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Governmant o/ Puerto Rito 
utoridad d• a<:uodUC>to• Y alo.....,••rill•do• 

Pun.,o fk<>'l<1uc<Juc•"' ocw"' u,,,nn,,ty 

Junc 13, 1995 

Mr. Robcrt Jos!in 
Regional Forcstcr 
USDA Forcst Scrvicc 
Southcm Region 
l720 Pcachtrce Road. NW 

AUanla, GA 30367 


Dcar Mr. Joslin: 

As pcr your rcqucst, wc are cnclosing thc folluwing commcnls. rcgar~ing lhc tiran on thc Enviromcntal !mpacl 
Statcmcnl fo; thc proposcd Managcmcnt !'Jan of El Yunque National ~orcst: 

I l. Thc public participation proccs.~ should havc startcd carlicr. so thal thc pubfü: and thc agencies could havc 
Lhe opponunity to commcnt bcforc chossing any a!tcmativc. 

2. Thc rlvcl':' with !he highest ílows (Mameyes and Fajardo) are hcing considcrcd as w~ld and sccnh.: rivcr.;, 
this dcsignation might be in conílict wilh thc utfliiation oí thcsc rivcr.; for proóucuon of potable water 

2 and/or thc Jocation of intakcs. Wc do nol agrcc on anything thal limils thcsc watcrbodies as sourccs for 
p<>iab!c water. fl is onc of thc US Foresl Scrvice main objcctivcs that thc watcrshcds he uscd for municipal 
water supply. 

::r: J. Thc documcnt docs not discuss ifany analysis was carricd out in order to eondudc, that thc Mameyes and 

00' 3 Fajardo Rivcrs should he dcsignatcd as wild and scenic rivcrs. 
w 

4. 	 Even though we agrce that a mmimum ílow sha!l be maintaincd. we do not agrec on a limitation Jbr 
maximum extraclion. The popula1ion is in grcat necd for this resoun:e anti PRASA should be a!lowcd toq cxtract more water during r<:nods ofhi¡;her llows. Th~ minimum !low shal! be rcasonablc and considcr 
lhe publie nceú for water. -----	 1 

5. Thc nonh-ca.~tem o.rea of Puerto Rico is an arca of grcal cconomic :ir.ti louristic pmcntia!. Ther'cfore. it is 

5 vcry imponant that an adcquatc water supply be securcd. To this cffcct th(.: water sources wilhin El Yunque 
are of extreme imponancc. 

0 6. Thc documcnt docii not addrcss thc possiblc efcct oí .militar;.· cxperimcnts that wcre curricd oul during thc 
60's and 70's (DERP and RCRA). 

7 7. Among thc four plans that werc considcrcd only one was dcvclopcd, as statcd in thc Forestry Act. Wc 
wondcr ¡r this aet ion is cxcmpt írom comp!iancc with NEPA. 

P!casc fcc! free 111 ¡isk !'or any additional information. 

Cordially yours, 

Response to Letter 29 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

No alternative was chosen at the Proposed Revised 
Plan/Draft EIS stage, although Alternative C was identified 
as "preferred". 

There is no direct conflict between designation of a river 
segment as Wild or Scenic, and extraction of water from the 
same river dowristream of the designated segment. lt is true 
that providing water for municipal uses is a Forest objective, 
but not to the exclusion of other uses and values of the 
Forest's rivers. 

The process of determining rivers' eligibility and suitability 
for Wild and Sceriic River designation is discussed in 
Appendix D ofthe EIS. 

We are very pleased to see that PRASA agrees on the 
concept of protection of rninimum instream flows. We also 
agree that. extraction of water for consumptive use is a 
legitimate use of F orest resources and consider ourselves 
PRASA' s partner in making this resource available to the 
public. We do need to continue to cooperate to determine the 
appropriate balance between protection of aquatic habitat 
values, instream flows and consumptive use. 

A major reason for the tourist potential you describe is the 
high environmental quality of the northeastern part of the 
island. Sacrificing environmental quality for short-term 
economic growth would jeopardize the basis for the area's 
attractiveness to tourists-in effect killing the goose that lays 
the golden eggs. We must work together to find the 
appropriate balance between environmental protection and 
economic growth, not choose one over the other. 



6. 	 We know ofno credible scientific evidence that indicates that 
significant effects persist today from those experiments. 

7. 	 We ha ve consulted with our Regional Office throughout the 
revision process to ensure that the letter and intent ofNEPA 
and NFMA have been followed. 

----------- ------------'-.._ --" 



Response to Letter 30 
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SOCIEDAD HERPETOLOGICA DE PUERTO RICO INC. 

-!: 	 7 de julio de 1995 
t
• 
\~ 

Ji 
)\' 	 Sr. Pablo Cruz 

Supervisor del Bosque~ Equipo de Revisión del Plan Forestal. 

Cal! Rox. 2.'íOOO, Río Piedras, P.R. 00928~2500
fi 

~ 
¡;,, ' Estimado Sr. Cruz: 
,. 
'~ 
51 La Sociedad Herpetólogica de Puerto Rico, agradece la gentileza que tuvieron en la 
\{ comunicación telefónica y por invitamos a colaborar como voluntarios en los proyectos de¡¡ 

propagación de orquídeas y censo de coquíes. Reconocemos que por medio de estas 
'~ actividades motivamos y concientizamos a nuestros miembros de la importancia de la 
ffi conservación de la biodiversidad. Tenemos varias personas interesadas en colabo[ar con§ 

los proyectos. Desearnos conocer algunos detalles de horario y días en que se corren los1 trabajos. 
~ 
~ 
fo 	 Incluímos además las recomendaciones al Plan Forestal del Bosque Nacional del Caribe 
[ti 	 que nuestra organización plantea.
'.$ 
l comentarios. 
i,,. . 
r 	 Cordialn1::::nle, 

i 
¡( 

,{ 

,. vijj.f1<.;....._ ~~ 
Albert Rivera Irizarry1¡

,'(• 	
Presidente Sociedad Chelonia 
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~ 
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Agradecemos el aplazamiento del periódo de 

~' Universidad Metropolitana, Apartado 21150 (#22), Rlo Piedras, Puerto Rico 00929 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

In response to comments on the Proposed Revised Plan, the 
approved Revised Plan incorporates a separate management 
area where ali timber demonstration would occur, rather than 
including timber demonstration in the Integrated 
Management Area. This management area is not located near 
Mt. Britton or the rivers you niention . 

The approved Revised Plan allocates the area east of the 
Icacos River to a Scenic River Corridor Management Area, 
basically as you suggest. 

In the approved Revised Plan most of the areas you mention 
are allocated to the Developed Recreation Management Area, 
as you have recommended. 

We are working with the Puerto Rico Department' s of 
Natural and Environmental Resources, and Agriculture, and 
non-profit community development organizations to develop 
a timber demonstration program that would help stimulate 
economic opportunities in rural Puerto Rico. However, we 
agree that local economic development. is not the primary 
(nor sufficient) reason far the timber demonstration program. 
Demonstrating that valuable wood products can be 
sustainably produced from secondary farests is the primary 
justification far this program . 

Transferring the Forest to the jurisdiction of the National 
Park Service is a legislative rather than a forest planning 
issue. 



Sociedad Herpetológica de Puerto Rico-Chelonia 

RECOMENDACIONES 

Dentro de las alternativas planteadas, la opción C y D representan las de menor impacto sin 

limitar ~l uso y disfrute del bosque por parte de los puertorriqueños. Sin embargo, ambas 
/ poseen zonas 4 aledañas al Río Mameyes, Rfo La Mina, Rfo Icacos y el Monte Britton. 

Consideramos que las actividades de demostración maderera de alguna manera afectarían 

estas zonas. 

* 	 Recomendamos que el área que circunda el Rfo Icacos sea designada como zona de 

amortigilamiento entre el Bosque Primario y el Área Silvestre. El área integrada 2 
podrfajustificar la reapertura de la carretera 191 para el transporte de la madera, 

proyecto al que nos hemos opuesto en repetidas ocasiones. 

* 	 El área que circunda el Monte Britton, Bosque Tabonuco y el "Big Tree Trail" 
3 

deben permanecer como área recreativa y no cambiarlas a zona 4, 

Deseamos que se limiten las zonas 4 por entender que el estimulo al desarrollo de negocios 

locales de artesanía y ebanistería no justifica la "demostración maderera". Más aún cuando 

conocemos que el Departamento de Recursos Naturales y Ambientales produce mayor 

cantidad de madera que la que consumen los puertorriqueños. Esto ocurre porque el precio' 

de venta es más alto que el de la madera importada. 

Se planteó además que el Bosque debería ser transferido al Servicio de Parques Nacionales 
5 

(NPS). Esto garantizarla la conservación del bosque en su estado actual sin las presiones 

de producción Jl!aderera. 

--·~---.-~--·---- --- --- -----­



Uri1vi:11s1Di\O D~ Pur:riro Rico 
Rr.c1Nm os Rio P1F.OílAS 

FACULTAD DE C1tNCIAS SOCIAlES 

0EPARrAMENTO DE GEOGRAFiA 
PO Box 23345 
SAN JUAN PR 00931 ·3345 

13 de 	julio de 1995 

forest Supervisor 
caribbean National Forest 
Luquillo Experimental Forest 
p,o. 	Box 2500 
Rio Piedras PR 00928 

oear 	Sir: 

I wish to contribute my opinion as a longtirne friend of the 
Luquillo Forest (LF) concerning the 11 Proposed Revised Land and 
Resource Managernent Plan" of October 1994, which has been made 
available fer public comrnent. 

In general, it appears that the United States Forest Service (USFS) 
11 Revised Plan" has seriously attended the need to harmonize the 
growing public demand for non-extractive personal enjoyrnent of the 
forest with the scientific stewardship of its critica! ecological 
functions. The ongoing transition from the USFS traditibnal 
emphasis on timber production to research and education en tropical 
forest restoration and management also appears to be reasonably 
articulated in the plan. 

What 	 is lacking is an overall sense of purpose to integrate the 
piecel)\eal ( 11 site-specific11 ) objectives of the plan and give it 
direction. I do not find any statement of policy regarding 
expansion of the forest, consolidation of its critical montane and 
piedmont periphery and protection of its perimeter. If peripheral 
areas are going to bear the brunt of intensification in recreat~on, 
timber harvestting demonstration and tr.eatment research, then an 
agressive land acquisition program is essential, granted that 
political and funding obstacles must be addressed. 

On another level, the wildlife management objectives seem to affer 
little beyond continued penance far the USFS's dismal longterm 
management record with the extirpated White-necked Crow and3 	 virtually extinct Puerto Rican Parrot. Unfortunately, the 
persistence in Puerto Rico of an ecological paradigm, elsewhere 
discredited, that eschews naturalized exotic plants and animals in 

Response to Letter 31 

1. 	 Comment noted. 

2. 	 The USDA Fore·st Service has legal authority to purchase 
privately owned land within the Forest proclamation 
boundary, to the extent funds for such acquisition are 
authorized by Congress. It is unlikely that sufficient funding 

. will 	 be made available for a substantial expansion of 
National Forest ownership. (Appendix C in the Forest Plan 
displays priorities for land acquisition.) We will continue 
seek improved cooperation "~th the Puerto Rico Planning 
Board and municipal governments to impiement the Special 
Zoning Rule for Non-Urban Areas in Municipalities 
Surrounding the Caribbean National Forest. 

