3 
additive effects over large erees in key wolf habitat.. 

6. Enforce ell road closures designed to protect identified 
resources. 

7. Design timber harvest ectivities so that units at the fer 
end of the road will be cut first. Timber unit. c." then be cut 
sequentially, working beck toward the entry ercc. As units are 
cut, sections of the road c." be cloecd behind them. 1 4 

6. Involve biologist. from the FS, IDFG, end FWS (if 
appropriate) with road location planning before road. are 
constructed into key ungulate and wolf habitat, eepecially in C2S 1 5 
and C6S crces. 

9. Follow conservation recommendetions taken from M9#2cg 2f 
Eentr_el Id_a_hc (Kaminski and Hansen 1984) and incorporate them 
into the Clesrwater Forest q enegement direction in key wolf cr... 
during implementation of the Plan.. Standards under C2S end C6S 
msnagement er... address some of these recomm.nd.tions: 

A. Avoid logging activity within a one mile (1.6 km) 
radius of traditional ungulate calving/fawning or nureery 
crcas ( end known or suspected initial wolf homesite. (dam, 
rendezvous sites) 15 May - 15 July. 

6 

8. Avoid logging activity near traditional ungulate 
migration routes and etaging area., or suspected i942i9i 
wolf homesites after 15 September (migration will very 1 7 
with region and weather). 

E. Where feasible. lay out roads to reduce sight 
distances. 1 
F. Use K-V dollars to conserve or improve wildlife/wolf 
habitats. e.g., 

C. Maintain 100-300 foot (31-93m) buffer (varying 
depending on timber type/region) between cutting units end/or 
roads near riparian erces in drainage bottoms aad meadow 
complexes. Buffers should be 300 feet (93m) where 
elevational differences increase line of sight. 8 
D. Shapes of cutting units should be irregular to reduce 
sight distance.. Cutting unit. should not adjoin meadow 
corplexes. 

- Road Management; enforcement. gates or tank tr,,pe, etc. 1 9 
- Seeding old roads no longer uecd. 

RESPONSE TO U. S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE (Continued) 

'4) Proposed change: Change the first sentence to read: "When 
it Is economical and compatible with water quality and fisheries 
objectives, design timber harvest activities in key wolf 
habitat..." 

m. Extensive road construction within a relatively short 
time required by this recommendation could result in 
sedimentation I" cxocs. of the maximum limit allowed i" order to 
met objectives for uradromoua fish and water quality. Aloo. 
there q ey be situations where It would not be eco"~mlcally 
Practical to do this. 

5) No churg.. 

6) proDosed cha"ac. Change to read: Avoid logging activity on 
traditional calving/fawning or nursery areas from Nay 15-June 
15. Identify these er... during the biological evaluatIona for 
individual projects. Immediately consult with the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Servio. to determine me"&$mnt of know" or c.usDected initial 
wolf homc.1t.s (dens, rendezvous areas). 

&S.SBh The peek of the c.lvI"~ period IS about June 1. Aniaals 
.I=. quite laobile and K.".rally diswrsed fron calving areas by 
Ame 15. Us. of the phrase 'within 0". mile . . . radius...* 
ImPlies calvIa#j areaa .re well defined with a deflnito boundary. 
Rusly ia this the o".. Celving/fewning an*s generally occur 
within certein elevotIo"al zones and arc highly dependent each 
yc.r upon aanual climatic conditions. 

7) Delete, vaa addressed in 9-A revision. 

8) Proposed chefs.: Combine these three recommendations Into a 
sin8lo I'b00Ltietion to reed es r011ows: Hmeg. ripariaa anaS 
in key wlf habitat to me1"t.I" cover and security for 
rip.ri.n-d.pend.et spec1.s with empheeis on meintaining and 
enhanoing habItat. for thmateaed and endangered species. IJa. 
Wuld.1in.s for Evelueting end H.".glnS St8"m.r Elk Habitats in 
llwtbem Idaho. to evaluate tb. need for and to provide adequate 
hiding oov.r l "d security areaa for big SW and wolves. The 
biole6Ieal evaluation end l .vl~~nt.1 enalyei. will be the 
pro~e.0. through YblQh aite4Plfiric need. and reeomm"detlo"s 
will be med.. 

A.es0" -- All three rcoonuwndations ax-a sp.cIflc "aya to provide 
adequate hiding 001.1. l nd security for big Sam. and wo1v.s. They 
are oovemd in greet detail la the direction for Mm&zing 
ri~~len ercea and I" the G"ld.li".s for elk ma"a6mc"t. 
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- Impro”eme”t of rlparla” areas. 
- Planting of WlllOW, shrubs. and/or aspen near 

r,par,an meed*” complexes to enhance beaver habItat. - 
9 

G. Mazntszn non-use or vacant allotments I” areas sd.,ece”t 
to occupied ILvestock allotmeots (cattle or sheep, that 
overlap ore&Is Of key wolf hsbltot components. 1 H. Identify nearby 1ternate allotments for use I” key 
wolf areas I” ca3e of conflicts Follow crlterla 1” NRM” 
reCO”ery plan for contra1 of wolves. Cooperate I” “se of 
contingency plan (FWS, IDFO, for cootro1 and traos1ocation 
of wolves I,, Idsho. 

10 

I I Consult lnformolly with FWS on allotment or lzvestock Consult lnformolly with FWS on allotment or lzvestock 
class chenges (e.g. cattle to sheep, horse to cettle, etc ) clsss chenges (e.g. cattle to sheep, horse to cettle, etc ) 
or grazing period exte”sl0”s I,, areas where allotment or grazing period exte”sl0”s I,, areas where allotment 

1 1 -I -I 11 11 
boundaries overlap or are near key wolf areas. boundaries overlap or are near key wolf areas. 
J. Rest=lct lxvestock to ldentlfled allotments. 

- 

K. LIvestock grazing should not occur on ungulate winter 
ranges. 

!.. livestock grazing should not occu= I” tradltlonal 
ungulate cal”l”g,n”=se=y e=eas. 

M. Hemove. born, or otherwIse destroy llvestock ca=c~sses 
to avoxd potentlo babltuat~on of wolves to lxvestock CB==LD” 
as food. The Intent LB to reduce the llkellhood of food 
assoclatxon with domestic herds end potential depredations. 
Emphasize this I” nrees “ea= key wolf “reas or ungulate 
calving end nursery areas. 

N Encourage permzttees, throueh I&E, to follow husbnndry 
and breeding programs that do “at result I” cows calving on 
allotments during sommer erozxng periods. Emphnsize this 
where allotments a=e near key wolf areas o= ungulate calving 
and “u=se=y ~,=ens. 

10. Identifxcatlon of bald engle “Inter roosts, foraging e=eas, - 
and sp=,“g end full mlgrstxo” routes needs to be completed so 
that effects Of Clearwnter Natlonnl Forest nctlvltles can be 
adequately evalueted. WIthout documentat~o” of such o=eas, 
lmpscts of logging, recrestlonnl developments, etc. cannot be 
fully evaluated I” Mangement ,,=ea ~2. 

11. Wxtb respect to the bald en#le, a site speclflc nest, 
roost. end foraglng management ple” should be developed which 
mr.x~m~zes the co”t,“ued utlllzatlo” of these sites Plans should 
folloH speclflc guldellnes established I” the Psclflc States Bald 
Eagle Recovery Pl”” (U.S. Fish nnd WIldlIfe Service 1984) and be 
developed wlthln two years after dIscovery. 

IO 
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RESPONSE TO “. 5. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERYICE (Continued) 

9) Prooosed oha”~e. Cba”z3e to read: Give ma”a&!ement priority 
for “se Of wailable K-V f”“dS t0 Protect or enhance habitats for 
th=eate”ed and endangered species. 

d Specific methods to achieve habitat improvements co” &X30” 
0”lY be ide”tifled alter a Site-S~ecifio e”al”atio” is made to 
determine whet im~~oveme”tS are necessary. Although “se of X-V 
funds fo= T&E swcies is a management P=zo=lty, K-Y fuads can be 
used to im,,=ovs, maintain or monitor habitats for other species 
such as moose, fisher, anadromous fish, and species dependent on 
old-.Wouth habitats. K-V funds fan also be used to achieve 
Objc3Oti”es for range, reCrBatio”, eater q”ality, “is”a1, and 
timber. 

10) P=oPosed aban~e. Comblne into one recomaendatio” to read as 
fOll*WS: Immediately Co”S”lt Vlth Idaho Department of Fish and 
Oame and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Semioe vbenever Conflicts 
between wolves and livestook a=ise. 

1 The recommendations awear to be designed to alleviate Aeason 
confl~ots betvee” livestock and wolves. OiYen the OUrPent Stat”.5 
Of wolves on the c1eaIwater Forest , “e feel the recommendations 
are ““neccessarily restrictive and laP=actical. We do not thi”k 
they will benefit wolf =eoo”e=y. I” fact they my  ca”se injury 
to the uolf reoo”e=y effort because they can be interpreted to be 
anti-livestook grazi”& 

11) No change. 

1.2) No Change. 
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12. Under the ~~on~tor~ng plan, gray wolf slghtlngs and bald 
eagle nest observations should be reported as they occur, (not at 
a 5 yeer reporting period, es etated I” the Plan). * population 
eva1uat1on report should be developed every 3-5 years. There 
should be an estlmsted cost column for these monltorlng 
actlvltzes 1x1 Table IV-l. A *epar.ete allocstlon for monltorlng 
Endangered Speczee (wildlxfe) should be drsplnyed I” the 
proJected ten year budget for the Forest (Plan C-l). Allocation 
for monltorxng should be lrnked to ellocatzons for land “se 
nctlvrtles on the forest such es rood buxldlng and txmber harvest 
SO that land use ectzvztles could not proceed unless monxtorxng 
funds were avaxlable. 

Th>s concludes formal consultatxon a” thxs proJect. If the - 
proposal 1s slgnlficantly modlf,ed in e manner not dxscussed 
above or If new znformatlo” becomes wallable on lxsted species 
or xmpacts to listed speczes, reinxtxetion of formal consultatlo” 
wzth the PWS 1s requzred. We would apprec~ete notlfxcatxo” of 
your Intent I” light of this opinion. - 

SIncerely yours, 

Wlllzam F Sheke 
‘4sslsta”t Regional Director 
Federal Asszsteoce 

RESPONSE TO “. S. FISH AN0 WILDLIFE SEFNICE (Continued) 

13) In your biolosical o,,inion you requested that formal 
oonsultation remain open 80 that continued coordination can take 
place. We, too, see the need for conti”“ed coordination on the 
sensitive issues related to recovery of T&E species. We 
apPreciate the o,~o~t”“ity to continue in the spirit of open 
coopsrat.io” that has bee” established between Jay COPS at your 
Boise Field Office and the Clearwater National Forest. 
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FRASER GRANGE NO. 367 
FRIENDS OF WHITEWATER 
GREAT BEAR FOUNDATION.THE 
HARRISON SPORTSMEN CLUB 
IDAHO NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY - 

PAHOVE CHAPTER 
IDAHO CONSERVATION LEAGUE 
IDAHO FNVIRONMBNTAL COUNCIL 
IDAHO FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 
IDAHO NATURAL AREAS COORDINATING 

COMMITTEE 
IDAHO NATURAL RESOURCES LEGAL 

FOUNDATION 
INLAND EMPIRE BIG GAME COUNCIL 
INLAND FOREST RESOURCE COUNCIL 
LEWIS-CLARK WILDLIFE CLUB 
LOWER COLUMBIA BASIN AUDUBON SOCIETY 
MOSCOW WILDLIFE ASSOCIATION 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
PANHANDLE ENVIRONMENTAL LEAGUE 
SIERRA CLUB-NORTHERN ROCKIES CHAPTER 
SPOKANE AUDUBON SOCIETY 
SPOKANE MOUNTAINEERS. INC. 
ST. JOE VALLEY ASSOCIATION 
STATE GARDEN CLUBS-PACIFIC REGION 
THE FLYFISHER 
THE NATURE CONSFRVENCY 
TROUT UNLIMITED, W. OKLAHOMA 
WASHINGTON NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY 
WASHINGTON STATE BOWHUNTERS 
WESTERN FOREST INDUSTRIES 

ASSOCIATION 
WESTERN WOOD PRODUCTS ASSOCIATION 
WESTERN WOOD PRODUCTS ASSOCIATION 
WHITMAN COUNTY SPORTSMEN'S 

ASSOCIATION 
WILDERNESS SOCIETY 
WILDLIFE FEDERATION, DISTRICT 2 
WILDLIFE SOCIETY, WSU CHAPTER 

INDUSTRY AND BUSINESS 

4TH OF JULY CREEK OUTFITTERS 
ASSOCIATED LOGGING CONTRACTORS 
BAIRD CONTRACTING AND CONSULTING 
BEAR CREEK OUTFITTER 
BENNETT LUMBER PRODUCTS, INC. 
CBAMFION TIMBERLANDS 
CIRCLE W OUTFITl'BRS 
CLEARWATER OUTFITTERS 
COOLWATER OUTFITTERS 
DARK STAR WOOD PRODUCTS 
DAW FOREST PRODUCTS COMPANY 
IDAHO GUIDE SERVICE, INC. 
KONKOLVILLE LUMBER COMPANY, INC. 
OROFINO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
PACIFIC CROWN TIMBER PRODUCTS,INC. 
PENE LAND COMPANY 
PIERCE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
PLUMCREEK TIMBER COMPANY, INC. 
PORT OF LEWISTON 
POTLATCH CORPORATION 
SCOTT PAPER COMPANY 
ST. JOE OUTFITTERS AND GUIDES 
STOVER'S OUTFITTERS 
TRIPLE "0" OUTFITTERS 
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INDIVIDUALS 

ABEL,GLEiiN 
ABEL,LEE 
ADAMS,BONNIE 
ADAMS,CINDY 
ADAMS,JEFF 
ADAMS,JIM 
ADAMS,JOHN 
ADAMS,.TUNE 
ADAMS,KLYMOUTH 
ADAMS,LEROY 
ADKINS,HAROLD 
ADKINS,RALPH 
AFFOLTER,QUINCE 
AGEE,ROBERT 
AHLES,IRENE 
AHLES,RON 
AITKEN,BEN 
AITKEN,BEN(MRS) 
AKERS,R. K. 
AKTEPY,HILDA 
AKTEPY,JOHN 
AKTEPY,KELLY 
ALBEEVCURTIS 
ALBERT,ALVIi'J 
ALDRICH,LUKE 
ALeFORD.RORY 
ALFREY,FLOYD 
ALFREY,RAYMOND 
ALLEN,BARBRA 
ALLEN,CARY 
ALLEN,EDWINA 
ALLEN,GARY 
ALLEN,JOHN 
ALLEN,WENDY 
ALLEN,WILLIAM 
ALLRED,DAVID 
ALTMILLER,BARBARA 
ALTMILLER,JAKE 
ALTMILLER,SHERMAN 
ANDERSEN,DON 
ANDERSEN,JOSEPH 
ANDERSON,ALYSANN 
ANDERSON,BILL 
ANDERSON,BLAINE 
ANDERSON,BRLJCE 
ANDERSON,CAROL 
ANDERSON,DONALD 
ANDERSON,ESKIL 
ANDERSON,EVERE'IT 

ANDERSON,HARLAN 
ANDERSON,HAROLD 

0 ANDERSON,JIM 
ANDERSON,KERRY 
ANDERSON,KEVIN 
ANDERSON,L. H. 
ANDERSON,MARGARET 
ANDERSON,MARVIN 
ANDERSON,ROB 
ANDFRSON,ROBERT 
ANDERSON,ROSE 
ANDERSON,STEVE 
ANDERSON,TENANEE 
ANDERST,DARLENE 
ANDREWS,RICHARD 
ANDREWS,SCOTT 
ANDRUSS,DAVE 
ANGOVE,SAM 
ANKNEY,CATHY 
ANKNEY,JACK 
ANXO,ALLEN 
A.N.Y. 
APPLEGATE,CHARLO'I 
APPLEGATE,IRVIN 
ARCENEAUX,DONALD 
ARENDS,I.YNNE 
ARMSTRONG,DALE 
ARNESON,DEBBIE 
ARNESON,DENNIS 
ARRHENIUS.ALBERT 
ARRHFNIUS,SHORTY 
ARTMAN,GENE 
ARVISH,ANDREW 
ATKINSON,GEORGE 
ATKINSON,WILLIAM 
ATWOOD,WILLIAM 
AUFR.DAVID 
AUFR,EUGENE 
AUKNEY,PHYLLIS 
AUS,LYNN 
AlJSMAN,GARY 
AUSMAN,GLENDA 
AVERETT,EUGENE 
AVERY,CLYDE 
AVERY,MARY 
AXTELL,DAN 
AXTELL,HORACE 
BABSO,JIM 
BACON,BRIAN 
BADER,MARK 
BADGEl'T,BARRY 

BADGETT,DALE 
BADGETT,KAREN 
BADGETT.SAMUEL 
BADGETT,SHANNON 
BADGETT,YVONNE 
BAGLEY,JOHN 
BAHIN,JERRY 
BAILEY,ANNE 
BAILEY,DANA 
BAILEY,DORTHA 
BAILEY,HENRY 
BAILEY,JERRY 
BAILEY,MARYANN 
BAILEY,RICKY 
BAILEY,STEVEN 
BAILEY,TAMMY 
BAIRD,JAMES 
BAIRD,PHIL 
BAKER,ANGELA 
BAKER,JAMES 
BAKER.RAY 
BAKER,THELMA 

