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East ReservoirFinal Environmental Impact Statement

Chapter 4

Introduction

The East Reservoir Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was released to the public for
comment ordune 14, 2013The DEIS disclosed the analysis of effects related to the environmental
impacts of three alternatives: no action (Alternative 1)ptioposed action (Alternative 2), and an
alternative that addressed concerns identified during the scoping of the proposed action (Alternative 3).

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) displays the status of the analysis since the release of
the DEIS. Chapter 4 discuss#arificationsmadeto theanalyses for all alternativeBhe agency

preferred alternative is Alternative @hapter 5 pvides an update on public involvement, displays public
comments on the DEIS and the agency responses, and finally a list of the recipients of this FEIS.

Changes between Draft and FinaEIS

This chaptedisplays clarificationsis a result of public commts and further refinement by the East
Reservoir Interdisciplinary Tea(fDT). Factual corrections to the DEIS aisoincluded in this FEIS to
reflecterrors(Errata Table 7)

Between the draft EIS and FEIS for East Reservoir Project, the federalatdtesvolverine changed

from a candidate for listing under the Endangered Species Act to proposed for threatened status under
ESA.The changén federal status ibased on past trapping of the species and the potential effects (i.e.
persistence of spring snow fields) of climate change. Based on its change of federal status, the wolverine
was subsequently also-ctassified from a sensitive species for Forest SerMorthern Region 1 to

proposed threatened under E® February 4, 2013 the USFWS published in the Federal Register a
proposed rule to list the distinct population segment of the North American wolverine occurring in the
contiguous United States, as aethtened species under the Endangered Species Act. On February 5, 2014
this ruling was extended for six months. The February 2013 proposed 4(d) rule listed several activities
that were not considered significant threats to the species and would nanresuidctental take and a

violation of section 9 of the ESA. The USFWS identified no Forest Service management activities that
threaten wolverined he change in status did not affect the analysis conducted for the species under the
East Reservoir Projedtérefore no additional consultatiomiecessary. The new determination, based

solely on the change in status, for the wolveriis that the East Reservomofect will not jeopardize the
continued existence of the species.

Also, a stanéalone lynxCritical Habitatanalysis, which considers newly related science, has been
provided in the following pages.

Canada Lynx Critical Habitat Analysis
Summary of Conclusions

Il mpl ementati on of the East Reservoi rondmapgffecct 6s ac
is not likely to adversely affectCanada lynx Critical HabitaProposed vegetation management would
occur in stem exclusion (mature forest stands with poorly developed understories) and matrix habitats in
the Cripple LAU. Treatments would maintain the existing condition on most treated acres in the short
term; howeer, timber harvest in mature stands with poorly developed understories would increase the
future amount of snowshoe hare preferred habitat conditions \@tftinal Habitat Impacts to the

primary constituent eleme{PCEs) of lynx Critical Habitatwithin the project areaould be negligible

at the scale of the LAUSs.

Introduction
Canada lynx occupy northern boreal forestgich are primarily composed of cool, moist subalpine fir
and Engelmann spruce and moist lodgepole pine forest which receive atsmalafall. Snowshoe hares

! Boreal forests used by lynx are generally cool, moist, and dominated by conifer tree species, primarily spruce aral foreBok@ndscapes
used by lynx are heterogeneous mosaics of vegetative cover types and successional forest stages ci@atemhiyhsnaicaused
disturbance. In many places periodic vegetation disturbances stimulate development of dense understory or early sheisiéssmnal
snowshoe hares. (USFWS 2013a description based on literature review).



are the primary prey of lynx and habitat use by lynx is associated with those conditions that support hare
populations. Therefore, mature multistory and young regenerating forest that provide habitat for

snowshoe hares is impontato lynx conservation. Especially important is winter habitat that continues to
provide snowshoe hare forage and cover (twigs and stems that protrude above the snow or limbs that drop
to the snow surface) during high snow periods. Denning habitat id fodarests with abundant dead

and down trees, especially in areas near foraging habitat. Both natural (e.g. fire) and human disturbances
such as timber harvest and prescribed fires can affect lynx habitat (USFS 2007a).

Although a variety of habitataidor est types may be found within a |
level (e.g., matrix habitat for traveling betwgeatches of boreal forest), imrthwestern Montandynx

select forest stands with high horizontal cover primarily consistiigngélmann spruce and subalpine

fir. Both mature multistory and early successional forest habitats provide for snowshoe hares, but use by

lynx varies seasonally in response to snowdhare availabilityMature multistory stands provide the

greatest foraging oppmities for both hares and lynx during wint@nd management that maintains and

promotes a mosaic of multistory sprdaeforests is most beneficial to the species (Squires et al. 2010).

Following the listing of the Canada lynx within the contigubluS. as threatened March 2000 (FWS

2000), the US Fish and Wildlife ServidéWS) designated lynx Critical Habitéit November 2006 (FWS

2006).With designation of Critical Habitatertainphysical and biological features importavere

identified asessential to tle conservation of the speci&amples of these features include nutritional or
physiological requirements, cover oweier, and reproductive sitéBhe physical and biological features

of Critical Habitatessential to lynx conservation,torh e P CE, has been defined as
|l andscapes supporting a mosaic of differitng succe
elements: (1a) snowshoe hares and their preferred habitat, (1b) adequate winter snow conditions, (1c)
dennng habitat with abundant coarse woody debris (C
lynx movement and dispersal by connegtareas of suitable habit&WS 2013a).

Since 2006, thdWS subsequently revised t@etical Habitatdesignation FWS 2009) and has again
proposedevision toCritical Habitat(FWS 2013a)The 2009 final rule delineated lyiGritical Habitat

units across the lower 48 states from Maine tohagon.Based on this delineation, the East Reservoir
project on the Libby Rager District falls within the Northern Rocky Mountai@stical Habitat(CH)

Unit #3 (ibid). The proposal to revigéritical Habitatwas issued in September 2013 which would change
the existing boundary based on State boundaries to wherever the lynatjpopotcus within the
contiguous U.S. (FWS 2013a). The East ReservoijeBt still falls within CH Unit #3 under the

proposed rule.

Lynx population ecology, biology, and habitat description and relationships are describediardegg
al. (1999), LBT (2013) and FWS (2013alritical Habitatdesignatiorand the PCE are described in
FWS (2013a).

Data Sources, Methods, Assumptions, Bounds of Analysis

Lynx habitat was mapped for th@otenai Mational ForestKNF) based on forest type, stand age and
elevation.In addition to lodgepole pin&ngelmanrspruceand subalpine fir forest types, mapping also
includes cedahemlock and other cool, moist forest types as they may provide lynx habite$ @0®7a,
b). Successional or structural stage is basegean of origin and assumptions about the length of time it
takes for a stand toawe from one stage to the nekdbwever, age does not account for environmental
conditions or disturbance processes that affect developai the successional sta§er exanple, cold
temperatures and short growing seasons at high elevation sites may maintain a more early seral stage
despite an old agend multiple years of origilso, natural disturbances such as fire or wind play an
important role in the development of listory stands and without disturbance stands may remain in a
stem exclusion stage for a longeariod of time than expectetherefore, mapping of lyn&ritical
Habitatbased on stand data provides a broad estimation of the habitats available withld buatlmay
need to be fineduned based on field review.

The analysis area for considering effects of the proposed project tCGtifical Habitatis the affected
LAU(s). Similar to the selection of the LAU for lynx, the LAU is the appropriate scal€ritical Habitat
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analysis because lynx have large home ranges in which the vegetative composition and distribution have
historically been influenced by landgeaprocesses such as wildfifdne amount of change to lynx

habitat could then be evaluated agaihe remaining levels of habitat available for lynx use with their

home range.

The project area and proposed activities are located within the Cripple LAU (see Lynx Analysis Units
Map, Projet File; Vol. U Doc. 91)Proposed timber treatment areas argdly clustered along the lower
elevation boundaeis of the LAU in roaded areasfew treatment units are in upper elevation habitat
found thioughfield visits and cover analysis to be stemlegion standsPrescribed burn units located
along upper eleation boundaries in potentfalnd matrix habitats would not result in the loss of habitat or
impede movement to or use of adjademaging or denning habitat&lso, ample lynx habitat would
remain available within the LAU for lynx use during and pasject implementation given the habitat
within the LAU exceeds 55,000 acrd@herefore, the Cripple LAU has been chosen as the appropriate
scale of analysisof determining direct, indireend cumulative effects ritical Habitatfor the East
Reservoir Poject. The effects analysis fritical Habitataddresses the type and magnitude of effects to
the PCE by consideringipacts to each sedlement EWS 2009, 2013a).

Affected Environment/Existing Condition

Approximately 55,789 acres of the project asefound with the Cripple LAU (Lynx Analysis Unit Map,
Project File Vol U, Doc. 91).Much of this area is moderately roaded with the majority of roads restricted
yearround to public use, which provides largabtural vegetative conditiondistoricdly, natural

disturbances (e.dire, insect, disease, wind) influenced successional stages of vegetation and resulted in
diversity of habitat type and distribution. Wildfire was a major contributor of landscape disturbance

within lynx habitat and resulted iregetative structural changes by reducing timber and shrub overstory

in affected areas and creating additional age classes and species diversity. The last large (Dry Fork)
landscape fire occurred in 1988 covering approximately 15,000 acrdsrsemdruels section)

followed by a 600 acr8. F. ofCrippleHorseCreek Hre in 1994, and a smalD5acre fire (Warland Fire)

in 2000.Forested habitats that experienced stand replacing fire would be in an early successional stage
that temporarily would not puide the habitat conditienpreferred by snowshoe harksother places,

fire severity would have been low to mixseverity resulting in sniler patches of habitat chande.

contrast, fire suppression since the early 1900s has resulted in fewer ded famsiwith the most recent

fire in the project area occurring in 2000 and dobaling 50 acresEffects of fire suppression includes
alteration of stand structure resulting in more homogenous stands with greater canopy closure and poorly
developed uderstories in some areas which has in turn reduced the suitability of the stands for snowshoe
hares and, therefore, lynx.

Roaded lands within the project area have been managed for timber production using a hnumber of
methods including regenerati harves commercial thinning and salvage harvekrvest activities on

National Forest Servicd\NES) lands began ithe 1960s(DEIS, Ch. 3, Pg.-¥) andhave continued to the
presentRegeneration harvest has occurred on approximately 20,325 acres (rdfgtdf I9FS lands in

the project area), while intermediate harvest (commercial thinning, salvage, individual tree selection) has
occurred on approximately 14,742 acres (approximateéty) 1Past harvest has provided some variety of

age classes and successioteadas across the project arBageneration harvest in lyiGritical Habitat

would have resulted in structural changes that infted lynx and matrix habitatsnmediately following
regeneration, stands would temporarily not provide snowshoe hare ptdfabigat conditions.

Conditions on the KNF indicate that young forests provide these preferred conalfitesrepproximately

15 yearsTherefore, recent regeneration timber harvests (those within the last 15 years) are unlikely to
offer adequate vegation to provide snowshoe hare winter forage whereas timber harvests completed
prior to 1998 would now have trees in the units of the size and density to provide high quality snowshoe
hare habitat in a young forest condition.

Boreal forest landscapes araturally in a state of change, through disturbance and succession processes,

2 Habitat types that hawbe potential to develop habitat conditions preferred by snowshoe hares, but currently lack dense vegetation that
protrudes above the snow and/or multistory structure where conifer boughs touch the snow surface.
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and result in a changing environmeiithabitat types, distribution and juxtaposition (FWS 2013s).

such, not all lynx habitat acres provide suitable habitat all of the tihéh@re may naturally be periods

of time with bw levels of suitable habitaEhis variability of habitat suitability and distribution is

reflected in habitat mapping done on lynx habitat to estimate historic range of lynx habitat levels, current
levels o the KNF, and projected future levels under different management scenarios (ERG 2012).
Historically, the KNF provided between 69,681 acres to 278,725 acres of mature mustigiainie lynx

habitat (ibid).Currently the KNF has approximately 149,78Tes of mature multistory suitable lynx

habitat which falls within the historic range of variation (ibid).

Mature multistory and young forests (PCE 1a) as well as matrix habitat (PCE 1d) in the affected LAU
was assessed for all ownerships; however, only NFS [abdse 4000 feegre found within the affected
LAU. Table 1 displays the curre@ritical HabitatPCE onditions in the project are@he percentages
reflect the contribution of each habitat type (e.g. mature multistory forest) to the total amGuticalf
Habitatavailable within the LAU (each category of habitat acres divided by thehathihtacres within

the LAU). See project file (VolU, Doc. 91) for calculations.

Table 1- Existing Critical Habitat PCE conditions within the East Reservoir project area LAU

LAU Name (No.) LAU Total Lynx Habitat Stand Initiation Multistory Forage*® Matrix/other (Movement)*
(acres Forage’
Cripple (14511) 55,798 ac 11,077 (19.9%)* | 16,219 (29.1%)* 28,502 (51%)

THabitat types presented are only those that contribute @ritieal HabitatPCE. Other habitat types that have the potential to devel
habitat conditions preferred by snowshoe hares, but are currently unsuitable are also found within the project area.

2Young stand where the vegetative growth is sufficient to protrude ahewmow and provides winter snowshoe hare habitat.

3Mature multistory stands that include many age classes and vegetation layers that provide winter snowshoe hare habitat.

“Habitat types that do not support snowshoe hares but allow for lynx movemeeebeissociated patches of boreal forest.

*834 acres ofstiaomoydedred 04 3tulad of stand initiation were fi
AiMatrix/ othero habitat as part opbses he East Reservoir ana

Environmental Consequences

Alternative 1

Direct and Indirect Effects to Canada LynxCritical Habitat

A range of fire severity, from nelethal to stand replacing crown fires, historically played a role in
developing the vegetativdharacteristics in #hnEast Reservoir project aréddthough the type and

frequency of fire experienced varies within a given area and vegetation type, all vegetation types within
the project area have historically experienpedodic mixed severity fireJ his natural disturbance

regime favors fire tolerant species, including older and larger diameter seral tree species&stbra

larch and white pinél’he exclusion of moderate severity fires through fire suppression has increased the
amount of shadelerant species in the understory of these forested stands as well as increased fuel
loadings in the form of ladder flseand downed woody materialsre suppression has not yet resulted in

a departure from historic ranges for all stands within theept@jrea, although they are liketgnding

towards a departur®ue to the denser fuel conditions, resulting stand replacing fires in these stands often
kill many of the overstory trees which historically survivecediseverity wildfiresIn addition, pat

vegetation management practices that targeted these old, large trees removed the relic seral species further
altered tree size and composition and has promoted the developrokmiaafspecies and conditiona.
general, the resultant standtgh sizesspecies compositicend fire frequency are slowly departing from
historic condiions within the project are&ee thd-ire andFuels and Forest Vegetation sections for more
detail.

No direct effects from federal actismvould occurThe no-actionalternative would maintain existing
vegetative condition on the landscape which includes forested stands with preferred habitat conditions
that support a snowshdiare population, denning sitasd matrix habitat that supports lynx movement.
With continuel fire suppression and lack of active management, the indirect effects of this alternative
would include a continued trend towards uncharéstic vegetative condition$he increased tree

density and continuous fuel profile from the ground up to the oaionpy puts the area at risk of severe
fire behavior (see théire andFuels section).

Although large, severe wildfire has occurred within this area in the past, mixed severity fires would have
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also played a role in creating a masai forest structwal stagesThis mosaic of structural stages in

juxtaposition to one another provides for different lynx life regmients (e.g. foraging, denning and
movement)However, if severe wildfires occur, especially over a large expanse, potentially drastic
changs in the availability and distribution of habitats that provide for these requirementstheross
project area could occuPreferred habitat conditions would be limited in the burned areas for
approximately 15 years and multistory forest and denningdtaltould not be available within these
areas for possibly a hundred years or more.

Alternatives 2 and 3

Direct and Indirect Effects to Canada LynxCritical Habitat
Mature multistory and young forests provide the preferred hatuitatitions for snowshodeares Natural
disturbance processes, such as wildfire, historically resulted in aigivereabitat conditions (e.gatch
sizeand shape, species compositisrd successional stage) and arrangement on the |ped&cave fire
suppression has impadtéhe development of early seral conditions and multistory chastictemwithin

mature habitat®?roposed vegetation management treatments are designed to simulatmainduee
these natural processes, especially wildfire, and better approximatiéchisinditions that would result in

movement towards the desired vegee condition for this ared/egetation management treatments that

encourage the maintenance and/or development of the habitat conditions preferred by snowshoe hares as

well as dennig and matrix habitats would maintain or improve the PCE for lynx.

The following analysis describes the effects of proposed East Reservoir Project activities to the PCE, by

subelement, for designated lyrBxitical Habitatwithin the Cripple LAU.Table2 provides a comparison,

by alternative, of how the proposed activities auiplynx Critical HabitatPCE.Alternative 1 represents

the currenCritical HabitatPCE conditions within the Cripple LAU as shown in [Eab. Alternatives 2
and 3 reflect the chages inCritical HabitatPCE acres due to proposed vegetatanagement within the
LAU. The percentage is calculated by dividing the acres of PCE habitat impactecekisting PCE

habitat acres (55,798 ac) within the LAU (see Project File;WpDoc. 91).

Table 2i During project and Future Effects of Vegetation Management Activitiesto Lynx
Critical Habitat PCE Conditions within the East Reservoir Project LAU

LAU ALTERNATIVE 1
NV HABITAT TYPE (EXISTING CONDITION) ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3
. Mature 0 (0%)No Change 0 (0%)No Change
Cripple Multistory 16,219 from Existing from Existing
0, 0,
Young Forest 11,077 0 (0%)No _Cljange 0 (0%)No _Change
from Existing from Existing
Future -- 1269 (+2.3%) 860 (+1.5%)
Matrix/other 28,502 -1675 €3.0%)* -1610 (2.9%)*

*represents
denning habitats.

the

projectds

ef fect

on habitat

not s éraging andg

as

Boreal forest landscapes supporting a mosaic of differing successional foresiges and containing:

(1a) Presence of snowshoe hares and their preferred habitat conditions, which include dense

understories of young trees, shrubs or overhanging boughs that protrude above the snow, and
mature multistory stands with conifer boughs tduiag the snow surface.
The action alternatives would not reduce the amount of mature multistory and young forest habitats in
lynx Critical Habitatwithin the Cripple LAJ as shown in Lynx CH Table Zreatments proposed
within the LAU were reviewed with rpgct to the occurrence and potential effects to these habitat types

as maintenance of habitat conditions that provide winter foraging opportunities for both snowshoe hares

and lynx is considered by lynx biologists to be critical in perpetuating viableplypdations.

Each harvest unit was surveyed (Bertram and Claar 2008 and professional judgment), photographed for

the project record, and categorized as either providing preferred snovesbd®hitat conditions or
not. Stands found to be contributitigese conditions generally would not be harvested. Whereas
harvest occurring in stands that have the potential to pravese habitat conditions (i.gtands with

poorly developed understories) would improve snowshoe hare habitat in the future.

Il ynx

or



Eachof the action alternatives include regeneration harvest in the LAU where harvest units have high
canopy closure and contain little to no ground, shrub, or small conifer cover in the understory.
Approximately 834 and 574 acres of mapped mature multisiomd to be stem exclusion in the field)
forest habitat are proposed for regeneraliarvest under Alternativesa®d 3 respectively, in the LAU.
Field review determined that these stands have poorly developed understories and do not provide
conditiors preferred by snowshoe har@hese stands currently contribute to potential habitat within the
LAU and existing acres and percent of matrix/other forest habitat presented in Lynx CH alsle 1
adjusted to reflect this condition (see Project File; WIDoc. 91).After field review, these

regeneration harvest units were approved for implementation based on the rationgbecisoecsly.

There would be no impacts to mature multistory forest habitat wihielbAU under either of the
alternativesHarvest vould, however, increase future young forest habitat within eAthas

described below (also see Lynx CH Table 2).

Timber harvest is proposed in mature stands; therefore, there would be no direct effects to the existing
young forest habitat fowhwithin the project area LAUHowever, indirectly, the amount of young

forest habitat would be increased within the project area in about 15 years as the recovered vegetation
grows to a density and height (protrudes above the snow) to be able to support a shaveshoe
population during the winter mtrs.As mentionedreviously the proposed regeneration harvest units
have high canopy closure and tain little to no ground, shrutr small conifer cover in the understory.
Opening up the canopy would encouragensigtiation of shrubs and conifers inetlunderstoryln

addition, fire would be used as a phsrvest fuels treatment in unithare existing fuels are lighthe

intent is to initiate a low severity burn that would stinbelorb and shrub developmefhis would

speed up vegetative recoventhuim this early seral habitais displayed in Lypx CH Table 2,

Alternative 2would result in the greatest increase in future snowshoe hare preferred habitat conditions
with an increae of approximately,&75 acres (about 3.0%) with Alternative 3 showing an increase of
1,610 acres (2.9%) in the LAU.

For timber regeneration harvest in Montana, the maximum cut is defined ag4(Q3#cCFR Part

219.27 (d)(2)). Aernative Zincludesunits (Unis 147150; 73T; 188; 75; 8310) that would result in
openings greater than 40 acres. This could result in openings that may not be fully utilized by lynx and
snowshoe hare as foraging areas. Creating these openings reduces edge effect emadticagthat

would occur with greater number of openings of lesser acreage. Additionally, stringers and groups of
trees would be left within the units to provide screening and minimize the effect of the openings, when
possible. The effect on cover woulkidly alter the foraging behavior of hare and lynx for

approximately 10 years (summer foragingB0 years (winter foraging) untidequate cover has been
re-established in the interiors of these units. Unit #62 (seedtree prescription), however, wesldesig
various wildlife species like lynx and other large bodied mammals, to maximize forage potential within
summer habitat while maintaining a 600 feet to cover standard of the 1987 KNF Forest Plan. This
strategy allows prey species, like snowshoe tae, ut i | i ze both forage opport
edge and interior without the need to venture to far from forest cover. The shape of the unit mimics
naturally created openings and contributes to the juxtaposition of forage and cover for the species.
Alternative 3 does not proposed units larger than 40 acres in size.

Summary: Mature multistory and young forests that provide habitat conditions preferred by snowshoe
hares are ndieing treated in this projed®roposed harvest and prescribed burattnents occurring

within mapped mature multistory and young forests were verified as not providing these hadstat typ
or excluded from the unit®epending on the alternative, betweedi7b to 1610 acres of regeneration
harvest could contribute early gssional habitat to the landscape mosaic and provide preferred
snowshoe hare habitebnditions in about 15 yeawlternative 2would result in the greatest change.

(1b) Winter snow conditions that are generally deep and fluffy for extended periodisr.
This subelement of the PCE is an environmental condition and proposed activities would not impact
the location or condition of winter snow on the landscape.

(1c) Sites for denning that have abundant coarse woody debris, such as downed trees and root wads.



Based on the existing high fuel loadings of down CWD within the proposed harvest units, surrounding
stands of mature forest of similar structural conditions dipubvide ample denning habitat with the

LAUSs. Also, areas that receive limder no active management (eugroaded areas, riparian, and old
growth stands) within the LAUs would provide varying gradentially high levels of CWDOn

addition, project deign would leave down CWD and snags or recruitment snag levels (refer to the
Downed Wood Habitat and Snag sections, respectively) that would continue to provide appropriate
levels and size of down CWD for thigbitat type and wildlife us&Vhile these stads would not

provide denning habitat for lynx in the immediate future, the retained CWD provides a baseline level to
which more down CWD would be added as the stand matures and becomes denning habitat. Squires et
al. 2008 surmised that lynx populations aot likely limited by lack of denning habitat based on a

study of 57 den sites in northwest Montana including the Kootenai National Forest.

(1d) Matrix habitat (e.g., hardwood forest, dry forest, néorest, or other habitat types that do not
support swshoe hares) that occurs between patches of boreal forest in close juxtaposition (at the
scale of a lynx home range) such that lynx are likely to travel through such habitat while accessing
patches of boreal forest within a home range.
The proposed ruletdesignate revisedritical Habitats t at es t hat @Al n matri x hab
change vegetation structure or condition would not be considered an adverse effecCritityailx
Habitatunless those activities would create a barrier or impede lyrwement between foraging and
denning habitat within a potential home range, or if they would adversely affect adjacent foraging
habitat or d&EWw8a201i3a)g habitato (

Regeneration and improvement harvests would occur on approximg@ésydnd J610acres of matrix
habitat under Alternativesahd 3, repectively, in the Cripple LAUAIl matrix habitat proposed for

harvest is located along the lower elevation boundary of the LAU and foumglthle drier southerly
slopes.Tree species composition ahealth is variable in these stands and although categorized as
regeneration and improvement harvests, a range of overstory structusmapy covemwould be

retained Postharvest retention would range from few trees per acre to portionshiasgian

intermediate harvesin all units, retained trees would be grouped together in clumps where quality
leave trees arevailable.This is intended to better protect the leave trees as well as provide small areas
of greater cover for wildlife use, éfuding use by lynx as they move through the area, until the
understory vegetative communievelops within a few yearalso, fire would be used as a post

harvest fuels treatment in unit$iare existing fuels are lighthe intent is to initiate a low gerity burn

that would stimulte forb and shrub developmeifihis would speed up vegetative recovery and

improve conditions for lynx movement as well providing for alternate prey species such as upland game
birds.