3. 	 The proposal to introduce exotic species is counter to the 
current management philosophies ofthe Forest Service, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and Puerto Rico Department of 
Natural and Environmental Resources. The results of such 
introductions are virtually impossible to predict, but there are 
many examples of negative effects resulting from deliberate 
and accidental introductions of exotic species. 



~ 
00 
00 

Francisco Watlington, Ph.D. 
13 de julio de 1995 
Página 2 

favor of 11 unique 11 endemics has stifled the foresight that would 
enable the LF to evolve into a world-class translocation refuge far 
endangered Neotropical higher vertebrates such as the Golden Lion 
Tarnarin (Leontopithecus rosalia). 

This beautiful tiny primate is native to an undisturbed forest 
habitat similar in geographic and ecologic pararneters to the 
primary forest area of the LF. The BraZilian Atlantic Forest has 
all but disappeared, and in situ preservation of the tarnarin is a 
lost cause. Ex situ maintenance of captive populations at the 
Smithsonian and other zoos is an emergency expedient at best. 
Cultural (i.e. behavioral) deterioration and non-adaptive 
reproduction seem inevitable in the artificial environment of urban 
zoos. 

3 Why not "adopt11 the Golden Lion Tamarin? Indeed, might not the LF 
provide an excellent foster home for Other endangered endemic 
mamrnals and birds of the Atlantic Forest--representing life forros 
historically absent from Puerto Rico only because their kind lack 
the capability for crossing water barriers. It goes without saying 
that the introduction of a new fauna! species should be contingent 
on a thorough assessment of its probable environmental impact. on 
the other hand, habitat niches are available in the LF that are 
open invitations for unplanned invasions by destructive aliens. 

The LF core, five to six thousand hectares of primary forest, is at 
least as large as the remaining Brazilian refuge of L. rosalia, the 
nominally five thousand hectares Po90 das Antas Biological Reserve 
in the densely urbanized state of Rio de Janeiro. However, the 
Brazilian reserve has been progressively degraded by road building, 
reservour construction and poaching. ' 

I propose that the USFS consider the feasibility of providing an 
alternativa homeland for the Golden Lion Tamarin to enrich the 
biodiversity of the LF while contributing to preserve the wildlife 
heritage of the Neotropics. 

The proposal will be included in a paper I am preparing on "the 
ecological geography of biodiversity 11 • Enclosed as appendices of 
this letter are drafts of the preliminary abstract and first.part 
of the article. ~ 

Si~erelj,, ~· /
' ' 1. ~ ' .' \'fl\_1/.' ·''/' "' -. 

Francisco Watl{ngton, Ph.D. 

Auxiliary Professor of Geography 




Response to Letter 32 
) /.'..~<•,:{o 

• '.. United States Department of the Interior 
' FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Puerto Rican Parrot Field Office 
P.O. Box 1000 

Luquillo, Puerto Rico 00773 

July 13, 1995 

Mr. Pablo Cruz 
Forest Supervisor ® 
caribbean National Forest 
P.o. Bo" 25000 

Ria Piedras, Puerto Rico 0092a-sooo 


Dear Mr. Cruz: 

This letter responds to your request fer comments on the proposed 
timber managernent plan near the area. The 
proposed management site is contiguous to active parrot nesting 
areas. The area has become an important core of

I 	parrot activity. We have observed increaSing use of the, area by 
foraging parrots during populition counts. Furthermore, the pair 
nesting in , is one of the most recent additions 
to the breeding population and one of the most successful pairs. 
The increased use by foraging parrots and good success by the 
breeding pair suggests good habitat quality, ora least 
preference by the birds. We are expecting more use of the area 
by breeding parrots in the future. 

The area is dominated by secondary growth forest with various 
plantation species interspersed. Maria (Callophillum calaba) and 
Roble (Tabebuia heterophilla) are the most common plantation 
species found in the area. Species composition may be deceiving 
as a factor far selecting management sites. Tree species foun.d 
in parrots nesting sites include large Robles. Presence, or lack 
of plantation species in an area may be a peor indicator of 
habitat quality for Puerto Rican parrots. Therefore, parrot 
activity rather than vegetation composition should be a 

~ consideration when selecting sites far timber management. 

The proposed management area is known to be used by foraging 
parrots. Impact of proposed management to foraging parrots is 
unknown. Nevertheless, exposure to human activities may cause 
disturbanoe to birds using the area. Human induced disturbanoe 
should be reduced since an important nesting area is found juSt 
south of the p~oposed management site. 

Aside from Puerto Rican parrots, there are at least two species 
of raptors the Broad-winged Hawk (Buteo platypterus) and the 
Sharp-shined Hawk {Accipiter striatus) inhabiting the proposed 
management area, recently included on the Endangered Species 
list. These species use plantations, second growth and primary 
forest. In addition, endangered plants may be present in the 
area. 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The Revised Plan is not a "timber management plan", but 
rather a plan that encompasses ali aspects of forest 
management. 

The approved Revised Plan (Altemative C-mod) 
incorporales the suggestion to modify the Proposed Revised 
Plan by dropping areas in the northwest part of the F ores! 
from the timber demonstration program, to minimize 
potential impacts on the Puerto Rican Parrot. 

The approved Revised Plan (Altemative C-mod) eliminates 
the proposals to construct the Rio Espíritu Santo Loop Trail, 
to minimize potential impacts on the Puerto Rican Parrot. 

The approved Revised Plan adopts this suggestion: the areas 
you mention in the northeast part of the Forest are not 
allocated to timber demonstration, and have been partially 
replaced with La Condesa Tract in the southwest comer of 
the Forest. 



3 
The construction of a new trail (14) in Alternative e of the 
management plan is unacceptable. The southern part of the lop 
will be to clase to a parrot nesting site. You should consider 
constructing the trail to the north-west of Commonwealth road 186 
to reduce disturbance to foraging and nesting parrots. We also, 
recommend that you eliminate from your timber management plan, 
the forest used by foraging ~nd nesting parrots in the area. 

We believe there are plantations in the Caribbean National Forest 
which may be as good or better for such activities. Thank you 
fer the opportunity to comment on the proposed timber management 
plan. If additional information is required or you have any 
questions regarding these recommendations, please do not hesitate 
to contact us. 

Sincerely yours, 

[l~<~ ~. 0.J-v 
Agustin P. valido 
Field Supervisor 

2 



Response to Letter 33 

I. Comment noted. 

/- , :Jx... ;lu 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Natlonal Oceanic and Atrnoapher-/c Adminlatr-atlon 
NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE 

#4000 Carretera J 90 
Carolina, Puerto Rico 00979 

July 12, 1995 

Caribbean National Forest 
Cal! Box 25000 
ruo Piedras, Puerto Rico 00928 

Dear Mr. Cruz: 

After reviewing the Proposed Revised Land and Resources Management Plan for the Caribbean 
( National Forest/Luquillo Experimental Forest, we do not have comments on it. 

We appreciate your interest in allowing us to make comments on this important plan. 

Thank you. 

Cordially yours, 

Israel Matos 
Area Manager, Meteoroiogist In Charge 



3 

Response to Letter 3416 de julio de 1995 

Sr. Pablo Cruz 
Supervisor Forestal 
Servicio Forestal Federal 
Bosque Nacional del Caribe 
P.O. Box 25000 
Ria Piedras, Puerto Rico 00928-5000 

Estimado señor Cruz: 

Me place informarle que recomiendo la Opción D según ésta ha 
sido expuesta en el "Borrador del Proyecto dei Declaración de 
Impacto Ambiental para la Revisión del Plan de Manejo de los 
Terrenos y Recursos". Como dasónomo le tengo estima a El yunque. 

El enfoque internacional como bosque de demostración para 
países en desarrollo que se desea impartir al Bosque Nacional 
del Caribe (5NC), requiere para ser realista que el BNC este 
sujeto a condiciones y presiones sociales de uso similares 
y/o análogas a las que podrían experimen;arse en los países 
que el BNC serviría de modelo, y ver·como la sociedad lidia con 
estos asuntos. A continuaci6n presento mis razones para ésta: 
1)- La Opci6n D ofrece el segundo mayor acreaje dedicado a 
áreas silvestres y Ríos Silvestres/Panorámicos. 

2) Un 100% del bosque primario estaría bajo diferentes zonas 
de manejo, incluyendo Zona Natural de Investigación y Zona 
Selvática de las cuales se obtendría data científica que sería 
transferible para establecer procedimientos de manejo forestal 
y de vida silvestre. Se reduce en un 100% respecto a la opción 
e el millaje de veredas bajo construccion en bosque primario, 
lo cual podría ser ventajoso para el ambiente natural del BNC. 

3) La recreaci6n en la Opci6n D es de menor acreaje respecto 
a la Opción C favorecida, pero no es sustancialmente menor,. y 
si comparable en cantidad. Sin embargo, es mejor observar la 
recreacion en terminas de calidad de la experiencia recreativa 
a ofrecerse y no unicamente en cantidad. 

4) La vida silvestre sería modificada en igual intensidad que 
la Opci6n C favorecida, aunque un 2% mayor del área del BNC 
caería dentro de medio kil6metro de una carretera lo cual podría 
no ser adversamente impactante .en comparación con otras opciones. 

S) La Opci6n D ofrece menor entrega de sedimentos {tons/año) 
derivados de las actividades de manejo respecto a la Opción c. 
En estos tiempos en que se desea minimizar la sedimentaci6n de 
los cuerpo..s de agua y reducir la erosión que degrada los 
recursos silvestres acuáticos, es necesario considerar este 
factor con alta prioridad; 

' 

'7 
6) La Opci6n D ofrece mayor acreaje dedicados a la investigación 
en áreas naturales y de bosque primario. Esto es en reconocimie~to 
del rol que el BNC desea-~ejercer para mejorar el entendimiento y 
conocimiento de la biología tropical y su administración. 

Gracias por cuidar nuestro "El Yunque". 

~ 
~~ 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

The Revised F orest Plan proposes no new trail construction 
in primary forest. Re-construction of the Rio Sabana/Rio 
Blanco Trail, approximately 2.5 miles long, is proposed; this 
trail <loes traverse primary forest. 

We concur that the quality of recreation experiences 
available on the Forest is as important, or more so, than the 
quantity. Application · of the Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum concept help us address this concern. 

Altemative C-mod, the selected altemative, is expected to 
have somewhat less potential for disturbance of sensitive 
wildlife than Altemative C. Areas of timber demonstration, 
and trail and recreation site construction, that were of 
concern to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, have been 
dropped in C-mod. 

Alternative C-mod is estimated to produce a similar amount 
of sedimeht as Alternative D would have. 

Alternative C-mod recommends designation of a total of 
6,372 acres (23% ofthe Forest) as Research Natural Area. 



UNJTEO STATES ENVJAONMENTAL PAOTECTION AGENCY • AEGION 11 


290 BAOAOWAY 


NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10007·1866 


JUL 	 1 7 1995 
Pablo Cruz Class: EC-2 
Forest supervisor
Caribbean National Forest 
Call Box 25000 
Rio Piedras, Puerto Rico 00928 

Dear 	Mr. Cruz: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the draft 
environmental impact statement (EIS) on the proposed revised Land 
and Resource Management Plan for the Caribbean National Forest 
(CNF), Puerto Rico. This review was conducted in accordance with 
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 u.s.c. 7609, 
PL 91-604 12(a), 84 Stat. 1709), and the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) . 