'TE BAKER,TODD 
BALBI,HARVE 
BALBI,HARVE(MRS) 
BALDOCK,ROSE 
BALDRIDGE,ALLEN 
BALICE,RANDY 
BALSIGER,BARBARA 
BALSIGER,BRIAN 
BALTZ,BERNADINE 
BALTZ,ROBERT 
BANDEROB,WILMA 
BAPBEE,PENNY 
BARBOUR,BRIAN 
BARCLAY,JOHN 
BARDEN,COLLIN 
BARDEN,GREG 
BARDEN,JUDY 
BARDEN,PAUL 
BARHAM,STEVE 
BARKER,DOUG 
BARKER,HARRIET 
BARNES,ARTHUR 
BARNES,CLALJDE'ITE 
BARNES,R. H. 
BARNETT,CHESTER 
BARNElT,CINDY 
BARNETT,DANIEL 
BARNETl'.PATRICK 
BARNETT,SHARON 
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BARNETT,TIMOTHY 
BARNEY,JAMES 
BARRUS,BETH 
BARRUS,MELVIN 
BARTENHAGEN,E. JOHN 
BARTLETT,M. R. 
BARTON,KATHY 
BARTON,PHILIP 
BARTSCH.JOHN 
BASHARN,JULIE 
BAUER.ALLAN 
BAUGH.NORMAN AND SHARON 
BAUGH,TAMMY 
BAUNE,JOAN 
BAYLESS,BOB 
BAYLEY.JERRY 
BAYMON,RICHARD 
BAZE,KENNETH 
BAZE,LORI 
BAZE,MARIE 
BAZE,STUART 
BEACH,ANITA 
BFALE.PAUL 
BEARD.HAROLD 
BEA'I7Y.A. J. 
BECK,CLAUDIA 
BECKER.LEW 
BECKLIN.DONALD 
BECKLIJND,HOPE 
BECKMAN,LEROY 
BECKNER,GORDON 
BEEBE,ROBERT 
BEEBE.VIRGINIA 
BEESON.COLLIN 
BEESON,KAREN 
BEGEHR,MAUDE 
BEHLER,GERALD 
BEHLER.JOE 
BELL,BARB 
BELL,BRENDA 
BELL,ELIZABETH 
BELL,FRED 
BELL,GEORGIA 
BELL.PHYLLIS 
BELL,RANDY 
BELL,ROBERT 
BELL,RONALD 
BELL.TERRY 
BELL,WARREN 

BENCH,JAMES m 
BENEDICT,CLINTON 
BENNINGTON,MARY 
BENSON,JOE 
BENSON,kL'lRK 
BENTCIK,DAVID 
BENTLEY,BARBARA 
BENTLEY,JOHN 
BENTLEY,TERRY 
BERG,WAYNE 
BERGEN,MARY 
BERGEN,STAN 
BERGERSON.LINDA 
BERGMAN,PAUL 
BERNARD.RONALD 
BERNATAS,SUSAN 
BERRETH,EDWARD 
BBRSLE'ITfi.RICHARD 
BERT.ALBERT 
BEST,LINDA 
BEST,MICHAEL 
BElTS,DAVID 
BIDLAKE,JUDY 
BIDLAKE,QUENTEEN 
BIDLAKE,RICK 
BIERHAUS,GLEN 
BIERHAUS,KARL 
BIERY,SHAWN 
BIERY,TOBY 
BIES.WILLIAM 
BIGGS,GRETCHEh' 
BIGLER,LARRY 
BILLUPS,GREG 
BIRD,DAVID 
BIRD,JAMES 
BIRD,RICK 
BIRD,TAMMI 
BIRDSELL,WILLIAM 
BISTLINE,BRUCE 
BLACK.PERRY 
BLACKBURN,REBECCA 
BLACKER,DAVID 
BLACKFORD.MICHAEL 
BLAKE,EARL AND JOYCE 
BLANKENSHIP,MELVIN 
BLANKENSHIP,SANDRA 
BLENDEN,LARRY 
BLEVINS,ELAINE 
BLEVINS,GLEN 
BLEVINS,GROVER 
BLIGH,RAYMOND 

BLIMM,JIMMY 
BLOOM,BERNARD 
BOCKINO,JOSEFH 
BOERSDORFF,FERN 
BOHANAN,NEWTON 
BOHN,ANDY 
BOHN.JODY 
BOLES,DONALD 
BOLING,KEVIN 
BOLLFR,RANDIE 
BOLLER,RODNEY 
BOLLER,SHERYL 
BOLLMAN,VERN 
BONAPARTE,AMOS 
B0ND.C. LOREN 
BOND,RUBINA 
BONINO,CAROL 
BONNER.CARL 
BONNER,HAZEL 
BONOS,JUANITA 
BOOKER,JAMES 
BOOTHE,RONALD 
BORELLO.RICHARD 
BORNITZ.DORIS 
B0SSBRMAN.L. J. 
BOTELLO,DOUGLAS 
BOWFN,KENNETH 
BOWEN,ROBERT 
BOWERS.CHET & MAIDA 
BOWLF.R,BRUCE 
BOWLER,PETER 
BOWLES,LOWELL 
B0YER.H. D. 
BOYER,MARK 
BOYLES,ROBERT 
BRAATEN,DALE 
BRACHAK,BILL 
BRADFORD,CAROL 
BRADLY,CHARLES 
BRAGGER.CHARLES 
BRAILSFORD,BEATRICE 
BRANDIN,PER 
BRANDT,DEAN 
BRANDVOLD,DONNA 
BRANDVOLD,RALPH 
BRANDVOLD,RUDY 
BRANSON,KIMBERLEE 
BRANSON.LAWERENCE 
BRAUN,DAVID 
BRAYBROOKS,LISA 
BREBNER.DEBBIE 
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BREBNER.MICHAEL 
BREBNER,PAUL 
BRECHLIN,WILLIAM 
BREDE,BECKY 
BREDE,ROBIN 
BREHMER,STEVE 
BREWER,ARDATH 
BRIDGEMAN,DENNIS 
BRIDGES,PAUL 
BRIGHAM,MORTON 
BRINGMAN,JACK 
BRISCOE,MICHAEL 
BRISCOE,RESA 
BRISSON,HOMER 
BRISSON,MARJORIE 
BROFMOLING.EARL 
BRONCHEAU,WILLIAM 
BRO0KS.L. J. 
BROOKS.LEE 
BROOKS,PETER 
BROOKS,ROY AND GLADI 
BR0WN.E. G. 
BROWN,EDWARD 
BROWN.FRED 
BROWN,JACKIE 
BROWN,JAMES 
BROWN,LARRY 
BROWN,LORALEE 
BROWN,MARK 
BR0WN.R. L. 
BROWN,ROBEFiT 
BROWN.STEVEN 
BROWN,WILLIS 
BROWNLEE,WILLIAM 
BRUCHER,NANCY 
BRUCKER,JOY 
BRUCKER,ORVAL 
BRUDESETH.DEMI 
BRUEHER,CHRIS 
BRUMLEY,ANITA 
BRUMLEY,CHARLES 
BRUNELLE,ROGER 
BRUNO,SHARON 
BRUNO,STEFHEN 
BRYANT,DON 
BRYANT,FLOYD 
BRYANT,ORA 
BRYNTESEN,C. M. 
BRYNTESEN.VIRGINIA 

BUDE,DOUGLAS 
BUDE,VICTOR 
BUDSELL,WILL 
BUELL,BRENDA 
BUELL,FRANK 
BUELL,JACK AND ELEANOR 
BUELL,KEVLN 
BUELL,MARTIN 
BUHL,NICK 
BUNCH,JIM 
BIJNDERMAN,ED 
BLJNDERMAN.GENEVIEVE 
BUNNEY,DENISE 
BUOSE,JAMES 
BURCH,LINDA 
BURCH,RICRARD 
BURCHAM,DAVID 
BURGER,EUGENE 
BURGER,MARIE 
BURICA,DAVID 
BURNETT,DAVID 
EURNS,STANLEY 

'S BURSELL,CHARLIE 
BURTON,WAYNE 
BURWELL,ROGER 
BUSCH,STEVE 
BUTTERFIELD,CAL 
BUTTON,JULIE 
BUTTS,LARRY 
BYRD,EUGENE 
CADY,MIKE 
CAJCCO.STEVEN 
CALAWAN,EARL 
CALKINS,DONALD 
CALLAND.CHARLES 
CALLISTER,LARRY 
CALVEST,KEN 
CAMERON,DARYL 
CAMERON,WILLIAM 
CAMFBELL,RICK 
CAMLJTO,CHRISTOPHER 
CANADAY,GREG 
CANADAY,TRACY 
CANNON,DONNA 
CARD,LEONARD 
CAREY,RANDY 
CARLIN,ALICE 
CARLIN,GARY 
CARLSON,CATHFRINE 
CARLTON,CLAIRE 
CARMAN.CONNIE 

CARMAN,JAMES 
CARNEY.JO ANN 
CARNEY.RICHARD 
CARNINE,JIM 
CARPENTER,DAVID 
CARPER,KENNETH 
CARPER,VERNON 
CARRALL.ELIZABETH 
CARRICO,FRED 
CARRICO.MICHAEL 
CARROLL,EULIS 
CARRON,REID 
CARSON,M. E. 
CARTFR,TERRY 
CARTWRIGHT,JOE 
CARTWRIGHT,LISA & DENN 
CARVER,BOBBY 
CARVER,CINDIE 
CARVER,MARY 
CARVER,THOMAS 
CASPER,HAZEL 
CASWELL,MAKINE 
CASWELL,WILLIAM 
CFNTA,JOHN 
CHADBOURNE,JOYCE 
CHADBOURNE,WARREN 
CHAFFINS,FRED 
CHAMAN,LEO 
CHAMBERLIN,MIKE 
CHANCE,DAVID 
CHANDLER,NAHYDA 
CHANDLER,ROSS 
CHANG,CURTIS 
CHANG,SALLY 
CHAPMAN,JORN 
CHAPMAN,MARY 
CHAPMAN,MARYAIiN 
CHAPMAN,STEVE 
CHAPPELL,WALTER 
CHARLES,ERANCES 
CHARLES,MILO 
CHARLES,TIM 
CHARLES,VICKI 
CHARLO,MARY 
CHASE,C. 
CHASE,VERDIE 
CHFNOWETR,JULIE 
CHERRY,JIM 
CHEYNEY,WINSTON 
CHILDERS,LARRY 
CHINN,BRAD 
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CHINN,DDNALD 
CHOATE,ASA 
CBRISTBNSEN,LOY 
CHRISTENSEN,WILMA 
CRRISTENSEN,JIM 
CRRISTIAN,ERNEST 
CHRYSLER,RUSSELL 
CHUPRINSKI,ROBERT 
CLANIN,BETHEL 
CLARK,FRANK 
CLARK,GARY 
CLARK,MARK 
CLARK,STEVE 
CLAY,ROY 
CLEAR.GARALD 
CLICK,FRANK 
CLIFFORD,BARBARA 
CLIFT,RICHARD 
COE,LARRY AND JBANE 
COELIN,MAUREEN 
COFFEY,CHARLES 
COFFEY,DONALD 
COFFEY,PATRICIA 
COLE,FLOYD 
COLEWELL,PATRICK 
COLLINGWOOD,CHARLA 
COLLINGWOOD,CHARLES 
COLPI!l-iS,BERT 
COMPTON.GLENN 
COMl'TON,JERRY 
CONNOLLY,MARY 
COOK,CARL 
COOK,DON 
COOK,JAMES 
COOK,JEANINE 
COOK,MILES 
COOK,RON 
COOK,VERLON 
COON,JO 
COONS,DONALD 
COONS,MICHAEL 
COONS,RONALD 
COONTS,LARRY 
COOPFiR,MICHAEL 
COPELAND,TONY 
CORBIN,TED 
CORBIT,CARL 
CORDFR,CARL 
CORDER,RONALD 

CORMANA,J. D. 
CORMANA,JAMES D. 
CORMANA,JAMES(MRS) 
CORNELL,TY 
CORNWELL,GERALD 
CORPRON.DOUGLAS 
CORRADO,RONALD 
COSNER ,TERRY 
COSTA,JOEL 
COUDREY,ALBERT 
CGULTER,JAMES 
COULTER,MAE 
COULTER,RICHARLI 
COURTNEY,DONALD 
COURTNEY,GORDON 
COURTNEY,JEANNETTE 
COUTURE,B. 
COVEY,MYRON 
COX.BILL 
COX,BOB 
COX,DALE 
COX,DAVID 
COX,JAMES 
COX,JOBN 
COX,LYNElTE 
COX,MAXINE 
COX,RONALD 
COX,STEVE 
CRAFT.ROLAND 
CRAMER,RICK 
CRAMP,THELMA AND DOOL 
CRANDALL,SHIRLEY 
CRANE,GREG 
CRANE,JACK 
CRANE,JIM 
CRANE,LYNDA 
CRANE.RALPH 
CRANE,VIVIAN 
CRANE,WILLIAM 
CRAVENS,STEFHEN 
CRAWFORD.HAROLD 
CRAWFORD.LARRY 
CRAWFORD,MARILYN 
CRAWFORD,THERON 
CRAWFORD,WILLIAM 
CRESS,KEITR 
CRETE,RON 
CRILE.JAMES L. 
CROCKETT,RON 
CROOKS,KRISTI 
CROWE,AMOS 

CROWELL.CHARLES 
CULLEI4.E. W. 
CUMMINGS.BARBARA 
CUMMINGS,BEN 
CUMMINGS,KEN 
CUMMINGS,PAMELA 
CUNNINGHAM.BILLY 
CUNNINGHAM,CLAUDE 
ClJNNINGHAM,JAMES 
CURRY,DEAN 
CURRY,LARRY 
CUSHING,COLBERT 
CUTHBERTSON,BOB 
CUTLER,ALVIN 
CUTLER,CAROLYN 
DAHLIN,STEVE 
DAHLKEY,LARRY 
DAINOLD,CHARLES 
DAMEWORTH,BILL 
DANDER,JEANNIE 
DANDER,JOHN 
DANIELS,LYLE 
DARRAR,GEORGIA 
DARRAR,MIKE 
DARRAR,SUNDAY 
DARTFR.DON 
DARTER.MARTHA 
DAUM.JACK 
DAVIDSON,DENNIS 
DAVIS.ANDREW 
DAVIS,EVA 
DAVIS,KATHY 
DAVIS.KEN 
DAVIS,PAUL 
DAVISON,TERESA 
DAWSON,GEO 
DAY.MICRAEL 
DE NIRO,ELIZABETH 
DE NIRO,JIM 
DEAL,MIKE 
DEAN,LAURENCE 
DEAN,STACEY & DENNIS 
DEAN,WARREN 
DF.BREE.MARK 
DECKFR.JEAN 
DEEULIS.LINDA 
DEFOREST,HAROLD 
DEFOREST.WILLIAM 
DEGREGORIO,JAMES 
DELANEY,HELEN 
DELANEY,.TOHN 
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DELANEY,MICHAEL 
DELORENZO,ROBERT 
DENISON,GILBERT 
DENISON,MAXINE 
DENNIS,HAL 
DFNNISON,ROBERT 
DENNISON,SHIRLEY 
DEOBALD,LEE 
DEPLOES,DAVID 
DERRY,CHARLES 
DERRY,CHARLIE 
DERRY,EARL 
DERRY,MARK 
DERRY,MONA 
DERRY,PALJL AND PRISCILLA 
DBRRY,PETER 
DESAUSSURE,JULIE 
DEUSER,CHERYLE 
DEVAULT,BONNIE 
DEYO,BRIAN 
DEYO,CONNIE 
DEYO,MARY LOU 
DEYO,MICHAEL 
DI IOLI,CHARLOTTE 
DI IOLI,GERARD 
DIANDA,SUE 
DIANDA,CHARLES 
D1CKEY.R. F. 
DICKINSON,GENE 
DICKSON,TIM. 
D1EBEL.G. E. 
DIETZ,EILEBN 
DIETZ,LESTER 
DILLING,JIM AND 
DILLMAN,LARRY 
DIMICO,EDWARD 
DIMICO,MARJORIE 
DITTMAN,DOROTHY 
DITTMAN,MARY K. 
DITTMAN,PAUL 
DITTMAN,PETER 
DITTMAN,ROBERT 
DITTMAN,SHAWN 
DITTMAN,SIDNEE 
DITTMAN,SONDA 
DITTMAN,STEVE 
DIXON,BETl'Y 
DIXON,JERRY 
DIXON.KIM 