Prescribed burn units range from appneately 4 to 863 acres for a total of approximateB03 acres

within the LAU; the proposal is the same for both alternatives. Because of the aspect of the planned
prescribed burns, all@91 acres of qualifying habitat fall within habitat defined agimakreas

selected for prescribed fire are those in which wildfire was a natural process historically and where low
to moderate intensity fire could be applied on the landscape to reach desired vegetative conditions in
safe and controlled mann&eleced areas include areas of conifer encroachment into shrub fields, open
timber stands with shrub understory, and high canopy closure timber stands where little to no ground
cover exists with the goal to rejuvenate and enhance the grovadaocal understoryegetationAs

this PCE (1d) sulelement definesnatrix habitat includes hardwoddrest, dry forest, noforestor

other habitat types that do not support snowshoe hares; that occurs between patches of boreal forest in
close juxtaposition (at the scaléa lynx home range) such that lynx are likely to travel through such
habitat while accessing patches of boreal forest within a home range. All of the planned burns are
within either dry forest or neforest grassy soutfacing slopes. Because the prelsed burns are

planned to thin encroaching understory vegetation, largely on ungulate winter range and not as stand
replacing fires, the burns will have little effect on these stands to continue to serve as matrix habitat.

Summary: Regeneration anidnprovement harvests would occur on approximatedy3 and 610
acres of matrix habitat under Altetinees 2and 3, respectivgl All matrix habitat proposed for harvest
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is located along the lowetevation boundary of the LAUWDue to the location of thgroposed treatment
units and that only,675 to 1610 acres out of 55,798 LAU acres would be tre@teak. of 3%) effects

to the juxtaposition of boreal and matrix habitat would be negligible. Similarly, prescribed fire
occurring within matrix habitat wdd result in a mosaic of burned and unburned vegetation that would
not alter the overallésting condition of the aredynx would be able to continue to move through the
area folbwing completion of the burn$he project would not affect the ability lyhx to travel and
access patches of boreal fdresee Lynx Analysis Unit Maggsee Project File; VolU, Docs. 9199).

Cumulative Effectsto the Canada LynxCritical Habitat

Introduction

The project area falls within dgsated lynxCritical Habitat The KNF recently&ceived a BO (Bush

2013) fromFWS which analyzed the effects of currimx management on NFS land$eir analysis
determined that the Forest s CuticalHabitatwondchcantingee me nt a
to serve the interadl conservation role for the species.

The previousAffected Environment/Existing Condition section describes relevant past and present factors
affecting lynxCritical Habitatand the existing conditioof the PCEn the Cripple LAU.The cumulative

effeds analysis describes effects of the project as well as relevant pasigaing, and foreseeable

projects toCritical Habitatand the PCE specific to lynx in the contiguous Unitedes Please see Tables

3.1 and 3.2 in Chapter 3 of the DEIS for pasicers and Lynx CH Table fbr the existingCritical

HabitatPCE condition. Lynx CH Table @escribes project effects to the PCE.

As described under thpreviouss e ct i on A Data Sources, Met hods, Assu
cumulative effects analysis for lyiGritical Habitatuses the affected LAU as the magnitude of change to
lynx habitat could then be evaluated against the remaining levels of habitabke/for {ynx use with

their home rangdn addition, areas outside of the impacted LAU were evaluated for potential impacts

that reduce preferred snowshoe hare habitat conditions or alter matrix habitat such that movement or use
of adjacent foraging atenning hahitats is impededGiven the location of the East Reservoir proposed
activities (see LynXnalysis Unit Map, Project Filé Vol. U, Doc. 91), the availability of mature

multistory and young forest conditions within the LAU and type and natwetiofties along the shared
boundaries of the project and adjacent LAUs, there are no apparent conditions that would warrant
expanding the handary beyond the Cripple LAOherefore, this LAU was chosen as the appropriate

scale for cumulative effects agais.

Past Actions

Pages 17 of the DEIS disclose past actions that have contributed to the existing condition of lynx habitat
within the Cripple LAU. Current conditions resulting from these past actiandisplayed in Table 1

Natural fires have alscontributed to the existing cumulative condition. As previously stated, wildfire was
a major contributor of landscape disturbance within lynx habitat and resulted in vegetative structural
changes by reducing timber and shrub overstory and creating adb#geclasses and species diversity.
The last large (Dry Fork) landscape fire occurred in 1988 covering approximately 15,000 acres (see Fire
and Fuels section) followed by a 600 acre S. F. of Cripple Horse Creek Fire in 1994, and a small 50 acre
fire (Wadand Fire) in 2000.

Alternative 17 No Action

Theno-action alternativeloes not directly conbute any cumulative effectslowever, the vegetative

conditions wittn the project area would continue to trend towards a departure from historic conditions

which include a more homogenous landscape lacking in diversity of patch size and shapes, species
composition, and successional stages. Disturbance processes such as wildfire contribute to the succession
process including the transition of potential habitgtes into hahkats with preferred conditioni the

shortterm, young forest habitat would provide preferredditions within about 15 yeargVith

continued wildfire suppression and without active management functioning as a source of disturbance, the
landscape would likely become a more homogenous forest of potential habitat that currently does not
provide for lynx life requirements.

Alternatives 2 and 3
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Ongoing and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions

There are now three Forestwide Fueits FWF536 (195ac), FWF 52403 (450ac), FWF 589 (25ac) that
were initiated (slashed) under the corresponding EA. The subsequent burning for these units would occur
between 2015 and 2017 and may kill individual green trees within these units on the drier end of th
burning prescription. This loss however, should be minimal and not result in measurable impacts to lynx
matrix habitat because these burns are on ungulate winter range (alseh@bitanwithin an LAU) and

or outside ofCripple LAU 14511.

NeighboringFortine Ranger District, to the east of the analysis area, has six vegetation projects that may
be active (either timber harvest or fuels treatments) concurrently with treatments proposed under this
project. These projects tota3880 acres and include: fia Be Good (124 ac); Trego (673 ac)Meadow

Fuels (280 ac); N\Vleadow Fuels (95 ac); Little Feet (178 ac) and Elk Twins (10 ac). Large roaming
species like lynx are more likely to be disturbed by these neighboring activities due to the typicdl sizes
their home ranges. Lynx may temporarily avoid (hours to days) these areas while activities are occurring.
Because one of the most critical periods for lynx is the denning period (approk.éday July), these
activities may add to the cumulativeedft due to temporal eviap with the denning periowinter

foraging is another critical period for lynx, especially when kittens are present. Proposed activities will
avoid spatial overlap with winter foraging habitat because any winter treatments woultdn ungulate

winter range and outside of lynx habitat. There are however, approximately 26,00diswitluted acres,
within the analysis area that are available for the species as secure habitat as calculated using the Hillis et
al. (1991) method fosecure habitat (please see Elk MIEIS, pg. 22k Additionally, all adjacent LAUs

to the analysis area offer well connected habitats for lynx to travel through and utilize.

The action alternatives, in combination with other current and reasonatdgdalde vegetation related
actions including tree planting, precommercial thinning, Christmas tree cutting, wreath bough collection,
charactewood collection (log furnitureand blowdown salvaging would have minimal impacts on lynx
due to their limited sgtial scope and minimal removal of vegetation. They may cause lynx to temporarily
(hours) avoid an area until the human activity has ceased.

Cumulative Effects Specific to the LynxCritical Habitat PCE

Boreal forest landscapes supporting a mosaic differing successional forest stages and containing:

(1a) Presence of snowshoe hares and their preferred habitat conditions, which include dense
understories of young trees, shrubs or overhanging boughs that protrude above the snow, and
mature multistoriedstands with conifer boughs touching the snow surface.
The East Reservoir Project does not propose vegetation management activities within mature multistory
or young foreshabitats in the Cripple LAUlherefore, there would be no cumulative reductiomen t
habitats that provide snowshoe hpreferred habitat conditionslowever, proposed harvest occurring
in potential habitats would result in an increase in the amount of young forest faalithtvithin the
project LAU. Cumulatively, an increase of appimately 1675 and 1610 acres would occur within the
project area LAU in approximately 15 years which is equivalent & a8rease over the existing
condition.

(1b) Winter snow conditions that are generally deep and fluffy for extended periods ef tim
This subelement of the PCE is an environmental condition and proposed activities would not impact
the location or condition of winter snow on the landscape; therefore, there would be no cumulative
effects to winter snow conditions.

(1c) Sites for dening that have abundant coarse woody debris, such as downed trees and root wads
Abundantcoarse woody debris (CWDy found throughout the project area, especially in those areas
that receive limited or no active management (e.g. unroaded areas, ripafidors,old growth
stands). CWDevels would be reduced in proposed regeneration harvest units, but these stands
currently lack the spruesubalpine fir forest type selected for by denning lynrarthwestMontana
(Squires et al. 2008). CWithin the wits would be retained at levels recommended for both soll
productivity and wildlife habitat and could contributedienning habitat in the futur&hinning and
burning activities occurring with the Forestwide Fuels units, previously mentioned, would not
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measurably reduce CWD levels within the Cripple LAU due to the associated dry forest type.
Therefore, no cumulative reduction in denning habitat is expected. Squire@608l.surmised that
lynx populations are not likely limited by lack of denning itattbased on a study of 57 den sites in
northwest Montana including the Kootenai National Forest.

(1d) Matrix habitat (e.g., hardwood forest, dry forest, néorest, or other habitat types that do not
support snowshoe hares) that occurs between patclié®al forest in close juxtaposition (at the
scale of a lynx home range) such that lynx are likely to travel through such habitat while accessing
patches of boreal forest within a home range.
The proposed rule to designate revi€eiical Habitatstates hat fil n matri x habitat,
change vegetation structure or condition would not be considered an adverse effecCritityaix
Habitatunless those activities would create a barrier or impede lynx movement between foraging and
denning habitBwithin a potential home range, or if they would adversely affect adjacent foraging
habitat or denning habi t atroject prépdéss apgptodirdatel)pI5toT he Ea s |
1,610 acres of regeneration/improvement harvests within matrix hafffiatts to the juxtaposition of
boreal and matxihabitat would be negligibl@&ll of the planned burns are within either dry forest or
nonforest grassy soutfacing slopes. Because the prescribed burns are planned to thin encroaching
understory vegetatn, largely on ungulate winter range and not as stapldcing fires, the burns will
have little effect on these stands to continue to serve as matrix habitat.

Summary of Cumulative Effects

Minimal harvest would occur within the LAU in a large homogeramgs of potential habitat that would
increase diversity within the treated areas as well as the future amount of snowslpoefearl habitat
conditions.Prescribed burning would result in a mosaic of burned and unburned conditions which would
maintaincover and foraging oppontities during summer movemen@urrently the KNF has

approximately 149,781 acres of suitable lynx habitat which falls within the histoige of variation

(ERG 2012)Treatments that maintain and/or improve @réical Habiat PCE would cumulatively

improve upon this estimate.

The proposed action and other ongoing actions within the Cripple LAU would not result in permanent
loss of habitat or conversion of boreal forest, nor alter the characteristics of the affectetbstamds
extent that would appreciably reduce the PCE andtioning ofCritical Habitat There would be no
appreciable cumulative effects to ly@xitical Habitat

Regulatory Consistency

Endangered Species AcfThe East Reseoir Project waild be in compance with ESA. This statement

is based onl) negligible impacts to the lyr@ritical HabitatPCE currently available within the affected

LAU, 2) small increase in future habitat conditions preferred by snowshoe hares, and 3) consultation with
USFWS andeceipt of concurrence (8/8/2013)

Forest Plan ConsistencyThis projectwould comply with Forest Plan direction on threatened and
endangered species with respect to lynx and include:

Forestwide Management Directioni FP 112 #7 and 1122

p.Il-1 #77 Maintain diverse age classes of vegetation for viable populations of all existing native,
vertebrate, wildlife specie®roposed activities would retain remnant large tree species and provide a
better approximation of stand patsilze and species compositi Activities are designed to protect
suitable habitat (mature multistory and young forest habitats) and move stand conditions towards the
desired vegetative condition based on historic range of variation with the statids &eaAlso,
implementatio of proposed vegetation management activities in potential and matrix habitats would
result in increased vegetative diversity and improved conditions for snowshoe hares in the future.
p.Il-227 Identify and protect important habitatstultistory habitatwith sprucefir forest were excluded
from harvestand/or prescribed burn unitereatments occurring in potential habitat would maintain
and/or improve the acres of snowshoe hare preferred habitat conditions in themariRRyoposed
vegetation managemeineéatments occurring within matrix habitat would not result in a barrier to
movement between or use of adjacent suitable habitat.
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National Forest Management Act:This alternative would comply with NFMA direction to provide for
diverse populations of plaand animal communities by compliance with Forest Plan standards and
guides (Johnson 2004a).

Statements of Findings

Alternatives 2and 3may affect, is not likely to adversely affecCanada lynxCritical Habitat This

determination is based oh} vegetation management, both regeneration harvest and prescribed burning,

would affect the PCEsub| e me n't 6matri x6 habitat; however, 2) n
stand structure or impact lynx movement through the area to areas of suitatale Bano impact to

winter snow conditions, 4) negligible reduction of CWD within +spnucefir mature forest with

abundant denning habitat in surrounding areas, 5) no reduction of mature multistory and young forest

habitats that provide preferred sralwe hare habitat conditions, and 6)&icrease in young forest

habitat in approximately 15 years.

Clarification Regarding Pileated Woodpecker Analysis (DEIS Page 229)

Disclosure of Pileated Woodpecker Use of Large Diameter Trees

The distribution of geated woodpecke(®IWOs)coincides with the geographic range of western larch

in northwest Montana (McClelland and McClelland 1999) and they aregead residents of the KNF.

Although the species is dependent on large woody materials generallya®onthponents of mature

and old growth forests, they can use a range of forest ages and species compusitdhese
componentsexisEnags and decaying |ive trees 020 inches p
Foraging habitatonsists ofrees, snags,logsnd st umps O15 inches where the
carpenter ants, can be found. As a primary excavator, PIWOs are an important resourclengtniiyt

dependent community¥hey generally excavate a new nest cavity every year airdatbandoned cavities

provide nesting and roosting opportunities for a variety of secondary cavity users who cannot or generally

do not excavate their own cavities.

The population of pileated woodpeckers is not consistently declining. Accordingu&®s Breeding

Bird Survey Data, for both the Northern Rockies and Montana, the trend for pileated woodpeckers is
slightly increasing. According to Rocky Mountain Bird Observatory data, the population estimate for
pileated woodpecker on the KNF varied frém25 in 2010 to 1,622 in 201Bttp://www.rmbo.org/
new_site/adc/QueryWindow.aspx#N4lgzgLgrgJgniAXCAkgWQEIGEBKIAOIApgHYQCWECyAqgMo
AEAYgPYBORKDdARbAbuQDGRAIA4BzcixJIQ9JoxxFJOhgEZRAM3aclsgNISWEUgENYDAHKmMKOO
wBtmOYKLAAHIoOPKdZABRQAG6gDy+BgYWSAAVKAAA); the population estimate fétegion 1 of the
FSin 2010 was 31,090 and in 2012 was estimated at 30,260 pileated woodpeckers.

According to Samson (2006), to maintain a minimum viable population of pileated woodpeckers in the
Northern Region, 90,441 acres of habitat is needed. OnNitedkone, there is estimated to be 106,157

acres available as nesting habitat for pileated woodpeckers (Bush and Lundberg, 2008). Therefore, the
population of pileated woodpeckers on the KNF, and in the Northern Region is expected to remain viable.

Clarif ication on How the KNF Wildlife Models Work

Disclosure of Connection between Kootenai Wildlife Habitat Models an&orest Stand Databases

Species habitat was modeled using TSMRS/FACTS vegetation data and running the Kootenai TSMRS
species specific model. Veh a specific model does not exist (e.g. large mammal cover), one is created by
establishing habitat parameters based on available science and documented in a process paper for that
species or habitat element and retained asop#ne official project fie. When the existing habitat

condition is modeled for a species or resource, the model(s) extracts tabular data (TSMRS/FACTS) from
past harvests disclogén DEIS Chapter 3 on pages2By using ArcGIS, the existing condition, derived

from the cumulativaddition of all past harvest activities (extracted tabular data) can be visually
displayed in both tabular and map form. Modeling results utilizing thefrderaDEIS Chapter 3 on

pages 5, can be found in the DEIS on pages: 202 (old growth resources); 212 (snag resources); 225
(elk/large ungulate habitat); 236 (goshawk habitat); 254 (bighorn sheep habitat); 26 dulle#

woodpecker habitat); 266 (fisher habitat); 272 (flammulated awitat); and 307 (Canada lynx) with
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ot her species | i ke -garedlaadng pildatecawogdpetkerwtiizng matidisg fob i g
elk and old growth respectively.

Clarification Regarding Fisher Habitat (DEIS, Page 265)

Fisher Riparian and Old Growth Elements ofImportance

Optimum fisher habitat is thought to include mature, moist coniferous forest with a woody debris

component, particularly in riparian/forest ecotones inlmamid-elevation areas that do not accumulate

large amounts of sno@ones and Garton 1994; Heinemeyer 1993; Ruggiero et al. 1994). A review of

fisher research suggests that the species uses a diversity of tree age and size class distributions at the patch
or stand level that provide sufficient (generally greater thared@ept) overhead cover (either tree or

shrub). Complex understory structure with abundant woody debris (hollow logs) may also be an

important habitat factor for denning and restifilge fisher feeds on snowshoe hares, porcupines, carrion,
squirrels, smalinammals, and birds (Banci 1989; Powell and Zielinski 1994).

Clarification Regarding Large Diameter Trees (DEIS, Page 36, Followind"aragraph)
Contrasting Effects of Proposed Actions with Past ActionsThe largest trees are often left in every
stand dependent upon logging systems, tree condition, and species. These trees are left for multiple
purposes including, aesthetic value, providing future snags and subsequent down wood debris. Some
species havetictural characteristics (moderately rot resistant wood, deep root system) that allow them
to stand for years after dying, making good kbegfing snags (e.g. western larch and ponderosa pine),
while others do not (e.g. spruce). Large diameter treedomaut for the following reasons:

e They are of poor snag quality/spegies

e Harbor pestilence such as mistletoe which can infest the understory stand

¢ Pose a safety hazard

e Will not survive prescribed fire

¢ Do not contribute positively to the visuasource

o Are of lesser vigor and qusf than the understory species;

¢ Are located in skid trails, permanent and temporary loeations or landing locations;

¢ Do not meet historical stand densities on dry habitats

GRIZZLY BEAR

Clarification of Grizzly Bear Analysis

Bounds of Analysis for Grizzly Bear

As stated on page 1 (Chapter 1) of the DEIS, the East Reservoir project area (Cripple PSU) is
approximately 92,407 acres. The Tobacco Bears Outside Recovery Zone (BORZ) boundary overlaps with
approximatelyl8,428 acres of the East Reservoir project area defined as the Fivemile Creek watershed
boundary. No part of the East Reservoir project area is within the CMziaktGrizzly Bear Recovery

Zone. The Forest Plan Amendments for Motorized Access Managetitieint tive Selkirk and Cabinet

Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones on the Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and Lolo National Forests (i.e.
2011 Access Amendment) is only applicable to the 18,428 acres of the Tobacco BORZ that overlaps with
the East Reservoir projeatea. The remaining 73,979 acres of the project area is considered unoccupied
by grizzly bears based on historical use by bears as explained in the DEIS, Chapter 3, page 297, Allen
2011 (page 2), and demonstrated in associated Table 3.99 (Historicay 8gazlUse of Cripple PSU).
Therefore, the 2011 Access Amendment direction does not apply to this larger portion of the project area.
Consideration of the grizzly bear outside of the Tobacco BORZ begins on page 302 of the DEIS.

Baseline Condition of Tobaco BORZ
There are a number of roads, both open and restricted to the public, within the Tobacco BORZ. The
baseline information for the entire Tobacco BORZ (287,240 acres) is disclosed in Table 3.98 (Ch. 3, p.
296) of the DEIS. The portion (18,428 acres)h&f Tobacco BORZ within the East Reservoir project area
contains the followindinear miles of road:

1) Open and drivable to public = 59.1 miles;

2) Seasonally restricted (gated) to public, otherwise administrative use only = 16.5 miles;
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3) Impassable (weered) to all motorized traffic = 4.5 miles;

4) All motorized traffic restricted (gated) yeund to public, otherwise administrative use only = 5.1
miles;

5) All motorized traffic (excluding snowmobiles) restricted (gated)-yeand to public; public
snowmobiles permitted in winter, otherwise administrative use only = 26.5 miles.

Linear open milesf road equates to roads open to general public eitherrgead or seasonally that
overlap with the active bear year (4/1 to 11/30) and total 75.6 wiillein this portion of the Tobacco
BORZ.

Linear total mileof road equates to all roads that are open, seasonally open, or restricted that occur on
the landscape and in the Forest Service travel management system database and total 111.7 miles with
this portion of the Tobacco BORZ.

Table 3 discloses the number, name and miles of existing roads within this portion of the Tobacco BORZ
that will be decommissioned with implementation of the East Reservoir Project. This means they are no
longer needed for future management of the areavdhide placed into a condition that is impassable

(barrier) and unavailable to all motorized traffic, including administrative use and therefore consistent

with the 2011 Access Amendment. These road segments proposed for decommissioning within the BORZ
total approximately 2.5 miles. These miles are not mutually exclusive from those displayed in Table 3 of
the Draft ROD (p. 9) or Table 2.9 of the DEIS (Ch. 2, p. 16)

Table 37 Roads to be Decommissioned within the Tobacco BORZ

ROAD # ROAD NAME EXISTING CONDITION POST-PROJECT | MILES
. Restricted Yearlong, open t .
4423B Weigel Mtn B snow vehicles 12/194/3% Decommissioneq 0.13
5047 | North Upper Fivemile Undetermined Decommissioneq 0.93
5047 | North Upper Fivemile Undetermined Decommissioneq 0.29
5049 | UpperFivemile View Open Yearlong Decommissioneq 0.20
5050A | Upper Fivemile Face A Open Yearlong Decommissioneq 0.15
5050B | Upper Fivemile Face E Open Yearlong Decommissioneq 0.16
8843 S Side Fivemile Private Access Decommissioneq 0.01
XX20 S Fork Fivemile Undetermined Decommissioneq 0.62

Table 4 discloses the number, name and miles of new permanent roads to be constructed within this
portion of the Tobacco BORZ that are proposed during implementation of the East Reservoir Project.
This means they are needed for future management of thamdewill become part of the travel
management system for the area and be included in the associated database. These road segments
proposed for creation within the BORZ total approximatelyiil2s. These miles are not mutually
exclusive from those dispyed in Table 4 of the Draft ROD (p. 10) or Table 2.6 of the DEIS (Ch. 2, p.
14). These new segments of road will be closed to the general public during and following project
activities and will not increase the cumulative linear open miles of road whigifiobacco BORZ and
therefore again being consistent with the 2011 Access Amendment because theglagibéeo the
general public. The cumulative result between the proposed decommissioned road segments and proposed
new road segments isat reductio of 0.3 miles for this portion of the Tobacco BORZ which is
consistent with the 2011 Access Amendment because the cumulative baseline conditiearftotal

miles of road in the Tobacco BORZ is slightly improved.

Table 47 New Permanent Roads to b€onstructed within the Tobacco BORZ

ROAD NUMBER MILES DRAINAGE UNIT ACCESS
N6 0.87 Davis Mtn 62, 62A, 317, 31§
N21 0.59 Davis 59, 317
N40 0.76 | Upper Fivemile 150

Table 5 discloses the proposed temporary roads within the Tobacco BORZ by the East Reservoir Project.
Temporary road creation is permitted by the 2011 Access Amendment as long as they are closed to public
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use and removed (decommissioned) from the landgolipeing completion of activities. Temporary

roads are not intended to be left on the landscape and are typically utilized 10 years or less (Nov. 2011
Addendum to The Forest Plan Amendments for Motorized Access Management within the Selkirk and
CabinetY aak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones on the Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle, and Lolo National
Forests). The total linear mile$ temporary roads in the Tobacco BORZ proposed by the East Reservoir
Project is approximately 2.2 miles. These miles are not mutuallysxelfrom those displayed in Table

2 of the Draft ROD (p. 8) or Table 2.7 of the DEIS (Ch. 2, p. 15).