The previous plan, which was approved by the Forest Service (FS)
in 1986, was appealed by severa! environmental groups¡ the FS 
issued two additional documents to address the appeals. However, 
in 1991, the FS decided to revise the forest plan rather than 
amend it, and has issued this draft EIS for review. The document / 	 evaluates four alternativa management plans for the CNF: 
continuing the current management plan (no action)¡ emphasizing 
the wilderness designation, and increasing recreation 
opportunities¡ emphasizing protection of primary forests, while 
providing for a ~ix of other uses including timber demonstration 
and recreation (the preferred alternativa); and emphasizing
forest protection and research, while providing for modest levels 
of other uses, including timber demonstration and recreation. 
The draft EIS further states that all future implementation
projects will tier off the Revised Plan and final EIS. Based on 
vur review of the drilft EI~, we of!er the fcllo~·:ing com:nents. 

As you know, in the past, EPA objected to the reconstruction of 
PR-191 through the CNF because of its adverse impacts to habitat 
and wildlife, and erosion and water quality problems.
Accordingly, we are pleased that the revised forest management 
plan does not include the reopening of PR-191. Nevertheless, we2 	understand that the federal Highway Administration (FHWA) may 
prepare an EIS on the reconstruction of this road. Considering
that the right-of-way far PR-191 abuts the area that the 
preferred alternative proposes far designation as a wilderness 
area, and is immediately adjacent to the segment of Ria Icacos 
that has been designated for listing as a scenic river, 
reconstruction of this road would'appear to conflict with the 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

Response to Letter 35 

1. 	 Conunent noted. 

2. 	 The Revised Plan <loes not propose re-opening PR 191, nor 
<loes it expressly prohibit such a proposal in the. future. The 
Plan <loes recognize a need to more fully address the Forest's 
transportation needs. The proposed designation ofthe Icacos 
River as a Scenic River, and the proposal to build a hiking 
and/or bicycle trail across the landslide on PR 191 are not 
consistent with re-opening the road to motor vehicles. 
Therefore, an amendment or revision of the F orest Plan 
would be necessary before the road could be re-opened. 

3. 	 It is not anticipated that any projects proposed in the Revised 
Plan would impact wetlands. However, project leve! analysis 
will provide another opportunity to address this issue on a 
site specific basis. 

4. 	 The approved Revised Plan (Alternative C-mod) drops the 
designation of the Forest as a municipal supply watershed 
that was included in the Proposed Revised Plan. While there 
is no way to ensure that there will be adequate water to meet 
ali demands, the Revised Plan does establish the principie of 
maintaining instream flows to protect aquatic habitat first, 
and providing for consumptive uses after instream flow needs 
have been met. Instream flows are not established 
quantitatively by the Revised Plan. 

5. 	 Figure 5-1 in the Revised Plan indicates that the Plan would 
be amended if monitoring indicated standards and guidelines 
were not effective in accomplishing Plan desired future 
conditions, goals and objectives. 

6. 	 Comment noted. 

7. 	 We believe the Final EIS is responsive to these concerns. 
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future CNF management plan. With this in mind, we strongly 
recommend that the FS coordinate closely with the FHWA prior to 
the issuance of the final EIS to decide the future fate of 
PR-191. More importantly, if the reconstruction of PR-191 is to 
proceed, its impact on the CNF management plan must be fully 
assessed in the final EIS. 

The preferred alternative includes construction of new roads and 
small 	recreational facilities, and logging in the vicinity of 
waters of the united states as defined by the Clean Water Act 
(CWA). Accordingly, the final EIS should acknowledge that these 
activities could require permits under Section 404 of the CWA. 
Moreover, environmental documentation far futura site-specific3 	 projects must include analyses to identify and delineate al! 
wetlands and other aquatic sites t~at would potentially be 
impacted, using the Arrny Corps of Engineers (ACE) 1987 wetlands 
Delineation Manual; the FS's jurisdictional deterrninations should 
Pe verified by the ACE. In addition, the future projects would 
also have to document efforts to mitigate wetlands impacts. Keep 
in mind that EPA guidance calls for compensatory mitigation, 
providing at least a 1:1 value replacement for all unavoidable 
wetlands losses. 

The preferred alternativa recommends that the CNF be designated 
as a municipal water supply watershed. (In fact, the draft EIS 
notes that 12 impoundments within the CNF already provide 
municipal water to approximately 250,000 people.) While we 
conceptually agree with this designation, the draft EIS does not 
fully discuss whether such a designation would conflict with 
other uses proposed in the management plan (e.g., ecosystem 
maintenance, research, and recreation). Accordingly, the final 
EIS should quantify the water available, to ensure that there is 
an adequate supply for all the proposed uses of the CNF. 

In our previous comments, we recomrnended that the FS develop 
procedures to measure and monitor biological diversity, including 
a contingency plan to address any adversa impacts due to plan

5 	 implementation. Monitoring and evaluation of the desired future 
of the forest is incorporated into the Land and Resource 
Managernent Plan; however, contingency rneasures to address 
undesirable results are not discussed. The final EIS should 
include a contingency plan. 

In our collUllents on previous EIS docurnents, we expressed concerns 
about 	soil stability and erosion, and the resultant impacts to 
sur.tace water quality. The preferred alternativa involves 
significantly less road construction and reduced timber harvest 
activities. FUrtherrnore, soil erosion and sedimentation plans 
are included in the standards and guidelines in the forest plan. 
As a 	 result, the anticipated sediment load to surface waters has 
been 	reduced frorn 640 tons per year to 124 tons. The draft EIS 
indicates that the amount of sediment will have rninimal impacts 
on the water quality. These com~itments address EPA's concern 
regarding the erosion and sedirnent irnpacts. 
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Based on our review, and in accordance with EPA policy, we have 
rated the draft EIS EC-2, indicating we have environmental 
concerns (EC) about the potential impacts associated with the 
reconstruction of PR-191; and the project•s potential impacts on· 
wetlands, water quantity, and biological diversity. Accordingly, 
we request that additional information (2) be provided in the 
final EIS to address these issues. 

Thank you far the opportunity to comment. If you have any 
questions, please contact Ms. Evelyn Tapa,ni-Rosenthal of my staff 
at (212) 637-3497. 

Si~yours 

R;bert w.1!rgbf
Environmental Impacts Branch 

ce: FHWA 



Response to Letter 36 

To: Ricardo Garcia 

From: Michael Kcller ® 
Date: July 14, 1995 

Subject: Forest Plan 

1 wish to present one objection to the alternative B of the forest plan 
as indicated in the BIS document and accompanying maps. This 
option ignores the "experimental" aspect of the Caribbean National 
Forest/Luquillo Experimental Forest. This option would make 
"Wilderness" nearly the dominant land use on the en~ire forest. Only 
tiny fraction of the forest area would be available far manipulative

I research. The wilderness designation would make it nearly 
impossible to expand this experimental a.fea in the future. It would 
lock out much scientific research (possibly including existing 
research) that requires permanent marks and/or equipment and/or 
experimental modification from those areas of the forest. 
Experiments, modification of the selected portions of the ecosystem, 
are critica! to the scientific process. With wilderness designation 
over much of the forest area, the experimental approach will be 
nearly precluded. Shall we change the name to the "Luquillo 
Observational Forest?" 

Since the I 960's Luquillo Experimental Forest has been one of the 
premier study locations far Ecosystem Ecology -- not only in the 
tropics but worldwide. Ecosystem ecology attempts to explain the 
function of the forest through creation of models of the forest 
function. E~osystem ecology integrates the components of the forest 
system and provides the scientific basis for ecosystem management. 
This famous work has been done primarily in the El Verde area and 
also in the Bisley watersheds. Muc.h of this work has depended on2 
experimental manipulations. These El Verde and Bisley areas are 
primarily Tabonuco forest underlain by volcaniclastic bedrock. In 
the future we may be able to gain much insight by comparative 
manipulative studies in other forest types (Colorado, Sierra Palm) 
and particulafly on the other majar bedrock type, the quart diorite. 
(The upper Rio Icacos on this bedrock type is a permitted site for 
research by the US Geological Survey and the University of New 
Hampshire that could be wiped out for research purposes by 
Wilderness designation in Option B.) Option B of the EIS, thoroughly 

l. 	 Alternative B is not the selected alternative. 

2. 	 Treatment vs. control research may be conducted in 
Management Areas 3,4,6,8 and 9 totaling 9,793 acres or 
about 35% ofthe Forest. Most ofthis area is tabonuco forest 
type and on the periphery of the Forest, which reflects the 
priority given to protecting primary forest. However, ali 
major forest and soil types are represented, particularly with 
the inclusion ofthe Icacos Valley asan area where this type 
of research could be conducted. 



eliminates the possibility of experimental studies on the Quartz 
Diorite bedrock. 

Luquillo Experimental Forest has a proud research history. A deeper 
understanding of ecosystem ecology has been gained from this site 
than from any other forest site in the tropiés. The limited reseurch 
areas we now use are heavily saturated with experimental and 
observational work. Scientists already have to negotiate to fit into 
the Iimited confines of the Bisley and El Verde areas. If Wilderness 
designation on the scale of Option B is accepted, the future of 
experimental research in the Luquillo Experimental Option will be 
nearly wiped out by the stroke of a pen. 



Response to Letter 37 

GOBIERNO DE PUERTO RICO 


COMPAÑIA DE FOMENTO INDUSTRIAL DE PUERTO RICO 

:is.IA... f.0.-<il 

l<IOMno(ll-O'/l7~-<1'> 

f•<~rNllWl) llO.lS~
S.•)"Ul.l'li<MK><»OO'illl l. Conunent noted. 

14 de junio de 1995 

Sr. Pablo Cruz 
P.O. Box 25000 

Ria Piedras, P.R. 00928·5000 


Estimado señor Cruz: 

DIA 


PLAN DE MANEJO PARA BOSQUE NACIONAL DEL CARIBE 

BOSQUE EXPERIMENTAL DE LUQUILLO 

EL YUNQUE 


Hemos revisado la Declaración de Impacto Ambiental (DIA) para el proyecto de 
referencia. 

No tenemos objeción al Plan de Manejo del Bosque, según propuesto en el documento 
sometido. 

Agradecemos Ja oportunidad brindada para participar en la evaluación de este 
proyecto. 

Cordialmente, 

V .~{¡\--J_,(f¿w ,!)(,(.L(.,,_...,
Pedro Jase .·¡ e a ., 
Director J 
Oficina de.,A'suntos Ambientales 

Apartado Post.al 362350, San Juan, Puerto Rico 00936--2350 

.----­

----------------e~-----------·------.· ­



------

I 

Response to Letter 38 

I. Comment noted. 
17 de julio de 1995 

2. 

Sr. Pablo Cruz 
Supervisor del BosqUe 
Equipo de Revisión del Plan Forestal 
P. o. Box 25000 

R!o Piedras, p. R. 00928-2500 
 3. 

Estimado sr. cruz: 4. 
Deseo expresar mis comentarios sobre la Revisión Propuesta del 


Plan de Maneio para el Bosque Nacional del Caribe / Bosaue 

Exoerimental de Luauillo !EL Yunauel. Antes de expresar mis 

comentarios les quiero dar las gracias por darme la oportunidad y

disculparme por la tardanza de hacerle llegar los comentarios, el 

cual fueron ajenos a mi voluntad. 