ELLA 

DIX0N.W. C. 
DOAN,JAMES 
DODGE,GARY 
DODSON,DOUGLAS 
DOERING,RICHARD 
DOLPHIN,ANTHONY 
DONLEY,BOBBI 
DONLEY,JEANNE 
DONOHUE,PAT 
DORENDORF,STEVEN 
DOTY,CHARLES 
DOUFE,TERRY 
DOW,BARRY 
DOWD,MARTIN 
DOYLE,J. L. 
DOYLE,ROBIN 
DRAACH,JAKE 
DRAKE,CONNIE 
DRAZ,DOUGLAS 
DREDGE,RICHARD 
DREISBACH,MAURICE 
DREWS,BILL & ELAINE 
DREWS,ELAINE 
DROZ,JEANIE 
DRUKER,PHIL 
DUCOMMAN,WILFRED 
DUCOMMUN,PATRlCIA 
DUCOMMUN,VERNON 
DUER,SANDRA 
DUFF,EUGENE 
DUFFEY,SHIRLEY 
DUFFEY,TERRY 
DUFFY,DEBBI 
DUFFY,JAMES 
DUGGER,CLAYTON 
DUGGER,LORRAINE 
DUGGFR.MARVIN 
DUHR,RICHARD 
DUKE,GREG 
DUKE,KENNY 
DUNHAM.JOHN 
DUNN,DAVID 
DUNN,GREG 
DUNN,PATRICIA 
DUNN,ROBERT 
DUNNING,JIM 
DUNNING,MICHAEL 
DURANT,BETTY 
DURANT,W. H. 
DURANT,X. E. 
DURHEIM,ISLA 

DURKEE,CHARLES 
DUTTON,DAVID 
DUVINAGE,THELMA 
DYGERT,RAYMOND 
DYKES,DONNA 
DYKES,RANDY 
EASTLAKE,WILLIAM 
EASTWOOD,ROY 
EATMON,DOROTRY 
EATMON.DOUG 
EATMON,MELVIN 
EBERT,DON 
EBCRT,KAREN 
EBERT,PAUL 
EDDY,E. DAWES & MARY 
EDELBLUTE,TERRY 
EDISON,JEFF 
EDMINSTER,SCOTT 
EDWARDS,GWEN 
EDWARDS,MAUREEN 
EICHERT,JOE 
EIMER,WILLIAM 
EIMERS,BILL 
EISENBARTH,MELVA 
ELDERS,BABLY 
ELDRIDGE,RAY 
ELLEN,RBBECCA 
ELLER,FANDALL 
ELLLOT,DAVE 
ELLSWORTH,LANA 
ELY,DON 
EMERY,VIRGIL 
FNGERBRETSON,DAVE 
ENGLISH,DlJANE 
ENGLISH,LABRY 
ENTENMANN,JEROME 
ENTENMANN,MILDRED 
ENYEART,DAN 
EPLER,CHARLENE 
EPLER,CHARLES 
EFLER,DEWEY 
EPLER,LOLA 
EFLER,PHILIP 
ERDMAN,JERRY 
ERICKSON.ALVIN 
ERICKSON,BARRY 
ERICKSON,TERRY 
ERICKSON,WILLIAM 
ERLEWINE,DEBORAH 
ERLEWINE,LYLE 
ESMAY,JOYCE 
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ESSIG,DON 
EVANS,CARMEN 
EVANS,DON 
EVANS.JIM 
EVANS.TIM 
EVENS.ROZANNE 
EVENS.TIM 
EVERE'IT,JAMES 
EWING,CHRIS 
EW1NG.J. R. 
FAIRHURST.FRANKIE 
FAIRHURST,SALLY 
FAIRHURST,THEODORE 
FAIRMAN.NORVAL 
FALLWELL.MICHAEL AND 
FANT,KAREN 
FARBO,TOM 
FARMER,CHARLES 
FARRELL.DEBBIE 
FARRELL,DOUG 
FARRELL.JANICE 
FARRELL,JOE 
FARRELL.RANDY 
FARRELL.RICK 
FARRINGTON,BERNADINE 
FARRJNGTON,GLEN 
FARRINGTON,RICHARD 
FAY,GARY 
FEEAKE.DENNIS 
FEELEY,DONALD 
FELNER.WADE 
FELTON,JOHN 
FERGUSON.BURDETT 
FERGUSON.WARREN 
FEUCHT,BILL 
FEUCHT,EUGENE 
FEUCHT,JAMES 
FEYK,JOHN 
FIALA,DAVID 
FINCH,DENNIS 
FINDLAY,CLAYTON 
FINKE,CARL 
FINKE,CORBY 
FINKE,JAMES 
FINKE,JERROLD 
FINKE,KELLY 
FINLEY,ANN 
FINLEY,TOM 
FISBECK,CHARLES 

FTSHER,JOHN 
FISHER,RUTH ANN 
FISK,PAUL 
FITZGFiRALD,JIM 
FITZPATRICK,KATHY 
FITZPATRICK,SANDY 
FLAIG,DELBERT 
FLERCHINGER.GERALD 
FLERCHINGER.GEROLD 
FLETCHER,WAYNE 
FLOCH,JOHNNY 
FLORES,BILL 
FLOYD,RICHLAND 
FOCHT,JERRY 
FORD.JOSEPH 
FORD,PAT 

JONICE FORSTER,DAVID 
FOSKET.HAROLD 
FOSTER,ALAN 
FOSTER.BRENT 
FOSTER,FRED 
FOSTER,MILDRED 
FOSTER,MIRIAM 
FRANK,E. WILLARD(ET 
FRANK,LEWIS 
FRANK,RICHARD 
FRANZESE,MARY 
FRANZESE,MARY LOU 
FRANZESE.ROBERT 
FRASER,ART 
FRASER,CHRISTINE 
FRASER,MITCH 
FRAZIER,CHARLJE 
FRAZIER,STEVE 
FRED,C. W. 
FREDERICK,ANNIE 
FREDERICK.WILLIAM 
FREDRICKSCN,LARRY 
FREELIG,CRAIG 
FREEMAN,EVERETT 
FREEMAN,LARRY 
FREEMAN,TOM 
FRENCH,GARY 
FREY,CHARLES 
FRITZ,JANE 
FRITZ,PAUL 
FROST,ARCHIE 
FROST,C. A. 
FROST,CAROLYN 
FROST.PAT 

AL) 

FRY,ELAINE 
FRY ( HARRY 
FRY,RAY 
FRYE,VERYL 
FUCHS,GEORGE 
FULLER,CRRIS 
FULLER,DAVID 
FULLER,RICHARD 
FULTS,RANDAL 
FUSON,CAROL 
FUSON,VIRGIL 
GALE,KEVIN 
GALLAGHER,BERTA 
GANNON,HUGH 
GANNON,MARGRET 
GANTT,GAMEWELL 
GAROFANO,MIKE 
GARRETT,ROGER 
GATHFRER,SAM 
GAULKE,JERRY & PAT 
GAY,MAXINE 
GAYLORD,ALLEN 
GAYLORD,STEPHANIE 
GEHRKE,DEL & LOUISE 
GEHRKE,PAMELA 
GEIR,RAY 
GENRY,DEAN 
GENTRY,DEAN 
GENTRY,GLENDA 
GEORGE.ARCHIE 
GEORGE,DON 
GEORGE,DONALD 
GEORGE,PAT 
GERSH,ROBERT 
G IACOBBI,STEVE 
G IBBENS,G. W. 
G IBBON,RANDY 
G IBBONS,MANLEY & HOPE 
G IBBS,DANIEL 
G IBBS,DONNALYNN 
G IBSON,CAROL 
G IBSON,DOYLE 
G IBSON,GARY 
G IBSON,GRACE 
G IBSON,LARRY 
G IBSONSRANDY 
G IBSON,WESTON 
G IESER,GLEN 
G ILBECH,MARILYN 
G ILLIS,GEORGIA 
G ILLISPIE,JERRY 
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INDIVIDUALS (cont.) 

GILMER,JACK 
GILMORE,LAWRENCE 
GLADHART.DAVID 
GLADHART,SHARON 
GLEINN,LONNIE 
GLIDDEN,HERB 
GODWIN,MARION 
GOEDDE,FLOYD 
GOFFIN,SUSAN 
GOFFINET,JOHN 
GOLD.TED 
GOLDSMITH..TAMES 
GOLLER,BRIAN 
GOODWIN,ROBERT 
GORDON.RICHARD 
GORMAN,ED 
GORMSEN,SUSAN 
GOSPODNETICH,GERALD 
GOSSO.DON 
GOUGH,JOHN AND HELEN 
GOVE.WILLIAM 
GRAHAM,A. 
GRAHAM,JAMES 
GRAHAM,KAY 
GRAHAM,NANCY 
GRAMBO.ERNEST 
GRANBLJD,ERIC 
GRANLUND,GORDON 
GRANSBURY.ROBERT 
GRANT.ROBERT 
GRANTHAM,STEVE 
GRASSER.GAIL 
GRAY,DARREL 
GRAY,DONALD 
GRAY,PETER 
GRAY,VICKIE 
GREEN,BILL 
GREEN,DEBBIE 
GREEN,.TAMES 
GREEN,RANDY 
GREEN.RICHARD 
GREEN,RIR 
GREENE,BEN 
GREENE,BENJAMIN 
GREENE,BETTY 
GREENE,CHERYL 
GREENE,JANE 
GREENE,ROBERT 
GREBNE,STEVBN 

GREER,PHILIP AND MRS 
GREGAS,NORMAN 
GRENDINSKI,BILL 
GRENDZINSKI,BLANCHE 
GRIESER,JAMES 
GRIESER.ROBERT 
GRIMES,MELISSA 
GRIMM,BEN 
GR1MM.R. L. 
GROLL,STACIE 
GROSECLOSE,VIRGIL 
GROSS,SUSAN 
GRUBAUGH.VAUGHN 
GRUBER,EDNA 
GRUBER,GEORGE 
GRUBER,.TACK 
GRUBER,MARY 
GRUBHAM,HARRY 
GRUBHAM,PAM 
GRUNDER,SCOTT 
GRUPP,LARRY 
GUENTHER,MARTHA 
GUIER..JOE 
GUNSEOR,FRANN 
GUSE,SHIRLEY 
GUSHLIAK,ROBERT 
GUSTIN,DONALD 
GUSWAN,DEXTER 
HAACK,R.(MRS) 
HABBERSTAD,GARY 
HACKENY,STEPHEN(ET AI 
HACKETT,BILL 
HAEG,GENE 
HAEG,RICK 
HAGEN,EVERETT 
HAGMAN,STEVE 
HAGMAN,STEVE 
HAIGHT,FAYE 
HAINES,GORDON 
HAINES,MARY 
HAINES,MIDGE 
HAINES,RAY 
HAINES,SANDRA 
HAIWOOD,DALE 
HALEY,RICHARD 
HALGREN,KENNETH 
HALL,E. EUGENE 
HALL,JOY 
HALL,ROBERT 
HALL,WENDELL A. 
HALLAGAN,WILLIAM 

HALLISY,DICK 
HALSELL,JOHN 
HALSTEAD,CHRIS 
HALSTEAD,CHUCK 
HAM,ELSIE 
HAM,VERNON 
HAMILTON,WILLARD 
HAMMONS,ELIZABETH 
HAMMONS,ROBERT 
HANELY,CONNIE 
HANKS,DONALD 
HANKS,ELVIN 
HANKS,JUDY 
HANLEN,CHARLES 
HANLEY,CHARLES 
HANLEY,GONNIE 
HANLEY,DAVID 
HANNGN,BEV 
HANSEN,MARGIE 
HANSONSDONALD 
HANSON,DONALD W. 
HANSON,GREG 
HANSON,MARCELLA 
HANSON,ROBERT 
HANSON,WES(ET AL) 
HARDCASTLE.JAMES 
HARDWAY,WALTER 
HARDY,GREGORY 
HARLACHER,JOHN 
HARNACK,BILL 
HARNEY,JACK 
HARNEY,SALLY 
HARNEY,WALTER 
HAROLD,CHERI 
HARPER,AL 
HARPER,RANDY 
HARFER,ROBIN 
HARPOLE.SHERRY 
HARRIS.BILL 
HARRIS,CHRIS 
HARRIS,KENNETH 
HARRIS,MICHAEL 
HARRIS,SUSAN 
HARRJSON,LEONARD 
HARRISON,M. H. 
HARRISON,T. MILFORD 
HARRYMAN,WAYNE 
HART,PAUL 
HARTDEGEN,PATRICIA 
HARTIG,ANN 
HARTIG,JANICE 
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INDIVIDUALS (cont.) HEINSOHN,ROCKY 
HELLMAN.NANCY 

HARTIG,LEROY HELTINGER,.JAMES 
HARTIG,RONALD HEMMINGER,ALBERT 
HARTMAN,DOLLY HENDERSON,JIM 
RARTMAN,STEPHEN HENDRFM,ELBERT 
HARTVEDT,MARIAN HENDREX,VONNIE 
HARTWIG,MELVIN AND CHRISTINE HENDRIAN,ALEX 
RARVEY,GEORGE HENDRICKSON.TOM 
HARVEY,SHIRLEY 
HASFNOEHRL,DWAINE 
HASFiNOERRL,PENNY 
HASH,JACK 
HASH,JEFF 
HASKINS,BONNIE 
HASKINS.ED 
HASKINS,JOHN 
HASSELSTROM,RANDY 
HASSELSTROM.SHELBY 
HATCH,SHARON 
RATLEY,ELVA 
RAVENS, IRA 
HAWKES,JUDE 
RAWKS,DEANNE 
HAWLEY,BUD 
RAYES,PAT 
HAYES,PAT(MRS) 
HAYES,REBECCA 
HAYES,RONALD 
HAYES,WILLIAM AND MARJORIE 
HAYMAN,DUANE 
HAYNES,RICK 
HAYS,SANDY 
HAYSE.BRUCE 
HEAD.JORN 
HEATR,JOHN 
HEATH,PHYLLIS 
HEATH,TREVER 
HEATON,JIM 
HECKER,A. 
HEDGECOCK,ONA 
HEDLUND,FRIC 
HEDLUND,MORRY 
HEDRICK,DIANA 
HEDRICK,KEITH 
HEDRICK,ROLLAND 
HEFFNER,STEVE 
HEIMARK,FRANCES 
HEIMARK,LAWRENCE 
HEIN,JOE 
HEIN.SHIRLEY 

HENDRICKX,BRENDA 
HFNDRICKX,CARLA 
HENDRICKX.TERRANCE 
HENRIKSEN,D. G. 
HENRIKSEN,RONALD 
HENRIKSON,PATRICIA 
HENSON,ARTHUR 
HENSON,JUDITH 
HENSON.PETE 
HERBOLDT,MICHELE 
HERBOLDT,WAYNE 
HERMAN,JENNIFER 
HERMAN,MICHAEL 
HERNDON,ANNE 
HERRING,EVA 
HERRING,KEITH 
HERRINGTON,STAN 
HESTER,HELEN 
HEWSON,RONALD 
HEYWOOD,JIM 
HEYWOOD,PHYLLIS 
HICKEY,CHERL 
HICKMAN,JERRY 
HICKS.IRENE 
HIERATH,R. DENNIS 
HIGGINS,DON 
HILL.ALAN 
HILL,DAVE 
HILL,EDWARD 
HILL,LARRY 
HILLS.GEORGE 
HILLS,KATHY 
HILLS.RICHARD 
HINES,DON 
HINMAN,GEORGE 
HINMAN,MICHAEL 
HINNEN,MICHAEL 
HINSON,KAREN 
HIPPLER,PATRICIA 
HIRSCH,EDWARD 
HIRSCH,MIKE 
HIXSON,CREIG 

HOALSTROM,JIM 
HODGES,JIM & TAMMY 
HODGSON,DOROTRY 
H0FFMAN.K. T. 
HOHS,TIMOTHY 
HOISINGTON,ED 
HOLBEN,BARRY 
HOLBEN,BARRY & CINDY 
HOLBEN,CINDY 
HOLDARL,DONALD 
HOLDIN,DAVID 
HOLLIBAUGH.DAN 
HOLLIBAUGH,ROBERT 
HOLMES,HOWARD 

AND D. G. HOLMES,TIM 
HOLSTEIN,DAVID 
HOLSTEIN,JIM 
HOLSTEIN,K. K. 
HOLSTEIN,KARLA 
HOLSTEIN.OLINE 
HOLTHAUS,TED 
HONEYCHURCH,MAUR.&GARY 
HOOD,DENNIS 
HOOKS,COLIN 
HOPKINS,DONNA 
HOPKINS.GARY 
HOPPFiNRATH,LOUISE 
HORNSBY,ROGER 
HORSTMEIER,DUANE 
HORTON,ROBERT 
HORTON,TIM 
HOUCK,HOWARD L. 
HOUNFBERRY,MICHAEL 
HOUSTON.CRRIS 
HOUSTON,DONNA 
HOUSTY,CHRIS 
HOWARD,LEROY 
HOWE,DAVID 
HOWE,GERALDINE 
HOWE,GERRY 
HOWE.LIRENDA 
HOWE,MELVIN 
HOWELLS,JAMES 
HUBBARD,HENRY 
HUBBARD,RICHARD 
HUEiER,SCOTI' 
HUBERT,DENISE 
HUBERTY,DAVID 
HUBERTY,JOHN & MARY 
HUDGINS.HORACE 
HUDSON,HELEN 
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INDIVIDUALS (cont.) JACKSON,DONNA 
JACOBS,BILL 

RUFFMAN,DEAN JACOBS,MARJORIE 
HUFFMAN,DENNY JACOBS,RANDY 
HIJFFMAN,SHARON JACOBS,RAY 
HUFFMAN,TERESA JACOBUS,DENNIS 
HUGHETT,HARVEY JAMES,JIM 
HULIN.CLIFF JAMES,JOHN 
HUMMEL, KAY AND JEFF FEREDAY JAMES,NORMAN J. 