Table 57 Proposed Temporary Roads within the Tobacco BORZ

ROAD NUMBER MILES DRAINAGE UNIT ACCESS
T14 0.14 Davis Mtn 318
T44 0.15 | Upper Fivemile 150
T53 0.37 | Upper Fivemile 148

Table 6 discloses the number, name and miles of existing roads within this portion of the Tobacco BORZ
that will be placed into intermittent stored service with implementation of the East Reservoir Project. This
means they will not be needed for forest agament of the area for 10 to 20 years following completion

of the East Reservoir Project. These roads would be closed to a condition that is impassable (barrier) and
unavailable to all motorized traffic, including motorized administrative use and thepefosistent with

the 2011 Access Amendmeiitiese road segments proposed for intermittent stored service within the
BORZ total approximately 7.9 miles. These miles are not mutually exclusive from those displayed in
Table 3 of the Draft ROD (p. 9) or Tal2€9 of the DEIS (Ch. 2, p. 16Jhe 7.9 miles to be stored will
continue to contribute to the cumulative baseline condition for linear total miles of road within the
Tobacco BORZ, though not to the cumulative baseline for linear mpes of road withirthe BORZ

which is consistent with the 2011 Access Amendment because they remain closed to the general public.

Table 61 Roads to be Placed into Intermittent Stored Service within the Tobacco BORZ

ROAD NUMBER NAME MILES TO BE STORED
4893 Middle ForkFivemile 1.96
4885H Stenerson Mtn. H 0.49
4895 Lower Fivemile 2.29
4885l Stenerson Mtn. | 0.81
5262 Fivemile Unit 0.13
4885C Stenerson Mtn. C 0.35
4885J Stenerson Mtn. J 0.12
5167 Cripple Horse Lake Creek 0.38
5050 Upper Fivemile Face 0.45
5047 North Upper Fivemile 0.88
Total 7.86

Effects of Open Roads and Haul Routes, Large Regeneration Areas, or their Combination on

Grizzly Bears in the Tobacco BORZ

Chapter 3, page 301 of the DEIS discloses the estimated effect of limmbigry via roads within the

Tobacco BORZ resulting from the East Reservoir Project. The disclosedeamsacenario estimation

of 8,000 acres that may be unavailable to bears during hauling is based on buffering 25 miles of road by
0.25 miles on both dés for the distance needed to reach a major open motorized road such as a major
Forest Service road or county/state highway. Treatment (harvest) units were also buffered in the BORZ to
demonstrate possible displacement effects on bears from heavy equigemend this information is

disclosed on page 300 of the DEIS (Ch. 3).

Three of the proposed timber harvest areas within the Tobacco BORZ on open motorized roads are
greater than 40 acres in size. These units include: 147 (93 ac), 148 (77 ac) &&lde)®ahd while they

are in the general vicinity of each other as portions of each are within the same township, there is at least
600 feet, or more, of cover between these units for grizzly bears to utilize. The DEIS discloses (Ch. 3, p.
300) that portias of these larger treatment units may not be fully utilized by bears during daylight
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because the larger the opening the greater the distance to cover for the bear. This additional distance or
spacing to cover, especially along open motorized roads, roaase the risk of mortality (i.e. poaching,
malicious killing) by providing would be poachers longer and/or wider sight distances in which to shoot a
bear for approximately 10 to 15 years until hiding cover has beestablished.. Poaching or malicious

killing of bears is always a possibility along open roads where humans and bears may interact. However,
due to human nature, poaching incidents cannot be predicted and it is difficult to calculate mortality risk
and opportunity to poach when human behag@mot be predicted.

What can be anticipated is that grizzly bears and humans will continue to interact both on public and

private lands to some degree. While Kasworm et al. 2011 breaks down the known causes (e.g. natural,
poaching, management remoe#t.) of grizzly bear mortalities inside or within 16 m of the Cabinet

Yaak Recovery Zone (mortalities between 1:2820), they do not elaborate on the details of where bear

remains are found (e.g. along a road, in a field, etc.). Mortalities are sunuhrayizeason of the year

when the individual bear was thought to have been killed and geographically by which lands (i.e. private,
feder al , stat e, etc.) on which the bears were fou
for human caused miadity occurring on public lands in the U.S. and British Colunt@ereasedrom

19831998 to 1992010. This apparent decrease in mortality rates on public lands is particularly
noteworthy given the dramat i c iwordsrgezalsbearsiane maresr er al |
likely to be removed from the ecosystem due to other problems (sanitation issues dealing with attractants)

on private lands than on the National Forest. Additionally, Kasworm et al. 2011 also surmised that most

of the decreasi@ grizzly bear survival between the 198298 and 1992010 point estimate periods

were probably related to poor berry production (s
known mortalities between 19&D10 demonstrate that more grizzbals died of natural causes than by

any other means outnumbering poaching by 45 to 24 or nearly 50 percent (Kasworm et al. 2001, p. 31).

In their 2011 Biological Opinion on The Forest Plan Amendments for Motorized Access Management
within the Selkirk andCabinetYaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones on the Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle and
Lolo National Forests, the USFWS acknowledges that htlmeaninteractions that may result in bear
mortality is expected to continue on known occupied lands based on pasttyncaiadies and patterns,
however, a future mortality level is difficult to predict (BO,74). They continue disclosing the many
efforts being made to reduce the risk of bear mortality by humans, whether the mortality is the result of
self-defense, mistakedentity with a black bear, or malicious killing. These efforts and enforcement of
existing hunting regulations are largely the responsibility of Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks as an
enforcement agency.

As stated in the DEIS on page 296, portiondefTobacco BORZ are within Grizzly Bear Management

Situation 2 lands. As habitat managers, the role of the Forest Service in the Tobacco BORZ is to
accommaodate the biological (food sources) and physical (secure areas) needs of the bear. This is the

direction for management of M3 lands as defined in the Kootenai Forest Plan (F@)A8he East

Reservoir Project is consistent with both f8lirection and the 2011 Access Amendment by managing
vegetation to create better foraging areas for grizzly bears aimtiaining, or improving upon, the

baseline linear road conditions (Table 3.98 of DEIS, p. 296) of the Tobacco BORZ. Therefore, managing
grizzly bear habitat within the direction of the Forest Plan and 2011 Access Amendment, and the baseline
conditonsot he BORZ, meets the extent of the Forest Ser
grizzly bear mortality from malicious killing or poaching.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in their letter of concurrence dated, August 8, 2013 agreed that the

East Reservoir project activities fell within the
grizzly bears, covered by their 2011 Biological Opinion for the Access Amendment. Based on this
information, the East Reservoir Project will nebpardize the continued existence of the grizzly bear by

not providing additional human access in the Tobacco BORZ above baseline conditions.

ERRATA
Thefollowing are errors thatwere discovered after cogesof the DEIS were printed. Thecharges
were determined by theinterdisaplinary teamto be minor andwil | not change thecondusons
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presertedin the DEIS. Thesecorrectionswere reviewedby thededding official prior to thededsion
documentedin theRecad of Dedsion.

Table 77 DEIS Errata

LOCATION in DEIS

CORRECTION

S3

In Table S.1, under Provide Amenities, Jobs and Products to the Communities; Timber H
Volume. CCF; Alternative 3 should be 67,9&Ther than 7.782 that appear the DEIS.

Chapter 2, Table 2.0| All highlighted unitss houl d say AWi nter Tractorodo und
Pg. 8
Chapter 2, table 2.4 Under Table 2.4 The description of Slash should b&lashi hand slashing, delete rest of
Pg. 13 sentence.
Chapter 2, Under HAWater shed Melheasb iolfi tEaxtiisotnion g aRdoda di
Table 2.14 Alternative 2 would equal 5.93 mileghich is missing in the DELS
Chapter 2, Table | Al | highlighted units should say AW nt erf
2.15, Pg. 25
Chapter 2, Under fiwat er s h e WilefvéRoadiPutinitotL@eeimdStorage should be 17.6
Table 2.23Pg. 31 | mileswhich is missing in the DEILS
Chapter 2, Under fiForessh&oelgetmeadnofia. Al-33brsper ace sft
Table 2.34,Page34downed woody material (or recruitment) ¢

recyclingand habitat for mammals and invertebrates. The volume and distribution of matg
may be subject to specific site conditions such as witl@mfldland urban interfacd he tons
retained by VRU are deribed previously in Table 3.10

Chapter 2,
Table 2.34, Page 33

Under Soil & Water: 3) Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHGA%) s hown i n
Appendi x B and Héo AppeanatbnonRHCAs. ncl udes

Chapter 2,
Table 2.34, Page 34

Del ete fAiWinter Tractor Units to Avoid
correct. Appendix E contains the correct list.

(0]

Chapter 2,
Table 2.34, Page 34

Under ¥ &g et ashouldnean:ib. All harvest units will be designed to retain
adequate levels of replacement snags to provide for eas#tgciated wildlife species, genetic
seed reservoirs, relic overstory, dodg-term soil productivityA minimum of 810 snags
and/or replaement snags per acre will be retaingtithin safety requirements, sound snags
may be marked for retention. If they are felled for safety purposes, they will be retained o
Silvicultural and burning prescriptions would be prepared with the gqabeécting large
diameter relic trees, during site preparation and fuels treatment.

Chapter 2, Under A For e BDesighteegaet t datdedsodtitigation for Ips Beetle infestations
Table 2.34, Page 34 and root disease infection where ponderosa pine is removed.

Chapter 2, Under Wildlife: Minimize Disturbance to Raptdrgeplace fledgling period with 4/608/01.
Table 2.34, Page 34 Delete Alternative 4, Unit 68 is included only Alternative 2.

Chapter 2, Under Protect Cripple Horse Goshawk Nie&tnder 1.- Date change to 04/608/01.
Table 2.34, Page 34 Under 3.- Dates change to August ihstead of July 18

Chapter 2, Under Wildlife: MaintainWinter Range Integrity: Road 6274 shouldead as Bad 6724. Also,
Table 2.34, Page 35 deletewinter logging unit list (last sentence in paragrapdmore Alternative 4 reference.

Chapter 2, Under Wildlife: Maintain Winter Range Integrity: AddExcepton roads #4885, 4886 and

Table 2.34, Page 35

4916 where winter logging may occur in units 2B, 2C, 2D, 3A, and 347 to avoid noxious
spread that may be detrimental to ungulate winter range. Logging would ¢eberakpected
to be completeduring one winter season on sieeseasonally closed roads.

Chapter 2,
Table 2.34, Page 35

Under Wildlife: Meet Standard and Guides of the Lynx Amendment for Management in L
Habitati change to Alternatives 2 and 3. Alternative 4 does not éx&ete last sentence in
par agrtatpehsenldr e f or éo.

Chapter 2,
Table 2.34, Page 35

Under Wildlife: Maintain Minimum/All Associated Old gngh Characteristics within Old
Growth Character Standsr e pl ace entire paragraph wit
minimize impact on the large otcke component and subsequent risk of insect infestation i

Units F10G, F30G, F110G, F130G, F140G a
Chapter 2, Under Wildlife:Tempor ary roads within the Tobacc
Table 2.34, Page 35 device &emove description d&es in parentheses
Chapter 2, Add UnderWildlife: Scheduling of Timber Sales/ActivitiesFrom 2011 Access Amendment

Table 2.34, Page 35

ATi mber harvest activities that would o
di sturbance to grizzly bears resulting {
be applicable to Fivemile Creek (BOR&atershed and met by avoiding implementing majo
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timber harvest activities (e.g. harvesting, hauling, machine piling etc.) in Fiv€naitk and

adjacent Warland Creedfimultaneously. In general, scheduling timber harvest activities in
than three watrsheds of the East Reservoir Project area, at any given time, should be av(
when possible in order to allow areas for resident species to displace to diurnally.

Similarly, scheduling activities over more than 50 percent of ungulate winter range thihi
East Reservoir boundary should be avoided. Winter, especially late wintek#aln) can be
a critical period for wintering ungulates as much of their energy reserves have already be
depleted. Scheduling for winter range can be easily managedtbyshed boundaries. When
resource values compete such as when winter harvesting to assist with weed control on
ranger versus daytime disturbance to wintering ungulates, favor the situation with thertan
benefit. For example, winter harvestiog winter range to avoid the spread of noxious weed
will likely benefit ungulates more in the losigrm than prohibiting winter harvesting on wintg
range to avoid daytime disturbance of ungulates.

Chapter 3,

Vegetation Resource

Pages 34 and 51

shoul d
w-8 snags.r n |

UnderClearcut with ReservésSe nt enc e
suitable snags or

r-16 fresks perfadkgoop
archéo inste

Chapter 3,

Vegetation Resource

Page ¥

Under Cumulative EffecisSe nt e n c e sCumulativd effeces aftee alteriatives that
would affect vegetation and ecology include past activitiead in Chapter 3, pag@s5,

a n d &his will connect the past activiti®gdth what is considered in the cumulative effects
the vegetation resource.

Chapter 3,
SoilsResource
Page 103

Mis-numbered page. In DEJ€hapter 3, in the Soils Resource sectionptge isnumbeed
103, it should be 89.

Chapter 3,
Water Resources,
Page 159

Under Alternatives 1, 2 and 3; Cumulative Effects; Second sentence shoulii&xsadmary
of activities are listed in Chapter Bages 5, of the EIS0 This will connect the past activities
what is considered in the cumulative effects for the water resource.

Chapter 3,
Water Resources,
Page 159

Under Cumulative Effects fiThe ECA datautilized to ascertain the existing conditions for
Dunn Creek, Canyon Creek, Cripple Horse Creek, Warland Creek and Fivemile Creek w
derived from the 2010 KNF Watershed Characterization data. The KNF Watershed
Characterization daf@F, Vol. L, Doc. 40)s based on TSMRS/FACTS vegetation data and
running the Kootenai ECAC model. When the existing habitat condition is modeled ECA,
model(s) extracts tabular data (TSMRS/FACTS) from past harvests disclosed in DEIS Cli
3 on pages-B. By using ArcGIS, he existing condition, derived from the cumulative additig
of all past harvest activities (extracted tabular data) can be visually displayed in both taby
and map fornd

Chapter 3,
Fire and Fuels
Management,

Page 182

Alternative 2 proposes multiple regeneration harvests that exceed 40 acres in size. Thes
were proposed to try to implement treatments that would have been more commensurate
historical patch sizes while also favoring more fire resilient spechesy dre proposed on mor
moist sites that would have typically experienced mixed to stand replacing fire severity at
scale of hundreds to thousands of acres in size. Additionally, Units 147, 148, 149 and 15
Upper FivemileCreek andJnit 170 in Warlad Creek were designed to tie in with past
regeneration harvests to simulate a fire that would have burned from the creek bottom to
ridge top due to continuous fuels and favorable topography. This would have been more
of historic patch size antourn pattern when strategically located directly adjacent to existin
regeneration harvests that are still an effective barrier to high fire spread rates. Treatmer
this scale are also more likely to disrupt large fire growth and spread and asmstfficacy
of suppression efforts when a fire occurs in these areas. Fire modeling indicates these a
at risk of experiencing starr@placing crown fire behavior if left untreated and both areas &
within 1 % miles of private property. In additibm the benefits described previously, Unit 36
near Hornet Ridge (Dunn Creek) was partially designed to provide a fuel break immediat
adjacent to a major power transmission line. The other regeneration harvest units excee(
acres (units 40, 62, 3673T, 75, 80, and 188) were not specifically designed with fire and
as the primary purpose because they are not strategically located to mimic a fire burning
top of a ridge from the lower 173f a slope nor do they reduce the potentiaahof a wildfire
to private property. These treatments would still be effective at reducing hazardous fuels
reducing crown fire potential, and improving fire suppression efficacy. The proposed
regeneration harvests under Alternative 2 would accomplistdditional 507 acres of
hazardous fuel reduction than the same units identified under Alternative 3.
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Chapter 3,
Wildlife Resource,

Paragraph 2:
openings of

After the sentence, AThi s g
Addtise Solowingal beretor@,gvigh. thie implementation of an acti

pgs. 224, 290, alternative, Alternative 2 which promotes large patch size, wouldrtzettiress the issues of
300 edge effect, fragmentation, and interior forests than Alternative 3 which limits regeneratio
harvest units to 40 acres or less.
Chapter 3, Paragraph 7: fAnéwoul d r es ulotxx% ascompaiMdtothe? |
Wildlife Resource, (e xi sting | evel of 70%. 0 The xx % should
pgs. 224
Chapter 3, All Samson citations changed from 2005 to 2006.

Wildlife Resource,
Pgs. 235, 236, 238

Chapter 3,
Wildlife Resource,
pg. 308

After t he s en tesultioepeningsithatimaysnot beofully udlized by lynx and
snowshoe hare as foraging areas. Creating these openings redua®dgereffect and

fragmentation that would occur with grej
Alternative2 which promotes large patch size, would better address the issues of edge ef
fragmentation, and interior forests than Alternative 3 which limits regeneration harvest un
40 acres or less.

Chapter 3, Noxious
Weeds, pg. 324

Paragraph 1: Add daf@001)to (FSM2080.5)

Chapter 3, Noxious
Weeds, pg. 327

Under Spotted Knapweed (Story 2006) should be (Story 2008)

Chapter 3, Noxious|Par agraph 5: The Purpose and Needé. . add
Weeds, pg. 329
Chapter 3, Noxiosl |( MSU News ¢é.add Flaherty, Story 2008)

Weeds, pg. 330

Chapter 3, Noxious
Weeds, pg. 331

Paragraph 1 (KNFP) add (USDA FS 2007)

Chapter 3,
Transportation,
pg. 397

Under A Ac c e s-$nNévamber2@ié, The Kootenai National Forest (KNF) ado
the Addendum to KNFP Appendix 8 which replaces the KNFP standard for linear open rg
density with the Motorized Access Management Direction. This direction provides standa|
both Bear Management Units (BMUs) and BORZ occupancy déeaspage 299 wWildlife
Section, GrizzlyB ar Anal ysi s f oDropmxtrive pdragrapttmertoartoiino
calculations

Appendix C, Pg. 5

BMP Tablei Under SWCP 14.08 deletemention of specific units.

Appendix C, Pg. 7

BMP Tablei Under SWCP 14.16 delete mention of specific units.

The literature cited list in the DE&ppendix F)is incomplete. Thenissing components of the literature
citedlist is printed here.

Appendix F: Literature Cited
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ponderosd-orests, Montana, USA, IN: Journal of Applied Ecology 43:-887.

Emery, Sarah M., Katherine L. Gro2§05. Effects od Timing of Prescribed Fire on the Demography of an Invasive

Plant, Spotted Knapwedtkentaurea maculosiN: journal of Applied Ecology 42, 669.

Fitzpatrick, Greg S.,

2004. Techniques for Restoring Native Plant Communities in Upland tewd\VWeairies in

the Midwest and West Coast Regions of North America, City of Elig@&aks and Open Space Division, White

paper.

Freeman,J. P., T. Stohlgren, M. Hunter, P. Omi, E. Martinson, G. Chong, C. Brown, 2007. Rapid Assessment of
Postfire Plantnvasions in Coniferous Forests of the Western United States, IN: Ecological Applications, 17(6):
16561665.

Keeley, Joe E., 2006. Fire Management Impacts on Invasive Plants in the Western United States, IN: Conservation

20



Biology Vol. 20, No. 2.

Metlen, Kerry L., Carl E. Fiedler, 200&Restoration Treatment Effects on the Understory of Ponderosa
Pine/Douglasdir Forests in Western Montana, USA, IN: Forest Ecology and Management 222.

Nelson, Cara R., Charles B. Halpern, James K. Agee, 2008. ThinnirBuanidg Result in LowLevel Invasion by
Nonnative Plants but Neutral Effects on Natives, IN: Ecological Applications, 18(3).

Rice, Peter M. and Michael Harrington 2005 Stabilization of Plant Communities After Integrated Picloram and Fire
Treatments Agrement No. 0L A-11011600029

Rinellla, Matthew J., M.L. Pokorny, R. Rekaya, 2007. Grassland Invader Responses to Realistic Changes in Native
Species Richness, IN: Ecological Applications, 17(6).

Sheley, Roger, Ed Vasquez, Jeremy James and Brenda 30dith Applying EcologicalhBased Invasive Plant
Management: An Introduction and Overvi¢dBIPM) USDA Agricultural Research Station. 2010 Oregon State
University. Corvallis Oregonhttp://ebipm.org/

US Fish and Wildli¢ Service, 2005. Threatened Plant Species List, Kootenai National Forest.

USDA Forest Service, 2004. Fuels Planning: Science Synthesis and Integfatisinonmental Consequences Fact
Sheet: 7 Fire and Weeds. Rocky Mountain Research Station, FRINRZE3-7-WWW.

Vasquez, Edward, Roger Sheley, Tony Svejcar, 200&ating Invasion Resistant Soils via Nitrogen Management,
IN: Invasive Plant Science and management, 1(3); Weed Science Society of America.

Cultural Literature Cited
Calvi, Jim; Hemry, Cindy, 2010. Baird & Harper Historic Logging Railroad District (1B8#%), Libby Ranger
District, Canoe Gulch Ranger Station, KNF

Economic Literature Cited
Morgan, Todd A. and Charles E. Keegan [ 1 1. 20009. Mont a
2009 Forecast. Montana Busin€¥sarterly/Spring 2010.

Russell, John C., and Peggy A. AdaRsssell, Ellen Frament, and Mike Niccolucci. 2006. Conditions and Trends:
Social and Economic Systems for the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle Plan Revision Zone. Report to USDA Forest
Service.

Fire/Fuels Literature Cited
Hardy, Ottmar, Peterson, Core, Seamon, 2001. Smoke Management Guide for Prescribed and Wildland Fire 2001
Edition. National Wildfire Coordination Group, USDA, USDI, Nat. Assn. of State Foresters.

Leenhouts, Bill, 1998. AssessmelfitBlomass Burning in the Conterminous United States; US Fish and Wildlife
Service.

Story M., Dzomba, T., 2005. Smoke NEPA Guidance: Describing Air resource Impacts form Prescribed Fire on
National Forests & Grasslands of Montana, Idaho, North Dakota,ufh32akota in Regions 1 & 4.

Air Quality Literature Cited
Hardy, C.E., R.D. Ottmar, J.L. Peterson, J.E. Core, P Seamon,200ke NEPA GuidaneBescribing Air
Resourcdmpacts From Prescribed Fire on National Forests & Grasslands of Montana, Idaho, North Dakota, &
South Dakota in Regions 1 & Mlational Wildfire Coordinating Group, Fire Use Working Team. Boise, ID.

Leenhouts, B.1998. Assessment of biomass burning in the conterminous United States. Conservation Ecology
[online] 2(1): 1. Available from the Internet. URL: http://www.consecol.org/vol2/iss1/art1/

Sandberg, D.V., and F.N. Dost. 1990. Effects of prescribed firer@uality and human health. In: Natural and
Prescribed Fire in Pacific Northwest Forests. J.D. Walstad; S.R. Radosevich; D.V. Sandberg, eds. Oregon State
University Press, Corvallis, OR. pp.-298

Story, M., T. Dzomba. 200®escribing Air Resource Imptfrom Prescribed Fire Projects in NEPA Documents
for Montana and Idaho in Region 1 and Region 4. USDA Forest Service, Region 1. Missoula, MT.

Fisheries and AquaticSpecies Literature Cited
Huston, J.E., 1999. A Review of Historical Fish Planting in Kootenai River Drainage, Montana. Montana Fish
Wildlife and Parks Report.-33 pp

21


http://ebipm.org/

Kuennen, L. and M.L. Gerhardt 1993SDA Forest Service and Natural Resources Conservation Service. Soil
Survey of Kootenai National Forest Area, Montana and Idaho, U.S. Government Printing Offic&817995
974/2050/SCS, pp. 168, Map 65.

Recreation and Scenic Literature Cited
US Department of Agriculture Forest Service. 1990. The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum, US Government
Printing Office, 5 pages..

US Department of Agriculture Forest Service. 199%mndscape Aesthetics: A Handbook for Scenery Management,
Agriculture Handbook 701, 4 pages.

Soils Literature Cited
Amaranthus, M. P., J. M. Trappe and R. J. Molina. 198hgterm forest productivity and the living soiln:
Maintaining the longerm productivity of Pacific northwest forest ecosystems. D. A. Perry, ed. pp. 36 and 48.

Arno, Stephen F. 199@he Concept: Restoring Ecological Structure and Process in Ponderosa Pine Forests. In: The
Use of fire in Forest Restoration. Hardy, C. C., and S. F. Arno. 1996. USDA Forest Service. Intermountain
Research Station. Ogden, UT. INGTR-341.

Barnett, D. 189. Fire effects on coast range soils of Oregon and Washington and management implementation: a
stateof-knowledge review. R6 Soils Tech. Rep., 66 p.

Brady, Nyle C., and Ray R. WeR002 The Nature and Properties of Soils. Thirteenth Edition. Upperl&&ivder,
New Jersey: Pearson Education, Inc. Pp-928.