Los comentarios sobre el plan de manejo del bosque son: 
la propuesta para la producción de la madera está muy 


buena. La proyección del manejo de la producción de la 

madera en los bosque secundarios se debe considerar que 

sea beneficioso tanto para el ambiente ecológico como 

social. Es importante que llevarse a cabo la producción 

de la madera haya una área que puedan el pfiblico apreciar 

de cómo se lleva a cabo el manejo de la producción de la 

madera, como manera de educarlo y crearle conciencia 

sobre el mismo. 


la propuesta para las áreas recreativas está bien 

presentada. Hay que observar que las mejoras que se 

hagan no ocasionen dafios al ambiente y que sean áreas 

lejanas a las áreas silvestres y áreas controladas. En 

otras palabras que sean áreas recreativas que no tengamos 

que lamentar luego. se debe considerar áreas de acampar 

tanto con facilidades y áreas sin facilidades dentro la 

propuesta de las áreas recreativas. 


asunto de los accesos de las carreteras, siento la 

preocupación de la reapertura de la carretera PR191. No 

estoy a favor a que se abra la carretera y me opongo. La 

reapertura de carretera PR191 puede ocasionar muchos 

dilemas, dafios al bosque, inseguridad para el püblico que 

este disfrutando,del bosque y mucho otras cosas que luego 

se pueden lamentar. 


Sorne changes in developed recreation site and trail proposals 
were incorporated into the approved Revised Plan 
(Altemative C-mod) to reduce the potential far disturbance of 
threatened and endangered species. 

Comment noted. 

The Revised Forest Plan <loes not propase the construction of 
any additional dams or water diversions on the Forest. Such 
propasa! generally come from the Puerto Rico Aqueducts and 
Sewer Authority (PRASA). The Forest will evaluate 
PRASA's proposals following the direction in the Revised 
Plan. 
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asunto de proteger y proporcionar el agua del bosque, 
considero que se puede manejar . la distribución de la 
misma creando una represa, el cual los r1os depositen el 
agua en la represa y se distribuya el agua a las áreas 
del bosque y áreas adyacente a éste. ~ 

Hasta aquí son mis comentarios, espero que sean considerados. 
Le quiero reconocer el buen trabajo que se está desarrollando para 
el proyecto del plan de manejo del bosque del Yunque, el cual está 
bien presentado. Espero observar, apreciar y disfrutar en algún 
momento el desarrollo del proyecto. 

Quedo con usted, 

~~a~rt 
Frailes GardernsApts B-lOl 
Guaynabo, P. R. 00969 
Teléfono: 781-7899 
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PUfRTD 

RICD'I 

C001pañia de Turismo 

6 de julio de 1995 

Sr. Pablo Cruz 
Supervisor Forestal 
Bosque Nacional del Caribe 
P.O. Box 25000 

Rio Piedras, P. R. 00928-5000 


REVISION PROPUESTA DEL PLAN DE MANEJO 

PARA EL BOSQUE NACIONAL DEL CARIBE 


Estimado señor Cruz: 

Luego de haber evaluado los documentos sometidos, la 
Compañía de Turismo apoya el que se implemente la OpciónI C para la Administración del Bosque. Dicha opción daria 
un mayor énfasis a la protección de bosques primarios 
proporcionando un conjunto de otros usos, incluyendo la 
recreación. Ea necesario el que se tome en consideración 
que el desarrollo recreativo no altere los valores 
ecológicos del Bosque y de gran atractivo turístico. 

VRS/ C:ll 

Apanado Postal +135. Estación Vlejo Snu Juan. Snn Ju:m. Puerto Rico 00002-./435 • Teléfonos: (80!ll 72 l-2-100. (BO!JJ 722-ü:l52 

Response to Letter 39 

1. Commcnt notcd. 



SIERRA "i';,¡J>.c<:.,,.
::1:;".. 	 .-::~ ~ 

~~·~ 	"' lCLUB -J·' 	 ,..... 408 C Sueet, :--i.E. \'(!a.shington, D.C. 20002 202·547·1141.... .,.. ' 

Please respond to: 

William E. Mankin 

Sierra Club Lands 1'.1anagement Comrnlttee 


e/o 2825 28th Street, NW, #2 
Washington, D.C. 20008 

TEL: (h) 202-483-5544 (o) 202-797-6560 FAX: 202-797-6562 

Juiy 18, 1995 

Mr. Pablo Cruz 

Forest Supervisor 

USDA Forest Service 

Caribbean Natíonal Forest 

Call Box 25000 

Rio Piedras, PR 00928 

FAX: 809-766-6259 


COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS AND REV!SED LRMP 

FOR THE CAR!BBEAN NATIONAL FOREST 


I 

We wou!d like to acknowledge the efforts ofthe Forest Service to respond to concerns 
raised in our appeal and throughout the planning process over the last ten years. Modifications to 
incorporate severa! of our concems ha ve been made, and the overall direction of the Plan has 
improved. We also appreciate the opportWlity to present comments on the ncw draft Plan, and 
we thank the Forest Service for extending the comment period. Nonetheless. we are troubled by 
numerous instances where important issues we have consistently and repeatedly raised in our 
comments over the last eight or nine years have been. completely ignored in the new draft 
doeuments. We entreat the Forest Service to address these issues clearly and directly befo~e 
publishing the Final Plan. 

Our comments on the draft follow, as wel! as our recommendation for a new alternative 
combining elements ofB and C. · 

"W'hcn wc ¡¡y to pkk ouc anything by it.«"lf, ~·e find it hltchcd to everything clsc in the uru,·~w:." }ohn Mllir 
N2tion~ He11.dqumers: 7;0 Polk Strcct, S:in Frmcisco, California 94109 (41~) 7~6·22l ! 

Response to Letter 40 

1. 	 Comment noted. 

2. 	 The Record of Decision explains the rationale for selecting 
Alternative C-mod. Ali alternatives considered in detail 
responded to the need for change, so the alternatives did 
cover a relatively limited range. For instance, no alternative 
was considered that would have increased the tirnber sale 
program proposed in the 1986 Plan. 

3. 	 Management area boundaries were located in Altematives B, 
C, C-rnod and D so as to allocate primary forest to proposed 
wildemess or Research Natural Area. The. approved Revised 
Plan (Altemative C-mod) adopts the suggestion to create a 
separate rnanagernent area for tirnber dernonstration. 

4. 	 The 1986 Forest Plan was approved and has been 
irnplernented, even though it was appealed, with the 
exception ofthe tirnber sale program and road construction. 

5. 	 A new alternative, C-rnod, has been identified and selected as 
the Revised Plan. It incorporates severa! of your suggestions 
for rnodifications to the Proposed Revised Plan. 
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ALTERNATIVES AND JTJST!FICATIONS 

The current draft Plan does not present and evaluate a rcasonab!e an·ay ofalterna1i\·es. or 
adequately justify \\'hy it has selected the Prefcrred Alten1ative. lndeed. the altenrntives 
presented in the draft Plan do not seem to have been dra""n according to any clearly discen1able 2 	 rationale. Fwthennore, the USFS has failed to provide any justification for why it makes n1os1 
ofits recon1mendations. and why it is proposing Alternative C as the Preferred Altemative, Our 
understanding ofthe NFMA is that ít requires a clear rationale for selection of a preferrcd 
altemative. 

For example, the Plan does notjustify why it has drawn management area designations 3.s 
they are on the maps; why a Jarger \Vildemess area designaiion wou!d be incompatible with a 
.,:ery limited timber demonstration program since ali the proposed demonstratíon arcas are on the 
periphery ofthe forest outside the forest's road!ess areas; why there is need for so much Jund in3 	 Management Area 4 (30% ofthe forest) when only 1,500-1,600 acres (5% ofthe forest) are 
needed for thnber demonstralion; why the a.rea scuthwest of El Negro Peak is proposed for 
Managen1ent Arca 4 in Altemative C, and for Management Area 2 in Altemative S; why, in 
Altemative B, the developed recreation arca (Mgmt. Area 2) extends south a.long Hv.y. 191 from 
the intersection ofHwy. 191 and Forest Route 10. but not in Alteniative C: 

We note in the paragraphs below many more such failures of justification. \Vithout clear 
justification for the choices the t;SFS is proposing to nlake, we cannot support many ofthose 
choices. More important\y, we note that we made many ofthese identical criticisms in our 
comments on earlier drafts, e.g.. in Sierra Club's 8 June 1990 comments to forest Supervisor 
José Salinas. V/e fail to understand why the Forest Service has been unable. in the intervening 
five years, to ans\>.'er our requests for more information on numerous issues we feel are esséntial 
not only to preparation of an acceptable forcst plan but to sustainable forest n1anagement on the 
Caribbean National Forest (C~F). To ensure that our earlier conunents and questions are 
addressed, we ask that the Forcst Service consider our 8 June 1990 comments to be a pan: ofthe 
com.ments we submit toda.y. \Ve respectfully request that the issues we raise be addressed. 

lncidentally, the LRJ...iP states (pg. 5-2) that the Revised Plan would supersede the 1986 
Forest Plan, which .was "approved." It should be noted that the 1986 Plan was appealed and 
never implemented; to say that it was approved, or that a ne\\' plan would supersede it. is 
misleading. 

NEW ALTERNATIVE 

5 
 We cannot support any of the alternatives proposed by the DEIS and the Proposed . 

Revised Lfil.1P. \Ve firmly be!ieve a new alternath·e should be developed to combine the b~st of 
Altematives B and C, and v..·e propase its elements below. Finally. we intend to dis.cuss further 
with the forest planners the decails ofthis new alternative. 

2 

6. The appwved Revised Plan (Alternative C-mod) eliminates 
the Primary Forest Management Area, and allocates this area 
instead to Research Natural Area, as you have recommended. 
In the approved Revised Plan, the area east of the Icacos 
River has been allocated to a Scenic River Corridor 
Management Area, rather than to the Integrated Management 
Area (as it was in the Proposed Revised Plan). Your 
recommendation of dual Research Natural Area/wilderness 
management area has not been adopted because these two 
management areas have different management objectives. 

7. In the approved Revised Plan (Alternative C-mod) the area 
adjacent the Mameyes River is allocated to a newly created 
Scenic River Corridor Management Area. Further away from 
the River there is still sorne Integrated Management Area, but 
timber demonstration does not occur in this Management 
Area in Alternative C-mod. 

8. This suggestion has not been adopted. The approved Revised 
Plan (Alternative C-mod) recommends the same river 
segments far designation as did the Proposed Revised Plan. 

9. A narrow strip of secondary farest (already altered) along the 
East Peak Road is allocated to the Communication Sites 
Management Area in the Revised Plan. Limited treatment vs. 
control research and guided recreation can occur in this area, 
in addition to its primary use far communication sites and 
their access roads. 

1O. These trails are not included in the selected alternative. 

1l. Very limited road construction is proposed to access timber 
demonstration areas and new recreation sites, and to indicate 
expanded parking areas at certain developed sites. 

12. 	 The expansion of Quebrada Grande Picnic Area is not 
proposed in the approved Revised Plan (Alternative C-mod). 
Instead a similar amount of additional picnic area capacity 
would be added ata new site on PR 9966 (Jiménez Road). 
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The new alten1ative would include the follo\ving designations and directions: 

• 	 A Wildemess area ofapproximately 8,500 acres would be recomn1ended for designadon 
on the east side ofthe forest [encompassing the entire expanded RNA of Altemathe C 
plus three additional arcas as detailed below]. An area of at least 10.363 acres on the 
west side ofthe forcst would receive similaf designation [contingent on a detailcd 
explanation ofall specific boundary aligrunentsJ. 