JAMES,WANDA AND JESSE HUNTER,JAMES 
HUNTER,ROBERT 
HUPP,BILLY 
RURT,THOMAS 
HUSTRULID,ROBERT 
HUTCHINS,ALICE 
RUTCHINS,DAVID 
RLITCHINS,ELATA 
RUTCHINS,ELWIN 
HUTCHINS,EMERALD 
HUTCHINS,LAWRENCE 
HUTCHINS,LESLIE 
HUTCHINS.LOUISA 
HUTCHINS,MARVIN 
HUTCHINS,R. LORRAINE 
HUTCHINS,RONALD 
HUTCHINS,SRARON 
HUTCHINSON,CHkRLENE 
HYDE,MARLENE 
IHENKELMAN,N. A. 
ILLI,JOHN 
INGRAM,BOBBY 
INGRAM,GARY 
IRBY,ALEX 
IRBY,ARDATH 
IRBY,DONNA 
IRBY.JAMES 

JANDQUIST,DAVID 
JANES,BENNIE 
JANTZEN,DEBBIE 
JARED.JONNA 
JARRELL,BEN 
JASINSKI,EDWARD 
JASPER,JIM 
JAVORKA,ED 
JAYNE,JFRRY 
JEFFREY,ALLAN 
JENKINS,MIKE 
JENKS,MARSHA 
JENNINGS,BILL 
JENNINGS,CINDY 
JENNINGS,DON 
JENSEN,DEBBIE 
JENSEN,ERIC 
JENSEN,J. MARK 
JENSEN,JAMES 
JENSEN.TERRY 
JF.FSEN;D. G. 
JER,SES 
JERNIGAN,FRANK 
JETER,FRANCES 
JETFR,JEANETTE 
JETER,LEROY 
JETER,STEVE 
JOHANSEN,DAN 
JOHNSON,ABBIE 
JOHNSON,ANTHONY 
JOHNSON,ARTRUR 
JOHNSON,BERT 
JOHNSON,BLANCHE 
JOHNSON,CHRISTINE 
JOHNSON,DECKER 
JORNSON,DENNIS 
JOHNSON,DONALD 
JORNSON,DONNA 
JOHNSON,E. DAVID 
JOHNSON,ESTHER 
JOHNSON,GREG 

1RBY;JULIA 
IRBY,JULIE 
IRBY,RAY 
IRELAND,ERNEST K. 
IRVING,MICHAEL 
ISBELLE,HAROLD 
ITHITIHILL,M. PATRICK 
ITl'NER,RUTH 
IVERSON,BEN 
JACK,JAMES 
JACKS,DAVID 
JACKS,GLORIA 
JACKS,WILLIAM 
JACKS0N.B. D. 

JOHNSON,HAROLD 
JORNSON,JERRY 
JORNSON,JLJLIE 
JOHNSON,KIM 
JORNSON,LOUISE 
JOHNSON,MARK 
JOHNSON,MARNIE 
JOHNSON,MAURICE 
JOHNSON,PAUL 
.TOHNSON,RICHARD 
JOHNSON,ROBERT 
JOHNSON,ROY 
JOHNSON,RUSSELL 
JOHNSON,RUTHI 
JOHNSON,STELLA 
JOHNSON.TERESE 
JORNSTON,BARNEY 
JOHNSTON,DOLORES 
JOHNSTON,JOSEFH 
JOHNSTON,JUSTIN 
JOHNSTON,RONALD 
JOHNSTON,SHARLYN 
JOHNSTONE,DONALD 
JOHNSTUN,JESS 
JOHNSTUN,JOEL 
JOLLEYM,ANDY 
JONES, MARIAN 
JONES,BRIAN 
JONES,DOUGLAS 
JONES,JERRY 
JONES,ROBERT 
JONES,SHIRLEY 
JONEYCHANL,GARY 
JOSE,JULIA 
JOSE,NICK 
JRENT,DAVID 
JUDY,EDDIE SUE 
JUDY,TAM 
KACHELMAEIR,BILL 
KACHELMIFR,TERRI 
KAERLING,MABLE 
KAERLING,WILLIAM 
KAPPAS,JACK 
KARMAZINAS,JAMES 
KARN,MARVIN 
KARN,NETTIE 
KASPER,ROY 
KATOVICH,JOHN 
KAUFMAN,DAVID 
KAUFMAN,DONALD 
KAUFMAN,WILLIAM 
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INDIVIDUALS (cont.) 

KAUTZ,SHIRLEY KINGSLEY,DAVID 
KAUTZ,WILLIAM KINGSLEY.DON 
KAZANIS.DICK KINGSLEY,R. 
KEELER,ROD KINION.TIFF 
KEET,ROBERT KINNICK,RALPH 
KEITH.EARL KIRCHER,BEN 
KELLER,MARK KIRCHER,CAROL 
KELLER.PAMELA K1RK.M. 
KELLER,WARREN KLEIN,FLOYD 
KELLEY,A. V.(REV AND MRS) KLEIN.KERRY 
KELLEY.BARBARA KLEIN,SHERRY 
KELLEY.NLCKIE KLEINH0FS.A. 
KELLEY,PAUL KLIEWER,KATHIE 
KELLEY,RHODA KLUDT,JANET 
KELLOM,DALLACE KNABE,BERNARD 
KELLY,J. R. KNAPP,JULIE 
KELLY,MARK KNAPP,MEL 
KELSO.KELLY KNAPP,R. 
KELSO.SANDRA KNAPP.TONY 
KENNEDY,STEVEN KNEPPER,RON 
XENNEDY,VERNON KNERR,LLOYD 
KENNEDY,WADE KNOPES,IRENE 
KENNON,MARY KNOPES,R. W. 
KENNY,WILLIAM KNOX,VERN 
KENT,DAVID KOCHAVER,JAMES 
KENT,JERALD KOEKI,AUMENS 
KENT,LARON KOERLING,JERRY 
KL?RBY,PAT KOHL,KEITH 
KERN,ELISABETH K0HL.S. E. 
KERN,LLOYD KOHOUT,GEORGE 
KERNS,RICHARD KOLAR,JOE 
KERRICK,JOHN KONKOL.ANDREW 
KERZMAN,ARTHUR KONKOL,DON 
KESTNER.STUART KONKOL,MARY 
KIBBEE.ROY KONKRIGHT.STEVE 
KIDDER,JAMES KOPPEL,ROB 
KIDDER,LYLE KOTZENBERGER,JFRRY 
KIELE,DANIEL KRAACK,DEAN 
KIELE,DONALD KRAACK,DEBBIE 
KIELE,GENE KRAACK,DEBRA 
KIELE,TERRY KRAACK,RONNITA 
KIENHOLZ,STEVE KRAACK,TERESA 
KILLER,JOHN KRAACK,TIMOTHY 
KILLMER,JOHN KRAKOWSKI,ED 
KILTERMAN,JACK KRAMER,BONNIE 
KIMBALL,FRANK KRANCHES.RAY 
KINCART,ROBERT KRASSELT,LINDA 
KING,DAVID KRIEG,E. G. 
KING,GEORGE KRIETER‘CAREY 

KING,KENNETH 
KINGSLEY,BETTY 

KRIETER,JEFF 
KRUEGER,DEBRA 
KRUEGER,DELMAR 
KRUEGER.EDWARD 
KRUEGER,ELMER 
KRUEGER,ELMER 
KRUEGER,PHYLLIS 
KRUEGER,RONALD 
KRUEJER,GISA 
KRUG,FRANK 
KRUG,SHIRLEY 
KUBICBK,PETE 
KUCHYNKA,ED 
KUECHENMEISTER,MARK 
KULAWINSKI,DICK 
KUNZE,DONALD 
KURTZ,GBNE 
KYLE.KY 
LACKOFF,BEA 
LACOCK,LUTHER 
LAFRFNY,MARY 
LAGE,CAROLYN 
LAGE,CLARENCE 
LAHAIE,ALICE 
LAHTO,DAVID 
LAMBF.RT,LAWRENCE 
LAMBRECHTSKEITH 
LAMM,BOB 
LANDERS,RICH 
LANGAGER,BRAD 
LANGDON,DAVID 
LANGDON,MARY 
LANGFORD,CHARLES 
LANGFORD,RUTH 
LANGWORTHY,ED & HELEN 
LAOPPO.TY 
LAPINSKI, AGNES & MI. 
LAPLANTE,ALFRED 
LAREON,NANCY 
LARSEN,DON 
LARSEN,NILS 
LARSON,BRIAN 
LARSON,DONALD 
LARSON,FRANKIE 
LARSON,GORDON 
LARSON,RONALD 
LATHROP,BOB 
LATHROP,HOBERT 
LATSHAW,THERESE 
LAW,LINDA 
LAWS.KARL 
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INDIVIDUALS (cont.) 

LAYSHUR,GLENN 
LE MASTTER,ROSS 
LEACH,RAE 
LEACH,RODGER 
LEAF,FRANK 
LEAF,VIRGINIA 
LECAUF,BEA 
LECOULTRE,ANDRE 
LECOULTRE,CRYSTAL 
LECOULTRE.DORIS 
LEC0ULTRE.R. 
LECOLJLTRE,SHERRY 
LEDDIGE,JOHN 
LEE,CARL 
LEE.CHARLES 
LEE,ERICK 
LEE,HELEN 
LEE,L. DANIEL 
LEE,LAURENE 
LEE.LEROY 
LEE,RANDY 
LEE.SHIRLEY 
LEE,VOILET 
LEE,WAYNE 
LEGAULT,LOLA 
LEGAULT,RICHARD 
LEHMAN,NANCY 
LEIFS0N.A. L. 
LEITZ.HUBERT 
LEMKE,MIKE 
LEMM,LES 
LEMM,WILLIAM 
LENNON,MARY 
LENNON,THOMAS 
LEONARD,JACK 
LEONARD,JOHN 
LEONARD,LARRY 
LEONARD,PATSY 
LEONARD,ROBERT 
LEONARD,SUE 
LER,JOHN 
LERS,JAMES 
LE'lTAU,ROBERT 
LEW1S.B. 
LEWIS,JAMES 
LEWIS,JUDY 
LEWIS,LINDA 
LEWIS,OLIN 
LIEDKIE.ERNEST 

LILLIS,BERT 
LIND,DON AND JUDIE 
LINDBLOOM,JAMES 
LINDERMAN,DUANE 
LINDSAY,PATRICIA & RONALD 
LINDSTROM.BETH 
LINDSTROM,WILLIAM 
LINEBERRY,KARI 
LINEBERRY.KELLY 
LINEBERRY,KELLY JOE 
LINEBERRY,LOIS 
LINEBERRY,MONTIE 
LINN,BEVERLY 
LINN,WILLIAM 
LINN,WILLIE 
LINNEMEYER.JACK 
LINNEMEYER,JANET 
LINNEMEYER,LARRY 
LINNEMEYER,LARRY AND MYRNA 
LINNEMEYER,MAX 
LINNEMEYER.MICHAEL 
LINNEMEYER,MYRNA 
LINNEMEYER,RONALD 
LINNEMEYER,WILLIAM 
LINTON.GINGER 
LINTON,NORM 
LINVILLE,RICHARD 
LITUS,NETA 
LIVENGO0D.G. STAN 
LLOYD,R. M. 
LOBULJNO,JOHN 
LOCKARD,STEVE 
LOE.ROBERT 
LOHMAN,BRENDA 
LOHMAN,DAVID 
LOHMAN,MONTE 
LOHRMEYER,ROB 
LOMAX,JUNE 
LOMAX,SHEARL 
LOMBARD,DON 
LOMBARDI,LISA 
LONG,BILL 
LONG.HAROLD 
LONG,JESSE 
LONG,LESTER AND JOYCE 
LONGENECKER,STEVE 
LOPEZ,ROLAND 
LOSETH,JOHN 
LOUGEE,BEN 
LOUGEE.BERNIE 
LOIJGEE,LEE 

LOUGEE,PAULA 
LOUGH,BERTHA 
LOUGH,I. N. 
LOUNSBURY,DIRK 
LOUNSBURY,HERMAN 
LOUSLING,JAMES 
LOVE,HELEN 
LOW,JENNIFER 
LUCH,DEAN 
LUCHANSKY,BILL 
LUECK,CHARLES 
LUECK,FAYE 
LUNDSTROM,JULIE 
LUNDT,JUANITA 
LUST,ROBERT 
LUSTAVSON,JOHN 
LUTZ,R. SCOTT 
LYCAN,RANDY 
LYDIG,DEAN 
LYNCH,DONNA 
LYNCH,JANET 
LYNCH,JOHN 
LYNN,ED 
LYNN ,WAYNE 
LYONS,CLEM 
LYONS,CLEM(MRS) 
LYONS,COLET"I'E 
LYONS,DEWAINE 
LYONS,JOHN 
LYONS,PAM 
LYONS,THOMAS 
LYTLE,LARRY 
MABBOTT,CHARLES 
MACLEOD,SUSAN 
MACPHERSON,RONALD 
MACPHERSON,SHARON 
MADDOX,GERALD 
MADSEN,AFiTHUR 
MAEL,ROBERT 
MAGERS,MIKE 
MAGFRS,PAM 
MAHONEY,DAVID 
MAHONY,BILL 
MAHIJRIN,JERRY 
MAISON, FAMILY 
MAITLAND.JOHN 
MAKI.BILL 
MAKI,DEBBIE 
MAKI,ED 
MAKI,NANCY 
MALAKY,LOLA 
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INDIVIDUALS (cont.) 

MALIffAK,LES AND SALLY 
MANGUM.DEAN 
MANGUM,DIANE 
MANLICH,BONITA 
MANTEL,BURK 
MARKLEY,JACK 
MARKS,ALVIN 
MARLEY.FRAN 
MARLOWE,RICHARD 
MARNER,DELVIN 
MARSH,HOWARD AND VELVA 
MART.ED 
MARTIN,BEN 
MARTIN,EVERET 
MARTIN,EVERETT 
MART1N.F.L. 
MARTIN,G. R. 
MARTIN,GERALD 
MARTIN,JERRY 
MARTIN.MICHAEL 
MARTIN,ORRIN 
MART1N.R. JAMES 
MARTINVRONALD 
MARTIN,SUSAN 
MARTIN,VIRGINIA 
MARTINSON,LLOYD 
MARVIN,ERIN 
MARVIN,JERRY 
MASON,LAUREN 
MASON,NEIL 
MASON,ROBERT 
MASON,SARAH 
MASSEY,MARK 
MASTERSON,RAYMOND 
MATHERS.HOMER 
MATSON,GERALD 
MATSON.HARLA 
MA'lTERS,NELLI 
MATTESON,MOLLIE 
MATTOX,GLADYS 
MATTSON,ROY 
MATTSON,RUSTY 
MATZER,HAROLD 
MAUGHAN,RALPH 
MAUK,WILLIAM 
MAY.EMMA 
MAY,LAWRENCE 
MC PHERSEN,FLOYD 
MCALISTER,GARY 

MCALLISTER,AUDRY 
MCALLISTER,FERN 
MCALLISTER,JAMES 
MCALLISTER,LELAND 
MCALLISTER,MIKE 
MCA'ITY,ROD 
MCCAENE,TORE 
MCCANN,JAMES 
MCCANN.JEANINE 
MCCARTER,BRIAN 
MCCARTHY,PATRICK 
MCCLARAN,DON 
MCCLARON,CONNIE 
MCCOLLISTER,JIM 
MCCRAY,CRARLES 
MCCRAY.DOREEN 
MCCRAY,EVA 
MCCRAY,GWENDOLYN 
MCCRAY,JIM 
MCCRAY,NADINE 
MCCRAY,RALPH 
MCCRAY,REBECCA 
MCCRAY,VAN 
MCCULLGUGH,JANA 
MCDOWELL,HFRBERT 
MCEWEN,DICK 
MCFALL,LAURIE 
MCGARVEY,MICHAEL 
MCGEE,RONALD 
MCG0LDRICK.LOf.J 
MCGOVFRN,MICHAEL 
MCGOVERN,SHIRLEY 
MCHARGUE,MIKE 
MCINROY,ROBT & DOUG 
MCINTOSH,CRARLES 
MCINTOSH,DON 
MCINTOSH,LORI 
MCINTOSH,RICHARD 
MCIVER,JIM 
MCKAY,DAVID 
MCKINLEY,DICK 
MCKlJEN.VICKIE 
MCLA1N.C. 
MCLEAN,DOLAN 
MCLEAN,MEL 
MCMILLEN,GURNEY 
MCMILLIN.JOE 
MCMURBAY,RON 
MCNABB,CLOANN 
MCNAMARA,WILLIAM 

MCNUlT, L.L. 
MCPERSON,WALLAN 
MCP0LAND.D. 
MCPOLAND,SHARON 
MCQUARY,DALE 
MCQUEEN.DAVID 
MCQUEEN,GLORIA 
MCQUEEN.MARK 
MECKER,BILLY 
MEDLEY,MARK 
MEDLEY,MARY JO 
MEHLE,J. L. 
MEIERS,RUTMEL 
MEINERS,WILLIAM 
MEIS,RICK 
MELINA,CARL 
MELINA,DAVID 
MELINA,THOMAS 
MELING,MIKE 
MELLEN,BENITO 
MELLEN,ED 
MELLEN,JOSEPH 
MELLEN,MYRTLE G. 
MELLICK,JOFfN 
MENTEN,THOMAS 
MENTEN,TOM 
MEREDITH,JOHN 
MFRRIMAN,DIXIE 
MERRIMAN,LARRY 
METCALF,MEL 
METZER, NOEL 
METZER,JOAN 
METZFR,LUCY 
METZER.WALTFE 