Brown, J.K., E.D. Reinhardt, and K.A. Kramer. 2003. Coarse woody debris: managing benefits and fire hazard in
the recovering forest. Gen. Tech. Rep. RMEBR-105, July, 16 pp.

Certini, G., 2005Effects of Fire on Properties of Forest Soils: A Review. Oecologis. $48: 1

Choromanska, U., and T. H. DeLuca. 20Btescribed Fire Alters the Impact of Wildfire on Soil Biochemical
Properties in a Ponderosa Pine Forest. Published in Soil Sci. Sod. Abt232238.

DeBano, L.F. 2000. The Role of Fire and Soil Heating On Water Repellency in Wildland Environments: A
Review. Published in Journal of Hydrology 2232 (2000) p. 19206.

DeBano, L.F. 1981. Water Repellant Soils: A Staft¢he-Art. Gen Tech. Rep. PSWI6, Pacific Southwest Forest
and Range Exp. Stn., USDA Forest Service, Berkeley, CA. 21 pp.

DeBano, L.F. 1991. The Effect of Fire on Soil Propertigs.Proceedings-Management and Productivity of
Western Montane Forest Soils. Hayvé and L. Neuenschwander, compilers. Gen. Tech. Rep280l USDA,
Forest Service, Intermountain Research Station. Pp1%51

Dykstra P. and M. Curran. 2002. Skid Road Recontouring in British Columbjaartree growth results. Res.
Br. B.C. Min. For. Victoria, B.C. Tech. Rep. 001.

Dyrness, C.T. 1976. Effect of Wildfire on Soil Wettability in the High Cascades of Oregon. Res. Paj20RNW

Frandsen, W.H., and K.C. Ryal®85. Soil moisture reduces belowground heat flux and soil temperatures under a
burning fuel pile. Can. J. For. Res. 16:2248.

Froehlich H.A., D.W.R. Miles, and R.W. Robbins. 1985. Soil bulk density recovery on compacted skid trails in
Central Idaho.Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 49:1018017.

Froehlich, H.A., R.W. Robbins, D.W.R. Miles, and J.K Lyons. 1983. Soil Monitoring project report on Payette
National Forest and Boise Cascade lands. Payette NF, McCall, ID. 58 pp. Monitoring recovery of compacted skid
trails in central Idaho.

Froehlich, H.A., and D.H. McNabb. 1983. Minimizing Soil Compaction in Pacific Northwest forests. In E.L. Stne
(Ed.) Forest Soils and Treatm. Impacts, Proc"ol6rth Am. For. Soils Conf., U of TN Conf., 2016 Lake Ave.
Knoxville, TN, June, pp. 15292.

Gier J.G., K.Kindle, and L.J. Kuennen 2012. Rdatvest Soil Monitoring Datd able (1988012) on the
Kootenai National Forest, USDA Forest Service, Kootenai National Forest, 15pp.

Gier J.G., K.Kindle, D.S. Pageumroese, AAbott, and L.J. Kuennen 2013. Determining Soil Recovery Curves
Following Timber Management Activities on the Kootenai National Forest, USDA Forest Service, Kootenai
National Forest, In Cooperation with the Intermountain Research Station. Abstracdentation at the 2013
North American Forest Soils Conference, 2pp.

22



Goodwin, K.M. and R.L. Sheley. October 2001. What To Do When Fires Fuel Weeds. Rangelands-26(6):15

Graham, R. T., A. E. Harvey, M. F. Jurgenson, T. B. Jain, J. R. Tonn and &geD@mroese. 1994. Managing
Coarse Woody Debris in Forests of the Rocky Mountains. USDA Forest Service Intermountain Research Station.
Research paper INRP-477.

Hart, S., T. H., G. S. Newman, M. D. MacKenzie, and S. |. Boyle. 2P05tFire Vegetabn Dynamics for
Microbial Community Structure and Function in Forest Soils. Forest Ecology and Management. 2P84.166

Hartford R.A. and W. H. Frandsen 1992. When itodés hot,
portrend extensive soil kéng) USDA FS, Intermountain Research Station, International Journal of Wildland
Fire. 2(3): 139144.

Huffman, E.L., L.H. MacDonald, and J.D. Stednick. 2001. Strength and persistenceirnddiced soil
hydrophobicity under ponderosa and lodgepole pBolorado Front Range. Hydrol. Process. 15: 25592.

Hungerford, R.D., M.G. Harrington, W.H. Frandsen, K.C. Ryan, and G.J. Niehoff. 1991. Influence of fire on factors
that affect site productivityn: Proceedings Mgmt. And productivity of western bhtana forest soils. USDA FS
Gen. Tech. Rep. INR80. p. 3250.

Keane R.E., K.C. Ryan, T.T. Veblen, C.D. Allen, J. Logan, and B. Ha\2k&2. Cascading Effects of Fire
Exclusion in Rocky Mountain Ecosystems: A Literature Review., United States Dept. of Agriculture, Forest
Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Gen. Tech. Report RMRRE91, May 2002.

Kuennen, Louis J. 2011. Personar®ersation with the KNF Soil Scientist Regarding Changes in Existing DSD
Values in Timber Sale Units Upon Secondary Entries Where Heavy Equipment Timber Harvest Operations Have
Previously Occurred.

Kuennen, Louis J., 2009. Current Detrimental Soil Disimce Values.

Kuennen, L.J., and M. NielsgBerhardt. 1995Soil Survey of the Kootenai National Forest Area, Montana and
Idaho. USDA Forest Service and Natural Resources Conservation Service in cooperation with the Montana
Agricultural Experiment StatiarLibby, MT.

Kuennen, L.J. 2007b. Thirlyive Years of Studying, Learning About, and Interpreting Soil on the Kootenai
National Forest, USDAS, Kootenai National Forest. White Paper. 19pp.

Kuennen, L.J. 2003Monitoring Averages/Recommendations. InerDocument. Kootenai National Forest. White
Paper.

Kuennen, L.J. 2007a. Average Disturbance by Activity for Years-PO®%, Appendix C,USDA-FS, Kootenai
National Forest. White Pap&pp.

Kuennen, L.J. 2007c. Appendix1 of Appendix C, Kootenai Natidorest Soil Monitoring Table (198805).

Kuennen, L.J. 2007d. Soil Disturbance Analysis and Documentation Methodology, Appendix A;REBDA
Kootenai National Forest. White Pap2pp.

Kuennen, L.J. 2007e. Soils of Special Concern, Appendix E, Kabiational Forest, White Paper. 2pp.

Kuennen, L.J., and M. NielsgBerhardt. 1984Kootenai National Forest Land System Inventory. Kootenai National
Forest. Libby, MT.

Kuennen, L.J. 20078@nGoing Soil Monitoring Regarding Harvest Activities aRdlated Soil Disturbance Values
(20002005) on the Kootenai National Forest, AppendddDA-FS,Kootenai National Forest.

Kuennen, L.J. 20QCFires Effects on Soils. Appendix E in: Forest Assessment of 2000 Major Fires. Kootenai
National Forest.

Lee D.C., J.R. Sedell, G.E. Rieman, R.F. Thurow, and J.E. Williams. 1997. Broadscale Assessment of Aquatic
Species and Habitats. An assessment of Ecosystem Components in the Interior Columbia Basin and Portions of
the Klamath and Great Basins. Vol. 3. @h4, USFS General Technical Report and RSWR-405, pp. 1100
1109 and 1193.200.

McNabb, D.H., and K. Cromack, Jr. 1990. Effects of Prescribed Fire on Nutrients and Soil Productidatural
and Prescribed Fire in Pacific Northwest forests. WalstaD, et al., Corvallis, OR, OR State Univ. Press.

MacKenzie, M.D., T.H. DelLuca, and A.Sala. 2006. Fire Exclusion and Nitrogen Mineralization in Low Elevation
Forests of Western Montana: Soil Biology and Biochemistry, (38) p. 9551,

Megahan, WF. 1990. Erosion and site productivity in westdiontana forest ecosystemm: Proceedings,
Management and Productivity of WestdWtontana Forest Soils. Gen. Tech. Rep. {RB0. USDA, Forest

23



Service, Intermountain Research Station. pp-13@.

Neay, D.G., C.C. Klopatek, L.F. DeBano, and P.F. Ffolliott, 1999. Fire Effects on Belowground Sustainability: A
Review and Synthesis. USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Statlorest Ecology and
Management 122 (199) 511.

PageDumroese, D.M., Miller, R., Mital, J., McDaniel, P., Miller, D. 200¥.olcanicAsh-Derived Forest Soils of
the Inland Northwest: Properties and Implications for Management and RestoRtimeedingRMRS-P-44;
Fort Collins, CO: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Fatr8ervice, Rocky MountaiResearch Station. 220 p.

PageDumroese, D., M. Jurgensen, A. Abbott, T. rice, J. Tirocke, S. Farley and S DeHart. 2006. Monitoring
Changes in Soil Quality from PeBtre Logging in the Inland Northwest. USDA FS Proc. RMR8&L1,p. 605
614, Fort Collins, CO.

PageDumroese, D., M. Jurgensen,, W. Elliot, T.Rice, J.Nesser, T.Collins, and R.Meurisse. 2000. Soil Quality
Standards and Guidelines for Forest Sustainability in Northwestern North America. Forest Ecology and
Management 18 (2000) p. 445162.

Powers, R. F. 1990. Are We Maintaining the Productivity of Forest Lands? Establishing Guidelines Through a
Network of LongTerm Studies.In: Harvey, A. E. and L. F. Neuenschwander (Eds.). Proceetiagggement
Productivity of Wetern Montane Soils. USDA, Forest Service Intermountain Research Station.-§h. 70

Powers, R.F., F.G. Sanchez, D.A. Scott, and D. fagaroese, 2004. The North American letegm soil
productivity experiment: Coast-Coast findings from the first dade. USDA Forest Service Proceedings
RMRSP-34. 16pp.

Thurow T.L. 1991. Grazing Management: An Ecological Perspective, Chapter 6, Hydrology and Erosion, Available
ontline athttp://crrit.tami.edu/rlem/textbook/textboelk.html, p 1-17.

USDA Forest Service, 2011a. Region 1 Approach to Soils NEPA Analysis Regarding Detrimental Soil Disturbance
in Forested Areas, A Technical Guide, 36pp.

USDA Forest Service, 20010ff-Highway VehicleRecord of Decision and Amendment for Montana, North
Dakota, and Portions of South Dakota. United States Dept. of Agriculture, Forest Service, Northern Region,
January 2001, 14pp.

USDA Forest Service 1995. Burned Area Emergency Rehabilitation Hand®di2$09.13, 6pp.
USDA FS. 2009. Region 1 Soil Quality Standards. 255035uppl. 25089-1. US Department of Agriculture.
USDA, 1988. Soil and Water Conservation Practices Handbook. FSH 2509.22 R1/R4 5/88.

USDA Forest Service, 196(National ForesMultiple-Sustained Use Yield Act of 1960, US Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service.

USDA Forest Service, 2011b. Kootenai National Forest, 2011 Forest Plan Monitoring Report. Kootenai National
Forest. Libby, MT. Item F4.

USDA Forest Service, 2006Kootenai National Forest, 2006 Forest Plan Monitoring Report. Kootenai National
Forest. Libby, MT. Item F4.

USDA Forest Service, 2008ootenai National Forest, 2002 Forest Plan Monitoring Report. Kootenai National
Forest. Libby, MT. Item F4.

USDA Fores Service, 1998Kootenai National Forest, 1997 Forest Plan Monitoring Report. Kootenai National
Forest. Libby, MT. Item F4.

USDA Forest Service, 200Rootenai National Forest, 2007 Invasive Plant Management Record of Decision.

USDA Forest Service 19939nland Native Fish Strategy Environmental Assessment, Decision Notice and Finding
of No Significant Impact, Intermountain, Northern, and Pacific Northwest Regions, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service.

USDA FS. 1987. Kootenai National Foregsbrest Plan, Northern Region, Forest Service, US Department of
Agriculture, September 1987, pp-1l

USDA Forest Service, 197@\ational Forest Management Act (NFMA), US Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service.

Wells, C.G., R.E. Campbell, L.F. DeBa, C.E. Lewis, R.L. Fredriksen, E.C. Franklin, R.C. Froelich and D.H.
Dunn. 1979. Effects of Fire on Soil: A State of the Knowledge Review. USDA Forest Service Gen. Tech. Rep.
WO-7. p.26.

24


http://cnrit.tami.edu/rlem/textbook/textbook-fr.html

Zdanowicz, C.M., G.A. Zielinski and M.S. Germani. 1999. udbMazama eruption: Calendrical age verification
and atmospheric impact assessed. In Geology, 1999:28%8R21

Forest Vegetation Literature Cited
Amman, G.D. 1977. ThRole of the Mountain Pine Beetle in Lodgepole Pine Ecosystems: Impact on Succession.
The Role of Arthropods in Forest Ecosystems. Spritvgtag. New York.

Arno, Stephen F. 1976. The Historical Role of Fire on the Bitterroot National ForesLdRDa&ember.

Arno, Stephen F. 1978orest Regions of MontanbllSDA FS Research Paper INIL8. Intermountain Forest and
Range Experiment Station, Ogden, Utah.

Arno, Stephen F. 198@.orest Fire History in the Northern Rocki&eprinted from the Journal of Forestry, Vol 78,
No. 8 August 1980.

Brown, R.T., Agee, J.K., Franklin, J.F. 2004. Forest Restoration and Fire Principals in the Context of Place. Con.
Bio. Vol. 18. No. 4:904.

Chatters, J.C., and Leavell, D.M. 1994. Smdaeisch Fen: A 1500 Year History of Fire and Succession in the
Hemlock Forest of the Lower Clark Fork Valley, Northwest Montana.

Depro, B. M., B. C. Murray, R. J. Alig, A. Shanks 2008. Public Land, Timber Harvests, and Climate Mitigation:
Quantifying CarborSequestration Potential on US Public Timberlands. Forest Ecology and Management 255.

Finkral, A. J., A. M. Evans. 2008. The Effects of a Thinning Treatment on carbon Stocks in a Northern Arizona
Ponderosa Pine Forest. Forest Ecology and Management 255.

Fischer, W. C. and A. F. Bradley. 198ire Ecology of Western Montana Forest Habitat TypdSDA, Forest
Service, Intermountain Research Station. INT 223d35565.

Gan, J. and B. A. McCar007. Measuring Transnational Leakage of Forest Conservation. Ecological Economics
64.

Haack, Robert A.; James W. Byler. 1993. Insects and Pathogens. Journal of Forestry, September 1993.
Habeck, Mutch. 1973. Fire Dependent Forests in the Rocky Mosn#iticle in Quaternary Research. Vol. lll.

Harmon, M., W. K. Ferrell, J. F. Franklin. 1990. Effects on Carbon Storage of Conversion@f@ith Forests to
Young Forests. Science, New Series, Vol. 247.

Harmon, M. 2001. Carbon Sequestration in Forésisiressing the Scale Question. Journal of Forestry.

Harmon, M. 2009. Testimony Before the Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests, and Public lands of the
Committee of Natural Resources for an Over sClingalet Hear i
Change.

Harmon, M., and B. Marks. 2002. Effects of Silvicultural Practices on carbon Stores in Dfiuglsigestern
Hemlock Forests in the Pacific Northwest, USA: Results from a Simulation Model. Can, J. For. Res. 32.

Heath, L. S., J. E. Smitl. W. Woodall, D. L. Azuma, K.L. Waddell. 2011. Carbon Stocks on Forestland of the
United States with Emphasis on USDA Forest Service Ownership. Ecosphere 2(1):art6 DOI:10:1890/ES10
001236.1.

Homann, P. S., Harmon, M., S. Remillard, E A.H. Smithwick.2280hat the Soil Reveals: Potential Total
Ecosystem C Stores of the Pacific Northwest Region, USA. For Ecology and Management 220.

Houghton, R .A. 2003. Revised Estimates of the Annual Net Flux of Carbon to the Atmosphere from Changes in
land Use and Lanilanagement 185Q000. Tellus B.

Interagency Fire Regime Condition Class Guidebook, Version 1.0.5, Marchv2@@4frcc.gov/

Inventory of US Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks-2090. Chp 7, 2009.
http://epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/usinventoryreport.html

Kashian, D.M., Romme, W.H., Tinker, D.B., Turner, M.G., Ryan, M.G. 2006. Carbon Storage on Landscapes with
Standreplacing Fires. BioSence 56.

Kaufmann, M.R., Graham, R.T., Boyce, D.A., Moir, W.H., Perry, L., et al. 1994. An Ecological Basis for
Ecosystem Management. USDA Forest Service. General Technical Rep@4&BRM

Kaufman, J. B. 2004. Death Rides the Forest: Perceptions of Fire, Land Use, and Ecological Restoration of Western
Forests. Con. Bio. Vol.18. No. 4.

25


http://www.frcc.gov/
http://epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/usinventoryreport.html

Keith, H., B. G. Mackey, D. B. Lindenmayer. 2009 -&eluation of Forest Biomass Carbon Stocks and Lessons
from the Wor |-Oedse Foets PNAS ¥otf. b06, No. 28.

Krankina O. N., Harmon< M. E. 2006. Forest Management Strategies for Carbon Storage. In: Forests, Carbon and
Climate Change: A Synthesis of Science Findings. The Oregon Forest Resstitatel

Kutsch, W.L., M. Bahn, A. Heinemeyer. 2010. Soil Carbon Dynamics: An Integrated Methodology. Cambridge
University Press 978-521-865616.

Logan, J.A., Regniere. J., Powell, J.A. 2003. Assessing the Impacts of Global Warming on Forest PaeissDyna
Front. Ecol. Environ. Vol.1 No. 3.

Lotan, J.E., Brown J.K., Neuenschwander, L.F. 1984. Role of Fire in Lodgepole Pine Forests. D. Baumgartner et al.

(eds) . Lodgepole Pine the Species and |Itds Mfgnagement
Pullman.
Mitchell , S. R. M. Har mon, K. E.B. Od6Connel I-Term2 00 9. For

Carbon Storage in Three Pacific Northwest Ecosystems. Ecological Applications, 19(3).

Murray, B. C. 2008. Leakage from an AvoilBeforestation Compensation Policy: Concepts, Empirical Evidence,
and Corrective Policy Options. Nicholas Institute for Environmental Policy Solutions, Duke University, Durham,
NC.

North, M. and M. D. Hurteau. 2010. Higdeverity Wildfire Effects on Caon Stocks and Emissions in Fuels
Treated and Untreated Forest. Forest Ecology Management, DOI:10:1016/J. Foreco.

Pfister, Robert D., B. L. Kovalchik, S. F. Arno, and R. C. Pre$By7. Forest Habitat Types of MontattSDA
FS, Intermountain Forest afthnge Experiment Station, General Technical Rdpirt34.

Reinhardt, E., L. Holsinger. 2010. Effects of Fuel Treatment on Cabiginrbance Relationships in Forests of the
Northern Rocky Mountains. Forest Ecology Management.

Ryan, M.G., M.E. HarmorR.A. Birdsey, C.P. Giardina, L.S. Heath, R.A. Houghton, R.B. Jackson, D.C. McKinley,
J.F. Morrison, B.C. Murray, D.E. Pataki, K.E. Skog. 2011. A Synthesis of the Science on Forests and Carbon for
U.S. Forests. Issues in Ecology, Report No. 13.

Sartwell,C. and Stevens, R.E. 1975. Mountain Pine Beetle in Ponderosa Pine: Prospects for Silvicultural Control in
SecondGrowth Stands. Jour. For.73.

Schmid, J. M., S. A. Mata, R. R. Kessler and J. B. Popp. T Influence of Partial Cutting on Mountain Pine
BeetleCaused Tree Mortality in Black Hills Ponderosa Pine.

Smith, J.K. and Fischer, W.C. 1997. Fire Ecology of the Forest Habitat Types of Northern Idaho. USDA Forest
Service, Intermountain Research Btat General Technical Report INGTR-363.

Solomon, S., D. Qin, M. Manning, R.B. Alley, T. Berntsen, N.L. Bindoff, Z. Chen, A. Chidthaisong, J.M. Gregory,
G.C. Hegerl, M. Heimann, B. Hewitson, B.J. Hoskins, F. Joos, J. Jouzel, V. Kattsov, U. Lohmamtsinadyl
M. Molina, N. Nicholls, J. Overpeck, G. Raga, V. Ramaswamy, J. Ren, M. Rusticucci, R. Somerville, T.F.
Stocker, P. Whetton, R.A. Wood, D. Wratt. 2007. Technical Summary. IN: Climate Change 2007: The Physical
Science Basis. Contribution of Workingdsip 1 to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change.

Symons, J., D. H. K. Fairbanks, C. Skinner. 2008. Influences of Standard Structure and Fuel Treatments on Wildfire
Severity at Blacks Mountain Experimental ForestrtNeastern California. Department. of Geography and
Planning, California State University, Chico; USDA FS Pacific Southwest Res. Station, Redding, CA.

Turner, D.P., G.J. Koerper, M.E. Harmon, J.J. Lee. 1995. A Carbon Budget for Forests of the Contdsnitedus
States. Ecological Applications, Vol. 5, No. 2.

USDA, Forest Service. 2003. Field Guide to Disease and Insect Pests of Northern and Central Rocky Mountain
Conifers. Northern Region. R13-03.

USDA, Forest Service; Sturdevant, N.J. 2010. Reviklmsects and Disease Conditions and Trends on the
Kootenai NF. USDA FS Trip Report MFDR-10-33.

USDA, Forest Service. 2009. Montana Forest Insect and Disease Conditions and Program Highlights. Northern
Region. Report 09.

US EPA. 2010. Inventory of USreenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 18910. US EPA 43®R-12-001.
van der Werf, G.R., D.C. Morton, R.S. DeFries, J.G.J. Olivier, P.S. Kasibhatla, R.B. Jackson, G.J. Collatz, J.T.

26



Randerson. 2009. G&missions from Forest Loss. Commentary.

Waring, R.H and Schlesinger, W.H. 1985. Forest Ecosystems, Concepts and Management. Academic Press, New
York. Pp 216.

Wear, D.N. and B.C. Murray. 2004. Federal Timber Restrictions, Interregional Spillovers, and the Impact on US
Softwood Markets. J. of Environmentatonomics and Management, Vol. 47, Issue 2.

Woodbury, P.B., J.E. Smith, L.S. Heath. 2007. Carbon Sequestration in the US Forest Sector from 1990 to 2010.
Forest Ecology and Management 241.

Zack, Arthur C. and Morgan, Penelod®94. Fire History on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. Moscow,
Idaho: University of Idaho. 55 pages. Review Draft.

DOCUMENTS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCED but not CITED
USDA Forest Service. 1999.réft Vegetation Response Unit Characterizations aardét Landscape
Prescriptions Kootenai National Forest, Libby, MT. Unpublished 154 Pages

USDA Forest Service. 1993abitat Type Groups and Target Stand®otenai National Forest. Libby, MT.
USDA Forest Service. 1984NF Land System InventoryKootenai National Forest. Libby, MT

USDA Forest Service, R1. 199sect and Disease Identification and ManagemE&DA, Forest Service,
Northern Region Cooperative Forestry and Pest Management.

USDA Forest Service. 198Kootenai NationaForest Integrated PlarLibby, MT.

USDA Forest Service. 1983 he Northern Regional GuiddJSDA F.S., Northern Region. Missoula, MT.
USDA Forest Service. 198&ode of Federal Regulationd0 CFR Parts 1560508. 45 pp.

USDA Forest Service 197M8ational Forest Management Act of 1976

Wildlife Literature Cited

Access Amendment Team Level One. 2010. Notes frdn2810 meeting. Kootenai National For&stiper vi sor 6 s

Office. Libby, Montana. 1pp.

Access Amendment Team Level One. 20009. Notes from 9/ 28,

Office. Libby, Montana. 8pp
Allen, L. 2011. Areview of grizzly Bear Recurring Use Areas associatedtétBelkirk and Cabinetaak

Ecosystems. USDA Forest Service,; Northern Region 1.

Allred, M. 1980. A Reemphasis on the Value of the Beaver in Natural Resource Conservation. Journal of the Idaho
Academy @& Science. Vol.16, No.1, June 1980. 8pp.

Altman, G. 1990. As in USDA Forest Service 2003d. Old Fisher River Old Growth Process Paper. Libby Ranger
District. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Kootenai National Forest. Libby, MT.

Anderson etl 2009. Guide to Grizzly Effects Analysis for Helicopter Use in Grizzly Bear Habitat. Montana/ldaho
Level One Team. 19pp.

Annis, K. 2010. Electronic message to Lydia Allen (USFS) and regarding the November 2009 grizzly bear in the
CabinetYaakecosystem. Dated January 18, 2010.

Askins, R. A. 2000. Restoring North Americadés Birds:

Austin, Matt. 1998. Wolverine winter travel routes and response to transportation corridors in Kicking&$srse P
between Yoho and Banff National Parks. MS Thesis, Univ. of Calgary, Alberta, Canada. 40pp.