• 	 The area proposed in Altemative C for Management A.rea 8 (Prim.ary Forest) designation . 
as well as the area in the R.io Icacos/R.io Prieto/Quebrada Sonadora watersheds proposed 
for Management Area 4 (Integrated) designation v.•ould instead be designated pan ofthé 
expanded RNA (Mgmt. A.rea 7), With a concurrent \Vildemess designation for the same 
arca. At the same time, the area south ofthe intersection ofH..,.,'Y. 191 and Forest Route 
10, proposed in Altemati\'e B for Managenlent Area 2 (Developed Recreation) 
designation, would be sinlilarly designated. The Río Icacos Valley is critica! for PR 
parrot recovecy [16 July 1991 letter fro1n 13-year parrot researcher James \V. \Vi ley to 
Nathaniel Lav,:rence ofNRDC; and 17 June 1991 Jetter to Mr. La...,.Tence from former 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service head ofthe PR parrot program Noel Snyder]. 

• 	 The area on the East side ofthe foresc, in the MunicipiÓ de Fajardo district, proposcd in 
Alternative C for Yl:anagement Area 4, would be similarly designated as 
RNA/\\-'ilderness. There is nothing in the plan to suggest why this roadless area should 
be open. to potentíal titnber demonstration or other manipulative research. 

7 

• The area offorest east ofthe Río Mameyes transected by the Bisley and Carillo Trai!s. 


proposed in both Altematives B and C for Manag:ement Area 4 (Integrated) designation, 

should instead be designated pan ofthe adjacent Management Area 6 (Research). Tl1is is 

a sensiti\'e area, and there is nothing in ihe plan to suggest '~·by this area should be open 
to potential timber demonstration. 

Ali qualif)1ing river segments would be proposed for fom1a! \Vi\d/Scenic/Recreationa:l 
?" designation. 


• The !vfanagement Area 1corridor along East Peak Road should be of a width similar to 
e¡ 	 that along Hwy. 191 South. In other words, it should be as narro"" as possible and should 

not be open to the siting of e>:panded developed recreation or administrative facilities. 

• The Rio Espiritu Santo and Icacos Va!ley Trails, as proposed in Al1ema1ive B. shou!d not 
be constructed. The fonner wou!d traverse occupied PR parrot habitat (and the plan ~otes/o 	 potential habitat damage from construction), and the Icacos Valley is critica! fer parrot 
recovery. 

No new roads would be constructed./( . 
3 

13. 	 The term "sustainable" is defined in the text. It is intended to 
incorpbrate all ecological elements, not just timber 
production. We agree that the meaning of this term is 
evolving as scientific knowledge is improved, but there is no 
way manágement can wait until science knows all the 
ans\vers. 

14. 	 The Roadless Area Evaluations in Appendix C have been 
updated in the Final EIS. The• Record of Decision indicates 
that 37% of the Forest is enough wildemess, and that the 
Forest's dual status as an experimental forest indicates 
designation of a substantial portian ofthe Forestas Research 
Natural Area (RNA) is appropriate. The east side of the 
Forest contains the existing Baño de Oro RNA; proposed 
additions are adjacent this existing RNA. 

15. 	 We agree that back-country use can be directed and 
controlled by providing, or not providing, trails for access. 
Nevertheless, increased use because of wildemess or Wild 
and Scenic River designation, was a concern we heard 
expressed. 

16. 	 Sorne portions of the Roadless Areas have less wildemess 
character than others. Those portions that are clase to roads 
and which do not have primary forest, have generally been 
allocated to management areas other than wildemess or 
Research Natural Area. 

17. 	 The Final EIS has been corrected to indicate that this area 
has never been recommended by the Forest Service for 
wilderness designation. We recognize that the Sierra Club 
has recommended designation of the Mameyes Roadless 
Area. 

18. 	 This recommendation has been adopted. 

19. 	 Determínation of how to implement wildemess objectives 
(e.g. wildemess rangers, signing, etc.) on a specific trail is a 
project leve! decision. 

http:Icacos/R.io


• 	 Expansion ofthe existiog Quebrnda Grande Picnic Area would be put on hold pending an/2. 	 examinatíon ofthe possibility ofmoving the site elsewhere to reduce potential impact on 
endangered species. 

DEFINITIONS 

The new draft has replaced the old draft's term "sustained yíeld" \'>'ith a new terrn 
"sustainable timber production". However, the definition used in the new draft is NOT of 
sustainable but ofsustained yield tin1ber n1anagement -- two entirely diffürent concepts. As the 
Forest Service is a\vare, a growing consensus in the scientific and forestry communities supports 
the idea that sustainability requires a fully integrated, ecOS)'Stem approach to resource tnanage-' 
ment - one that involves ali components ofan ecosystem. If sustainability is the goal, managing 
a con1plex ecological system by focusing only on a single species or co1nmodity is a prescription 
for failure. For example, sustainable timber management cannot be achieved \vithout 

13 	 simu!taneously sustaining every other co1nponent ofthe ecosystem of\vhich the timber is a pan. 

lf \ve believed that the Forest Service intended to demonstrate a narrow, sustained yield 
version oftin1ber management on the forest, we would be compelled to oppose the whole 1imber 
demonstration program. The Plan's misuse ofthe tennino!ogy is unacceptable. \Ve therefore 
strongly urge the Forest Service to removc the tenn "sustainable timber production'' from the 
entire plan and its related documents unless it can provide both a complete!~· ne,~· detinition that 
incorporates a!l the ecological elements of sustafnabllity (e,g., soil. water, biodiversity, integrated 
ecosystem managen1ent. non-degradation, prevention of extinction, etc.), M.d evidence to support 
a contention that the Forest Service either already is practicing sustainable forest managcn'lent or 
expects to do so ·within thc period ofthe Plan. ­

WILDERNESS 

The draft Plan does notjustify why no wilderness ís being proposed on the east side of 
the forest, or \vhy the boundary lines for the new El Toro WildemC'ss were dta\\11 as ptoposed. 
Also, none ofthe scrious tlaws contained in the Roadless A.rea Evaluation (RA.E) ofthe El Toro 
Wilderness (which we poimed out at length in our previous \\-Titten comments: 8 June 1990 
Siena Club letter to José Salinas) have been corrected in Appendix C of the DEIS. This is 
unacceptable given that the Wild and Scenic Rivers eligibility study in Appendix D has been 
updated since the last version ofthe draft Plan was published. J\1any sratements in the RAE are 
no longer even current. 

As v;e also ha.ve in the past, we reject the draft Plan's íntimation that \Vffderness 
designation "would invite increased recrcation use." Such use is fully and easily within the 
hands ofUSFS managers to control: no arca need be opened to recreational access unless 

15 	 permitted b)' USFS. Of gr~ater significan.ce, we belicve, is that, "(b)ack-country use will 
increase in response to ... the attraction ofmorc potential users by El Portal..." (Swnmary, Figure 
7a, pg. 23). 

4 

20. 	 The recorrunendation to eliminate trail shelters within areas 
proposed for wildemess is adopted in the approved Revised 
Plan. 

21. 	 The approved Revised Plan (Altemative C-mod) eliminates 
the Primary Forest Management Area. Ali primary forest is 
allocated to management areas proposed for wildemess or 
RNA in the approved Plan. We have not adopted your 
suggestion for dual RNNwildemess designation. 

22. 	 The Rio Icacos Valley is allocated to a Scenic River Corridor 
Management Area in the approved Revised Plan (Altemative 
C-mod). · 

23. 	 We have tried to eliminate such inconsistencies Final EIS and 
Revised Plan. 

24. 	 Appendix D documents the Wild and Scenic River 
eligibility/suitability analysis. 

25. 	 We agree that providing or not providing trail access can, to 
a large extent, control recreation use of rivers. However, 
sorne ofthe flatter stretches (for example part ofthe Icacos) 
would be accessible to recreation users without trail 
construction. 

26. 	 The standards and guidelines in the Revised Plan are 
consistent with national Forest Service direction for 
management ofWild, Scenic and Recreation Rivers. 

http:significan.ce
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\Ve recomrnend an 8.500 acre Mameyes \Vildcmess designation on the east side ofthe 
forest. This area fully qualifies; thc Cl\'F possesses the on!y available wildemess Puerto fücar1s 
will ever have, so as much ofitas possible deserves fon11a! designation: and \Vilden1ess/!.? 	 designation for this arca will not conflict with any other uses described in 1he new DEIS or 
Revised LR..:\1P. \Ve oppose allocating any currently roadless areas to m<1nagement areas tha1 
wou!d permita range ofmultiple uses. 

The DEIS incorrectly states (pg. III-59) that "(n)one ofthe h1ameyes Roadless Area has 
been previously recommended for \vildemess designation. In fact, the 18 Septe1nber 1987 letter 
from appellants' co·counsels to CNF Supervisor Bernie Rios calls fer a wildemess study ofthe 
east side ofthe forest, and the Sierra Club's 8 June 1990 comments to José Salinas included a 
detailed recomrnendation for a Mameyes \\lilderness designation. 

/f 
In the Final Revised LR.1v:1.P. in the Watershed Protection Standards and Guidelüi'es, we 

recommend that Managem.ent Area S be added to the type ofarea where fertili'zers would be 
prohibited, and where the ltTF would be consulted prior to any Jandslide stabilization. In 
general, landslides in v,.ildemess should not be stabilized. 

The Plan's Standards and Guidelines for \Vilderness present group size limitation and 
pennitting requirements. Ifthe R..io Sabana/Rio Blanco Trail is constructed, these requiremcnts 
would necessitate the placing ofa full-time ranger at the trailhead/picnic area in order to control 
use by casual hikers. We would Jike to see this spelled out in the Final Plan. Also in the same 
guidelines there is referenee to trail design, but there is no recommendation reg:arding trail 
suñace compatibility with wildemess. Thís is a subjec1 we have raised in carlicr comrnents, and 
we would like the Final Plan to address it. Finally, again in the same guidelines under 
"Facilities'' (pg. 4·60), there is a statement indicatíng that shclters would be pennined in 
desígnated Wíldcmess. We oppose this as incompatible with the \Vildemess Act. and ask that it 
be removed from the Final Plan. 

"PRJMARY FOREST" DESIGNAT!ON 

The Plan provides no justification ofthe need for this ne\v type of managemem unit 
designation, orofwhy it should be located in the Rio Icacos Valley. This is even more 
confusing since its management prescriptions appear to be essentially identical to RNA 
designation (LRMP pp. 4~63-.4~67). Therefore, we recommend replacing this designation with a 
concurrent RNNWildemess designation as described above. 

RNA DESIGNATION 

We support the proposed enlargement ofthe R..'\J'A and recommend a funhcr enlargement 
2..r 	 (see above). One ofthe primary mandates ofthe Luqui!lo Experín1ental Forest is research, and 

RNA designation provides a strong protective environment in which such research can take place 
without risk of disturbance. Areas not on!y of primar)' forest (in ali types and zones). but of 
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27. 	 Our best estimate is that three miles of road construction will 
be needed to implement the direction in the Revised Plan. The 
approved Revised Plan (Alternative C-mod) includes a 
Timber Demonstration Management Area which gives a 
more specific idea than the Proposed Revised Plan of areas 
that will need road access. However, site specific project 
analyses will still be necessary to detennine exactly where 
road construction is needed. 

28. 	 The East Peak Road corridor (Management Area 3 ­
Communication Sites) is only as wide as the strip of altered 
forest along this road. 

29. 	 This point has been clarified in the Final EIS. 

30. 	 This trail was located to follow an existing trail. The ID 
Team and Forest Management Team confirmed in the field 
that no new trail construction will be required, only re­
construction. 

31. 	 This trail is not included in the selected altemative. 

32. 	 The Río Espíritu Santo Loop Trail is not included in the 
selected altemative (C-mod). 

33. 	 The creation of a Timber Demonstration Management Area 
in the approved Revised Plan (Altemative c-mod) clarifies 
this point. 