CASSEL MHOON,BONNIE 
MHOON,CATRY 
MHOON,MARY 
MICHAEL,ALAN 
MICHAEL,DOUG 
MICHAEL,GARY 
MICHAEL,LISA 
MICHAEL.LISA 
MICHAEL,MYRNA 
M1CHAEL.S. KEITH 
MICHAEL,STEVE 
MILBLJRN.DOUGLAS 
MILES.JOHN 
MILES,SHARON 
MILLARD,DON 
MILLARD,RANDY 
MILLER.BEN(MRS) 
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MILLER,BRIAN 
MILLER,CHARLES 
MILLFR,DONNA 
MILLER,FRED 
MILLER,HERMAN 
MILLER,JACK 
MILLER,JACOB 
MILLER,JEANNE 
MILLER,KENT 
MILLER,LAURIE AND DAVID 
MILLER,LINRELLA 
MILLER.LISA 
MILLER,LORI 
MILLER,LYLE 
MILLER,MARIE 
MILLER,PATRICIA 
MILLER,RICHARD 
M1LLER.S. G. PETE 
MILLER,SIM 
MILLER,WARREN 
MILLIGAN,BILL 
MILLIMAKI,GAIL 
MILLISER,GARY 
MILOT,CINDY 
MILOT,RONALD 
MILUS,GENE 
MINN1CK.W. L. 
MINNICK,WALTER 
MINOR,BILL 
MINTER,ROBERT AND KITTY 
MISCAVIGE,GERARD 
MITCHELL,WILLIAM 
MLADENKA,GREG 
MLPTHLL,DON 
MOAK,JOHN H. 
MODGE,RONALD 
MOE,JOHN 
MOELLER,MARK 
MONAGHAN,MIKE 
MONDRAGON,TERESA 
MONTAMBO,JAMES 
MONTAMBO,ROGER 
MONTAMBO,RUSSELL 
MONTEE,D. 
MONTGOMERY,ROBERT 
MOODY,WILLIS 
MOORE, LOIS M. 
MOORE,ALAN 
MOORE,DAVID 

MOORE,GEORGE 
MOORE,GERALD 
MOORE,GEROLD 
MOORE,JACKIE 
MOORE,JIMMIE 
MOORE,KENNETH 
MOORE,KENNY 
MOORE,NIAN 
MOORE,RAYMOND 
MOORE,RONALD 
MORDEN,DON 
MORRIS,GORDON 
MORRIS,JAMES 
MORRIS.MILLIE 
MORRIS,RICHARD 
MORRIS,THOMAS 
MORRIS,TOM 
MORRISETT,NANCY 
MORRISON,RONALD 
MORTENSEN,KRISTIN 
MORTENSEN,ROY 
MORTON,BILL 
MOSCONI,SANDRA 
MOSER,JANICE 
MOSER,MATTREW 
MOSER.STEVEN 
MOSER,WILLIAM 
MOSHIMSKY,DOROTHY 
MOSHIMSKY,M. H. 
MOSS,GARY 
MOSS,JAMES 
MOURNING,CHARLES 
MOURNING,CHARLOTTE 
MOURNING,FRED 
MOURNING,LARRY 
MOURNING,LOU 
MOURNING,MARGARET 
MUELLER,CONNIE 
MUELLER,FRANCES 
MUELLER,LARRY 
MUIRHEAD,HELEN 
MULLIGAN,BILL 
MULLINS.WILLIAM 
MUNDELL,LARRY 
MUNDS,LOIS 
MUNDT,KENNETH 
MUNKITTRICK,MARK 
MUNS0N.A. H. 
MURFHY,ELIZABETH 
MURPHY,JOHN 
MURPHY,ROBERT 

MURPHY,WILLIAM 
MUPRAY,L. P. 
MURRAY,LYNN & VINCE 
MUSGRAVE,DANIEL 
MUSIAL,MARK 
MUSSELMAN,JERRY & PAT 
MYERS,DONALD 
MYERS,GERALD 
MYERS,LA NORA 
MYERS,MIKE 
MYERS,RICHARD 
MYHRE,EUGENE 
MYKKANBN,TOIVO 
NANCE,JIM 
NANIA,JAMES 
NAN1K.N. F. 
NAPIER.DOlTI 
NAPIER,JOHN 
NASTALI,DONALD 
NASTALI,PATSY 
NEEDRAM,DOROTHY 
NEEDHAM,EULA 
NEEDHAM.KEITR 
NEEDHAM,LORI 
NEEDHAM,MAXIE 
NEEDHAM,MICHAEL 
NEEDHAM,RALPH 
NEEDHAM,SUSIE 
NEEDHAM,TERRY 
NEFF,BARBAP,A 
NEFF.STEVE 
NEJDL,BONNIE 
NELSON, JANET A. 
NELSON,ALVIN 
NELSON,DONNA 
NELSON,EARL 
NELSON,ERNA & JANET H. 
NELSON,JAN 
NELSON.JUDY 
NELSON,MARGIA 
NELSON,.MARVIN 
NELSON,MICHAEL 
NELSON,MICRAEL & DONNA 
NELSON,NORMAN 
NELSON,RAMONA 
NEMETH,BETTY 
NEMETH,STEVEN 
NEUMAYER,TIM 
NEWCOMB,J. KEITH 
NICHOLSON.FLOYD 
NICHOLSON,JOANN 
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NICHOLSON,KERRY 
NICKELL,WAYNE 
NIELSEN,HARN 
NIGHTINGALE,.TACK 
NITCY,JEFF 
NIYHRE.MICHAEL 
NORELL,TERI 
NORLEY,PHIL 
NORTHRUP,.TERRY 
NORTON,AUDREY 
NORTON.BILL 
NORTON,JOELLEN 
NlJlT,CLARENCE 
NUXOLL.PHILIP 
NYBERG,CARL 
NYGAARD,CONNIE 
NYGAARD.JACEY 
NYSTROM,CHRIS 
O'CONNELL,TIM 
O'DONNELL,RICHARD 
O'MALLEY,ROBERT 
OAKES,KEITH 
OAKES,NICOLE 
OAKES,VIRGINIA 
OBERST,ROBT 
OBETH,DANIEL 
ODOM,ARTIE 
OGDEN,EDWARD 
OHLSON,JOHN 
OLIN.FRANKL 
OLIVER,CHRISTOPHER 
OLIVER,GEORGINNE 
OLIVER,ROY 
OLMSTEAD,D. E. 
OLSON.CONNIE 
OLSON,DALE 
OLSON,DELLARESE 
OLSON,STEVE 
OMOTO.CHARLOTTE 
OPPENHEIMER,BOB 
ORETZMON,DALE 
ORTON,ORA AND FLOYD 
OSBORN,JOHN 
OSBORNE.ELMER AND JUNE 
OSBURN,CHARLES 
OSBURN,SONJA 
0SBURN.W. B. 
OSBURN,WAYNE 
OSTERBERG,DON 

OSTERBERG,EUGENE 
OSTERBERG,MARILYN 
OSWALD,JOHN 
OTT.JEANNE 
OTTO,LEN 
OTTO,STEVE 
OUDKIRK,FRANK 
OUHL,STEPHEN 
OWEN,DORIS 
OWENS, LEANA 
OWENS,CHRISTINE 
OWENS,DAVID 
OWENS,JEANNIE 
0ZARK.B. L. 
OZARK,CHERYL 
OZARK,MICHAEL 
PAANANEN,FERN 
PAANANEN,PAULA 
PAANANEN.RICHARD 
PACHOLKE.JAMES 
PAGE.GORDON 
PAKKALA,MICHAEL 
PALBECKI,WILLIAM 
PALBICKI,SHIRLEY 
PALIN.DONALD 
PALMFR,GARY 
PALMER,PETER 
PALMER,SID 
PALUSO,TERESA 
PANKRATZ.VICKI 
PARIS.GARY AND JOYCE 
PARKER,R. AND JOY 
PAPKER,ROSA 
PARKMAN,TOM 
PARKS.ROBERT 
PARMENTER,JOHN 
PARRET,TERRY 
PARRIS,ARCHIE 
PARRIS,KILE 
PARRIS.ROBEP,TA 
PAl'TERSON,J. SCOTT 
PA'TTERSON,WAYNE 
PATTILLO,JAMES 
PAUL,DWAYNE 
PAUL,VIOLA 
PAULSEN,DANIEL 
PAVIA,JERRY AND JOANNE 
PAYNE,KELLY 
PAYTON,DANNETTE 
PAYTON,GARY 
PEARSON.LEWIS 

PEASE.EARLE 
PEASE,ETHEL 
PEAVEY,V. GARY 
PEEK,JAMES 
PEEL,ARTHUR 
PEET.BLAIR 
PELROY,CALVIN 
PEMEL,LEE 
PENBERTHY,JOHN 
PENDELL,ERNEST 
PF.NNY,SAMUEL 
PENTLAND,F,RNIE 
PFRKINS,CFDlRLES 
PERRINE.BILL 
PERSON,SUSAN 
PETERS,BONNIE 
PETERS,CONNIE 
PETERS,JON 
PETERS,M. E. 
PETERSON,ANNE 
PETERSON,ARNOLD 
PETERSON,EARL 
PETERSON.NORMAN 
PETERSON.RUTH 
PETERSON,SUE 
PETERSON,WARREN 
PETRIE,CLIFFORD 
PETRIE.RAE DEAN 
PEl'TEE,RICHARD 
PETTY.LLOYD 
PEWELL,MARJORIE 
PFEIFER,GEORGE 
PHARNESS,BUTCH 
PRARNESS,ROD 
PHILLIPS,CLARA 
PHILLIPS,JOHN 
PHILPOT,DOUGLAS 
PIERCE,CATHERINE 
PIERCE,DUANE 
PIKE,RONALD 
PINCH,JACK 
PINGREE,KARYL 
PIPPINGER,LEE 
PIRAINO,LOUIS 
PITN.DAN 
PLA'IT,JOHN 
PLATT,LINDA 
PLEMMGNS,MONA 
POLLOCK,RUBY 
POMERINKE,FLOYD 
POMERINKE.JUNE 
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POMEROY,C. W. 
POMEROY,.TOHN AND MRS. 
POMEROY,TOM 
POMPONIO,RICHARD 
POPE,DAVE 
POPE,JAMES 
P0RRET.E. HAROLD 
PORTER.ANDY 
PORTER.SALLY 
PORTER.SHARON 
PORTER,WAYNE 
PORTLOCK,ROBERT 
POSTON,ALBERT 
POTTALA,CHUCK 
POTTENGER,BE'ITY 
PO'ITENGER.MATT 
POTTER.CARLA 
POTTER.FRANCIS AND JUNE 
PO'ITER.MARION 
POTTER,SUSAN 
POWELL,JOHN 
POWELL.KEITH 
PRATER,DARLENE 
PRATT,MARGARET 
PRESNELL.BLAKE 
PRESNELL,CRAIG 
PRESNELL,DEE 
PRESNELL,RALPH 
PRICE,JAMES AND SUSAN 
PRICE,KEVIN 
PRICE,WILLIAM 
PRICKETT.TRACY 
PRIESTER.WAYNE 
PRIMMER,ELVIN 
PRIMMER,MIKE 
PRINGLE,PETE 
PRITCHETT,OSCAR 
PROCTOR.ROBERT 
PROFINS,.JOHN 
PROFITT,DONALD 
PROFITT,YVONNE 
PROOLES,BILL 
PRUGH,MICHAEL 
PlJGH,CANDACE 
PUGH,DARLA 
PUGH,SERRI 
PUGH,STAN 
PUGH,STANLEY 
PUGH,WILLIAM 

PULLEN,BOBBE 
PURCELL,PAT 
QIJADE,SKIP 
QUICK,RENEE 
QUIGLEY,JOHN 
RABE,FRED 
RAEBER,HILDEGARD 
RAGAN,BARBARA 
RAGAN,JANICE 
RAGAN,MYRON 
RAGAN,MYSON 
RAINES, CHARLES 
RAJSPIC,RICHARD 
RALSTIN,JIMMY 
RALSTON,LEWIS 
RAPP,GREG 
RAPP,GREGORY 
RASMUSSEN,BARBARA 
RASMUSSEN,ELMER 
RASMUSSEN.LESTER 
RASMUSSEN,TOM 
RASPONE,BOB 
RASPONE,JOHN 
RAU,DONALD 
RAUCH.BRENDA 
RAUCH,MITCH 
RAUCH.ROCKY 
RAVE.CARRIE 
RAY,ROBERT 
REA.RONALD 
REAM,ROSALIE 
REAVES,DORIS 
REAVES,ED 
REAVES,EDMUND 
REAVES,RICK 
REBEL,ALBERT 
REBEL,GERALDINE 
REDDEKOPP,ART 
REDMAN,D. SCOTT 
REDRHERNT,JERRI 
REED,BUTCH 
REED,CHARLES 
REED,DENNY 
REED,KIRK 
REED,SABINA 
REEVES, DAVID 
REEVES,WAVERLY 
REGER,LUELLA 
REGER,ROBERT 
REICHENBERG,ALLEN 
REID,D. BRYAN 

REID,DON 
REID,ED 
REID,MARK 
REID.NOUJLJANA 
REID,SERENA 
REIDHAAR,ROSE MARY 
REINHARDT,DON 
REINHARDT,DON(MRS) 
REITSCH.ARTHUR 
REITSCH,DR. ARTHUR 
RENFREW,JAMES 
RENFRO,SUSAN 
RENSHAW,LYNDA 
RESOR,MAMIE 
RESOR,STEVE 
REYNOLDS,ALICE 
REYNOLDS,CRAIG 
REYNOLDS,DEFOREST 
REYNOLDS,HARRY 
REYNOLDS,JAMES 
REYNOLDS,W. L. 
RICE.BRADLEY 
RICE,VINCENT 
RICHARDS,ERMA 
RICHARDS.MELVIN 
RLCHARDSEN,GREG 
RICHARDSON,ROBERT 
RICKETT,BARBARA 
RIDDLE,R.LEROY 
RIDDLE,YVONNE 
RIDER,BRUCE 
RIDGE,FRANKLIN 
RIDINGER,JENNY 
RIEK,ROBERT 
RIGBY,CHAD 
RIGGERS,GARY 
RIGGS,MIKE 
RIMEL,JAMES 
RIN,KENNETH 
RINALDI,PETER 
RINEHART,CHARLIE 
RINGEN,RON 
RINGO,WILLIAM 
RINGOLD,GARRY 
RIPPEE,JOSEPH 
ROBB,HANK 
ROBERTS,HOWARD 
ROBERTSON,EDWARD 
ROBINETT,DAVE(MRS) 
ROBINETT,SKIP 
ROBINSEN,PHILLIP 
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ROBINSON,AARON 
ROBINSON,BETTY 
ROBINSON,DAVID 
ROBINS0N.J. E. 
ROBINSON,JEANNE 
ROBINSON,JIM 
ROBINSON,KAREN 
ROBINS0N.L. B. 
ROBINSON,OTHA 
ROBINSON,PALLY 
ROBINSON,PHILLIP 
ROBINSON,ROGER 
ROBINSON,RONALD 
ROBISON,CATHY 
ROBISON,KAREN 
ROBISON,PATTI 
ROBNETT,DAVE 
ROCHE,JOHN 
RODE,WALTER 
RODE,WALTER 
ROE,JANEL 
ROE,PtANDY 
ROGERS,ANDREW 
R0GERS.G. M. 
ROGERS,THOMAS 
ROM,WILLIAM 
ROMAN,JOE 
ROMEY,MAIN 
RONEY,ROXIANNE 
RONEY,STEVEN 
ROSALES,COOEE 
ROSE,BERNARD 
ROSE,DAN 
ROSE,JOHN 
ROSE,LUCAS 
ROSEBERG,RALPH 
R0SS.B. L. 
ROSS,BEVERLEY 
ROSS.LEROY 
ROSS.MYRTLE 
ROTH,ROBERT 
ROTHANGS,R. JAMES 
ROUTH,JIM 
ROWE,IDA 
ROY,MARTIN 
ROYCE,GORDON 
RUDD,DENNIS 
RUDY,RONDA 
RIJETSCH.FRED 