Banci, Vivian. 1994. Wolverine. Chapter 5 IN: Ruggiero, Leonard F., K.B. Aubry, S.W. Buskirk, L.J. Lyon, and
W.J. Zielinski. (tech. Eds.) 1994. The Scieuti#iasis for Conserving Forest Carnivores American Marten, Fisher,
Lynx and Wolverine in the Western United States. General Technical Repe26RMISDA Forest Service,

Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station, Fort Collins, CO. 184 pp.

Bartelt P.E, and C.R. Peterson. 1994. Riparian habitat utilization by western Badid$preayand spotted frogs
(Rana pretiospon the Targhee National Forest. Final Report, 11 July, 1994. Dept of Biological Sciences, ldaho
State University, and ldaho MusewhNatural History.

Bate L.J. and M.J. Wisdom. 2004. Snag Resources in Relation to Roads and Other Indices of Human Access on the

Flathead National Forest (revised). Kalispell, MT. 28 pp.
Bertram, Tim and J. Claaar. 2008. Horizontal Cdvarterim Guidance for Assessing Mulgtoried Stands Within

27



Lynx Habitat (Draft). USFS Region 1, Missoula, Montana.

Bratkovich, Al. 2007. Libby District Wildlife Biologist and Forest Land bird Monitoring Program Coordinator, pers.
comm. with David Deavours, Novembed@” .

Brewer, L.T., R. Bush, J.E. Canfield, and A.R. Dohmen. 2009. Northern goshawk. Northern Region overview; Key
findings and considerations. Northern Goshawk Working Group. 57p.

Buechner, H.K. 1960. The Bighorn Sheep in the United States, Its Restn® and Future. Wildlife Monographs.
May 1960. No.4

Bull, E. L. 1975. Habitat utilization of the pileated woodpecker, Blue Mountains, Oregon. MS thesis, Oregon Sate
University, Corvallis, Oregon.

Bull, E. L. 1980. Resource partitioning among woodgeskn northeastern Oregon. PhD dissertation, Univ. of
Idaho, Moscow, ID.

Bull, E. L. 1987. Ecology of the pileated woodpecker in northeastern Oregon. Journal of Wildlife Management, 51
(2): 472481.

Bull, E. L., R. S. Holthausen, and M. G. Henjum. 19R8ost trees used by pileated woodpeckers in northeastern
Oregon. Journal of Wildlife Management 56 (4): 7883.

Bull, E.L.; Parks, C.G.; and T. R. Torgersen. 1997. Trees and logs important to wildlife in the interior Columbia
River Basin. Gen. Tech. ReBNW-GTR-391. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. 55 p.

Bull, E.L. and R.S. Holthausen. 1993. Habitat use and management of pileated woodpeckers in northeastern Oregon.
Journal of Wildlife Mangement. Vol 57(2). P.3385.

Bull, E. L. and EC. Meslow. 1977Habitat Requirements of the Pileated Woodpecker in Northeastern Oregon.
Reproduced from Journal of Forestry, Vol. 5, No. 6. June 1977, RySDEA Forest Service.

Bury, R. Bruce. 1983. What we know and do not know aboutoaffl vehicldmpacts on wildlife. 11pp.

Bury, R. B., D. J. Major, and D. Pilliod. 2000. Responses of amphibians to fire disturbance in Pacific Northwest
forests: a review. Pages-32 In The Role of Fire in Nongame Wildlife Management and Community
Restoration: Traitional Uses and New Directions Proceedings of a Special Workshop, Editors W. M. Ford, K. R.
Russell, C. E. Moorman. USDA, Forest Service, Northeastern Research StatichNE=183.

Bush, R. and R. Lundberg. 2008. Wildlife habitat Estimate Updatesddrdigion 1 Conservation Assessment.
USDA Forest Service, Region 1, Forest and Range Management, ReportiNov0®

Butts, Thomas W. 1992. Wolverin€(lo gulg Biology and Management: A literature review and annotated
bibliography. USDA Forest Seibe, Northern Region, Missoula, MT. 106 pp plus attachments.

Castaneda, Bob. 2004. Old Growth Management. 1900/2600 letter, April 26, 2004. USDA Forest Service, Kootenai
National Forest, Libby, MT. 1 pg. +id&dionpforthatt achment :
Management of Ok&5r o wt h 0

Chen, Jiquan, J.F. Franklin and T.A. Spies. 1995. Grows@agon microclimatic gradients from clearcut edges into
old-growth Dougladir forests. Ecological Applications, Vol. 5, No. 1 (Feb. 1995864

Chary M. 1997 The Blackbacked and Threted woodpeckers: Life History, Habitat Use, and Monitoring Plan.
USDA Forest Service; Gallatin National Forest. Bozeman, MT.

Christensen, Alan G. and Michael J. Madel. 1982. Cumulative effects analysis pr@rézdy bear habitat
component mapping. Kootenai NF. Libby, MT. 38 pp.

Christy, R.E., and S.D. West. 1993. Biology of bats in Doufitéferests. USDA, FS. Pacific Northwest Research
Station. General Technical Report. PNSVR 308, 28 pp.

Claar, J.J.N. Anderson, D. Boyd, M. Cherry, B. Conard, R. Hompesch, S. Miller, G. Olson, H. Ihsle Pac, J. Waller,
T. Wittinger, H. Youmans. 1999. Carnivores. Pages7/6Bin Joslin, G. and H. Youmans, coordinatoEffects
of recreation on Rocky Mountain wildlife: A Review for Montana. Committee on Effects of Recreation on
Wildlife. Montana Chapter of the Wildlife Society. 307 pp.

Clark, Jaimie Rappaport. 2000. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plaetmibegion of Threatened
Status for the Contiguous U.S. Distinct Population Segment of the Canada Lynx and Related Rule; Final Rule.
UDSI FWS. Federal Register March 24, 2000. Vol. 65 No. 58. pp 166636.

Cook, John, G., L. L. Irwin, L. D. BryanR. A. Riggs, and J. W. Thomas. 1998. Relations of forest cover and
condition of elk: a test of the thermal cover hypothesis in summer and winter. Wildlife Monographs 141.

28



Copeland, J. P. 199Biology of the Wolverine in Central Idah&.Thesis Presged in Partial Fulfillment of the
Requirements for the Degree of Master of Science with a Major in Wildlife Resources in the College of Graduate
Studies. University of Idaho.

Copeland, J.P.; et al 201Dhe bioclimatic envelope of the wolverine (Gulo gulo): do climate constraints limit its
geographic distribution? Ca. J. Zool. 88: 23%.

Corn, P., P. Hendricks, T. Koch, B. Maxell, C. Peterson, and K. Werner. 1998. Unpublished letter to USFS Region
1 Species at Risk Task Group: subje®oreal toad Bufo Boreas boreadisting as a sensitive species for all
Region 1 Forests. 8pp.

Couey, F.M. 1950. Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep of Montana. Montana Fish and Game Commission. Bulletin
#2.

Deavours, D. @11. Collection of emails with KNF biologist discussing the status of beaver on the various districts
of the KNF.

DeMaynadier, P. G., and M. L. Hunter, Jr. 1998. Effects of silvicultural edges on the distribution and abundance of
amphibians in Maine. Caervation Biology, Vol. 12, No. 2, pages 3352.

Ecosystem Research Group. 2012. Wildlife Habitat Assessment for the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle Plan
Revision Zone (KIPZ). USDA Forest Service.

Federal Register. April 2, 2009a. 50 CFR Part 17. Endadger@ Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Designating the
Northern Rocky Mountain Population of Gray Wolf as a Distinct Population Segment and Removing This
Distinct Population Segment From the Federal List of Endangered andéreeaVildlife; Proposed Rule.
Volume 74, Number 62); pages 1512188]. USDI FWS.

Frederick, G. P1991 Effects of Forest Roads on Grizzly Bear, EIk, and Gray Woliesature Review.
Publication No. R991-73. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Foregir@ce. Kootenai NFLibby, MT.

Gaines et al007. Shortterm Response of Land Birds to Ponderosa Pine Restor&storation Ecology. Vol.
15, No. 4, pp67®&79.

Gaines etl. 2010. Shorterm Effects of Thinning and Burning Restoration Treatments on Avian Community
Composition, Density, and Nest Survival in the Eastern Cascade Dry Forests, Washington. Forest Science. 56(1),
pp. 8899.

Gautreaux, R. 1999. Vegetation Respodsé Characterizations and Target Landscape Prescriptions. USDS Forest
Service, Northern Region, Kootenai National Forest. 203 p.

Geist, V. 1971. Mountain Sheep: A Study in Behavior and Evolution. Univ. of Chicagp Press.

George, T.L. and S. ZacR008. Bird occupancy and richness in ponderosa pine forest with contrasting forest
structure and fire history. Canada Journal of Forest Resources. 384936

Goggans, R. 1985. Habitat Use by Flammulated Owls in Northeastern Oregon. MS Thesis, Gitegdni@&rsity,
1986. 64 pp.

Graham, R.T., A.E. Harvey, M.F. Jurgensen, T.B. Jain, J.R. Tonn, and D.SD&ageese. 199Managing
Coarse Woody Debris in Forests of the Rocky Mount#iis-RP-477. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service. Interrauntain Research Station. Ogden, UT.

Grant, Gordon E., B. Wemple, F. Swanson (tech. editors) 1998. Forest Service Roads: A synthesis of scientific
information (DRAFT). Pacific NW Research Station, Corvallis, OR.

Green, P., J. Joy, D. Sirucek, W. HaAn Zack, and B. Naumant992 Old-Growth Forest Types of the Northern
Region. R1 SES 4/92. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. Northern Region. Missoula, MT.

Green, P., J. Joy, D. Sirucek, W. Hann, A. Zack, and B. Naum&6R. errata 2 OIld Growth Forest Types of
the Northern Region. Missoula, MT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Northern Region. 60 pp.

Grindal, S. D. 1995. Habitat use by bats in fragmented forest. Pf2726h: Bats and Forests Symposium. R.
Barclayand R. Brigham Eds. British Columbia Min. of For, Victoria, B.C. 291 pp.

Hannon, S. J., C. A. Paszkowski, S. Boutin, J. DeGroot, S. E. Macdonald, M. Wheatley, and B. R. Eaton. 2002.
Abundance and species composition of amphibians, small mammals, abad®griparian forest buffer strips
of varying widths in the boreal mixedwood of Alberta. Can. J. For. Res. 32: 11808

Harestad, A. S., and D. G. Keisker. 1989. Nest tree use by primary-oasgtiyg birds in south central British
Columbia. CanadiaJournal of Zoology 67 (4): 1061073.

29



Harris, L.D. 1984. The Fragmented Forest: Island Biogeography Theory and the Preservation of Biotic Diversity.
211 pp.

Hayward, G.D, and J. Verner, tech. editors. 1994. Flammulated, Western, and great graylmwinited States:
A technical conservation assessment. Gen. Tech. Reg233MFort Collins, CO: U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station. 214 p. 3 maps.

Heinemeyer, K. S. 1993. Temporal Dynamin the Movements, habitat Use, Activity, and Spacing of Reintroduced
Fishers in Northwestern Montana.

Heinemeyer, K. S. and J. L. Jones. 19894her Biology and Management in the Western United States: A
Literature Review and Adaptive Managemenat@qgy (v. 1.2Prepared fothe USDA Forest Service, Northern
Region and the Interagency Forest Carnivore Working Group.

Heinz, G. 1997. Kootenai Wolverine Habitat Model. Kootenai National Forest. Libby, Montana. 4 pp.

Hendricks, P., K. A. Jurist, D. L. Genter, and J. D. Reichel. 1995. Bat survey of the Kootenai National Forest,
Montana 1994. Report to USDA, Forest Service, Kootenai National Forest, Libby, MT. Montana Natural
Heritage Program, Helena MT 59620.

Hendicks, P., K. A. Jurist, D. L. Genter, and J. D. Reichel. 1996. Bats of the Kootenai National Forest, Montana.
Montana Natural Heritage Program, Helena, MT. 99pp.

Hillis, J. M., M. J. Thompson, J. E. Canfield, L. J. Lyon, C. L. Marcun, P. M. DalaaiD. W. McCleery. 1991.
fiDefining EI k SecurinA @. Christénsen, H.iJ.ILyon, and P. & rLanddar, gomps.
Proceedings: Elk Vulnerabilitgymposium, Montana State University, Bozeman, MT., Aprill201991.

Hurteau etal 2008. Fuetduction Treatment Effects on Avian Community Structure and Diversity. Journal of
Wildlife Management. 72(5) pp. 1168.74.

Hutto, R.L. 1995USFS Northern Region Songbird Monitoring Program: Distribution and Habitat Relationships
USFS contract #R95-05, Second Report. Missoula, MT.

Hutto, R. L. and J. S. Young. 1999abitat Relationships of Landbirds in the Northern Region, USDA Forest
Service Rocky Mountain Research Station. General Technical Report. RETRE32.

Inter-agency Grizzly Bear Committ¢dtGBC). 1986. Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee. Interagency Grizzly
Bear Guidelines. Missoula, MT. 105pp.

Inter-agency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC). 2010. Selkirk/Cab¥extk Subcommittee 2009 Accomplishment
Report. Interagency Grizzly Bear Corittee. Missoula, MT. 15pp.

lllg, C., and G. lllg. 1994. The Ponderosa and the Flammulated. F,%8. American Forests, March/
April:Vol. 100:3 and 4.

Jackman, S. M. 1974 (1975). Woodpeckers of the Pacific Northwest: their characteristicsramdetin the
forests. MS thesis, Oregon Sate University, Corvallis, Oregon.

Jeresek, J. 2011. Email from Jon Jeresek to David Deavours discussing the current use level of snowmobiles within
the Cripple PSU.

Johnson, W. J. 199%ensitive Specie&datus SummaryU.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. Kootenai
National Forest. Libby, MT.

Johnson, W.J. 2003. Old Growth and Pileated Woodpecker, Analysis: Update. USDA, Forest Service, Kootenai
National Forest, Libby, MT.

Johnson, W. J. (etdir). 2004 (unpublished). A Conservation Plan Based on the 1987 Kootenai National Forest
Land Management Plan as Amended. KNF WFB Steering Group Kootenai National Forest, Libby, MT. 17 pp
plus Appendices.

Johnson, W. J. (editor). 2004a (unpublishedp\&rine and Fisher Heirarchical Approach to Conservation on the
Kootenai National Forest. USDA Forest Service, KNF WFB Steering Group Kootenai NF, Libby, MT. 8 pp.

Johnson, W.J. 2005. Snag Level Crosswalk and Optional Snag Management RetentionnLigneelsontenai
National Forest. USDA Forest Service; Kootenai National Forest. Libby, MT. 5pp.

Johnson, W. J. and F. Lamb. 1999 (1998). Kootenai National Forest. FP Monitoring: Snags. A summary. 4 pp.

Jones, J. and E. Garton. 1994. Selection of Suaredsstages by Fishers in Noiitentral Idaho. Biology and
Conservation.

30



Joslin, G. and H. Youmans. 19%Xfects of Recreation on Rocky Mountain Wildlife: A Review for Montana.
Committee on Effects of Recreation on Wildlife, Montana Chapter ofitalife Society.

Kaiser, K. 2011. Email to David Deavours of USFS discussing Army COE plans to purchase bear resistant garbage
containers for Corp facilities in the Libby Dam area.

Kasworm, W. F., H. Carriles and T. G. Radandt, 2@gabinetYaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Area 2003 Research
and Monitoring Progress Repol.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Missoula, Montana. 62 pp.

Kasworm, W. 2010. U.S. Fish and Wildlife ServBm®logist. Electronic Message to Lydia Allen (USFS) and others
Regarding Grizzly Bear Augmentation into the Cabiviaak Ecosystem in 2010. Dated July 19, 2010.

Kasworm W. 2012. 2012 Spring Cabi¥dak Ecosystem Report. 2 pp.

Kasworm, W. and L. Aller2009. Electronic Message and Spreadsheet to Lydia Allen (USFS) Regarding Updated
Grizzly Bear Mortality Data for the Cabin¥aak Recovery Zone, 1982008. March 12, 2009.

Kasworm, W.F., H. Carriles, T.G. Radandt, and C. Servheen. 2007a. CdhaleGrizly Bear Recovery Area
2006 Research and Monitoring Progress Report. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, University of Montana. Missoula,
MT. 69 pp.

Kasworm, W. F., H. Carriles, T. G. Radandt, M. Proctor, and C. Servheen.QaliifietYaak Grizzly Bear
Recovery Area 2008 Research and Monitoring Progress Ré&p8rtFish and Wildlife Service, Missoula,
Montana. 76 pp.

Kasworm, Wayne and Timothy Manley. 1988. Grizzly Bear andkBB&ar Ecology in the Cabinet Mountains of
Northwest Montana. MDFWP, Helena, MT. 122 pp.

Kimbell, Abigail R. 2005. Addition of the goshawk and bldzcked woodpecker to the R1 sensitive species list.
2670 letter March 31, 2005. USDA Forest Servicei®ed, Missoula, MT. 1p.

Kimbell, Abigail R. 2004. Northern Region revised sensitive species list. 2670 lettddFFS, Missoula, MT.

KNF Bald Eagle Monitoring Records. 2012. Electronic spreadsheet containing actitive and historical bald eagle nest
territories updated by KNF biologist on an annual basis.

KNF Lynx Taskforce. 1997. Lynx Conservation Strategy Kootenai National Forest. USDA Forest Service Libby,
MT. 6 pp plus appendices.

KNF and MFWP Elk Task Force. 1997 (unpublished). Integgaitiootenai National Forest Plan and Fish, Wildlife
and Parks ElfManagemenPlan: Final Task Force Repotibby, MT. 8pp. IN: Appendix H of Johnson, Wayne
J. (editor). 2004 (unpublished). A Conservation Plan Based on the 1987 Kootenai Nationdldratest
Management Plan as Amended. KNF WFB Stee@ngup Kootenai NFLibby, MT. 17 pp plus Appendices.

Kunz, T.H., and R.A. Martin. 1982. Plecotis townsendii. Mammalian Species. No. 1756pp. 1

Leirfallom, J. 1970. Wolf Management in Minnesdtd: Jorgensen, S.E., L.E.Faulkner and L.D. Mech (eds).
Proceeding symposium on wolf management in slected areas of North America. USDI Fish and Wildlife Service.
50 pp. IN: Frederick, Glenn P. 1991. Effects of Forest Roads on Grizzly Bears, Elk, and/@vag: A
Literature Review. USDA Forest Service, Kootenai National Forest, 506 U.S. Highway 2 West, Libby, MT 53 pp.

Lenard, S.; P. Hendricks; and B.A. Maxwell. 2009. Bat Surveys on USFS Northern Region Lands in Montana:
2007. USFS Northern Region. Migda, MT. 67pp.

Linkhart, B. D., and R. T. Reynolds. 1997. Territories of flammulated o@as( flammeolys is occupancy a
measure of habitat quality? Pages-25@ in J. R. Duncan, D. H. Johnson, and T. H. Nicholls, editors. Biology
and Conservationfmwls in the Northern Hemisphere. U.S.D.A. Forest Service General Technical Report NC
190.

Linkhart, B. D., R. T. Reynolds, R. A. Ryder. 1998. Home range and habitat of breeding flammulated owls in
Colorado. Wilson Bull., 110(3): 34251.

Linkhart, B. D. 2001. Life history characteristics and habitat quality of flammulated @tlss(flammeolysin
Colorado. Ph. D. Dissertation. University of Colorado, Boulder, CO. 221 pages.

Loates, B.M. and G.T. Hvenegaard. 2008. The Density of Beaver, Castor Casadetigities along Camrose
Creek, Alberta, within differing habitats and management intensity levels. C&hNeit}; vol. 122 Issue 4.

Lyon, L. J. 1984. Field tests of elk/timber coordination guidelines. Research papeB2%T U.S.D. A. Forest
Service, Intermountain Research Station, Ogden, UT. 10pp.

Lyon, L. J., J.K. Brown, M.H. Huff, J.K. Smith. 2000. Introduction to Fire and Fauna. Pa&jes $mith, J.

31


javascript:openpopup_27b5('../CabYaak2008Report.pdf')
javascript:openpopup_27b5('../CabYaak2008Report.pdf')
javascript:openpopup_27b5('../CabYaak2008Report.pdf')
javascript:openpopup_27b5('../CabYaak2008Report.pdf')

Kapler, ed. 2000. Wildland fire in ecosystems: effects of fire on fauna. Gen. TegehRRIRSGTR-42-vol. 1.
Ogden, UT.: U.S.D.A,, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station. 83pp

Lyons, A. L., W. L. Gaines, J. F. Lehmkuhl and R. J. Harrod, 2008. Seont Effects of Fire and Fire Surrogate
Treatments on Foraging Tree Selection kaviG-Nesting Birds in Dry Forests Of Central Washington. Forest
and Ecology Management 225 (2008) 3323.1.

Mace, R.D., J.S. Waller, T.L. Manley, L.J. Lyon, and H. Zuurit@96. Relationships among grizzly bears, roads
and habitat in the Swan Mountains, Montana. Journal of Applied Ecology 33118495

Mace, R.D. and J.S. Waller. 1997. Final Report: Grizzly Bear Ecology in the Swan Mountains, Montana. Montana
Fish, Wildlife and Parks. 1960 6th Ave. E., Helena, MT. 191 pp.

Mannan, R. W. 1977. Use of snags by birds, Doufijtaggion, western Oregon. MS thesis, Oregon State
University, Corvallis, Oregon.

Maser, C; et al. 1984. The Seen and Unseen World of the FallenU38& Forest Service. USDI Bureau of Land
Management. GTR. PNYY64. 76pp.

Maxell, B. A. 2000Management of Montanads Amphibians: A Review c
Population Viability and Accounts on the Identification, Distribution, Taxoy, Habitat Use, Natural History,
and the Status and Conservation of Individual SpeBeport to USFS Region 1, Order NumberQ8130-0224.
Wildlife Biology Program, University of Montana. Missoula, MT.

Montana Bald Eagle Working Group (MBEWG). 19%abitat management guide for bald eagles in northwestern
Montana. USDA, Forest Service, Missoula MT. 29 pp.

Montana Bald Eagle Working Group (MBEWG). 1994. Montana Bald Eagle Management Plan. Dept. of the
Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Billings, M&1 pp.

Montana Bald Eagle Working Group (MBEWG). 2010. Montana Bald Eagle Management Guidelines: An
Addendum to the Montana Bald Eagle Management Plan (1994). Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Helena, MT.

13pp.

McClelland, B. R. 1977. Relationshiptiween holenesting birds, forest snags, and decay in western-doclglas
fir forests of the northern Rocky Mountains. PhD dissertation, Univ. of Montana, Missoula, MT.

McClelland, B.R1 9 7 9 . AiThe Pileated WoodpecWMeunit mRFHAebDest s of th
Insectivorous Birds in Forest EcosysterAsademic Press.

McClelland, B. R., S. S. Frissell, W. C. Fisher, and C. H. Halvors®n9. Habitat management for halesting
birds in forests of western larch and DougdiiasJournal of Forestry 77 (8): 48083.

McClelland B. R. and P. T. McClelland. 1999 i Pi | eat ed Woodpecker Nest and Roos
Old-Growthaml For est O6Health. 60 Wil dl i867% Soci ety Bulletin.

McGrath, Michael T., S. DeStefano, R.A. Riggs, L.L. Irwin, and G.J. Roloff. 2003. Spatially explicit influences
on northern goshawk nesting habitat in the interior Pacific Northweddlif@Monographs No. 154, 63 pp.

Mellen, T. K. 1987. Home range and habitat use of pileated woodpeckers, western Oregon. MS thesis, Oregon Sate
University, Corvallis, Oregon.

Mellen, T. K., E. C. Meslow, and R. W. Mannan. 1992. Summertime home aadd®abitat use of pileated
woodpeckers in western Oregon. Journal of Wildlife Management 56 (L0326

MFWP 1985. (Lyon et al). Coordinating Elk and Timber Management: Final Report of the Montana Cooperative
Elk-Logging Study, 1974985. Bozeman, MT.

MFWP 2010. Montana Bighorn Sheep Conservation Strategy. Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Wildlife Division.
Helena, MT. 322 pp.

MFWP 2004. Montana Statewide Elk Management Plan. Wildlife Division. Helena, MT.

Montana Natural Heritage Program. 1993:dekus townsendii, Townsend's {gigred bat. MNHP, Vertebrate
Characterization Abstract. 5pp.

Morrison, Michael L., B.G. Marcot, R.W. Mannan. 1992. WildiHabitat Relationships Concepts and
Applications. The University of Wisconsin Press. Madiddfigconsin 337 pp.

Murie, Olaus J. 1979The elk of North America Teton Bookshop, Jackson, WY. 376pp.
Murphy, E.C. and W.A. Lehnhausen 198&nsity and Foraging Ecology of woodpeckers following stand

32



replacement fireJournal of Wildlife Management,ol. 64, Issue 4. pp 1358372.