34. 	 The demonstration of sustainable timber production will 
occur within the 1,167 acres of Management Area 8. An 
additional 120 acres in other management areas would be 
allocated to demonstrate various forest ecological and 
management concepts. 



Z'Z- robust secondary forest, as v.:ell as key PR parrot recovery habitat like tbe Rie Icacos Valley, 
should be represented in the RNA. Unlike Altemative C, our proposal wou!d inc!ude such areas. 

'Z.3 The Forest Service should eliminate inconsistencies in acreage figures far 1he RNA (e.g .. 
• DEIS pg. JII-67 and the map fer Altemative C). 

WILD AND SCEN!C RIVERS 

The USFS dees notjustify in the draft Plan why only seven efthe C!\F's fifteen river 
segments studied fer eligibility received detailed analysis, or why Altemative C preposes fonna! 
designation fer only three ofthem. The draft Plan also does net explain why the other se\·en 
rivers on the forest with ''distinctive'' ratings (Table D-1, pg, D-4, DEIS) were evidently denied 
detailed analysis and were not proposed for fonnal designatien. The draft Plan further fails to 
explain why the river segments proposed by Altemative C fer fonna! \Vild & $c¿níc designation 
are more \Vorthy of such designation than the segments it does not so recommend, especially 

2 J..{ since all four ofthe un-designated segments lie within areas proposed either fer Vi!lderness or 
RNA designatíon • strong!y protecti\'e designations that are fully consistent with \Vild & Scenic 
R.iver deSignation. 

There are l ,125 nliles of rivers and streams 011 the forest. Sixty-two nli!es were evidently 
srudied by the liSFS and sixty ofthose miles \\'ere found to have one or more distinctive 
characteristics. Altemative C. howe\·er, propases formal designation fer less than nine miles ­
only .8% ofthe forest's stream miles (or only 1 % ofthe perennial stream 1niles). Ata minimum. 
Altemative C raises serious questions, especially in the absence of a rational explanation ef why 
99% ofthe forest's river miles are deemed unworthy of designation. ' 

Given that the CNF's rh1ers will probably represent the only opportunity for fonnally 
designated protected rivers Puerto Ricans will ever have. we recomn1end that ali river segments 
on the forest which possess qualifying attributes be proposed for formal Wild!Scenic/ 
Recreatíonal designation. We do not accept Altemative C's recommendation. 

\Ve reject the DEIS's cOntention (pp. III-62-63) that \Vild & Scenic designation could 
adversely affect panot and other wildlife habitat by íncreasing recreational usage. A decision 
whether or not to build trails within the rh·er corridors is entirely wíthin the hands of the USFS. 
Ifthe USFS wishes to prevent adverse impacts from recreational users. it should sitnply not 
constrUct any trails within the river corridors. 

In his 8 June 1990 letter to José Salinas on beha\f of the appe!lants to the l 986 Forest 
Plan, Robert Dreher ofthe Sierra Club Legal Defense Furid noted that the proposed manadement 
standards for \Vild & Scenic Rivers that were contained in the Plan "deviate from Forest Servicc 

Z C, administrative direction fer such poten tia! wild a.nd scenic rivers." He then asked that the 
standards be re\'ised. Vie note that the standards contained in the ne\v draft: (DEIS pp. D-25-29) 
are unchanged, and are in fact identical 10 those in the pre\·ious draft. \Ve recommend that they 
be confonned to Forest Service administrativc direction. 
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35. 	 The Final EIS clarifies this point. It is true that different 
wildlife species are associated with various habitat types and 
stages of succession, contributing to biodiversity. Primary 
forest is a very limited habitat in Puerto Rico and the 
Caribbe.an generally, and it has habitat val u es that are 
irreplaceable, at least with our current knowledge. 

36. 	 Our information indicates that demonstration of sustainable 
timber production from secondary and cutover forests would 
be valuable because it is currently rarely practiced. At the 
same time the area of secondary and cutover forests in the 
tropics is increasing rapidly as primary forests are logged 
and cleared for agriculture, and previously cleared areas 
grow back. 

37. 	 We agree that forest management means more than timber 
production, and we strive to demonstrate this principie. 

38. This leve! of detail will be addressed in site specific project 
analyses. 

39. The approved Revised Plan (Altemative C-mod) does not 
include a designation of the Forest as a municipal supply 
watershed. It does establish the need to provide instream 
flows for maintenance of aquatic habitats first, and meeting 
consumptive demands second. 

40. 	 Growth ofthe reproductive segment ofthe Parrot population 
has provento be a slow process. Although the wild flock has 
almost doubled since Hurricane Hugo, the number of 
successful breeding pairs remains between 5 and 6, as 
opposed to 3 to 5 before the hurricane. We believe the goal 
of 1Obreeding pairs within 1 Oyears is realistic, although we 
are hopeful our cooperative efforts with USFWS and DNER 
will result in more breeding pairs. 

-----"'"-------------- ---·--------------------- ­



-- -----

ROADS 

The draft Plan does notjustify \Vhy exactly tOur miles ofnew road are necessary. nor 
present any map sho\\ing where its proposed new roads would be located. In a 20 July 1987 

21 	letter to appellant co-counsel Roben Dreher, CNF Supervisor Bemie Rios promised that 
''(g)eneral locations and schedules [forne'"' local roadsJ will be given in the amendment... ", but 
we Still cannot find this a.nywhere in the new draft in 1995. This omission shou!d be rectified in 

. the Final Plan. 

Most impottantly, the draft Plan does not explain "vhy timber demonstration cannot be 
located near existing roads - numerous plantations and managed forest sites are so Jocated. The 
draft Plan also does not explain why the width ofthe corridor along East Peak Road is much 
wider than that fer H""''Y· 191 South, and why its configuration is different be1\veen Alternadves 
B and C. These ineonsistencies should be corrected in the Final Plan. 

2" Regarding Highway 191, v.•e find the draft Plan's contention that "(s)mal\ businesses 
along the highway in the Naguabo area have repo11ed decreased sales because oftbe cessation of 
through traffic" (DEIS pg. I-9), to be ineredible. The road has been blocked by Jandslide for 
twenty-flve years: by now, businesses would long since have adapted to·the change. 

TRAlLS 

The draft Plan does notjustify why the specific route ofthe proposed new Rio 
Sabana/Ria Blanco Trial has been chosen. \Ve believe that route should be reconsidered. The 
trailhead wUJ beata new developed picnic and recreation site at the southern edge ofthe fores1

30 \Vithin very easy access ro large nwnbers ofcasual users. It will be a very shon distance from the 
trailhead to primary forest and wilderness. We recommend instead routing 1he trail wes1v,1ard 
along the southem edge ofthe primary forest zone for approximately one niile befare then 
turning it nonhward to intersect v.ith the El ToroJTradewinds Trail. This wou!d, toan extent. 
buffer the ""ilderness from the impacts of more casual hikers, who may come to the developed 
picnic area poorly prepared to entera designated wilderness. Finally, ,~·e note that the draft 
Plan's recreation goals for trail construction (LR.\1P pg. 4-25) would be violated by the 
construction of this particular trail. 

We believe the proposed Rio Espiritu SaJ1to Trail (in Altemative B) shou!d not be 
constrUcted dueto íts potential adYerse effects on recovery ofthe PR parrot, as stated in the 
DEIS. 

The DEIS (pg. III~36) states that, under Altemative C, "trail segments v.·ithin occupied 
parrot habitat \vould be closed." Does this include the Tradewinds Trail? The Re\·ised LR.MP

3 2- also states (pg. 3~15) that "(t)he Revísed Plan elin1inates proposed trail construction in currently 
[occupied] parrot habitat." Both statements are inconsistent with Altemative C's proposal to 
construct new trail seg:ments within occupied parrot habitat, the Rio Espiritu Santo Loop and the 

. Rio de Ja Mina TraiL The Final Plan should eliminate such statements. 
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41. 	 A map of the Puerto Rican Parrot habitats (management 
situation concept) has been added to Appendix Fin the Final 
EIS and Appendix A of the Revised Forest Plan. This map 
and the Key Habitat Maps demonstrate that virtually no 
recreation development and no timber demonstration would 
occur within occupied Parrot habitat, and only a limited 
amount of recreation development (primarily trail 
construction) would occur in potential habitat. 

42. 	 Conunent noted. 

43. 	 Management priorities need to be set given budget, 
personnél, and technical knowledge lirnitations. Monitoring 
and inventory efforts are concentrated on known or likely 
locations ofthreatened, endangered and sensitive species, and 
in areas where habitats will be altered or disturbances will 
occur. There is no way we can know or measure everything. 

44. 	 The point ofthis analysis was to provide a cumulative effects 
perspective on how much of the entire Forest would be 
altered by proposed developments. It is not possible to 
produce a map of the habitat of every species on the Forest. 
Instead we have made two broad wildlife analyses: one 
focused on the Puerto Rican Parrot, which is critically 
endangered, is known to be sensitive to habitat change and to 
human disturbance, and for which we have substantial 
information; the second analysis looks at the Forest as a 
whole. 

45. 	 The Revised Plan does reduce effects as compared to the 
1986 Plan. 

46. 	 The re-vegetation standards refer to landslides, not to 
management activities. 

47. 	 These figures have beenrevised in the Final EIS based on the 
most recent information available. 



TIMBER DEMONSTRATION A:"<D PLANTATIONS 

The draft Plan's 1naps do not indicate \Vhere secondary forest treatments and timber 
demonstration would take pbce; maps included in the Final Plan should do so. The ! 990 Draft 
Amended LRMP states that, by 1990, a "tong range action plan that describes specific (tirnber 
managementJ projects to be carried out" will be developed. I~n our 8 June t990 conunents to th3t 
LRMP, we asked far this action plan to be described in detail in the revised LRMP. As far as we 
can tell, it is not mentioned anywhere in the new draft Plan. 

Although tbroughout the draft Plan the figure of 1,500 acres is used to indica.te how much 
of the forest would be allocated to timber demonstration under Ahernative C. Table 4-3 (LR.h1P. 
pg. 4-68) shows a different total -- 1,200 acres of plantations, 300 acres of nati\'e secondary 
forest, and 120 acres of"roadside demonsrration plots. "far a total of I.620 acres. Th.is 
discrepancy, as well as the nature ofthe "roadside plots11 

, needs to be explaíned in 1he Final Plan. 

Page JJl-41 ofthe DEIS siates that Alternative B \VOuld include some iimber harvest: 
page 17 ofthe Swnmary states that Alt. B would demonstrate various timber management 
prescriptions on 120 acres; but elsewhere throughout the Plan it is stated unequivocally that 
Altemative B would not permit any timber demonstration. The follo"'·ing tables also present 
conflicting information on Ah. B's timber demonstration/maintenance: Summary, Table 1. 
pg. 15; DEIS Table III-3, pg. 111-34; and DEIS Table II-2, pg. Jl-12. It seen1s that Alternalive B 
would include demonstration activities on 1,000 acres of existing plantations while at the srune 
time it propases ample \Vildemess designations on both sides ofthe forest. This fully supports 
our contention that a new altema1ive can be designed to accommodate multiple uses on the forest 
without c01npromising eíther Wildemess or very limited timber demonstration activities. 