RUNCORN,IVAN SCHIERMEISTER,JODI 
RUNYON,CRRISTINA SCHIERMEISTER,KEN 
RUNYON,KENNY SCHIERMEISTER,KIM 
RUSKAI,EVELYN SCHIERMEISTER,MARY 
RUSS,DONALD SCHIERMEISTER,STACI 
RUSSELL.ALLAN SCHIERMEISTER,TIM 
RUSSELL,BERT SCHILLING,CHRIS 
RUSSELL,ERIC SCHILLING.DREXEL 
RUSSELL.LINDA SCHILLINGER.DALE 
RUSSELL,P. E. SCHILLINGER,KATRINA 
RUSSELL,RICHARD SCHLADER,JO ANN 
RYAN,DOUGLAS SCHLADER,JULIE 
RYAN,PHILLIP SCHLADER,ROBERT 
RYLE,RONALD SCHLIEPER,REX 
RYLE,TERRY SCHMADEKA,GARY 
SAARELA,TERRI SCHMI'IT,MICHAEL 
SACAVAGE,ROBERT SCHNEBLY,LAURLEE 
SACKMAN,OTTO SCHNEBLY,RICHARD 
SADY,TAMARA SCBNEBLY,RICHARD 
SAILOR.MURIEL SCHNEBLY,SHARON 
SALISBURY,JAMES AND ISABEL SCHNEIDER,EARL 
SALISBURY,RICK SCHNEIDER,MIKE 
SALTUS,BRIAN AND JEANNIE SCHNIDER,JOHN 
SAMPSON,DARLENE SCHOTT,JOSEFH 
SAMPSON,JERRY SCHROEDBR,DOUG 
SAMPSON, MARK SCHRUP.JOHN 
SAMPSGN,SAM SCHUELLER,BONITA 
SAMUELS,BOBBI SCHUELLER,DEBBIE 
SANDAHL,LEVERN SCHUELLER,FRANCIS 
SANDER,MARK SCHUELLER,RAMONA 
SANDERS.BILL SCHUELLER,STEVE 
SANDERS,HARRY SCHUELLER,TIM 
SANDERS,ROSE SCHUELLER,TIMOTHY 
SANFORD,DEBBIE SCHULTZ,ARTHUR 
SANFORD,JAMES SCBULTZ,RICH 
SANFORD,SHELLEY SCHUMACKER,CARRIE 
SARCHIAF'ONE,RANDY SCHUMACKER,CRAIG 
SARGEANT.GENE SCHUMACKER,LANA 
SARNI.FRIMCE SCHUYLER,ANN 
SAS,BETR SCHWAB,ART 
SATHER,KAY SCHWANE,ERIC 
SATHER.RUSSELL SCHWANZ,KIM 
SAUERBIER,GERALD SCHWARTZ,GARY 
SAUNDERS,LELAND SCHWARTZ,RANDOLPH 
SCALES,ANN SCHWARTZ,VICKIE 
SCHAEFER,RICH SCOLES,LARRY 
SCHAFER.MARK SCO'IT.BONNIE 
SCHAFFER,DANIEL SCOlT,BRYCE 
SCHEIBE.DONALD SCOTT,CHUCK 
SCHERR,EMANUEL SCOTT,JAMES 
SCHIERMEISTER,AL SCOTT,PENNY 
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SCRIVEN,LAVERNE 
SCRIVEN,TAM 
SEAL,CINDY 
SEAL,DANNY 
SEAL,J.NGRID 
SEAMAN,JAMES 
SEARS,DAVID 
SEELEY,GREG 
SEELEY,JIM 
SEEMAN,CAT 
SEID,DAN 
SEID,VICKY 
SEIDEL,JOAN 
SEITZ,MAY 
SELZLER,MAXINE 
SEMMLER,K.C. 
SEMMLER,K.C. (MRS.) 
SEMMLER,LENORE 
SEVERSON,LARRY 
SEWELL,T~M 
SEXTON,CHRIS 
SEXTON,JERRY 
SEXTON,SCOIT 
SEYFERTH,CF 
SEYMOUR,CURTIS 
SHAFFER,R. W. 
SHAFFER,THOMAS 
SHANKS,JEAN 
SHANKS,RODNEY 
SHANNON,DERRIL 
SHARP,JOHN 
SHARP,MARGIE 
SHAVER,DON(MRS) 
SHAVER,DONALD 
SHAW,CAROL 
SHAW,JOHN 
SHAWNER,DEWEY 
SHAWVER,DEWEY 
SHEDD,RICHARD 
SHEFHARD,JOHN 
SHINK,JANELLE 
SHIPP,STAN 
SHIPPY,DEANNA 
SHIPPY,JEFF 
SHOEMAKER,LEWIS 
SHOPE,RICHARD 
SHORT,BOB 
SHORT,JAYSEN 
SHORT,LAURI 

SHOWN,FORREST 
SHRIER,MARY 
SHRIVER,WAYNE 
SHUBERT,JAMES 
SHUBERT,SUE 
SRUE,GARY AND DOROTHY 
SHULER,MARIE 
SHULER,ORRNI 
SHUMACHER,RICHARD 
SHUTTS,JUANITA 
SIBERT, RAYMOND F. 
SIBLES,JEFFREY 
SIKES.RON AND ROSEMARY 
SILER,RANDY 
SIMEONE,ROBERT 
SIMMONS,JOHN 
SIMPSON,GLEN AND MILDRED 
SIMUNDSON,DION 
SINDT,FREDERIC 
SINES,AIiNE 
SINES,JENNY 
SINES,JOE 
SINES,JORN 
SINES,MURL 
SINES,SHIRLEY 
SIRON,BONNIE 
SIRON,JAMES 
SIRON.SANDRA 
SIRON,SANDY 
SIRON,TRUDY 
SJODEN,ROBERT 
SKEELS,THOMAS 
SKELTON,MAX 
SKINNEB,KLEE 
SKINNER,TERRI 
SLEAD,DAVID 
SLE'ITE,TERRY 
SLICKPOO,HARRY 
SLIND,MARVIN 
SMALL,ROBERT 
SMART,WILLIAM 
SMEAD,JACK 
SMITH,ANDREW 
SMITH,BOBBI 
SMITH,BRAD 
SMITH,BRYAN 
SMITH,BUD 
SMITH,CHARLES 
SMITH,COLLEEN 
SMITH,DAVID 
SMITH,DEAN 

SMITH,ED 
SMITH,EDWIN 
SMITH,ELEANOR 
SMITR,GARY 
SMITH.GARY 
SMITH,HAROLD 
SMITH,JACK & LINDA 
SMITH.LEWIS 
SMITH,MICKEY 
SMITH,NAOMA 
SMITH,NEIL 
SMITH,PAUL 
SMITH,RAY 
SMITH,STEVEN 
SMITH,SUSAN 
SMITH,TERESA 
SMITH,WAYNE 
SMITH,WILLIAM 
SMITH,WILLIAM & JOLINE 
SMOLAR,JEWELL 
SMOLAR,JOHN 
SNAVELY,BROOKE 
SNOOK, WM 
SN~W,JERRY 
SNYDER,DOROTHY 
SNYDER,GERRY 
SNYDER,LOWIE 
SNYDER,MICHAEL 
SNYDER,R. KAY 
SOARES,KENNETH 
SOLOM,ROBERT 
SOLOMON,ANNE 
SONGER,BUCHER 
SONNECK,KENNETH 
SOUDERS,MELINDA 
SPARKMAN,DAVID 
SPARRON,JANICE 
SPEAKMAN,GORDON 
SPEARS,BARBARA 
SPEER,RAYMOND 
SPEIRS,JIM 
SPENCE,AL 
SPENCE,DIANNE 
SPENCE,MARILYN 
SF'ENCE,RICHARD 
SPENCE,VICTORIA 
SPENCE,WANDA 
SPENCER,CHESTER 
SPENCER,SHARRIE ET AL 
SPENCER,WILLIAM 
SPENO,LARRY 
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SPERBER,K.J. 
SPICER.DORLA 
SPICFR,LYLE 
SPIESMAN,JAMIE 
SPIESMAN,JOHN 
SP1ESMAN.M. JAMES 
SPIESMAN,M.J. 
SPITZER,TERRY 
SPOONER,CLAlJDIA 
SPOONER,DAVID 
SPOONER.ED 
SPOONER,LORI 
SPOONER.THOMAS 
SPRIKA.CRAIG 
STADLER.SUE 
STAFFORD,CRYSTAL 
STAMPFR,TINA 
STANCIL,BETTY 
STANC1L.M. L. 
STANCIL.PALfL 
STANDLEY,ARMAND 
STANLEY.JOHN 
STANLEY,ROBERT 
STANTON,FRED 
STARK,RON 
STARKEY,CHARLES 
STARKEY.MARY 
STARKS.HARRY 
STARReDON 
STARR,WARREN 
STATLER,DAVID 
STEARNS,WALT 
STEED,MARLIN 
STEFFANSON,RICHARD 
STEIGFR.MICHAEL 
STEIN,JOHN 
STEINBRUECKER,KINGSL 
STELLJES,ROY 
STEPHENS,EARL 
STEFHFNS,EVA MAE 
STEPHENS,JOHN 
STEPHENS,WILLIAM 
STEPHENSON.TERRY 
STEURY,RICHARD 
STEVENS,BRAD 
STEVENS,CHERYL 
STEVENSON,CINDI 
STEVENSON,CRAIG 

STEVENSON,RICK 
STEWARD,BILL 
STEWARD,BILL(MRS) 
STEWARD,RON 
STEWART,RICHARD 
STICKLER,JIM 
STIFTER.WILLIAM 
STILES.JORN 
STIMMEL,MARVIN 
STOCKARD,KENNETH 
STOCKDALE,RON 
STOCKTON,BELINDA 
STOCKTON,DONALD 
STONE,BARBARA 
STONE.GLENN 
STONE,RICHARD 
STONE,TERRY 
STOWFRS,DAVID 
STREEBY.LARRY 
STR1CKFADEN.D. T. 
STRINGER.CLIFFORD 
STROBECK,JAN 
STRONG,DOUGLAS 
STROUG.ROBERT ET AL 
STUART,DALE 
STUART,ORETA 
STUBBLEFIELD,SYLVESl 
STUCKY.CRAIG 
STlJDFR,J. 
STUDER,MICHAEL 
STURGILL.DELBERT 
STURGILL,DENNY 
STUTZMAN,JAMES 
SUDDRETH,CLARENCE 
SULLIVAN,BERNICE 
SULLIVAN,EDWARD 
SULLIVAN,JOSEPH 
SULLIVAN,RAY 
SUNDELL,GERALD 

.EY SUNDELL,VICKIE 
SURMAN,HUGH 
SUTHERLAND,JOHN 
SUTLEY.RICHARD 
SUTTON,LARRY 
SWAGERTY,WILLIAM 
SWANSON.JOHN 
SWANSTRUM.JEFF 
SWARTZ,JOHN 
SWFARINGEN,BETTY 
SWEARINGEN,NICKKI 
SWEARINGEN,OWEN 

'ER 

SWFARINGER.RONALD 
SWEDNBERG,KENNETH 
SWERINGER,JOHN 
SWIFT,WILLIAM 
SWORD.ERNIE 
SYLVESTER,STEVEN 
TABERT,TONY 
TAISEY,RICHARD 
TAJAN,JOE AND TYLER 
TALL BULL,MILWARD 
TALL,VERNON 
TANK,WILLIAM 
TAYLOR,BILLY 
TAYLOR,DONNA 
TAYLOR,HAROLD 
TAYLOR,XEITH 
TAYLOR,MARV 
TAYLOR,MICHAEL 
TAYLOR,SC 
TAYLOR,TAMI 
TAYLOR,TOM 
TEAL.HENRY 
TEAL,LAURA 
TEATS,HFNRY 
TEATS,MELVIN 
TEATS,MURRAY 
TEDESCO,JOSEF'H 
TEED,MARLA 
TEED,MONTY 
TEED,TRACY 
TEIPNER,CINDY 
TELECKY,BRENT 
TELECKY,TRACI 
TELFORD,MARCIE 
TELFORD.MICHAEL 
TESTER,ROBERT 
TEWALT,SANDRA 
THAUT,DARYL 
THAUT,HAROLD 
THAUT,JOANN 
THAUT,SHARI 
THAYER,JOHN 
THIEDE,ART 
THILMONY,RICHARD 
THODAL,DAVID 
THOMAS,CHRISTIE 
THOMAS,DAVID 
THOMAS,JUDY 
THOMAS,WENDELL 
THOMPSON,BOB 
THOMPSON,CHARLENE 

VI-214 



INDIVIDUALS (cont.) 

THOMPSON,DAVID 
THOMPSON,DENNIS 
THOMPSON,FRED 
THOMSON.IRENE 
THOMS0N.J. BRENT 
THOMSON,JOHN 
THORHAUG,HOWARD 
THORHAUG,HOWARD 
THORHALlG,JANETTE 
THORHAUG,KEITH 
THORMAHLEN,JUDY 
THORMAHLEN.KEITH 
THORMAHLEN.RODNEY 
THORMAHLEN,SCOTTIE 
THORNBRUGH,ED 
THORNBRUGH.JACKY 
THORNBRUGH.RUSSELL 
THORNTON,MARY 
THORNTON,SAM 
THORSON,DENNIS 
THOSTENSON,CHARLES 
THRALL,RODNEY 
THRALL,RONALD 
THRALL.TERESA 
THRALL,VERLA 
THRASHER,DEAN 
THRASHFR,ROLAND 
THURBER, JOHN 
THURNHER,ERIK 
THURSTON,BARBARA 
THURST0N.W. 0. 
TIDAGER,RUTH 
TIETSORT,PETE 
TIFFANY,ERNEST 
TIFFANY,MARK 
TIFFANY,R. M. 
TILLER,WINNIE 
TILLERY,RONALD 
TILLMAN,DALE 
TIMME,ADOLPH 
TINDER,GLORIA 
TINSLEY,CONNIE 
TINSLEY,MICHAEL 
TITUS,ED 
TITUS,SHERRY 
TOBIAS,NELLE 
TOMLINSON,CURTIS 
TORKELSON,SHIRLEY 
TOWNSEND,MARK 

TRAICOFF,RONALD 
TRAICOFF.TELLY 
TRAIL,CHRISTOPHER 
TRAIL,SHERRY 
TRAMMELL,MARLENE 
TRAMMELL.VERLON 
TRAUTMAN,LARRY 
TREIB,ADAM AND DAR1 
TRESSLER.KEVIN 
TRESSLER,VICKIE 
TRIPPET,NORMAN 
TROST, JIM 
TROUMBLEY,BARBARA 
TROUTWINE,DEBORAH 
TROUTWINE,EDWARD 
TROYKE,DAVID 
TRUEBLOOD,ELLEN 
TRUEBLOOD,JACK 
TULL,MICHAEL 
TULLY,JERRY 
TURNER,ANN 
TURNER,DAVID 
TURNER, DOUG 
TURNER,FLOYD 
TURNER,LYLE 
TURNER, MARY 
TURNER.RICK 
TURNS,RICK 
TWEEDY,PATRICK 
UMPHENOUR,EDWARD 
UNKEL,MARGOT 
UPTAD,JUDY 
VALENTINE,JAMES 
VALLARD,BEVERLY 
VALLARD,R. F. 
VALLIANT,DAVE 
VAN BERKUM,ERIC 
VAN CORBACH,HENRY 
VAN HEUVELEN,GARY 
VANDENBURG.LEONARD 
VANDERPOOL, FLOYD 
VANDERPOOL.MARIE 
VANDEVOARDE,H. J. 
VANEK,DAVID 
VANHOOZER,TERRY 
VANNATTER,LAVERN 
VANNATTER,LESLIE 
VANTREASE,RICRARD 
VANTREASE,WAYNE 
VARGOVICH,ROCKY 
VARGOVICH.VIRGINIA 

VATBRLAUS,BRET 
VAWTER.ELLES 
VAWTER,GLADYS 
VELTRI,JEAN 
VELTRI,LONNIE 
VELTRI , RAY 
VENNING,GRACE 

.INE VENNING,SCOTT 
VIAL,MAURICE 
VINYARD , BOB 
VON STUBBE,WILLIAM 
VONK , KATHY 
WADLINGTON.CHARLES 
WADLINGTON;J. A. 
WAEVER,JOEY 
WAGNER,WILLIS 
WAGNER.WILLIS MRS. 
WAHL,R. W. 
WAIDE,BILLIE 
WAIT,PHIL 
WAITE,RICHARD 
WAITE,RICHARD S. 
WALCEL,STEPHEN 
WALDEMARSON,JACK 
WALDMAN,GAYLORD 
WALKER,DANNY 
WALKER,MICHAEL 
WALKER,MONTIE 
WALKBR,ROSE 
WALKBR,W. R. 
WALLACE,ROBERT 
WALLER,JERRY 
WALLS,WILDA 
WALRATH,HARRY 
WALSA,FREDERICK 
WALSH,BARRY 
WARD, ORMAL 
WARD,FREDERICK 
WARD, JACK 
WARD,JEANNA 
WARD,JOHN 
WARDEN,JOHN 
WARE,MARCUS 
WARL , CARL 
WARNER,RALPH 
WARNOCH,KEN 
WARREN,STEPHEN & ELIZ 
WATERS,RONALD 
WATKINS,GEORGIA 
WATSON,DAVID 
WATSON,DOLORES 
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INDIVIDUALS (cont.) 