NABCI 2009. North American Bird Conservation Initiative, U.S. Committee, 2009. The State of the Birds 2009:
Report on Public Lands and Waters; United States of America. U.S. Department of Interior. Washington, D.C.

NABCI 2011. North American Bird Conservation Initiative, U.S. Committee, 2011. The State of the Birds 2011:
Report on Public Lands and Waters; United States of America. U.S. Department of Interior. Washington, D.C.

O6Connor, T. and M. redart). Conservatiod Of @abie fahitatpbladidadked h e d
woodpeckers and other woodpecker species on the Lolo National Forest. Lolo National Forest, Missoula, MT.

Perkins, J. M., and T. Schommer. 1991. Survey protocol and an interim species consstreatigyn for Plecotus
townsendii in the Blue Mountains of Oregon and Washington. WallMidman National Forest, P.O. Box 907,
Baker City, OR. 23 pp.

Pfister, R.D., W.L. Baker, C.E. Fiedler, and J. W. Thomas. 2000. Contract review of old growtlemanagn
school trust lands: supplemental fgiiversity guidance 8/02/00. DNRC, State of MT, Helena, MT. 31 pp.

Pierson, E. D., M. C. Wackenhut, J. S. Altenbach, P. Bradley, P. Call, D. L. Genter, C. E. Harris, B. L. Keller, B.
Lengus, L. Lewis, B. Luc&. W. Navo, J. M. Perkins, S. Smith and L. Weld@®99. Species Conservation
Assessment and St r sareda Cofyrmrhinu mwneeadd towinéesdindCorgnorhinus
townsendii pallescefisldaho Conservation Effort, Idaho Departmenfigh and Game, Boise, ID.

Powell, H.D. 2000. The influence of prey density on gwsthabitat use of the bladkacked woodpecker. M.S.
thesis, Univ. of Montana, Missoula, MT. 99 pp.

Powell, Roger A and W.J. Zielinski. 1994. Fisher. Chapter 3 IN: RuggLeonard F., K.B. Aubry, S.W. Buskirk,
L.J. Lyon, and W.J. Zielinski. (tech. Eds.) 1994. The Scientific Basis for Conserving Forest Carnivores American
Marten, Fisher, Lynx and Wolverine in the Western United States. General Technical Reg2B#RMDA
Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station, Fort Collins, CO. 184 pp.

Powers, L. R., A. Danle, P. A. Gaede, C. Rodes, L. Nelson, J. J. Dean, and J. D. May. 1996. Nesting and food
habits of the flammulated owDtus flammeolysin southcentral Idaho. Journal of Raptor Research 3@05

Province of British Columbia. 1995. Forest practices code guidebook: Biodiversity. Government Publications
Services, Ministry of Forests, Forest Practices Branch, Victoria, BC.

Reel, S., Schesberger, W., W. Ruediger. 1989. Caring for our natural community. Region 1. Threatened,
Endangered, and Sensitive species program. USDA, Forest Service, Northern Region, Wildlife and Fisheries.

Reichel, J. and D. Flath995. Identification guide to the amphibians and reptiles of Montana. Montana Outdoors
26(3):1534.

Renken, R. B., W. K. Gram, D. K. Fantz, S. C. Richter, T. J. Miller, K. B. Ricke, B. Russell, X. Wang. 2004.
Effects of Forest Management on Amphibiamsl Reptiles in Missouri Ozark Forests. Conservation Biology,
Vol. 18, No. 1:174188.

Reynolds, R.T. etal. 199®lanagement Recommendations for the northern goshawk in the southwestern United
States. Northern Goshawk Scientific Committee. USDA Foresic@eiSouthwestern Region.

Ripple, W.J., G.A. Bradshaw, T.A. Spies. 1991. Measuring forest landscape patterns in the Cascade Range of
Oregon, USA. Biological Conservation 57 (1991):88

Ross, A. 1967. Ecological aspects of the food habits of inseatis bats. Proc. Western Foundation of vertebrate
Zool. 1:205264.

Ruediger, W1994 File letter documenting wolverine, lynx, and fisher habitat and distribution maps, draft
hierarchical approach, and draft Conservation Strategies for Regions d,6,dated September 14, 1994.

Ruediger, Bill, J. Claar, S. Gniadgnd others]. 2000. Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy.
USDA Forest Service, USDI Fish and Wildlife Service, USDI Bureau of Land Management, and USDI National
Park Service. Forest Service Publication #R453, Missoula, MT. 142 pp (not yavailable electronically).

Ruggerio, L. F., K. F. Aubry, S. W. Buskirk, L. J. Lyon, and W. J. Zielinski. 1984 Scientific Basis for
Conserving Forest Carnivores: American Marten, Fisher, Lgma Wolverine in the Western United States
General Techical Report RM254. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. Rocky Mountain Forest and
Range Experiment Station. Ft. Collins, CO.

Ruggiero, L. F., K.B. Aubry, S. W. Buskirk [and others]. 2000. Ecology and Conservation of Lynx in the United
States University Press of Colorado, Boulder, Co. 480 pp.

33



Russell, K. R., D. H. Van Lear, and D. C. Guynn, Jr. 1999. Prescribed fire effects on herpetofauna: review and
management implications. Wildlife Society Bulletin, 27 (2).384.

Russell, William H.,J.R. McBride, K. Carnell. 2000. Edge effects and the effective size edrolgth coast
redwood preserves. USDA Forest Service Proceedings RRARSVol. 3. pp. 128.36

Russell, William H., and Cristina JoneX)01. The effects of timber harvesting on the structure and composition of
adjacent olegrowth coast redwood forest, California, USA. Landscape Ecology 1674B12001.

Saab etal 2007. Birds and Burns of the Interior West: Descriptions, Habitatdaaadement in Western Forests.
USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station. General Technical RepoGPRVL2. 24 pp.

Samson, F.B. 2005. A Conservation assessment of the northern goshawkdalkett woodpecker, flammulated
owl, and pileatd woodpecker in the Northern Region, USDS Forest Service. Unpublished report on file, Northern
Region, Missoula, Montana, USA.

Schirato, Margaret. 1989. Disturbance to wildlife by vehicular activity: an annoted bibliography. Washington Dept.
of Wildlife. Olympia, WA. 13 pp.

Semlitsch, R. D. 1998. Biological delineation of terrestrial buffer zones for-patiing salamanders.
Conservation Biology. Vol. 12, No 5: pages 1111131 9.

Semlitsch, R. D. 2000. Principles for management of agbatieding enphibians. J. Wildl. Manage. 64 (3):615
631.

Sime, Carolyn A., V. Asher, L. Bradley, N. Lance, K. Laudon, M. Ross, A. Nelson, and J. Steuber. 2011. Montana
gray wolf conservation and management 2010 annual report. Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks. Melaiaaa.

Smith, J, L. J. Lyon, M. Huff, R. Hooper, E. Telfer, D. Schreiner. 2000. Wildland Fire in Ecosystems: Effects of
Fire on FaunaUSDA Forest Service, RMRGTR-42-volume 1.

Stoen, O. G., W. Neumann, G. Ericsson, J. E. Swenson, H. Dettki, J. Kjrathee C. Nellemann, 2010.
Behavioural Response of Moo&&es alcesaind Brown Bealrsus arctodo Direct helicopter Approach by
Researchers. Wildlife Biology, 16(3):2290.

Squires, J., N. Decesare, J. Kolbe, L. Ruggiero. 2008. Hierarchical Den @eldfatanad Lynx in Western
Montana.DOI: 10.2193/2007396

Summerfield et al 2004. Trends in road development and access management in theY@akinat Selkirk
grizzly bear Recovery Zones. Ursus 15(1) Workshop Supplementt 22.5

Summerfield, R1991 Kootenai National Forest Wildlife Biologist. File letter summarizing the November 5, 1991
meeting on coordinating big game and grizzly bear standards on the Kootenai National Forest. Kootenai National
Forest. Libby, MT.

Thiel, R.P., S. Merrill, andl.D. Mech. 1998. Tolerance by denning wolv€ahis lupusto human disturbandél:
Joslin, G. and H. Youmans, coordinators. Effects of recreation on Rocky Mountain wildlife: A Review for
Montana. Committee on Effects of Recreation on Wildlife. Mamt@hapter of the Wildlife Society. 307 pp.

Their, T. 2011. Personal communications with Tim Their, Area Biologist for Montana Dept. of Fish, Wildlife and
Parks concerning the status of beaver in Lincoln County. (7/27/2011).

Thomas, Alan (coordinator)995. Forest Carnivores in ldaho: habitat conservation assessments and conservation
strategies. ldaho Fish & Game Nez Perce Tribe, and Sawtooth National Forest. Boise, ID. 126 pp.

Thomas, D. W., and S. D. West. 1991. Forage Age Associations of Bags\Weatthington Cascade and Oregon
Coast Ranges. In: Wildlife and vegetation of unmanaged Dofigliasests. Gen. Tech. Rep. PNR285.
Portland, OR. Pp 29803.

Thomas, J. W tech. ed.1979 Wildlife Habitats in Managed Forests: The Blue Mountains of Onegnd
WashingtonAgriculture Handbook No. 553 (not yet available electronically). Department of Agriculture,
Forest Service. Washington, DC.

Tincher, D. 1998. (unpublished). Estimating Snag Levels within 200 feet of open roads on theReortjae
District. USDA Forest Service, Kootenai National Forest, Libby, MT. 1 p.

Tomasik, E. 2011. Some Information Accompanying the Addition of Bighorns to the R1 Sensitive Species List,
03/17/2011. USDA Forest Service; Northern Region 1. R1 Wildlifgiam Leader.

Toweill, Dale E. and J. W. Thomagds 2002. North American elk: ecology and management. Smithsonian
Institution Press. Wash. D.C. 962 pp.

34



USDA Forest Service. 1991. Forest Service Manual: Kootenai Supplement No. 85. Titlie idtter
Management (Kootenai Policy for Ggtowth validation). Kootenai National Forest. Libby, MT.

USDA Forest Service. 1997. Environmental Assessment, Herbicide Weed Control. USDA Forest Service. Northern
Region 1; Kootenai National Forest. Libby, MT. page 2.

USDA Forest Service. 1997a. Kootenai National Forest Lynx Taskforce. Lynx Conservation Strategy.-Eigure 1
(Lynx Management Unit and Corridor Designation Map).

USDA Forest Service, 2000. Northern Region Snag Management Protocol. U.S. DepartAggitudtiure, Forest
Service. Northern Region. Missoula, MT (not yet available electronically).

USDA et al 2000blnterior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Plan (DEIS Appendix 12).

USDA Forest Service, 200Biological Assessmeribr Threatened, Endarged, and Proposed Speciesrest Plan
Amendmentgor Motorized Access Management within tRecovery ZonesSelkirk and CabineYaak Grizzly
Bear. Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle, & LolMational Forests. 221pp.

USDA Forest Service. 2003Aanalysis of thdvlanagement Situation for the Revision of the Kootenai and Idaho
Panhandle Forest Plan®).S. Department of Agricultur&orest Service. Kootenai National Forest. Libby, MT.

USDA Forest Service, 2003dorthern Region Landbird Monitoring Program for thedkenai National Forefata
compiled by Jock Young. University of Montana.

USDA Forest Service. 2004. Figurellof Draft Environmental Impact Statement Northern Rockies Lynx
Amendment National Forests in Montana, parts of Idaho, Wyoming and Utah Riireand Management units
in Idaho and parts of Utah. USDA Forest Service, USDI Bureau of Land Management. Northern Region,
Missoula, MT.

USDA Forest Service. 2007. Final Environmental Impact Statement Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction,
Record 6 Decision. USDA Forest Service, USDI Bureau of Land Management. Northern Region, Missoula, MT.

USDA Forest Service 2010. Cripple NFMA Assessment. Libby Ranger District. U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Forest Service, Kootenai National Forest. Libby, MT.

Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) 1990. CEM model for assessing effects on grizzly bears. USDA
Forest Service, US Fish & Wildlife Service, BLM, Idaho Fish and Game, Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks,
Wyoming Fish and Game, National Park Seeyiwashington Department of Wildlife. Missoula, MT. 24 pp.

USDI US Fish and Wildlife Service, 1987. Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Plan. U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Denver, Colorado. 119pp.

USDI US Fish and Wildlife Service. 1993. GrizBgar Recovery Plan. Missoula, MT. 181 pp.

USDI US Fish and Wildlife Service. 1995. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Final Rule to Reclassify
the Bald Eagle from Endangered to Threatened in all of the Lower 48 States. 50 CER Frmtleral Register,
Vol. 64, No. 128, July 12 1995. pp. 359986010.

USDI US Fish and Wildlife Service. 1998. Endangered Species Consultation Handbook, Procedures for Conduction
Consultation and Conference Activities Under Section 7 of the Endath@grecies Act. US FWS and National
Marine Fisheries Service.

USDI US Fish and Wildlife Service. 1999. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Proposed Rule to
Remove the Bald Eagle in the Lower 48 States from the List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife. 50 CFR Part
17. Federal Register, Vol. 64, No. 128y 6", 1999. pp 364586464.

USDI US Fish and Wildlife Service. 2001. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service March 6, 2001 Concurrence letter from
Mark R. Wilson, on maps of threatened and endangered species potential distribution on the Kootenai National
Forest. 2 pp. (plus attachments). USFWS Montana Field Office, Helena, MT.

USDI US Fish and Wildlife Service. 2007a. National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines. 23pp.

USDI US Fish and Wildlife Service. 2013a. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and PlaigsgdRmsignation
of Critical Habitat for the Contiguous United States Distinct Population Segment of the Canada Lynx and
Revised Distinct Segment Boundary; Proposed RiIB=WS Helena, MT., 46pp.

USDI US Fish and Wildlife Service. 2007c. Biological Opimion the effects of the Northern Rocky Mountains
Lynx Amendment on the Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of Canada Lynx CanadensjgLynx) in the
contiguous United States. USFWS Helena, MT., 95pp.

USDI US Fish and Wildlife Service. Federal Regiskeb. 25, 2009. 50 CFR Part 17. Endangered and Threatened

35



Wildlife and Plants; Revised Designation@ftical Habitatfor the Contiguous United States Distinct Population
Segment of the Canada Lynx; Final Rule. [(Volume 74, Number 36); pages8862USDI FWS.

USDI US Fish and Wildlife Service. 2008. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; ReiisaldHabitat
for the Contiguous United States Distinct Population Segment of the Canada ymwocanadens)sProposed
Rule. USFWS HelendMT., 38pp.

USDI Fish and Wildlife Service. 2006. 50 CFR Part 17, RIN 18L%2. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; Designation Gfitical Habitatfor the Contiguous United States Distinct Population Segment of the
Canada Lynx; Final Rulé=ederal Register, Vol. 71, No. 217, 54pp.

USDI. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2018ndangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plantdyid®th Finding on a
Petition To List the North American Wolverine as Endangered or Threatened. Fed. Reg. Vol. 75, No. 239.

USDI US Fish and Wildlife Service. 201Riological Opinion on Forest Plan Amendments for Motorized Access
Management within the Selkirk and Cabintak Recovery Zones on the Kootenai, Idaho Panhandle, and Lolo
National Forests.

USDA Forest Service. 2002Kootenai Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report for Fiscal Year 2001, Item C.
USDA Forest Service, Kootenai National Forest, Libby, MT. 10pp.

USDA Forest Service 2003b. Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Repastal Year 2002. U.S. Degarent of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Kootenai National Forest. Libby, MT.

USDA Forest Service. 2007b. Kootenai Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report for Fiscal Year [2006].
USDA Forest Service, Kootenai National Forest, Libby, MT. 30 pp.

USDA Forest Service. 2008. Kootenai Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report for Fiscal Year 2007. USDA
Forest Service, Kootenai National Forest, Libby, MT.

USDA Forest Service 2009c. Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Repatal Year 2008. \&. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Kootenai National Forest. Libby, MT.

USDA Forest Service 2011. Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Riep@stal Year 2010. U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Kootenai National Forest. Libgy,

USDA Forest Service. 2007a. Kootenai National Forest Invasive Plant Management FEIS and Record of Decision.
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. Kootenai National Forest, Libby, MT.

USDA Forest Service 2003a. Old Fisher River Old Grorbcess Paper. Libby Ranger District. U.S. Department
of Agriculture, Forest Service, Kootenai National Forest. Libby, MT.

USDA Forest Service. 1995. Inland Native Fish Strategy, Environmental Assessment. Decision Notice and Finding
of No Significantimpat . Coeur doAl ene, I D. 208pp.

USDA Forest Service. 1987Kootenai National Forest Plan, Volumel.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service. Kootenai National Forest. Libby, MT.

USDA Forest Service, 1987Kootenai National Forest Plan VolumeHRbrest Service. Kootenai NF. Libby, MT.
(Incorporated by reference; document too large) Appendik; ¥bpendix 17, FP {L, 7, 22, FP 1H54.

USDI US Fish and Wildlife Service. 1978. Recovery Plan for the Eastern Timber Wolf. U.S. Gov. Printing Office,
Washington, D.C. 79 pp. IN: Frederick, Glenn P. 1991. Effects of Forest Roads on Grizzly Bears, Elk, and Gray
Wolves: A Literature Review. USDA Forest Service, Kootenai NF, 506 U.S. Highway 2 West, Libby, MT.

Vinky, R.S. 2003. An Evaluation of Fishéviértes pennantintroductions in Montana. Thesis. University of
Montana. 106pp.

www.fws.gov/montanafieldoffice2012. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service website containing listed species for
National Foreslocated in Montana.

www.wikipredia.org 2011. Topic, the North American beaver. Status, biology, habitat use.

Warren, N., technical editor. 1990. @jdowth habitats and associated wildlife species in the norfRecky
Mountains. USDA, Forest Service, Missoula, MT.

www.nhhptv.org/natureworks/beavei opic the North American Beaver.

Weaver, John L., Paul C. Paquet, and Leonard F. Ruggiero. 1996. Resiliemomsendation of large carnivores in
the Rocky Mountains. Conservation Biology Vol. 10, No. 4 August 1996. pp9863

Weldon, L. 2011Regi onal Foresterds Sensitive Species List,

36

201


http://www.fws.gov/montanafieldoffice
http://www.wikipredia.org/
http://www.nhptv.org/natureworks/beaver

Missoula, MT.

Werner, J. K., and J.D. Reichel. 1994. Amphibian and reptile surveys of the Kootenai National Forest, 1994.
Montana Natural Heritage Program, Helena MT. 104pp

Werner, J.K. and J.D. Reichel. 1996. Amphibian and reptile monitoring/survey of the KootenaaN&aorest:
1995. Helena, MT: Montana Natural Heritage Program. 115 p.

Whitaker, J. O., C. E. Maser, and L. E. Keller. 1977. Food habits of bats of western Oregon. Northwest Sci. 51.

Witmer, Gary W., Sandra K. Martin, and Rodney D. Sayler. 1998. sEoagnivore conservation and management
in the interior Columbia basin: Issues and environmental correlates. USDA Forest Service, Pacific NW Res.
Station, Portland, OR. Gen. Tech. Report PIBWR-420. 51 pp.

Wittinger, Tom. 2003. Incidental Take Analy$is Grizzly Bears that Occur Outside of Recovery Zones in
Montana. Unpublished Report. 3pp.

Wittinger, Tom, et.al. 2002 (unpublished). Grizzly Bear Distribution outside of Recovery Zones. USDA Forest
Service, Northern Region, Missoula, MT 2 pp.

Wright, V., S. J. Hejl, and R. L. Hutto. 1996. (1997). Conservation implications of asgalg study of
flammulated owls@Qtus flammeolyshabitat use in the northern Rocky Mountains, USA. Pgs:5@6in J. R.
Duncan, D. H. Johnson, and T. H. Nicholls, edit Biology and Conservation of owls of the Northern
Hemisphere. U.S.D. A. Forest Service General Technical Repeft99C

Chapter 5 - Public Involvement

Public Involvement Summary

The following section summarizes public involvement since the inception of the project. More detailed
information is available in the project file.

Proposed Action Development

During the springf 201Q the District conducted a broad scale assessment BbfteReservoir iBject

area to identify management needs. This assessment characterized trends in the human, terrestrial, and
aquatic features, as well as the vegetative conditions and ecologicasgee. Project area needs

identified as important to implement within the next 10 years formulated the proposed actiorEfstthe
Reservoir Project

Proposed Action Scoping

Site-specific public comments on tli@ast Reservoir Projeproposed action werrequested iDecember
2010 through a public scoping notice (Noticdridéni) in theDaily Inter Lake Western Newand the
Kootenai Valley Recordhlso a letter requesting comments was mailed to all interested individuals,
groups, and officialsComments received during scoping were used to help develop alternatives to the
proposed action.

Public Comments on the DEIS

In June 2013, the District issued a Notice of Availability of the East Reservoir Draft EISHedkeal
Register(June 14, 2013nd a letter was mailed to interested parties reporting on the updated project
status and requesting comments. A total of eleven comment letters wevedeheing this scoping
period.

Each comment letter was carefully considered by the interdisaiplieam, District Ranger and District
Staff. Letters were analyzed and categorized to capture the full range of public viewpoints and concerns
about the DEIS (Project File, Vol. D).

The analysis of comments is not a votrinting process but rather is dged todiscover concerns and
develop alternatives to the proposed action where appraprate 2 lists the DEIS commenter and the
letter number as it appears in the Response to Comments.

Kootenai Forest Stakeholders Coalitiorand the Yaak Valley Forest Council
TheEast Reservoiinterdisciplinary Team (IDT) worked closely with the project team from the Kootenai
Forest Stakeholders Coalitiamcluding theYaak Valley Forest Councillhe Kootenai Forest
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Stakeholders are group of individuals and organizations representing diverse interests, to develop the

project proposal and alte

Tribal Involvement

rnatives and help facilitate public involvement.

The concerns of the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes wereddliciiugh project scoping. In
addition, Loretta Stevens, the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes/Kootenai NF Tribal liaison
participated as an IDT member

Other Agency Involveme

nt

The USFish andwildlife Service(FWS)wasconsultedegarding fish ath wildlife habitat.

The FWS concurred ofugust 8, 2013that the project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect the
Canada lymor Canada lynXritical Habitatand that the project may affect but is not likely to adversely
affect the grizzly bear. The FWS stated the project is consistent with the Access Amendment and would

not adversely affect the threatened grizzly bear in ways other than those analyzed®iri the@gical

opinion for the Access Amendment. Biological assessments document that the project will have no effect
onSpal di ng &ddltrautartwbite $turgeqn.

TheMontana Department of Environmental Quality andEhgironmental Protection Aancy submitted

scoping and DEIS comm

ents on the project.

Table 2- East ReservoirList of Commenters

Letter

Commenter

Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)

United States Department of the Interior

Alliance for the Wild RockiesSedler

United States Environmental Protection Agency

Bettge and Pittsley

The Lands Council

Alliance for the Wild Rockies Garrity

J. Wandler

R. and B. Geber

Kootenai Stakeholders Forest Coalition

=
BiB|o|o(~N|o|u|sfw|n|-

Yaak Valley Forest Council

Response to Comments on the DEIS
The following section provides a summary of substantive comments, as allowed in 40 CFR 1503.4, and
responds in detail to those comments. Where similar comments were received, representative comments

were chosen for respons

Letter 1:

Montana Department of Environmental Quality

Comment 1: Water Protection Bureau: This construction is routine and may only require a conststmtionwater
permit if the permitting threshold is reached. | am enclosing the Water Protection Bureau Fact Sheet that will allow
you to plan permit needs according to your site conditions. If after looking at the fact sheet, you determine that your

projed may require further consultation with Water Protection Bureau staff please contact them.

ResponseOn Mar c h

20, 2013, in Decker v. NEDC,

t he

Supr eme

NEDC v. Brown and held that the Clean Water Act anchifgdémenting regulations do not require the NPDES
permits for stormwater discharges from logging roads into the navigable waters of the United States. Note that,
while NPDES permits for logging roads are not necessary, our proposals may require othermiemtd
implementation. NEPA's DEIS requirements for declaring what Federal permits may be necessary still stand (40
CFR 1502.25(b)) as does the requirement to invite comments from the agencies which regulate those permits (40

CFR 1503.1).

Comment 2: Water Quality Planning Bureau: Proposed actions near streams could increase siltation. Cripple Horse
Creek is currently impaired for aquatic life support and -weddier fisheies due to siltation from agriculture, natural
sources, and silviculture. Other waterbodies in the project area have not been assesses and may also be near

thresholds for impairment.

We encourage you to regularly evaluate whether project best management practices (BMP) are
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sufficient to address the sediment increases that are likely to incur due to logging operations, road construction, and
increased availability of sediment to tranggo river systems. These BMPs must be sufficient to protect existing

water quality and should be moving the watershed towards meeting water quality standards.