We reject the suggestion in the DEIS that natíve secondary forest is of lesser value for 
wildlife than prímary forest (pg. III-34). There is insufficient evidence in the Plan that the USFS 
has enough knówledge about the forest's biodiversity to support such a S\l\1eeping assertion. 
Furthermore, not only are tbe lower, peripheral are~ ofthe forest the preferred habitat ofthe 
endangered PR boa, but they are crítica! to the recóvery ofthe PR parrot (especially adYanced 
secondary Tabonuco forest- identífied for complete protection by the 1990 Draft Amended 
LRMP). 

We still believe that the ratíonale the VSFS uses to justify its timber demonstration 
program is very weak. The abundance ofreal-\1.1orld timber harvesting operations and research 
projects associated with them that are currently underway in the tropical foresls of the wor!d 
would effectively relegate most CNF demonstration progrruns to near insignif:cance. Also, for 
many forest managers, the CNF programs might even fail the test ofrelevance because they 
would be disconnected from the most serious pressures and problems faced by most tropical 
forest managers -- n1arket prices and tem1s oftrade, poverty, shifting agriculture. wood fue! 
demand, cte. 
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48. 	 The Revised Plan <loes provide direction to address the 
Forest's transportation needs as soon as practica!. We expect 
a future Plan amendment or revision will incorporate new 
direction based on this analysis. 

49. 	 The approved Revised Plan (Alternative C-mod) <loes not 
include the proposal to expand Quebrada Grande Picnic 
Area. 

50. 	 The approved Revised Plan (Alternative C-mod) revises the 
size of the Mt. Britton Trailhead. In addition, the map for 
C-mod more accurately indicates that this trailhead would be 
located outside occupied Parrot habitat. 

51. 	 The analyses in the EIS are based on ali the developments 
and disturbances (e.g. recreation site and trail construction, 
timber demonstration) that are projected to occur over 50 
years. 

52. 	 Monitoring is ongoing and will continue. 

53. 	 Comment noted. 

54. 	 No alternatives were considered that would increase the areas 
permitted for communication siles. The alternatives do vary 
in terms .of which management areas access roads to the 
communication siles are allocated to. 

55. 	 A section on Integrated Pest Management has been added in 
the approved Revised Plan, which indicates standards and 
guidelines that would be followed in the application of any 
herbicide. There is currently no use of herbicides on the 
F ores!, and no use is anticipated, asid e from the possible 
limited application is sorne research projects. Any such use 
would undergo site specific environmental analysis. 

56. 	 Commentnoted. 

http:indica.te


Among the essential managen1ent tools the liSFS should be den1onstrating are improved 
valuation of ali forest resources, biodiversity inventory' and managl!mcnt tcchniqucs, uti!ization 
ofnon~wood forest products, certifica1ion assessments, monitoring, training offorcsr managers in 

'37 	sustainable multiple resource management, and public educatton. Unfonunately, we do not scc 
any ofthese mentioned in the Plan. It would appear that the Forest Service has such a narrow. 
timber-harvest focus in the design ofits "demonstration" prograrn that ir may not be able t~~ 
demonstrate the integrated, holistic approach that is essential for sustainable forcst management. 
That v.•ould be regrettable. 

38 
We would like to state bere our preference fer se!ection harvcsting over cven-aged 

management. Also, although the draft Plan presents a commitment to "(e)mphasize natural 
regeneration, including native species in plantations now dominated by exotic species" .. (LR.:\,lP 
pg. 4..53), nowhere in the Plan are any details ofhow this will be accomplished and 011 what 
schedule. We support this conunitment, and we \\.'OU!d like the Final Plan to present the details. 

"MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY" DESIGNATION 

The draft Plan does not clearly explain this designation and its implications. or its 
''conditions and limitations" (Summary, pg. 8). We ...vould like to k.no\v what agencr would 
make and administer the designation, and .v.·hat the management implications would be for 
Wild/Scenic/Recreational Rivers and for Wildemess. For exarnple, would this designation 
require landslides in Wildemess to be stabilized? \Ve also v...·ould like to know whether tbis 
designation \VOuld permit "modifying intakes to avoid reducing streamflows below natural 
minimums" (DEIS pg. III~13); such reduction of streamflows currently occurs during periods of 
Jow water \vhen exísting \\'ater withdrawals in sorne streams reduce dov...11streru11 flows be!ow the 
ecological minimum, or evento zero flow. 

PUERTO RICAN PARROT RECOVERY 

In the Revised LRlviP. page 4-71, the draft Plan presents a goal by the end of the plan 
period ofonly ien breeding pairs of parrots. The Parrot Recovery Plan recon1mends that there be 
25 breeding pairs in captivity in the aviary, and considerably more in the \Vild population, wilh a 
total \\ild population goal of 500 birds in the Luqui!lo Mountains. Furthermore. ten breeding 
pairs is almost what currently exists in the wild population. Thus, the draft Plan's goal is far 
from an acceptable target. At that rate, it could take 200-300 years for the parrot to recover. 

Although Figures Il·9a and Il-9b (DEIS pg. I!v27) refer to parrot "potential habitat", none 
'f/ ofthe maps do so. This is important infonnation that should be induded on rhe 1naps, as it 

would make it clear that virtually the entire forest is essential parrot recoven· habitat. 

\Ve support the Forest servicc's commitment to work with the F AA to prevent aircraft 
42. 	 overflights below a nlinimum altitude and during parrot breeding season. 
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BIODIVERSITY, WILDLIFE HABITAT, ANO INYENTOIUES 

\Ve comrnend the Forest Service for its suong and unequivocal comrnitn1ent to 
maintaining the CNF's complete ense1nble of biological diversity, including viable populntion:; 
of all native species in existing or hlstoríc disrributions (LruviP pg. 4· l 0). 

Ho\\-·ever, we believe a biological inventory is essential to sustainable management ofthe 
forest. Jmpacts cannot be n1easured or monitored un!ess managers kno'v what the baselines are. 
The LRMP states that the biological values ofthe CNF's primary forest "remain incomplerely 
kno,.,11" (pg. 3·5). Yet the draft Plan makes no clear commit1nent \O conducta thorough 
biological in\'entory ofthe forest. Although the DEIS states (pg. G-3) that "(a}ll species were 
reviewed, 3Jld (pg, G-1) lhat there is a goal of "rapid and consis1ent evaluation vf biologica! 
resources throughout the planning process," these scatements appear to apply only to 
Management Indicator Species. There is no indication anywhere that the foresrs plants and 
animals ha,·e been or will be-systematically inventoried. In his 20 July 1987 Jener to appellant 
co-counsel Roben Dreher. CNF Forest Supervisor Bemie Rios stated, "It is true that the forest 
Plan could have more specifically identified biotic in\'entory needs, and scheduled particular 
inventaries. We will address this subject in the amendment, and more specific direction will be 
given regarding biotic inventaries." Yet the new draft Plan, eight years later. does not appear 10 

do so. The Forest Service's promise to che appellants of the 1986 Plan has not been fu!filled. 

Regarding wildlife habitat, the draft Plan takes a peculiar approach to evaluating impacts 
on wildlife and habitat. The Plan seems to consider the entire forestas "habi1at" without 
delineating or assessing the unique habitats of individual specíes. At the same rime. the Plan 
provides small maps that detail occupied PR parrot habirat, but no maps indica1ing the habita! of 
any other species. This "generalities vs. single-species" imbalance should be corrected. 

The Revised LR.\1P incorrectly states (pg. 3-14) that the revised plan "reduces effects en 
v.·ildlife habitat," and (pg. 3-l .S) "reduces the amount of parrot habiiat altered." To the contrary, 
it seems quite apparent that, because the prefened altemative v.•ould construct ncw trails. roads 
and developed recreation sites, and begin a timber demonstration Program, the effects en wildlifr 
(and parrot) habitat would surely increase (\Vhich is clear in LRMP Figure 3-5b and in DEIS 
Table II-13J. The final Plan should avoid such statements. 

Regarding revegetation on arcas disturbed by manage1nent prescriprions. \ve recommend 
a revision ofthe \Vatershed Protection Standards and Guidelines (LRMP pg. 4.. 5), \\.'hich suggest

J.f G. that non-native vegetation may be used "where native species cannot be established." We 
reconlJTlend that where planning and environmental assessn1ent detem1ine that re-establishment 
ofnative vegetation is unlikely to be successful. plani¡ for disturbance shou!d be redsed or 
dropped. 

Page JII-22 of1he DEIS states that the Commonwealth of Pue1to Rico lisis 20 forest plant 
species as threatened or endangered. while Table JJJ-2 (pg. IIJ~26) puts the number at 26. These 
figures should be comparable. 
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DEVELOPED RECREATION AND TRANSPORTATION 

If, as stated in the DEIS (pg. IJI.50), "(d)emand for dcve!oped recreation exceeds existing 
capacity by an estimated 300~400% on swruner weekends,'' Íhen it is unreasonable fór the USFS 
to postpone consideration ofaltemative trarisportation systems Wltil "the future" (samc page). 
We recommend that the final Plan address this issue directly and in sorne detail, and that the 
"Forest Transportation Plan" (LRMP pg. 4w33) be developed as soon as possible. 

The DEIS suggests that the existing Quebrada Grande Picnic Area has an impact on 
"endangered species that occur in the vicinity." Yet, Altemative C would expand that picnic 
arca. We recommend a re·evaluation of1his expansion, andan examination ofthe possibility of 
moving the site elsewhere. 

\Ve recommend against any e>:pansion ofManagement Area 2 in thc upper levels ofthe 
forest. We also have reservatíons about the siting of new, or the expansion of existing, 
developed rccreation sites in the same arca, due to potential hnpacts on the PR parro e \\'e 
oppose the creation ofnew parking sites in this a.rea. specifically the one for tv.1enty cars in 
o~upied parrot habitat at the new traHhead near Mt. Britton [Would this trailhead be for the 
Tradev..inds or the .~t. Britton Trail?}. \Ve be!ieve altemative transponation options should be 
explored as soon as possible to service this pan ofthe forest. As the DEIS states in its 
Guidelines for Forest Activities in PR Parrot Habítats: "Projects with potentiai to permanently 
preclude area use by parrots.,. should be plan.ned outside of essential habitats." (pg. F-10) 

LIFE OF THE PLAN, CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MON!TORJNG 

It is our understanding that the Plan should present management direction and projections 
for the next SO years rather than the "10-15 years" stated in the Plan, The draft Plan does so only 
intennittently and cursoriJy. An evaluation ofthe cumulative impacts ofthe Preferred 
Altemative is required by NEPA and should be included in the final Flan. Implementation ofthe 
Preferred Alternative would inci-ease the amount ofthe forest within one-half kilometer of roads 
and other deYelopments by 12o/o or 3,300 acres (DEIS Table II-2, pg. II-13), and even the cwreni 
leYcl ofsuch developn1ent "is believed to be significant to disturbance-sensitive species such as 
the Puerto Rican parrot." (DEIS pg. lII-35). Clearly, this and similar cu1nuiati\'e impacts need 
more thorough asscssment in the Plan. 

As a general principle, \.ve a!so believe that the Forest Sen'ice should engage in no Jand
52- disrurbing activity in the absence of a monitoring program being in place which establishes an 

inicial baseline and then periodically assesses impacts. 
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SPECIAL USES 

We support the Forest Service's Standards and Guidelines regar<ling limitations on 
1nilitary exercises (LR.M:P pg. 4-23). 