WATSON,ELLEN 
WATSON,GARY 
WATSON,LEANN 
WATS0N.R. E. 
WATSON,RICHARD 
WA'ITS,DICK 
WEARDEN,JOE 
WEARE,LINDA 
WF.ATHERBY,H.GENE 
WFAVER,LARRY 
WEBFR,LENARD 
WFBER,WILLIAM 
WEBSTFR,NANCY 
WEBSTFR,TONY 
WEEKS,BILL 
WEEKS,EMMA 
WEEKS,GALE 
WEEKS,GARY 
WEEKS,GLEN 
WEEKS.RALPH 
WEEKS,RICHARD 
WEEMS.TOM 
WEGMAN,JERRY 
WEIDNER,ARMINTA 
WEIMANN,JEFF 
WEINMANN,JAMES 
WEINMANN,JANICE 
WEINMANN,LINDA 
WELCH,BILL 
WELCH.BOBBY 
WELCH,DEBRA 
WELCH,MUN 
WELCH,ROBERT 
WELLER,KAYE 
WELLER,KEN 
WELLER.RANDY 
WELL0CK.N. 
WELTER,EVELYN 
WELTER,VERN 
WELZ,ROBERT 
WELZ,ROGER 
WERELEY,JAMES 
WERNER,FAMILY 
WEST,JOHN AND MELISSA 
WEST,MICHAEL 
WEST,ROB 
WESTFALL,F. M. 
WESTFALL,GARY 
WESTFALL,HELFN 

WESTFALL.MARSHALL 
WESTFALL,PAMELA 
WESTFALL,SANDRA 
WESTPHAL,MERLIN 
WETMORE,RON 
WETZEL,PHILLIP 
WEYRAUCH,KARL 
WHALEY,JIM 
WHEELER, MARGARET 
WHEELER,CELIA 
WHEELER,DAVID 
WHEELER,MARGARET 
WHELAN,WARREN 
WHETSTONE,JAMES 
!+?RIPPLE,NORM 
WHIPPLE,ROBERT 
WHITAKER,LEE 
WHITE,BARBARA 
WRITE,BILL AND JEAN 
WHITE,DONALD 
WHITE,KEN 
WHITE,LYNN 
!dHITE,S. 
WHITE,SCOTT 
WHITE,TED 
WHITE,TODD 
WHITECOlTON,JAMES 
WHITEHFAD,JESS 
WHITFHEAD,JOHM 
WHITNEY.BILL 
WHITNEY,THOMAS 
WHI'ITAKFR,DONNA 
WHIlTAKFR,MARK 
WHITWORTH,TERRY 
WHYBARK, GARY 
WICKS,CAROLYN 
WICKS.CLARA 
WICKS.JERRY 
WICKS,JOHN 
WIDNER,JOHN 
W1EDFRER.CHRJ.S 
WIESLFR,RICHARD 
WIGERT,ROBERT 
WILDER,PHIL 
WILDMAN,STEVE 
WILHELM.JOHN 
WILKE,M. A. 
WILKERSON,WILLIAM 
WILKINS,GEORGE 
WILKS,MIKE 
WILKS,SUSIE 

WILLARD,ORV. 
WILLIAMS,DAVID & EMILY 
WILLIAMS,JAMES 
WILLIAMS,KAREN ET AL 
WILLIAMS,KLJRT 
WILLIAMS,VARNEL 
WILLIAMS,VERNON 
WILLIS,LARRY 
WILLORGHLY,JIM 
WILSEY,WAYNE 
WILSON,BRUCE 
WILSON.FERN 
WILSON,KEITH 
WILSON,KELLY 
WILSON,MILTON 
WILSON.PETER 
WILSON,ROBERT 
WILSON,TERESA 
WILSON,WAYNE 
WINTER.ANNA 
WINTER,CHARLES 
WINTER,EUGENE 
WISE,HENRY 
WISE,RON AND MIMSI 
WISENBURGER,KATHLEEN 
WITT,ROBERT 
WITTMAN,BARTHEL 
WITTMAN,FREDA 
WITTMAN,MARTIN 
WIWATOWSKI,DIAN 
WIWATOWSKI,LAURENCE 
WLIDERT,WAYNE 
WLLWORTH,FRANCIS 
WOINOWK,RUSSELL 
WOLFE,BARNEY 
WOLFE,CHARLES 
WOLFE,RODNEY 
WOLFE,WILLIAM 
WONDER,JACK 
WOOD,BETTE 
WOOD,RICHARD 
WOODBURY,CHERYL 
WOODIN,LYNN 
WOODIN,STEVEN 
WOODS,CALVIN 
WOODS,IRENE 
WOODS,NORMAN 
WOODWARD,JAMES & LAURA 
WOODWORTH,RUSS 
WOOLF,OWEN 
WOOLSTON.RAY 
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INDIVIDUALS (cont.) 

WORLEY,JANET 
WRIGHT,LARRY 
WRIGHT,MALCOLM 
WUERTHNER,GEORGE 
WUNDERLICH,HOWARD 
WYKLE,PHIL 
WYMAN,PETE 
NYNN,BELINDA 
WYNN,HOWARD 
YARBER,DALE 
YARBER,JUDITB 
YARBER,NATALIE 
YARBER,NICOLE 
YARNELL,GENE 
YARROLL,DOUG 
YEAROUT,DALBBRT 
YBAROUT,DOROTHY 
YEAROUT,KENNETH 
YEOMAN.DEBBIE 
YOCUM,MARVIN 
YORK,CLAUDIA 
YORK, GARY 
YORK,MICHAEL 
YORK,RAYMOND 
YOUNG,DIANA 
YOUNG,GERALD 
YOUNG,JEFF 
YOUNG,LISA 
YOUNG,LOREN 
YOUNG,PATRICK 
YOUNT,STUART 
YULICK,EVELYN 
ZEHNER,CARL 
ZERMUBHLEN,MRS. 
ZIELINSKI,RAY 
ZIER,JAMES 
ZIERLEIN,ALVIN 
ZIERLEIN,CLIFFORD 
ZIMMEPMAN,BOB 
ZIMMBRMANN,TODD 
ZIPSE,WAYNE 
ZMUDA,CARL 
ZUMWALT,TROY 
ZlJZUETA.ELEANOR 
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E. LISTING OF AGENCIES. ORGANIZATIONS, GROUPS, AND INDIVIDUALS 
TO WHOM THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATFH!?.NT WAS SENT 

4TH OF JULY CREEK OUTFITTERS 
sADAMS,JOHN 
-AFFOLTER.QUINCE AND SUE STADLER 
-ALFREY,RAYMOND 
-RLLEN,CARY 
-ALLEN,JOHN AND EDWINA 

AMERICAN FISHERIES SOCIETY 
AMOCO PRODUCTION COMPANY 

-AMOS.JOHN 
r-ANDERSON,BLAINE & ROSE 
--ANDERSON.ESKIL 

ANDERSON.KEVIN 
e-ANDERSON.MARGARET AND HAROLD 
cANDERSON.STEVE 

ANDRUS,GOVERNOR CECIL --- 
- ARNESON,DENNIS AND DEBBIE 

ASSOCIATED LOGGING CONTRACTORS 
--ATKINSON,WILLIAM 

BAILEY,DANA 
BAIRD,MICHAEL 
BALICE,RANDY 
BARNETT.CHESTER AND CINDY 

-~ BAUGH,TAMMY,NORMAN AND SHARON 
BAYMON.RICHARD 
BEARD.HAROLD 
BEAT7"Y.A. J. 
BECKER,LEW 
BECKNER.GORDON 
BENEDICT,CLINTON H. 
BENNETT LUMBER PRODUCTS INC. 
BERNATAS,SUSAN 
BE'ITAS,GEORGE A. 
BIA, NORTHERN IDAHO AGENCY 
BIERHAUS,KARL 
BIGHORN NATIONAL FOREST 
BITTERROOT NATIONAL FOREST 
BLACKFORD.MICHAEL 
BOLLER.RODNEY AND SHERYL 
BONINO,CAROL 
BONNER,CARL 
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 
BOOKER.JAMES R. 
BOWERS;CHET AND MAIDA 
BOWLER.BRUCE 
BOYD,REPRESENTATIVE TOM 
BOYER,MARK 
BRADEN,BYRON 

,.BRADFORD,CAROL 

/BRAY,ROBERT L. 
BREDE,BECKY AND DOUGLAS 
BREHMER.STEVE 
BRIGGS,PHIL 
BRINGMAN,JACK 
BROOKS,L. J. 

.BROWN,CATHY 
BROWN,EDWARD 
BROWN.ROBERT 
BROWN,STEVEN L. 

,BRUMLEY,ANITA AND CHARLES 
BUELL,JACK & ELEANOR & LARRY BIGLER 
BUTTON.JULIE 
CAMUTO,CHRISTOPHBR 
CAREY,RANDY 
CARNEGIE BRANCH LIBRARY-.., 
CARRICO,FRED 
CARRON,REID 
CHAMPION TIMBERLANDS DIVISION --- 
CHAPMAN,JOHN 
CHAPMAN,MARY ANN 
CHENOWETH,JULIE 
CHINN,BRAD 
CHRISTBNSEN.LOY E. 
CHRISTOPHERSON,TIM 
CIRCLE W OUTFI'ITERB~, 
CITIZENS - ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
CLANIN,BETHEL A. 
CLEARWATER COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
CLEARWATER ECONOMIC DEVELOP. ASSN. 
CLEARWATER OUTFITTERS 
CLEARWATER RC&D OFFICE 
CLEARWATER SOIL & WATER 
CLBARWATBR TRIBUNE 
CLEEVES,JOHN 
COEUR D'ALENE PUBLIC LIBRARY 
COEUR D'ALENE WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
COFFEY,PATRICIA AND DONALD 
COLE,FLOYD 
COLPITTS,BERT 
COLUMB RIV INTER-TRIBAL FISH COMM 
COOK,JEANINE & DON 
COON.JO 
COPPOCK,DEL 
CORBIT.CARL 
COX,DALE 
CRAIG,CONGRESSMAN LARRY-LEWISTON,ID 
CRAIG,CONGRESSMAN LARRY-WASHINGTON 
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CRANDALL.SHIRLEY AND ROBERT WHIPPLE 
CRAWFORD,HAROLD 
CROOK.JEFFREY 
CRUME.BOB 
CURRY.DEAN 
CUTHBERTSON,BOB 
DAHLKEY,LARRY 
DARTER,DON 
DAUM,JACK 
DAW FOREST PRODUCTS 
DAWSON.JIM 
DAY.MICHAEL 
DE LEONARD,JOHN 
DE NIRO.JIM AND ELIZABETH 
DEBREE,MARK 
DELANEY,HELEN R. 
DELANEY,JOHN 
DENISON,GILBERT AND MAXINE 
DEYO,ALAN 
DITTMAN,ROBERT 
DODGE,GARY 
DODSON,DOUGLAS 
DONLEY,JEANNE & BOBBI 
DOUPE,TERRY 
DOWD,MARTIN W. 
DOYLE,ROBIN 
DREDGE,RICHARD 
DRUKER,PHIL 
DUFFY,DEBBI 
DUNHAM,JOHN 
DURANT,X. E. 
DYGERT,RAYMOND 
DYKES,RANDY 
EASTMAN,EUGENE 
ECHO FILM PRODUCTIONS 
EDWARDS.GWBN 
EGENHOFF.TERRY 
EISSLER,FRED 
ELK RIVER SCHOOL/COMMUNITY LIBRARY 
FLLSWORTH,LANA 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH & TECH 
EPLER.CHARLBNE AND PHILIP 
ESSIG,DON 
EVANS.CONNIE 
FARBO.TOM 
FARRELL.RANDY 
FARRELL,RICK AND DEBBIE 
FED. OF FLY FISHERS-HOQUIAM, WA 
FED. OF FLY FISHERS-W. YLWSTONE, MT 
FEDERAL POWER ADMINISTRATION 

&ELTON,JOHN 
FERGUSON,BURDETT 

/mFEUCHT,EUGENE 
IFEYK,JOHN 
/-FINKE,JAMES 
,FISHER,JOHN 

,FITZGERALD,JIM 
.FITZGERALD,KEN 
FIVE BEAR OUTFITTERS --- 
FLATREAD CULTURE COMMITTEE y 

<ELORES,BILL 
,FkYFISHER,THE 

FOREST WATCH 
FOSTER,BRBNT 
FOSTER,FRED 
FRANK,E. WILLARD 
FRASER GRANGE 
FRAZIER,CHARLIE 
FRIENDS OF THE COLUMBIA---- 
FRIENDS OF THE EARTH -.. 
FRIENDS OF WHITEWATER -.-- 
FROME,MICHAEL 
FRY,HARRY 
FULLER,RICHARD 
GABRIELSEN,STEVE 
GAROFANO,MIKE 
GARRE'TT,ROGER C. 
GEHRKE,DEL AND LOUISE 
GERRKE,PAMELA 
GEM STATE LUMBER _-- -- 
GEORGE,DONALD 
GIBBON,RANDY 
GIBSON,DOYLE 
GILL,STEVEN 
GOLD.TED 
GOODRICH,BERNIE 
GORDON,PAUL 
GOSPODNETICH,GERALD A. 
GOSSO.DON 
GRAMBO,ERNEST 
GRANGEVILLE CENTENNIAL LIBRARY 
GRANTHAM,STEVE 
GRAY,PETER 
GREAT BEAR FOUNDATION,THE 
GREAT BURN STUDY GROUP 
GREENE,BENJAMIN 
GREER, PHILIP AND MRS. 
GRESSARD,DAVE 
GRUBHAM,HARRY 
GRUNDER,SCOTT 
GUENTHER,MARTHA 
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-HALL,E. EUGENE 
HALL,JOY 
'HALLISY,DICK 
HAMMONS,ELIZABETH 
HAMMONS,ROBERT 
HANSEN,MARGIE 
HANSEN,RICHARD 
HANSON.GARFIELD 
HARNACK,BILL 
HARPER,RANDY 
HARRISON SPORTSMEN CLUB 
HARROUN,TED 

-HARTIG,LEROY AND ANN 
HARTIG,RONALD AND JANICE 
HARVEY,GEORGE 
HATTERSLEY,DOUG 
HAVENS,IRA 
HAYES,RANDY AND SANDY 
HAYMAN,DUANE 
HAYS,SAMUEL P. 
HEINSOHN,ROCKY 
HELLMAN.HENRY 
HEMMINGER.ALBERT 
HENKELMAN,N. A. 
HENRIKSEN,RONALD 
HICKOK,JEFF 
HINMAN,GEORGE 
HIRSCH,EDWARD A. 
BODGES,JIM AND TAMMY 
HODGSON,DOROTHY 
HOLLIBAUGH.DAN 
HOLMES,HOWARD 
HOLMES,TIM 
HOMESTAKE MINING COMPANY - 
HONEYCHURCH,MAUREEN AND GARY 
HORSTMEIER,DUANE 
HUDSON.HELEN 
HUGHETT,HARVEY L. 
HUTCHINS,ELWIN 
RUTCHINS,LAWRENCE 
IDAHO CONSERVATION LEAGUE-BOISE, ID 
IDAHO CONSERVATION LEAGUE-KETCHUM.1 
IDAHO COUNTY COMMISSIONERS- 
IDAHO COUNTY FREE PRESS 
IDAHO DEPT. OF FISH & GAME (BOISE) 
IDAHO DEPT. 0~ FISH & GAME (cDA) 
IDAHO DEPT. 0~ FISH & GAME (LWSTN) 
IDAHO DEPT. OF HEALTH AND WELFARE 
IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF LANDS 
IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND REC 
IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

IDAHO DIVISION OF FINANCIAL MGMT. 
IDAHO ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL 
IDAHO FARM BUREAU 
IDAHO FOREST INDUSTRIES 
IDAHO GUIDE SERVICE 
IDAHO NATURAL AREAS COORD. COMM. 
IDAHO NATURAL RESOURCES LEGAL FND. 
IDAHO PANHANDLE NATIONAL FORESTS 
IDAHO STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY 
IDAHO STATE JOURNAL 
IDAHO TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT 
IDAF'INE MILLS 
INLAND EMPIRE BIG GAME COUNCIL 
INTERMOUNTAIN FOREST INDUSTRY ASSOC 
IRBY,JULIA, JULIE, AND ALEX 

/IRVING,MICHAEL 
ISBELLE,GREGORY 

/JAMES,N~RMAN 
JANES,BENNIE 
JASINSKI,EDWARD *. 
JAVORKA,ED 
JENKINS,MIKE 
JENNI,DON 
JENNINGS,DON AND CINDY 
JENSEN,TFRRY 
JOHNSON,CHRISTINE 
JOHNSON,DWAINE 
JOBNSON,JERRY 
JOHNSON,KIM 
JOHNSON,MICHAEL 
JOHNSTON,JOSEPH AND SHARLYN 
JUDD,REPRESBNTATIVE CLAUD 
KAERLING.JERRY, MABLE, AND WILLIAM 
KARMAZINAS.JAMES 

.KAUFMAN,DAVID 
KELLER,WARREN 
KELLY ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES--- 

-KELLY,CHRIS 
KELLY,J. R. 
KENNEDY,VERNON L. 
KENT,JERALD W. 
KERNS,RICHARD 
KIELE.DONALD 
KIENHOLZ.STEVE 
KILLMER,JOHN 
KIRCHER,DOUGLAS 
KIVLE,JOHN 
&LEIN,SHERRY AND KERRY 
KLEINH0FS.A. 
KOHL,S. E. 
KONKOLVILLE LUMBER COMPANY------‘. 
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KOOTENAI CULTURAL COMMITTEES m 

As;z',::: 
KRUEGER,PHYLLIS AND ELMER 
KURTZ,GENE 
KUSEL,JOHNATHAN 
LAMB,JOHN 
LAMBRECHT,KEITH 
LARSON,GORDON 
LATAH COUNTY PLANNING AND BUILDING- 
LtiA,FRANCIS 
L&'RENCE,KEITH 
LAWS,KARL STEVEN 
LECOULTRE,DORIS 
LEWIS,JUDY AND JAMES 
LEWIS-CLARK WILDLIFE CLUB - 
LEWISTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE-- 
LEWISTON MORNING TRIBUNE 
LN;LIS,BERT 
LINEBERRY,KELLY, LOIS AND MONTIE 
LOBUUNO,JOHN 
LOCHSA RIVER RAFTERS--~ 
LOE,ROBERT 
LORMAN,CAROL 
LOHMAN,DAVID W. 
LOMAK,JUNE 
LOBGEE,LEE 
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VIII. GLOSSARY 

& 

ACCESS 

ACTIVITY 

ACTIVITY 
FUELS 

ADFLUVIAL 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
FACILITIES 

AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT 

ALLOTMENT 

ALLOWABLE SALE 
QUANTITY 

ALTERNATIVE 

ALTERNATIVE, 
NO ACTION 

AMENITY 
VALUES 

ANADROMOUS 
FISH 

ANALYSIS 
AREA 

See public access. 