ResponseThe Forest Service has worked closely with the State of Montana with regard to€3MR,d

implementation and monitoring. A list of BMPs was included in the DEIS Appendix C. Additional design criteria

can be found in Appendix 2 of this draft ROD. Both the State of Montana and Forest Service have conducted
implementation and effectivenes®nitoring (FEIS, Appendix I). It is expected that the activities proposed with this
project, combined with the listed BMPs and design criteria, will at a minimum maintain current conditions and in
some cases improve conditions within the watershed.

fAll action alternatives include specific BMPs which are designed to disconnect the road system from the stream
(e.g. prevent sediment from going down ditches directly into the stream). The implementation of BMPs may also
diffuse the effects of roads interciygt and rerouting water. In addition, upgrading undersized culverts would enable
the streams to accommodate higher flows more readily without resulting in aggradation or degradation at the inlets
and out | et ®EIS,Ch. 8 Whter Rasdurces,donmental Consequences, pg. 153).

Letter 2: United States Department of the Interior

Comment 1: The U.S. Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
east Reservoir Project, Libby District, Kootenai National Forest, Lincoln County, MT. and has no comments on the
document. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servamvises that any Endangered Species Act issues will be addressed
through the Section 7 consultation process.

ResponseThank you for your interest in this project. THES. Fish and Wildlife Service has been consulted on this
project with concurrence reiged on August 8, 2013. Their response is located in the projectSieetion U;

Document U1.

Letter 3: Alliance for the VdilRockies

Comment: Table 2.13 indicates that Alt. 2 would result in 1,118 acres of-aged/regeneration logging (ST, SW,

CC, etc.) units that would be > 40 acres, which violates NFMA and therefore requires Regional Forester approval.
ResponseThat iscorrect, the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) of 1976 [16 USC 1604 (g) (3) (F) (IV)],
establishes opening size limits according to geographic areas, forest types, or other suitable classifications.
Regulations establish the size limit for our geobrajarea at 40 acres, with exceptions for larger openings when

they will produce a more desirable combination of net public benefits.

Comment: Table 2.15 indicates that AB.would limit the size of eveaged/ regeneration logging units to 40 acres.
However, there are many IMP and Saalvage units that are well over 40 acres included in Alt. 3.
Responseimprovement and sanitation harvests are intermediate harvestsnioaerenly a portion of the trees,

retaining a manageable stand. These treatments do not create an opening therefore they can be over 40 acres and do
not need Regional Forester approval.

Comment: The DEI S6s action alternatives propose road stor ac
make others hydrologically neutral and closed to all travel. AWR is in favor of those actions and believes that they

should be a hig priority.

ResponseThank you for your support in this area.

Comment: There is hardly any feature on forest landscapes that is more damaging to forest resources than roads.
Roads are often not adequately maintained to prevent dansagd as sediment delivery to streamsie to

inadequate Forest Service funding. For theesaeason, AWR is also opposed to any new road construction,
especially in areas where road density is already extremely high such as the East Reservoir PA.

ResponseYour comments will be taken into consideration.

Comment: We urge the Forest Serviceitod e nt i f ys itzheed ofi rmmignhitmum road system for
required by the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR 212.5); identify the details of a plan in the FEIS that will achieve

that, and then make a decision that, while it may conflict with sonté-&nm interests such as commercial logging,

will lead to longterm ecological improvement in targeted watersheds.

ResponseThe Travel Management Rule (Nov. 9, 2005) directs the Forest Service to conduct travel analysis to inform

decisions related toatvel management. The East Reservoir travel analysis has identified the minimum road system needed

for safe and efficient travel and for administration, utilization and protection of National Forest System (NFS) lands (36

CFR 212.5(b) (1)). The analysis wased to inform decisions for the designation of roads for motor vehicle use in the
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project area, as shown on page93 through 3103 of the FEISThe Travel Analysis Process (TAP) document is located
in the Project File in Volume V, Document 2.

Comment: Please disclose in the FEIS the miles of road proposed for storage that fall in to the category of those that
may be stored by taking no action because they arentlyr hydrologically inert. This is important because
reconstruction of some revegetated roads would have the same adverse impacts as hew road construction.
ResponseYour comment will be taken into consideration.

SOIL
Comment: Perhaps the most important ecological feature for forest ecosystems is the functioning and integrity of
t h e Sodis & criticdl component to nearly every ecosystem in the world, sustainingdifeariety of wayd

from production of biomass to filtering, buffering and
critically important building blocks for nearly every ecosystem on earth, an holistic approach to natural resources
protct i on requires that soils be protectedéodo (egmmyxy, 2001

effects from past timber harvest, and other hueaused disturbances which may affect watershed health and the
terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems

The Region 1 Soil Quality Standards (SQS) are quantitatii®% detrimental soil disturbance), demonstrating

consistency and compliance involves disclosing the amount of detrimental soil disturbance (DSD) that now exists in
Activity Areas, and what #hcumulative totals would be following disturbance by trails, roads, fire lines, and other

causes of DSD. Moreover, the Forest Service should recognize and acknowledge the fact that the 15% threshold is

not based upon scientifically developed limitationsdamage to soils and take the necessary steps to remedy that

situation.

ResponseThe 15% threshold is based on research by Powers (1990). In order to meet NFMA direction and manage
National Forest System lands without permanent impairment, the polichod Nor t her n Regi on i s t
detri ment al soil di sturbance on more than 15 percent of
15% detrimental soil conditions exist from prior harvest activities, the cumulative detrimenttd &ffet project

implementation and restoration should not exceed the conditions prior to the planned activity and should move

towards a net soil improvement.

R1 Supplement 25099-1 (effective 11/12/1999) definitioh Restoration Treatments that restowgtal soil

functions to their inherent range of variability. It is recognized that treatments may not occur over a period of years
and may need to be maintained. Restoration treatments could include, but are not limited to, tilling, ripping, seeding,
mulching, recontouring if temporary roads and water barring.

Comment: The DEIS provides a very vague explanation of the methods used to use measured soil survey data from
assessent in the field to estimate total DSD for each proposed treatment unit. The accuracy of estimates given for
previously impacted units is doubtful.

ResponseAs di scussed on page 62 (DEI'S, Chapter 3)éo0oAll uni
related to past management activities received a full qualitative field survey using R1 Soil Survey Procedures. Field
soil surveys consisted of randomagified transect/sample point methods with confidence intervals at or above 80%

+ 5% with the majority of surveys being 95% + 5%. Completed soil surveys can be found in the Soil Project File
and/or District Files. Existing detrimental soil disturbance nemsilare a result of all currently measureable effects of
past actions in each activity area, including but not limited to timber harvest (trails and landings), temporary road
construction, management related burns, cattle grazing, off highway vehicles) daturbances, firewood

gathering, etc. These methods provide data that is used in the analysis to determine if Forest Plan and Regional Soil
Quality Standards would be met. ..o

Comment: The DEIS states that there has been a lot of logging in the project area in the past, in the era when soil
impacts were of much lesser concern and therefore $edrity was less protected. The fact that the DEIS does not
even estimate the amount of DSD over the vast majority of those acres ignores cumulative effects on soil
productivity and watershed health, which the Forest Service is required by NFMA to maihiisoil quality

standards the DEIS relies upon mostly limit damage to soils while carrying out the next set of management actions,
without providing any scientifically justified metrics for maintaining soil productivity.

Response: The spatial scale engraphic bounds for considering the cumulative effects consist of the same activity
areas analyzed for the direct and indirect effects. This is appropriate because soil productivity is spatially static and
productivity in one location does not affect puatlvity in another location. The activity areas are delineated as
directed by Forest Service ManuallRSupplement No. 25689-1.

As stated on page 97 (DEI'S, Chapter 3)éoThe temporal s
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scale beinggpr opri ate for alll i ssuesé.. Furthermore, there is
effect. This is particularly true for soil séd

Comment: TheDEIS also failsto adequately explain how measurements of conditions relating to measured soil

damage equate with effects on shartd longterm soil productivity. The DEIS also ignores much science when it

claims that soil erosion, displacement, and compaction ddfect aoil productivity.

Response: Regarding soil productivityAs st ated on page 96 (DEI'S, Chapter 3]
provide for a continuous supply of woody material based on recommendations by Graham et al. (1994) and brown et
al.(2003¢ . 't should be noted that currently under the KNFP,
applies to regeneration harvest activities. In stand improvement units such as commercial thins, future CWD is

expected to result from natural eventsteas blowo ver , root rot and beetle kill éd

Regarding soil erosion, displacement, and compactiors stated on page 63 (DEIS, Chapter 3), the KNF does
consider soil erosion, displacement and c oenorsideted on e q U :
detrimentally disturbed at a given sample point when one or a combination of any of the following attributes listed
below is present due to past forest management activities:
a.Compaction: A 15% increase in natural bulk density. Soil compacteduces the supply of air, water and
nutrients to plants. Roading, ground based yarding, dozer and grapple piling activities are the major contributors
to compaction.
b.Soil Ruts: Machinegenerated soil displacement having smeared the soil surface in¢hedl ruts at least 2
inches deep in wet soils.
c. Displacement:Removal of one inch or more surface soil continuous area greater than 100 sq. feet which often
consists of the O and A soil horizons. Displacement removes the most productive part ofrdsoguik.
Temporary roads, skid trails, groubdsed yarding, dozer piling and cable corridors are the major contributors to
displacement.
d. Surface Erosion:Indicated by rills, gullies, pedestals and localized soil displacement.
e.Severely burned Soils: Phgal and biological changes to the soil resulting from fangénsity burns of long
duration in the Burned Area Emergency Rehabilitation Handbook (FSH 2509.13).
f. Soil Mass Movement:Any soil mass movement caused by management activity.

Comment:The March 2009 fARegion 1 Approach to Soils NEPA Arx
in Forested Areas: MWhehthesdindicatoas|(corpadtioh,eudtibgsntseverigy,s ,

displacement, surface erosion and mass movement) are found, the soil is considered disturbed. When management
activities cause the indicators to exceed the threshold established in the soil quality standards, the disturbance is
considereddt r i ment al (potentially impairing productivity).o
noted in soil surveys for the ER PA meet objectively and reasonably established thresholds.

ResponseThe adequacy of the Soils Technical Guide is beybadcope of this project. The above summarizes

only what may be present on a single location within a proposed unit. Total DSD calculations are a quantification

summary for the entire unit along with temporary roads and landings. As a result, thettoterdalvalues to

determine if soil disturbance exceeds 15%aageiantitative summary value.

Comment: The March 2009 Region 1 Technical Guiddicates that the Forest Service allows those doing soll
surveys to lack basic scientific training or other proper qualifications. Potentially untrained personnel are the one
ones collecting the field data, therefore solely making the determinatiorapfiswr what is not DSD. It is not clear

if the KNF surveys for this project were collected by properly trained and qualified individuals.

ResponseAll data for the East Reservoir Project were either collected by the KNF Forest Soil Scientist or someone
who has been trained in soil survey procedures.

Comment: Also, the March 2009 Region 1 Technical Guide does not specify or define the various levels of soil
survey intensitywhich would allow the public to understand how soil surveys themselves can provide accurate
information. Legacy soil damage such as compaction may not be evident from simple visual surveys or shovel tests.
Furthermore, the accuracy of soil compactioimestes using the survey methodology the KNF utilized cannot be
determined, because the DEIS did not disclose the accuracy and reliability of those techniques.

ResponseThe adequacy of the Soil Technical Guide is beyond the scope of this project.

The sdl surveys completed by the KNF Soil Scientist or KNF Soil Assistant are completed with equal intensity thus
resulting in a confidence interval at or above 80% + 5% with the majority of surveys being 95% + 5%. As a result,
the KNF reviews provide a very @arate quantitative value of what the existing physical conditions are within the
proposed management units. All data points are consistently sampled by reviewing the existing soil at every other
pace. Each pace is considered to be a sample locationiareleaw is completed with a tile spade shovel to
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determine the resistance to penetrating the soil. Physical resistance to penetration was found to correlate well with
altered soil conditions related to management activities. In areas displaying tigestqmoperties of legacy soil
compaction, the shovel blade is only capable of penetrating a short distance into the soil and with great effort.

The accuracy in soil disturbance values has been solidified through a very intensivarpest soil monitang

program of units previously harvested and had fuel treatments completed. This soil monitoring program originated
in 1988 and is continuing into the future. As of 2012, a sum of 254 timber sales (538 timber sale units) involving
6,625 acres have been niored following harvest and fuel abatement activities to determine the impacts of timber
removal activities on soils within the KNF. This information has been used to solidify the amount of disturbance
expected to occur based on differing harvest pragtising different pieces of machinery.

Comment: The KNF apparently has no regulatory mechanism, based on NFMA, which addresses the permanent
loss of soil and land productivity due to influx of noxious weeds caused by active management. The DEIS cites no
monitoring results that demonstrate affirmatiemirol of noxious weed outbreaks, nor is any monitoring of the
efficacy of noxious weed treatments cited in the ER PA.

ResponseTheEast Reservoir DEIS (DEIgg. 329 has incorporated by reference KmotenaiNational Forest

Invasive Plant Managaement FEIS/ROD (2007YKNFIPM FEIS/ROD) whichaddresses the environmental effects of
invasiveplant treatments and authorizes control including chemical and biological control. The EIS ako states, fifield
studies of the effects of herbicides on =il microorganismsare limited. The risk assesanents condicted by SERA

conclude that the plausibili ty of adverseeffeds on il productivity from any of the propased herbicides is minimal.

Results from gudieson 2,4- D, aminopyralid, chlorsulfuron, clopyrali, and metsulfuron methyl indicate that the

maximum concentrations projectal in the soil following herbicide apgdi cation would be below the toxic effect level.
Laboraory and/or field studies on the other eight herbicides (dicamba, glyphosate, hexazinone, imazapic, imazapyr,
picloram, sulfometuron methyl, triclopyr) indicate somelevel of inhibition in il microbial activity but substantial

impacts on il T i.e. grosschangesin capacity of soil to suppott vegetationi do not seem plausible. Field

experience in the useof theseherbicidesin cropland situations indicates no change in soil productivity that woud

inhibit plant growth (KNFIPM FEIS pg.3-100).0

Yearly noxious weed monitoring &&complished and the results are in the FACTS database. A summary of the
monitoring is located in the Project File in Volume T, Document 9.

HABITAT 1 Large Woody Debris

Comment:As recognized by the Forest Service in documentat:i
essential for maintenance of sufficient microorganism populationsandleng m si te productivity. o

484 DEIS at 161.) In order for to adequpignalyze and disclose cumulative effects, in the context of such

fessentialo factors, field surveys of representative

fails to disclose data from project area surveys for coarse woodig diebid logging units, which is necessary in
order to accomplish an adequate cumulative effects analysis.

ResponselUnder the snag analysis, starting on page 210, the DEIS (Chapter 3) discloses that harvest units
implemented prior to the 1987 ForestrPlack sufficient snags and subsequent down woody debris. Likewise, it

discloses that areas cut between 1987 and 1992 contain modest amounts of down wood. Similarly, the snag analysis

gave areas within 100 feet of any road a zero value for providing andgtown wood. These conservative values
are considered worsmse estimates, which more than account for the lack of down wood and snags within some
areas of the analysis area and allow for a realistic analysis for this resource.

Over the past 2 yearsahlKNF has resurveyed past harvest units to determine remaining CWD concentrations
following fuel abatementd.hese surveys show that in regeneration unitsipastest stands are meeting the CWD
requirements as determined by Graham et al. 1994 and Brakr2€03.Coarse woody debris provides miesibes

for microbial activity, retains carbon esite, and moderates soil moisture. Maintaining CWD at required levels
identified in these guidelines will ensure that both stenin and longerm soil productiity is
maintainedImplementation of the action alternatives in the DEIS is not expected to adversely impact nutrient
cycling as related to CWD requiremen#s.summary of the surveys are located in Volume Q, Document 19 of the

p i

Project File; the surveysear | ocated in the soil files in the KNF super

Comment: Applying the concept of Historic Range of Variability (HRV) for sustaining forest ecosystems, as the

DEIS does, may be appropriate as long as the uncertainties pertaining to reference conditions of the project area are

addressed, and all important res@uconditions are adequately considered within the HRV framework. The DEIS,

unfortunately, represents an imbalanced use of the HRV concept. For example, given the paucity of historical data of
obs

timber stands and landscape patterns in the project areayardgi t hat exi sting data i s
does cannot adequately support the proposed manipulation of timber stands. It is extremely important to utilize
recently gathered data in order to make accurate determinations of the referencernsaddito be able to
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therefore correctly identify departures from the reference conditions (Churchill, 2011; Noss, 2001).
ResponseChurchill (2011) was written to provide a science summary for mesic forests for the Colville National
Forest restoratiortmtegy. Churchill (2011) explains how HRV needs to use a variety of tools, it is not as simple as
just having current data.

féééUse multiple tool s t osettlement corglitions offeea baselmefiorh whichto ar get s
evaluate currertonditions and obtain a general direction for restoration. They are especially useful in identifying

conditions that are clearly outside of historical precedent. They can often tell us clearhottbato. Deriving

specific targets from HRV is much madéficult, as the range of historical conditions is so wide. HRV should be

combined with functional information and tools such as habitat requirements for focal species, fire modeling (e.g.

fl ammap), aquatic restoration needs, and other objecti:

In addition, Noss (2011) states:

féthe variable nature of ecosystems suggests that cons
new ideas is the concept of HAnatural o or fAhistoricdo ral
ecosystems are always changing, but that wvariation over

consider the historic range of variability before European settlement (in North America) to be the appropriate set of
Aireference ¢ o migonwithoumae!| tf ere ¢ oanpradi ti ons and a guide to
|l ogic behind the use of historic variability to guide
challenge for conservationists is not to prevent change. A sabtairelationship with a dynamic earth requires that

we allow ecosystems to respond to environmental change with minimal losses of biodiversity. That means assuring

that the changes we impose on ecosystems are within the range of variability thatpegie® Isave experienced

over their evolutionary histories. o

In order to understand the variations ecosystems have experienced over time, a variety of data sources are needed.

For instance, Noss makes reference to data from fire scars on trees and gbtlearaoal laid down in lake

sediments that helped assess and understanefine intervals and proportions of old growth in the Oregon Coast

Range over the last 3,000 years. Such data could have been gathered several decades ago and still beerelevant w

it comes to understanding the historic range of variability in a forested environment.

Managing the forest for multiple resources while attempting to emulate natural processes is not an exact science
where there is one correct solution. The refereoeelitions that are used in this project analysis were derived from

a variety of sources. The ranges of conditions are estimates based on a synthesis of information from research of
historic vegetation (Lesica 1996, Losensky 1994, Fisher and Bradley 4988l as other documents and analysis
such as the Interior Columbia River basin Ecosystem Management Project (USDA, USDI 1997). Historie and pre
historic information (back to 351 A.D.) from research (Chatters and Leavell 1995) of bog cores (analyeetifyo i

the species composition from pollen found in the cores) were also used to develop the reference ranges. The
reference conditions used in this analysis are documented in the Vegetation Response Unit Characterizations and
Target Landscape Prescript®o(USDA Forest Service 1999).

District vegetation databases (FACTS, FSVeg), a R1 Summary Database and field reconnaissance were utilized to
generate information on forest vegetation attributes such as forest cover type, stand density and suceggsional st
the vegetation response unit (VRU) classification, incidents of insect and disease, as well as information on past
activities. Annual aerial observations of insect and disease activities were also evaluated to facilitate understanding
of longer term luctuations in insect and disease dynamics across the landscape. Aerial photographs, both historic
and contemporary were used at various stages of the analysis. Scientific literature, field reviews and subsequent
silvicultural assessment were also useth@analysis. These analysis tools were used to identifgsieific

treatment needs that address the purpose and need for the project.

The inherent limitations to the database and models are recognized. Not all surveys and subsequent data come from
the same time period, with some surveys over 20 years old. A portion of the areas with older data were field
reviewed and determined it wadlstalid for analysis. The data is used primarily for broad generalizations,

arithmetic sums and means, and to supplement currerspstafic information gathered at each proposed unit and

area of interest. R1 FSVeg has adequate resolution and actarapplications required in this effects analysis
discussion.

We are not attempting to recreate past conditions, and do acknowledge that the modern human imprint cannot be
eliminated. Our proposal to restore ecosystems within a broad historical ramgatiesmpt to keep all the parts, and

to maintain a sustainable and resilient ecosystem, based on coarse filter management theories.

Proposed management activities are designed to fit within acceptable and manageable historic ranges (reference
conditiong we have identified, and are designed to foster the processes and patterns that make up the ecosystem.
Knowledge of historic conditions and natural disturbance processes, as described in the VRUSs later in this analysis,
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can help clarify the types, extesmd causes of ecosystem changes, and can help identify management objectives and
restoration priorities (Brown 2004). It is hypothesized where community composition and structure occur within a
historic range of conditions, the function of the landscapenconity will also be maintained within its historic

range. It is important to note that function cannot be maintained by restoring the vegetation structure, composition
and patch size without restoring fire on the landscape. No mechanical means alamgicated¢he unique

ecological effects of wildland fire, such as soil heating, nutrient recycling, and the resulting effects to the community
composition and structure (Kauffman 2004, pg. 880).

Reference conditions provide insights to important quessook as natural frequency, intensity and scale of
disturbances, abundance and rareness of plant and animal species, andlds&sagee classes, and tree species
composition (Kaufman et al. 1994). They also provide a valuable tool when combinedheitinfarmation

gathered from a variety of sources, such assgtific investigation, old timber type data, old photos, fen (bog)
sediment analysis, fire scar analysis, historical and research references, and inferences from VRU classifications
designedor the Kootenai National Forest.

OLD GROWTH

Comment: Whereas the project, according to the DEIS, would retain the largest trees in treated units, the DEIS also
discloseshat logging of some larggiameter trees may occur. This is inconsistent with the best science on the
relative scarcity of large, old trees on the landséageen outside old growth. (E.g., Hessburg, et al. 2007.) The

action alternatives would be more imsywith the latest science if a diameter limit on tree removal was adopted that
would leave standing the vast majority of large, old trees in treated units.

ResponsesSilvicultural prescriptions will generally focus on retention of the largest trees stdind, which are

usually the most firgesistant (Agee and Skinner 2005). Generally, the largest trees are left in every stand but it
depends on logging systems and on the tree condition and species. Large diameter trees will be cut if they will not
be epected to remain standing after dying for a reasonable period of time, or will not survive a fire. Some species
have structural characteristics (moderately rot resistant wood, deep root system) that allow them to stand for years
after dying, making gooahglasting snags (e.g. western larch and ponderosa pine). These species are left for
multiple purposes including providing for future snags. The DEIS displays the number of trees per acre (or square
feet of basal area) that will be retained by prescripsie well as the replacement snags per vegetation type. All
snags 100 in diameter and great wild/l be I eft on all

Comment: Due to the fact that the KNF apparently lacks an accurate, reliable forestwigewlith inventory, it

appears that the Forest Service is unwilling to take the most basic, necessary steps to assure viability of old growth
dependent wildlife.

ResponseThe amount and distribution of old growth is monitored annually and documented in the annual Forest
Plan Monitoring Report. These reports are available on the Kootenai National Forest website and in the Project File
for East Reservoir. The KNF is currentheeting old growth standards set by the 1987 Forest Plan.

Comment: According to the ER DEIS, the majority of the unmanaged stands in the watershed are mature forest.
There & definitely a need to manage timber so that an adequate amount of this habitat exists and will continue to
exist on the KNF.

ResponseThe existing condition of the vegetation was compared to the desired condition and treatment was
proposed on stands veethe existing condition did not resemble the desired conditions. In some cases, due to the
management area designation like old growth, a stand was not proposed for treatment due to other resource
objectives.

Comment: Regarding the maintenance of potential future old growth: the lack of a desired condition statement for
this important wildlife habitat compromises the scientific credibility of the DEIS. Whereas the DHI8esélctive
management prescribed to meet some desired conditions related to vegetation, a high priority should be to identify
areas that would be specifically preserved as old grewtlorder to maintain long term habitat for ajdowth MIS

and other ky wildlife. The areas selected to be preserved should be based on the HRV of old growth and the latest
ecological scienceare necessary to meet forest plan and legal requirements for insuring viable populations of
wildlife.

ResponseRecognition of theneed and desire for a variety of habitats for wildlife, including old growth, is
demonstrated by the first two statements under the purpose and need for the proposed action. The amount and

3 See for example, Camp et al. 1997 regandg -gfirod wlt h ref ugi ado, or the areas on the
persist in the face of natural disturbances, based upon such factors as slope, aspect, juxtaposition with streamsyzexl forest
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distribution of old growth is monitored annually and documenteterannual Forest Plan Monitoring Report.
These reports are available on the Kootenai National Forest website. The KNF is currently meeting old growth
standards set by the 1987 Forest Plan.

Comment:The EIS confl ates fireplacement old growtho with ol
analyses. This is not in accord with the best science,
growth is nd required to meet the criteria.