Although the DEIS states (pg. III-45) that El Yunque and East Penk electronic sites 
currendy occupy 31 acres of land, and the LRMP indicates that the forest's conununications si tes 
"continue to occupy the same areas (and that] no additional sites are developed" (LR.\1P pg. 4­
50), Table 4-1 (LRM:P pg. 4-45) shows a 15% increase in acreage (from 70 ro 80 a~·res) :il!ocated 
to such uses. Aii. explanation is requíred for these discrepancies and far why an a.rea as !arge as 
80 acres would be needed for the sites. We believe that if the sites currently occupy only 31 
acres, then the official acreage devoted to Management Area 3 should be reduced to 35 acres w 
prevent uru1ecessary expansion. Thesc sites are acknowledged to be \'isual eyesores, 1hey require 
intrusive access for mainten!IJlce, and they may impact PR parrots. 

USE OF HERBICIDES 

Although in their previous comn1ents (8 June 1990 lener from Roben Dreher to JoséSS 
Salinas) the appellants raised questions about herbicíde use and requested n1ore detailed 
information about such use, the new draft Plan is silen1 on this subject. We request. in the Final 
Plan, a response to out earlier comments. 

FINAL THOUGHTS 

The Caribbean National Forest (CNF) is a sígnificant natural treasure both for Puerto 
Rico and for the whole nation. We strongly support the sustainable m;:magement ofthe forest to 
provide \\<'a.ter and recreatíon opportunities for Puerto Ricans; \Vilderness, biodiversitY and 
environrnental education for ali Americans; and sustainable forest managemen1 educarion and 
training for foresters and Jand managers from th.roughout the tropics. We stand ready to work 
with 1he Forest Service to accomplish these goals, 

# # # 
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Response to Letter 41EGl8do L•bla Aso~lado do Puolto Rico 
DEPARTAMENTO DE TRANSPORTACION Y OBRAS PUBLICAS 

Apartado 4121!19, E•laclón MlnllH, S•nturcf, Pu11t10 Rk>o OO!U0-121!19 

DI'. ~riol l. Pesquera 
S.or•tar!o 

21 de julio de 1995 

Sr. Pablo Cruz 
Supervisor Forestal 
U.S. Forest Service 
P.O. Box 25000 
Rio Piedras, Puerto Rico 00928-5000 

Declaración de Impacto Ambiental 
Bosque Nacional del Caribe 

Estimado señor Cruz: 

J'l~m. 


Sltv»O mon<:Jonot "'I• n~rnorc 


º"'"~" M to!l•ro • ••10 01un1c. 


® 

Le incluyo nuestros comentarios sobre la Declaración de Impacto 
Ambiental sobre el Plan de Manejo de los Terrenos y Recursos del 
Bosque Nacional del Caribe. 

Esperamos que los mismos reciban consideración durante la 
preparación de la revisión del plan de manejo del bosque y de la DIA 
final. 

Atentamente, 

&,....,.,.. ,&,o-­
Carlos l. Pesquera 
Secretario 

Anexo 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

We agrce. 

Corree!. 

The Revised Plan does not propose re-opening PR 191, nor 
does it expressly prohibit such a proposal in the future. The 
Plan <loes recognize a need to more fully address the Forest's 
transportation needs. The proposed designation ofthe Icacos 
River as a Scenic River, and the propasa! to build a hiking 
and/or bicycle trail across the landslide on PR 191 are not 
consisten! with re-opening the road to motor vehicles. 
Therefore, an amendment or revision of the F orest Plan 
woulé! be necessary befare the road could be re-opened. 

More importan! than its technical classification, is the 
problem that PR 191 is not well suited to the heavy use it 
currently receives, especially on busy weekends. This is why 
we believe alternatives involving mass transit systems need to 
be considered in addressing the Forest's transportation needs. 

We look forward to working with PRDOT on a 
comprehensive study ofthe Forest's transportationneeds and 
alternative solutions. 

Refercnce to cornments favoring re-opening have been added 
in the Final EIS and Revised Plan documents. 

Whether or not PR 191 is a through route, it provides the 
majar access for most of the Forest's estimated 750,000 
visitors. The Forest is probably the second most importan! 
tourist site in Puerto Rico, after Old San Juan. 



8. 	 We agree this aspect needs to be assessed more thoroughly as 
part ofthe overall transportation analysis for the Forest. But 
our initial studies do indicate that through traffic would 
complicate operation of a mass. transit system. Most similar 
systems do not accommodate through traffic, and require 
control access ofprivate vehicles. 

DEPARTAMENTO DE TRANSPORTACION Y OBRAS PUBLICAS 

COMENTARIOS SOBRE EL BORRADOR DE LA DECLARACION DE IMPACTO 
AMBIENTAL DE LA PROPUESTA REVISION DEL PLAN DE MANEJO DE LOS 
TERRENOS Y RECURSOS DEL BOSQUE NACIONAL DEL CARIBE, PREPARADO POR 
EL SERVICIO FORESTAL DE LOS ESTADOS UNIDOS 

El Bosque Nacional del Caribe {El Yunque) es una de las áreas recreativas más 
famosas de Puerto Rico. Las oportunidades recreativas proporcionadas en tas áreasJ 
de jiras, las vistas panorámicas, las veredas, y los ríos del Bosque son recursos 
escasos y valiosos, del mismo modo que son las maravillas biológicas del Bosque. 

El sistema de transportación del Bosque consiste de 44.8 millas de carreteras 
asfaltadas. La red entera es parte del sistema de carreteras del Puerto Rico, con 
excepción Ce los caminos de uso especial FR-1 O y FR-27 (un total de 5.3 millas). 

El Departamento de Transportación y Obras Públicas (DTOP) y la Administración 
Federal de Carreteras (FHWAJ han propuesto proyectos para la reconstrucción y 
reapertura de la Carretera PR-191 y la reconstrucción de la Carretera Sonadora, PR­
966, Ja cual sirve de enlace entre las Carreteras PR-191 y PR-186. 

Durante los años 1970 una sección de la Carretera PR-191 fue destruída por 
derrumbes, del Km. 13.3 al Km.21.0, y desde entonces esa sección ha estado cerrada 
al público. Esta carretera atraviesa al Bosque de norte a sur. Es !a ruta principal de 
acceso al Bosque y tiene el tráfico más pesado de todas las carreteras del sistema. 

En los años 1991-92, asociaciones ambienta!istas locales y del continente americano 
entablaron un pleito contra el proyecto de reapertura de la Carretera PR-191. La Corte 
del Distrito Federal de EE.UU. promulgó la orden para que !a Administración Federal 
de Carreteras del Departamento de Transportación de EE.UU. y/o el Servicio Forestal 
del Departamento de Agricultura de Jos EE.UU., desarrolle una declaración del impacto 
ambiental antes de proceder con el proyecto de reapertura de la carretera, o con 
cualquier otra acción al respecto. 

En ninguna de las alternativas consideradas en el borrador de la Declaración de 
Impacto Ambiental (BDIAJ se contempla Ja reapertura de la Carretera PA-191. Todas 

3 las alternativas de esta BDIA analizan !os efectos a base de mantener la Carretera PR­
191 en su condición actuar (cerrada del Km. 13.3 al Km. 21.0). Entendemos Que ésta 
es !a preferencia del Servicio Forestal aunque no lo expresa directamente el borrador 
del DIA. El Servicio Forestar debe expresar claramente su posición sobre la reapertura 
de la PR-191. 
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Actualmente la Carretera PR-191 está clasificada como una carretera secundaria ya 
que de acuerdo a lo contemplado originalmente cerraría un circuito entre dos 
carreteras primarias, PR-3 y PR-31. Si su continuidad sigue interrumpida 
permanentemente en e! futuro, para efectos administretivos sus dos tramos restantes 
inconexos podrían considerarse como vías terciarias. 

Lf En cuanto a su clasificación funcional la misma está catalogada como una Colectora 
Principal según el último estudio que se realizara de todo el sistema vial de la Isla en 
1992 y que fuera aprobado por los alcaldes y la Administración Federal de Carreteras. 
La misma fue clasificada de esa manera tomando en cOnsideración que iba a ser 
reconstruida y abierta al tránsito dentro del período de cinco años al cual se proyecta 
!a clasificación funciona!, No siendo así, los tramos norte y sur de la PR-191 se 
clasificarían más apropiadamente como una Colectora Secundaria {"Minar Collector") 
tomando en consideración su función de acceso a un área recreativa y bajo esa 
categoría no podría recibir fondos federales STP como en la actualidad. 

El documento da muy poca atención a Ja planificación, construcción, manejo y 
mantenimiento del sistema vial para servir las necesidades de transportación del 
bosque. 

5 
El Bosque tiene desarrolladas áreas recreativas muy pequeñas en comparación con la 
demanda. La mayoría de las áreas están concentradas en una sección pequeña del 
BosQue. Por consiguiente, las áreas favoritas están llenas, creando problemas de 
congestión del tráfico y de estacionamiento. 

Recomendamos que se estudie con mayor amplitud y detalle los aspectos relacionados 
con !a transportación vial en el Bosque, en los sistemas viales de acceso y el impacto 
en el sistema de la región. Dicho estudio debe abarcar la planificación a corto y largo 
plazo, incluyendo tas medidas de manejo en caso de emergencias y otras. Dicho 
estudio debe contemplar diferentes alternativas sin dar preferencia a ninguna opción. 

En la página 9 del resumen y !a 1-11 bajo el -ASUNTO 7, Transporte, se indica de los 
comentarios opuestos a Ja reapertura de la PR~191 pero, no se menciona si se han 
recibido peticiones de que se reabra esta ruta. 

De prevalecer el concepto de mantener !a PR-191 cerrada, este Departamento tendrá 7 	 que revaluar si mantiene la sección de esta ruta dentro del bosque en el sistema 
estatal de carreteras, ya que el cierre limitaría su uso a !as necesidades del Bosque. 

En la presentación que nos hizo el Servicio Forestal el 15 de mayo de 1995 de este 
DlA se Indicó que la reapertura de la PR-191 precluye la consideración de otros 
medios de transportación. No vemos en que se fundamenta esta conclusión. 

--------~ ----------------- ----------·~·-·----- ­ --- ---'------~- --- ­
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Response to Letter 42 
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DEPARTAMENTO DE EDUCACIÓN l. Conunent noted. ----·- -----------------·---- ·-·--·­

22 de junio de 1995 

Sr. Pablo Cruz 
supervisor del Bosque 
Equipo de Revisión del Plan Forestal 
cal! Box 25000 
Río Piedras, Puerto Rico 00928-2500 

Estimado señor Cruz: 

En relación con el Proyecto de declaración de impacto ambiental 
para la revisión del plan de manejo de terrenos y recursos para 
el Bosque Nacional del Caribe/Bosque Experimental de Luquillo {El 
Yunque) , el Programa de Ciencia recomienda la opción e por las 
siguientes razones: · 

1- El énfasis mayor es en la participación de bosques 
primarios. 

2- Provee para otros usos sin alterar el énfasis primario. 

3- Se identifican las diferentes áreas de manejo como: 

a- sitios administrativ.os 

b- recreación desarrollada 

c- sitios de comunicación 

d- área silvestre 

e- área integrada {recreación diseminada, inves­
tigación y demostración sostenida de madera) 

• f- investigación 

g- área natural de investigación. 

h- bosque primario. 

PO. 60~ 190759. SAN JUAN. PUElllO RICO 00919·0759 • TEL. (809) 759·2000 EX!.. 3JSO , Fo,· (809) 7_5l:_~~ 

A codo nil'lo un futuro, o cado nil'lo su estrello 

http:administrativ.os
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Estamos seguros de que la decisión final que se tome en relación 
con El Yunque contribuirá significativamente a la conservación, 
al .nejoramiento y al futuro de este importante recurso natural. 

Le deseamos éxito en tan importante gestión. 

Cordialmente, 
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