A measure, course of action, or treatment that is undertaken to 
directly or indirectly produce, enhance, or maintain forest and 
range land outputs or achieve administrative or environmental 
quality objectives. 

Debris generated by a Forest activity that increases fire 
potential such a firewood gathering, precommercial thinning, 
timber harvesting, and road construction. 

Freshwater fish that migrate from freshwater lakes to freshwater 
streams to spawn. 

Those facilities, such as Ranger Stations, work centers 
and cabins, which are used by the Forest Service 1n the 
management of the National Forest. 

The biologxcal and physical enwronment that will or may be 
changed by actions proposed and the relationship of people to 
that environment. 

See range allotment. 

The quantzty of timber that may be sold from the area of 
suitable land covered by the Forest Plan for a time period 
specified by the plan. This quantity is usually expressed on an 
annual basis as the "average annual allowable sale quantzty". 

A combination of management prescriptions applied in specific 
amounts and locations to achieve a desired management emphasis as 
expressed in goals and objectIves. One of several polxcies, 
plans, or projects proposed for deczsionmsking. An alternative 
need not substitute for another in all respects. 

An alternative that maintains established trends or management 
directxon. 

Resource use for which market values (or proxy values) are not 
or cannot be established. 

Fish which spend much of their adult life in the ocean, returning 
to inland waters to spawn; e.g., salmon, steelhead. 

One or more capability areas combined for the purpose of analysx 
m formulating alternatives and estimating various impacts and 
effects. 
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ANALYSIS 
OF THE 
MANAGEMENT 
SITUATION 

ANIMAL UNIT 
MONTH (AUM) 

ANNUAL FOREST 
PROGRAM 

AQUATIC 
ECOSYSTEM 

ARTERIAL 
ROADS 

ASPECT 

ASSESSMENT 

AUM 

AVAILABLE 
FOREST 
LAND 

AVERAGE ANNUAL 
CUT 

AVOIDANCE AREA 

A determlnatlon of the abllxty of the planning area to supply 
goods and services ln response to society's demand for those 
goods and services. 

The quantity of forage requred by the equvalent of a 1000 lb. 
mature cow for one month. 

The summary or aggregation of all proJects for a grven year 
that, for a given level of fundlng, make up an integrated 
(multi-functional) course of action on a Forest planrung area. 

A stream channel, lake or estuary bed, the water itself, and the 
biotic communltles that occur therein. 

Roads comprising the basw access network for National Forest 
System administrative and management activities. These roads 
serve all resources to a substantial extent, and maintenance 1s 
not normally determlned by the actlvitres of any one resource. 
They provsde servxe to large land areas and usually connect with 
public hlghways or other Forest arterial roads to form an 
Integrated network of pruuary travel routes. The locatlon and 
standards are often determined by a demand for maxmum moblllty 
and travel effxlency rather than by a specifw resource 
management service. Usually they are developed and operated for 
long term land and resource management purposes and constant 
service. 

The compass duection toward which the slope of a land surface 
faces. 

The Renewable Resource Assessment requued by the Resource 
Plannxng Act. 

See animal unit month. 

Land that has not been leglslatlvely or adminlstratlvely 
withdrawn from timber productlon by the Secretary of Agriculture 
or Forest Servxe Chief. 

The volume of 'umber harvested in a decade, dlvlded by 10. 

Category 1. Areas where establishment and use of corridors 
conflict with land use/land management obJectives. The test 1s 
whether a faclllty in that area would be "dlffxult or impossible 
to mitigate." 

Category 2. Areas with specral or unique values that have been 
accorded specxfic and sometimes protected management status 
through "legislative" action and these values conflxt with 
faclllty placement. The test 1s whether the values for whxh the 
areas were accorded special status conflxt with the corridor 
facilltles. 
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B - 

BASE SALE 
SCHEDULE 

BELOW COST 
SALES 

BENCHMARK 

BENEFICIAL 
USES 

BENEFIT-COST 
RATIO 

BENEFIT 
(VALUE) 

BEST 
MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES 
(BMP) 

BIG GAME 

BIG-GAME 
SUMMER RANGE 

The quantity of timber planned for sale by time period from 
an area of suitable land covered by a Forest Plan. The first 
period, usually a decade, of the selected sale schedule provides 
the allowable sale quantity. Future periods are shown to 
establish that long-term sustalned yield will be achieved and 
malntalned. 

A timber sale where timber receipts do not cover all sale 
related costs. 

Reference points that define the bounds wIthIn which feasible 
management alternatives can be developed. Benchmarks may be 
defined by resource output or economic measures. 

Any use(s) that are provided by the water resource. This can 
Include such things as hydro-power irrigatxon, domestic use, fish 
habltat., etc. Fish habitat 1s the key benefxlal use on the 
Clearwater Forest. Anadromous and cold-water (resident) fish are 
the two groups of fish included in the use. 

Measure of economic efficiency, computed by dividing total 
discounted primary benefits by total discounted economxc costs. 

Inclusive terms to quantify the results of a proposed act1vlt.y. 
proJect or program expressed in monetary or nonmonetary terms, 

The set of practxes In the Forest Plan which, when applied 
during lmplementatlon of a proJect, ensures that water related 
benefxal uses are protected and that State water qualxty 
standards are met. BMP's can take several forms. Some are 
defined by State regulation or memoranda of understanding between 
the Forest Service and the States. Others are defined by the 
Forest xnterdiscxplinary planning team for appllcatlon 
Forest-wide. Both of these kinds of BMP's are included In the 
Forest Plan as Forest-wlde Standards. A third kind are 
identified by the lnterdxsclplinary team for application to 
specific management areas; these are Included as Management Area 
Standards In the appropriate management areas. A fourth kind, 
proJect level BMP's, are based on site specifx evaluatzon and 
represent the most effective and practicable means of 
accompllshlng the water quality and other goals of the speclflc 
area xwolved m the project. These proJect level BMP's can 
either supplement or replace the Forest Plan standards for 
speclflc projects. 

Those species of large mammals normally managed as a sport 
hunting resource. 

Land used by big game durrng the summer months. 
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BIG-GAME 
WINTER RANGE 

BIOLOGICAL 
POTENTIAL 

BIOLOGICAL 
GROWTH 
POTENTIAL 

BOUNDARY AREA 

The area avallable to and used by big game through the 
wmter season. 

The maxmum possible output of a given resource limited 
only by its rnherent physlcal and biologIca characteristics. 

The average net growth attalnable in a fully stocked 
natural forest stand. 

That area perpendxular to the establlshed or proposed wilderness 
boundary that 1s defined by natural bawlers. 

BOARD FOOT A unit of measurement represented by a board one foot square 
and one inch thxck. 

BROADCAST BURN AllowIng a controlled fire to burn over a designated area wlthln 
well-defined boundaries, for reduction of fuel hazard, as a 
sllvicultural treatment. or both. 

BOARD FOOT/ The mathematxal ratlo of the board feet contalned in one cubic 
CUBIC FOOT foot of txmber. This ratlo varies wth tree spec=es, diameter, 
CONVERSION height and form factors. 

BROWSE Twigs, leaves, and young shoots of trees and shrubs on which 
animals feed; in particular, those shrubs which are utilized by 
big game animals for food. 

c 

CANOPY The more or less continuous cover of branches and folzage formed 
collectively by the crown of adjacent trees and other woody 
growth. 

CAPABILITY The potential of an area of land and or water to produce 
resources. supply goods and servxes, and allow resource uses 
under a speclfled set of management practrces and at a given 
level of management Intensity. Capability depends upon current 
condxtions and site condltlons such as climate, slope, landform, 
soils and geology, as well as the application of management 
practrces, such as silviculture or protectIon from fzres, 
Insects. and disease. 

CAPABILITY AREA A geographic delineation used to describe characterxtxs of the 
land and resources ln Integrated Forest planning. CapabIlIty 
areas may be synonymous with ecologlcal land units, ecosystems or 
land response units. 

CAPITAL 
INVESTMENT 

Investment In facllltles such as roads and structures with 
specially-appropriated funds. 
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CARRYING 
CAPACITY 

CAVITY 

CEQ 

CFR 

CHANNEL TYPE 

CLEARCUTTING 

CLOSURE 

CMAI 

COEFFICIENT 
(COST, VALUE, 
YIELD) 

1 (recreation): the amount of recreation use an area can sustain 
without deterioration of site quality; 2 (wildlife): the maximum 
number of animals an area can support during a given period of 
the year; 3 (===ge): the maximum stocking rate possible without 
damaging the vegetation or related resources. Carrying capacity 
may vary from year to year on the same area due to fluctuating 
forage production. 

A hollow in a tree that is used by birds or mammals for roosting 
and reproduction. 

See Council of Environmental Quality. 

Code of Federal Regulations. 

A broad class of stream reach defined by physical characteristics 
that generally describe how sediment will pass through or collect 
in the channel. 

Type A: A relatively straight and steep (generally greater than 
4 percent) reach that is usually structurally controlled with 
frequent low falls or cascades. This is a "high energy" segment. 

Type B: A moderate gradient (2 to 5 percent) reach that usually 
has developed into depositional material to some degree. The 
reach is partially confined by the adJacent slopes, but some 
degree of meandering may have developed. This is a "moderate 
energy" segment. 

Type C: A low gradient (usually less than 3 percent) reach 
that is usually incised into alluvium. The reach is rarely 
confined and has well developed meanders and floodplains. This 
type channel is typical in meadows. This is a "low energy" 
segment. 

Harvesting of all trees in one cut. It prepares the area for a 
new, even-aged stand. The area harvested may be a patch, stand, 
or strip large enough to be mapped or recorded as separate age 
class in planning. Regeneration is obtained through natural 
seeding, or through planting or direct seeding. 

The administrative order that does not allow specified uses in 
designated areas or on Forest development roads or trails. 

See culmination of mean annual increment. 

The numeric units used to include costs, values, and outputs in 
the analysis model used in the formulation of the Forest Plan. 
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COLLECTOR ROADS Roads constructed to serve two or more elements but which do not 

COMMERCIAL 
FOREST LAND 
(SUITABLE 
TIMBER 
LAND) 

COMMERCIAL 
TIMBER SALES 

COMMODITIES 

COMMON 
MATERIALS 

COMMUNITY 
COHESION 

COMMUNITY 
STABILITY 

CONCERN 

CONDITION 
CLASS 

CONFINE 

fit into the other two road categories (arterial or local). 
Construction costs of these facilities are prorated to the 
respective element served. These roads serve smaller land areas 
and are usually connected to a Forest arterial or public 
highway. They collect traffic from local Forest roads or 
terminal facilities. The location and standard are influenced by 
both long term multi-resource service needs and travel 
efficiency. Forest collector roads are operated for constant or 
intermittent servzce. depending on land use and resource 
management obJectives for the area served by the facility. 

Land that IS producing, or IS capable of producing, crops of 
industrial wood and (1) has not been withdrawn by Congress, the 
Secretary of Agriculture or the Chief of the Forest Service; (2) 
where exxsting technology and knowledge is available to 
ensure timber production without irreversible damage to soils 
productivity or watershed conditions; and (3) where existing 
technology and knowledge, as reflected in current research and 
experience. provides reasonable assurance that adequate 
restocking can be obtained within years after final harvesting. 

The selling of timber from National Forest lands for the 
economic gain of the party removing and marketing the trees. 

Resources with commercial value; all resource products which are 
articles of commerce, such as timber, range forage and minerals. 

See minerals, common variety. 

The degree of unity and cooperation within a community in working 
toward shared goals and solutions to problems. 

The capacity of a community to absorb and cope with change 
without maJor hardship to institutions or groups within the 
community. 

See management concern. 

A descriptive category of the existing tree vegetation as it 
relates to size, stocking and age. 

To restrict a fire within determined boundaries established 
either prior to the fire, during the fire, or in an escaped fire 
situation analysis. Surveillance may be appropriate when the 
fire will be self-confined with a defined perimeter. 

CONGRESSIONALLY Areas established by Congressional legislation, such as National 
DESIGNATED Wildernesses, National Wild and Scenic Rivers, and National 
AREAS Recreation Areas. 

CONSTRAINT A confinement or restriction on the range of permissible choices. 
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CONSUMPTIVE 
USES 

CONTAIN 

CONTINENTAL 
DIVIDE 

CONTROL 

CORD 

CORRIDOR 
(UTILITY 
CORRIDOR) 

COST 

COST EFFICIENCY 

COST-SHARE 

COUNCIL ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY 

COVER/FORAGE 
RATIO 

Uses of a resource that reduce the supply. Examples of some 
consumptive uses of water are irrigation, domestic and industrial 
water use, grazing, and timber harvest. 

To surround a fire and any spot fires with control line, as 
needed, which can reasonably be expected to check the fire's 
spread under prevailing and predictable conditions. 

The drainage divide between waters flowing to the Atlantic Ocean 
and the Pacific Ocean. 

To complete the control line around a fire, any spot fires, and 
any interior islands to be saved; burn out any unburned areas 
adJacent to the fire side of the control line; and cool down all 
hot spots that are immediate threats to the control line, until 
the line can reasonably be expected to hold under forseable 
conditions. 

A unit of gross volume measurement for stacked roundwood based on 
external dimensions, generally implies a stack of four feet by 
four feet vertical cross section and eight feet long, contains 
128 stacked cubic feet. 

A linear strip of land identified for the present or future 
location of transportation or utility rights-of-way within its 
boundaries. 

The negative or adverse effects or expenditures resulting from an 
action. Costs may be monetary, social, physical or environmental 
in nature. 

The usefulness of specified inputs (costs) to produce specified 
outputs (benefits). In measuring cost efficiency, some outputs, 
including environmental, economic, or social impacts, are not 
assigned monetary values but are achieved at specific levels in 
the least cost manner. Cost efficiency is usually measured using 
present net value, although use of benefit-cost ratios and rates 
of return may be appropriate. 

Refers to the process of cooperating in the Joint development of 
a road system. The document executed through this process, 
called "Road Right-of-Way Construction and Use Agreement," 
specifies the terms of developing the transportation system for a 
specified land area. 

An advisory council to the President established by the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. It reviews 
Federal programs for their effect on the environment. 
conducts environmental studies, and advises the President 
on environmental matters. 

The ratio of tree cover (usually conifer types) to 
foraging areas (natural openings, clearcuts, etc.) 
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CUBIC FOOT The amount of wood volume equivalent to a cube 1 foot by 1 foot 
by 1 foot. 

CULMINATION OF The point at which the volume increment for a tree or stand of 
MEAN ANNUAL trees has achieved it's highest mean value. Mean annual 
INCREMENT increment is based on expected growth according to the management 

(cMAI) intensities and utilization standards assumed in the Forest Plan. 
The CMAI 1s calculated by dividing the attained growth (volume) 
by it's corresponding age. 

CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 

The physical remains of human activity (artifacts. ruins, 
burial mounds, petroglyphs, etc.) and conceptual content or 
context (as a setting for legendary, historic, or prehistoric 
events, as a sacred area of native peoples, etc.) of an area of 
prehistoric or historic occupation. 

P 

DEFICIT TIMBER 
SALES 

A timber sale that has an appraised value that would produce 
less than a standard profit and risk margin for an average 
operator as estimated by the Forest Service appraisal system. 

DEIS Draft environmental impact statements. 

DEMAND 

DEPARTURE 

The amount of output that users are willing to take at a specific 
price. time period, and conditions of sale. 

A schedule which deviates from the principle of nondeclining flow 
by exhibiting a planned decrease in the timber sale and harvest 
schedule at any time in the future. 

DEPENDENT 
COMMUNITIES 

Communities whose social, economic, or political life 
would become discernably different in important respects 
if market or non-market outputs from the National Forests 
were cut off. 

DEVELOPED 
RECREATION 

Recreation that occurs where improvements enhance recreation 
opportunities and accommodate intensive recreation activities 
in a defined area. 

DEVELOPED 
RECREATION 
SITES 

Relatively small, distinctly defined area where facilities 
are provided for concentrated public use. i.e., campgrounds, 
picnic areas and swimming areas. 

DIAMETER BREAST The diameter of a tree measured 4 l/2 feet above the 
HEIGHT (DBH) ground. 

DISCOUNT RATE An interest rate that reflects the cost or time value of money. 
It is used in discounting future costs and benefits. 
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