Largely because of past logging, the project area falls well below the HRV fgrahth habitat conditiords even

well below the 10% forest plan distribution standard. We appreciate that the DEIS documents the FShdesignati
ireplacemento old growth to meet and even exceed the 1
Old Growth Map 10, is still highly fragmented habitat with no dedicated habitat areas for connectivity. This is not
consistent with thedst available science.

ResponseWhile areas designated as old growth are not currently optimal, these areas are very well connected as
demonstrated by the amount of cover disclosed under the analysis for large ungulates (i.e. elk, deer, etc.). Current

cover levels on National Forest and US Army Corp. of Engineer lands exceeds 80% of the analysis area

Comment:l nf or mati on from the KNFO&s @20wlforestargldgifoivtBi@&dhe i ndi c e
l ower | imit for Areference conditionso on the KNF. The
historical conditions probably provided a higher level of old forest habitat through time than wioaideg by the

Forest Plan direction (a mean of 27.7% as @mpowlosed to 1
Standard itself is not consistent with the KNF&s own b
stated that se of 10% as minimum olgrowth standard may result in extirpation of some species. This is based on

his estimate that 260% of low and many miglevation forests were in old growth condition prior to European

settlement. The KNF has never completed alyais, based upon the best scientific information available, that

adequately analyzes the wildlife viability implications of managing the KNF well below the HRV.

ResponseRecognition of the need and desire for a variety of habitats for wildlife, imgumd growth, is

demonstrated by the first two statements under the purpose and need for the proposed action. The amount and
distribution of old growth is monitored annually and documented in the annual Forest Plan Monitoring Report.

These reports are dlable on the Kootenai National Forest website. The KNF is currently meeting old growth

standards set by the 1987 Forest Plan

Comment: The EIS does not disclose how much old growth, or how much habitat fgrahth associated wildlife
species, has been destroyed or degraded by all the past logging in the project area. These past cumulative impacts,
especially regarding their effects old growth dependent species in the ER PA are not included in the old growth
analysis, which is a violation of NEPA.

ResponseThe DEIS provides a list of past management activities in the Cripple PSU, on page 3 of Chapter 3,
dating back to 1976. Prioo 11976 records are few. Likely several of these treated areas contained large diameter
trees, but whether or not all elements of old growth were present is speculative. Since 1987 the KNF has been
managing old growth at 10 percent in all major drainagdsalhdo so until new standards are in place. The

amount and distribution of old growth is monitored annually and documented in the annual Forest Plan Monitoring
Report. These reports are available on the Kootenai National Forest website. The KNFif/gueeting old

growth standards set by the 1987 Forest Plan.

Comment: The FS acknowledges that a substantial percentage of igerold wt h bl ocks counted as
growth in the KNF are less th&® acres, however Forest Plan states that this designation of such small blocks as
effective was to be the fAexception rather tglowtm t he rul
timber lessthan50age i n si ze do not #fAprovide habi tgeowthtimber t hose w
for their needso, it cannot be fAbest sciencedo for any
growth for inventory and viability analysgirposes.

ResponseDesignated old growth acres within the Cripple PSU are 50 acres or greater. There may be some areas of
undesignated old growth that are less than 50 acres which is the rationale for why they are undesignated.

Comment: Since there is no scientific support for the premise that the present amount and distribution of designated
effective old growth and replacement old growth (ROG) in the ER PA supports pighiéations, it is unfortunate

that the project activities will deplete even more habitat for the wildlife that are associated with old growth. This runs
counter to the forest plan and NFMA mandates to assure viable populations.
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The DEI S6s doogylalipwsithe Fonest Sdrvice to continually log mature forest whenever and wherever,
without considering the potential of those areas to achieve the HRV of old growth, connectivity, patch size, edge
effects, etc.

ResponseThe East Reservoir projecbes not propose harvest in any areas designated as old growth. In other

mature stands, vegetation treatments were specifically designed to promote the growth of large trees and help protect
existing desired large trees, such as remnant larch and pongderedeom insect and diseasixty eight percent of

the commercial timber harvests in both alternatives 2 and 3 are intermediate harvest treatments that focus on leaving
the largest healthiest trees. These harvest treatments would retain the best-firaarglasiost of the ponderosa

pine and western latch. In most cases, these largest trees are also the oldest trees in the treatment areas. Stand density
reduction would also occur with these intermediate harvest treatments which will promote the gtargh of

diameter trees as well as increase the resistance to insect and disease. The residual stand structure would vary in size
and arrangement as the leave trees would not be evenly spaced. All of these objectives would proeieote long

mature forest witla variety of wildlife habitat. Please refer to the vegetation section, pages 48 and 49, of the DEIS

for additional information

Comment: The KNF and project area are m@ing managed compliance with the MA 13 Facilities Standard #1,

which requires that fALocal roads will be restricted to
at 111-56). We note that both of the action alternatives would exacetbateegative situation by fragmenting old

growth and increasing edge effect by new roads and logging adjacent to old growth, worsening the viability situation

for old-growth associated wildlife.

ResponseWhere old growth areas are thoughttobe sudzdpte t o fi rewood cutters, they
firewood cuttingo all owed and -2408000b (FarestdProduttsReraogah t he 1 s s |
Permit and Cash Receipt). These permits are issued under certain conditions which clearly starewbede f

cutting is permissible. Granted some snags in old growth are likely lost due to individuals not adhering to these

permit conditions are those caught are prosecuted to the extent that the governing laws allow.

The East Reservoir project does prapasw temporary roads (666 feet). Construction of these roads will likely
remove some snags and this effect is disclosed in the DEIS beginning on page 204. Following the use of temporary
roads, the temporary prism will be decommissioned and not passdieviyod cutters so a continued effect on

snags is not anticipated. Any portions of new permanent roads through old growth will be restricted by a barrier
(gate, rocks, berms etc.) following treatment activities and again, snags will not be suscefité®tml cutters

unless illegal trespass occurs.

Comment: PILEATED WOODPECKER OG MIS

The DEIS states that pileated woodpeckers have been sighted in the ER PA, thougtilapipare has been no

pileated woodpecker nesting documented in the project area. This may be attributable to KNF forest plan direction
that does not recognize that the average snag diameter
The need for large diameter snags for nesting trees for the pileated woodpecker is downplayed in the DEIS.

McClelland and McClelland (1999) found, in their study in northwest Montana, that the average nest tree was 73 cm.
(al most 290) db lkansidérithat sugtEldrge sngs are absolutely necessary for keystone wildlife

species such as the pileated woodpecker, therefore absolutely necessary for the many species that rely upon cavities
excavated by the pileated for their nesting and other kifgeshabitat.

The DEIS does not present survey data on pileated woodpecker population abundance or nesting success in the

project area. Since there is no scientific basis for assuming that 10% old growth is enough for species viability, and

since thereisno scientiftasi s t o support the KNF6s use of its MI'S as
dependent species including the fisher, flammulated owl, northern goshawk, etc., the proof would be in the

monitoring. The Forest Service has not completed monitdiniaigwould validate the assumption inherent in the

For est Jdgrbwahhébgat stahddrdsthat they are adequate for assuringgld o wt h s peci es 6 vi abi
ResponseThe DEIS discloses potential effects on old growth, snags, down wood, and pieatdukecker

beginning on page 200.; the fisher on page 265, flammulated owl on page 270, and the northern goshawk on page

235. The DEIS, on more than one occasion discusses the importance of large diameter trees and subsequent snags

for these species.

Comment: NORTHERN GOSHAWK

The DEIS (at 235, 236) indicates that goshawk habitat modeling, which relies on vegetation information previously
collected by the Forest Servidedicates that there are 57,000 acres of primary goshawk nesting habitat in the
Cripple PSU. The average goshawk pair territory is 5400 acres according to the Potential Population Index (PPI).
Surveys in 2011 confirmed the presence of one active goshawiartee Cripple PSU. Apparently this confirms
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the Forest Servicebs concl usiandwilltcdntinte tothb aapable of supportsng c ap a b |
a viable population of goshawks. If that is the case then why is there, as far ase8teSErvice knows, only one

active goshawk nest in the Cripple PSU? Given the | ar
supposedly exists there it should capable of supporting at least 10 nesting pairs, which is the PPI for the Cripple

PSU.

ResponseNorthern goshawks, especially during the breeding season, can be difficult to find. Likewise, individuals

respond differently to solicit calling. The fact that only one goshawk pair responded to surveys does not rule out the
existence of othdsreeding pairs in the PSU. It is likely additional pairs of nesting goshawks will be found during
implementation and, if so, nesting territories will also be established for these goshawks.

Comment: It seems clear that the Forest Service habitat modeling protocol fails to provide an accurate accounting of
suitable habitat (nesting and/or other life stages) or there are other factors not being considered by the Forest Service
which cause the habitat to not be utilized by the target species, in this case the northern goshawk. Clearly more
diligent surveys need to be conducted to verify the presence, @xmiance of goshawks and other old growth
dependent species in aread i@ targeted for the extensive habitat changes such as those proposed in Alternatives 2
and 3 of the ER Project. Those other species include the pileated woodpecker, fisher and flammulated owl.

Lacking valid scientific support for its habitat managenstritegy, and without adequate historical and current
population data based on actual surveys in the ER PA, the Forest Service has failed to establish that viable
populations of MIS and old growth dependent species, as well as sensitive and threatemeldagered species,

exist and will continue to exist in the ER PA and on the KNF in general.

ResponseNorthern goshawks, especially during the breeding season, can be difficult to find. Likewise, individuals
respond differently to solicit calling. THact that only one goshawk pair responded to surveys does not rule out the
existence of other breeding pairs in the PSU. It is likely additional pairs of nesting goshawks will be found during
implementation and, if so, nesting territories will also beldistaed for these goshawks.

There are numerous snags in the Cripple PSU with sign of pileated woodpecker activity and individuals are often
seen or heard by forest personnel during field visits to the Bhegpresence and signs of pileated woodpeckers
remain largely undocumented because of their common occurrence.

There is no recent information on fisher in the Cripple PSU to suggest nothing other than transient use of any habitat
that may be available and suitable. Additionally, the fisher spends oftits time within thick, riparian habitats

where human access and use is limited due to ruggedness. For this reason, fisher go largely undetected from humans
by avoidance. Therefore, potential habitat was modeled assuming fisher may be presensigsbsipagies and

each alternative was analyzed for its impact on potential habitat.

The population size for flammulated owls on the KNF is unknown (lbid), however Libby District records indicate at
least 11 past sightings/vocalizations of flammulatedsomithin the Cripple PSU (NRIS Wildlife) dating from 1992

to present. The latest flammulated owl documented to occur in the Cripple PSU was during recent surveys (2011)
which solicited responses using taped owl calls.

Unsuccessful surveys for this speaias often be attributed to the presence and response from other owl species,
especially great horned owls, which are known to prey on the flammulated. Once other owl species respond, the
flammulated owl, out of seffreservation, typically do not answelisited calls. Surveyors are trained to stop

calling for flammulated owls when other (large predators) owls respond at a given survey point(s). Due to the
abundance of great horned owls and the risk of predation, the flammulated owl can be diffindlt to fi

Comment: The Committee of Scientists (1999) makes this point about species viability:
(P)erhapghe single best metric of sustainable use of land is the persistence of species over time. The public
needs to understand that the productivity of an ecosystem can be sustained over the long term only if species
persist.

Population dynamics include assiesg) population size, population growth rate, and linkages to other populations and
must be included in a scientifically sound population viability analysis. Ruggiero, et al. (1994a) point out that a
sound population viability analysis must utilize measurepopulation dynamics. Mills (1994) explains the range of
parameters that must be used to make a scientifically sound assessment of the viability of wildlife species.
Population dynamics refers to persistence of a population oved tkeye to making preidtions about population

viability.

ResponseDocumentation for presence or absence of all suspected species and what is known about their
populations for the analysis area is disclosed in the respective sections of the DEIS. This DEIS does not attempt to
conduct a true population viability analysis because the scale of the project would not be appropriate. It does,
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however, disclose what is known about local populations of wildlife species as well as the habitat conditions for
each of the species addradse brought forward in comments.

Comment: The key factors that affect population dynamics of those MIS and Sensitive species are not adequately
considered in the cumulatiedfects analyses, therefore viability is not assured, as NFMA requires. The DEIS does

not disclose and utilize the best scientific information available on those species, as NEPA requires.

ResponseThe project complies with NFMA direction (16 USC 16@1)(( 3) (b) t o fAprovide for o
animal communities based on the suitability and capability of the specific land area in order to meet overall multiple

use objectives, and within the multiplse objectives of a land management plan adgpiesliant to this section,

provide, where appropriate, to the degree practicable, for steps to be taken to preserve the diversity of tree species
similar to that existing in the region controlled by t|

Field surveys for various species were conedaturing the planning of this project with results disclosed under the
discussion for individual species. Potential effects of this project on these species or their habitats are also disclosed
as required under each respective resource section.

THE CLIMATE CHANGE FACTOR

Comment: The science on climate change supports the idea that national forest management emphasis should shift
away from logging to carbon storage. Alt-growth forest areas and previously unlogged forest areas should be
preserved indefinitely for their carbon storage value. Forests that have been logged should be restored and allowed to
convert to eventual oldgrowth condition. This type of manageméass the potential to double the current level of

carbon storage in some regions.

ResponseThe comment suggests the Forest Service's emphasis should shift to carbon storage and all old growth
forest areas and previously unlogged forest areas shoulddmryme indefinitely for their carbon storage value. The
scientific literature cited by the commenter does not support the policy prescriptions they suggest, particularly

within the disturbance driven ecosystems of the inland west, including the EastdRemea (see literature

discussions in Forest Carbon Cycling and Storage Report (PF, Vol. S, Doc. 29). In addition, inferred carbon

inventory maintenance or gains from deferred harvest can be an illusory claim, particularly applied at stand level
practices such as in the East Reservoir Project. These implied gains only hold true if harvest does not occur
elsewhere in the world to supply the same world demand for timber (Gan and McCarl 2007; Murray 2008; Wear and
Murray 2004). The result can be a net carimopact if the timber is replaced in the marketplace with higher carbon
source products such as steel or concrete or is harvested in a manner that does not result in prompt reforestation
(Ryan et al . 201 0; H aar cnt oi no n200e (@9tgnagive-idant thie/IXEIS effedtively i n o
represents the commentoés intent, and the effects of thi
examined (East Reservoir FEIS, Forest Carbon Cycling and Storage Report (Vol. S, Doc 29) in theepooBct r

The scientific and other literature provided in the comment has limited direct relevancy to the issue at hand: whether
or not the relationship of the East Reservoir Project to "climate change" warranted more detailed analysis in this
DEIS. All represent valid studies or treatises on their particular subject matter (arguably with the exception of
Hanson 2010), however their scope is either at the global scale or else study or focus on ecosystems quite different
than those being considered here.

Forexample, the various Harmon papers (1990, 2001, 2002), Keith et al. (2009), and Homann (2005) deal largely
with the relatively warm, wet forests of the Pacific NW where disturbance and succession dynamic, and thus carbon
dynamics, differ substantially fro those of the Kootenai National Forest.

Turner et al. (1995) and Woodbury et al. (2007) report estimates of existing carbon stocks and flux in U.S. forests.
Neither paper recommends conversion of all forests to old growth conditions, or suggests anlageihment policy

similar to that proposed in the comment. Similarly, Turner et al. (1997) is a brief letter to the editor commenting that
another paper overestimates the potential benefits of carbon storage in harvested wood products and aforestation.
Kutsch et al. (2010) presents a standardized protocol for the assessment of,$hik€) with particular focus

relative to monitoring national carbon budgets under global climate treaties and VanderWerf et al. (2009) is a
scientific commentary recogniziriat deforestation (which is not part of this proposal) is the second largest
anthropogenic source of carbon dioxide to the atmosphere. Solomon et al. (2007) is the IPCC Summary for
Policymakers on the physical science basis for climate change. All, wigimglobal perspective, speak to human
actions quite unlike those contemplated here.

Harmon 2009 is Dr. Harmon's testimony to Congress concerning "The Role of Federal Lands in Combating Climate
Change." His seven key points are: "1) Forests are leakyn buckets; 2) Forests can play an important, but
limited roles in sequestering carbon; 3) All carbon pools need to be examined when thinking through the merits of
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carbon policy; 4) To increase the sequestration of forest carbon, we need to eitlaseicanbon inputs, decrease

carbon outputs, or put forest carbon somewhere else; 5) Forests are best seen as a bridging strategy in carbon
mitigation; 6) Seemingly "good" forest carbon ideas when examined at the stand level at a point in time dissipate
when looked at the forest level over time; and 7) With accelerating climate change, forests may shift from being part
of the carbon solution to being part of the carbon problem." The testimony is insightful and readable, but is aimed at
national policyandd®s not support the commentds concl usions.

FIRE and FUELS

Comment: The fuel reduction proposed actions have forest health implicétimtéuding adverse effects. Since the

fuel reduction regime represented by the proposal was not a planning scenario dealt with in sufficient detail (if at all)
during 1987 Forest Plan ddgpment, both the projedtvel and programmatic ecological and economic costs and
impacts remain unexplained and undisclosed. The Forest Service has not disclosed just how much of the KNF needs
to be treated for fuel reduction in a manner that emphasiaagaining fuel conditions that are not necessarily
consistent with native ecological processes. The agency must address the cumulative impacts of fire and fire
management under the current KNF fire policy.

Responsefrom a fire and fuels management sliaaint, fuel treatments in the WUI are the priority and the main
objective is to provide for firefighter and public safety. When it does not conflict with this objective WUI fuels
treatments are also intended to be consistent with native ecological pfagesseatments outside the WUI are

intended to meet the purpose and need of the East Reservoir project.

Cumulative impacts from fire suppression are addressed in Chapter 3 (Padg¥ Ldfider the No Action
Alternative of the Fire and Fuels Managemsection.

Analysis of the Kootenai Nati onal Forestbds fire suppr e:
needs to be treated for fuel reduction is beyond the scope of the analysis for this project.

Alternatives 2 and 3 are likely to mdaee following direction in the KNFP:
éto use prescribed fire to simulate natur al ecol og
activity fuel buildup, create habitat diversity for wildlife, reduce suppression costs, and maintain
ecosystems (page- ).

éthe fire protection program will seek to minimize
and to provide for the safety of the public and personnel engaged in fire protection activities. The

fuels management program intends to treat botlvity fuels and natural vegetation to the degree

needed to facilitate implementation of the fire protection program and other dependent activities

of é

Alternatives 2 and 3 would be consistent with the fire and fuels management direction in the KdligPaas
natural and activity fuels are properly treated.

WATER QUALITY/HYDROLOGY

Comment: The large amounts of proposed canopy reduction via logging and burning concalsthecause of

the presently unstable condition of creeks and tributaries. Bedload sediment effects go largely ignored. Therefore the
impacts of rairon-snow and other peak flow events are not adequately analyzed. The DEIS is not consistent with the
bestscience on forest hydrology.

The DEI'S relies upon BMPs for showing consistency with
BMPs for that very purpose. The condition of most of the managed watersheds on the District argues against the

validity of BMPs for protecting water quality and fisheries.

ResponseUsing the Rosgen methodology for assessing stream conditions, all the streams in the analysis area were
determined to be in a Fair to Good condition. The proposed canopy reductieli as proposed peak flow

increases is within the range for streams in Fair and Good condition and as recommended in the Forest Plan.

BMP effectiveness and tracking for the KNF are located in the Water Resources Project File Appendix D and E.

Comment:

The DEIS discloses that bull trout and redband trout have likely been extirpated from the project area due to
management actions. It also does not give any iriditaf population trends of the Sensitive westslope cutthroat

troutd if surveys are showing maintaining, improving, or declining stocks.

ResponseSurveys show that fish are utilizing available habitat. Electrofishing surveys found multiple year classes
in fish bearing streams throughout the project area. INFS default RHCAs will continue to protect aquatic habitat and
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will avoid retarding RMOs. Streams in the project area were treated to remove native fish and allow stocked
westslopes and advantage for spag and rearing. The drainages have not been stocked are now repopulated with
hybrid fish along the reservoir. Dunn Creek was not treated, however past stocking of the Kootenai River and its
tributaries created an extensive hybrid swarm of fish. Thesdéigse invaded Dunn Creek creating hybrid
rainbows/cutthroat trout. The upper segment of the stream has a nearly pure population of westslopes that are
isolated from lower Dunn Creek. This population is regulated by flow conditions. There is only onggleren

tributary in upper Dunn Creek. The beaver flats below this tributary have been trapped out and no longer maintain
water from year to year.

Comment: The DEIS does not g¢uss the fish viability issues related to stream segments not meeting

INFISH/Forest Plan Riparian Management Objectives (RMOs). The DEIS does not provide clear analysis as to how
RMOs would not be adversely affected, or achieved over any time frame.

Respnse:Refer to Tables 3.47 to 3.51 in the Fisheries and Aquatic Species Resources section of the DEISs. These
tables set the stage for RMOs in the project area. Fish viability was shown through electrofishing surveys which
proved the existence of multipjear class fish. We know fish are using available habitat and maintaining

populations that the local ecosystem can support. The data shows that, in general, most RMOs are being met or
exceeded. Large wood debris numbers fully meet or exceed Forest Rizardsain drainages across the project

area. Bank stability also meets or exceeds standafidsh to depth rations and pool frequency is mostly not being

met. As stated in the EIS, width to depth ratios most always do not fit into local numbers ontérakKddhese

stream dimensions were calculated for streams on the Oregon and Washington coast. The numbers are therefore an
indicator of the dimensions of streams in the area. Pool frequency was an RMO that was not met in most cases in the
project area. $&ams are still recovering from past activities and natural events. Large fires have influenced Cripple
Horse Creek and Canyon Creek. Past grazing on Cripple Horse, Canyon, Warland and Five Mile have caused
riparian problems. Past Forest Service fishdrastat enhancement where wood was removed from stream

channels has been wide spread across the area. Implementation of INFS into the Kootenai National Forest Plan in
1995 created a set of RHCASs to protect the riparian area and improve or protect kegsfishigitat elements.

These elements were based on best scientific data that showed intact riparian areas led to healthier aquatic
ecosystems. RHCAs have been monitored since implementation of INFS and have showed through protection
streams have maintad or trended towards more natural states. This project will require all streams and wetlands
buffered by RHCAs. Therefore, the existing condition will maintain or improve conditions. Since this is the

language set in the Forest Plan this project willdreststent with INFS and will not retard the attainment of RMOs.

Comment: In its overly narrow analyses of cumulative effects of past management activities, the DEIStdoes no
provide adequate summaries of the purpose and need statements from past NEPA documents, the level of
achievement of their desired conditions and/or project goals, results of required monitoring, nor the consistency of
past project with resource conditeas expressed in the desired condition and purpose and need statements.
ResponseThe proposed project utilized past information from the turn of the century through dam construction to
present conditions. Past management was consistent with diredidewenof that time. Recent management since
1995 has been consistent with INFS and is therefore consistent with the KNF Forest Plan. The project will also be
constant will all other State and Federal laws.

GRIZZLY BEARS

Comment: The DEIS indicates that a portion of the ER PA lies within the Tobacco BORZ (occupied grizzly bear
habitat outside the Cabin¥aak Grizzly Recovery Zone). The analysis of the impacts of the adtenatives on

grizzly bears that may be present in the BORZ utilizes the language and rationale that have become standard for
assessing the impacts of road construction, reconstruction and the use of roads within the BORZ for hauling timber
as well as otér activities associated with the implementation of logging and other actions proposed in the action
alternatives for the ER Project. While acknowledging that these activities have the potential to disturb and displace
bears from preferred (or at leastr@ntly usable) habitat in the PA, the Forest Service relies on stipulations in the
latest (2011) revision of the Grizzly Bear Motorized Access Management Amendment to the KNF, IPNF and Lolo
Forest Plans.

ResponseThe East Reservoir Project is consisteith the biological opinion for the 2011 Forest Plan

Amendments for Motorized Access Management within the Selkirk and Cataa&tGrizzly Bear Recovery

Zones, and associated BORZ.

Comment: In regard to BORZ the 2011 Access Management documents basically require only that open and total
road densities not be permanently increased as a result of a project. Thus they can be increased, which they will be
as a result of eitliéAlt. 2 or 3 in this case, during the mujtear implementation of the project, as long as they are
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returned to preroject levels by the time the project is completed.
ResponseThis statement is correct concerning temporary increases in linear operiadmdads during project
activities. However, these roads must remain closed to the general public.

Comment: The fact remains that any bears that may be present in tlRRARRI be adversely impacted by new

road construction, the use of new and existing roads for log hauling, the presence of humans and machinery needed
to accomplish the proposed extensive logging and the use of helicopters for wildlife and fuels réductavhich

will affect thousands of acres in the ER PA, including in the BORZ. These impacts have not been adequately
disclosed, analyzed or addressed in the DEIS.

ResponseThese potential impacts were disclosed in the DEIS, biological assessmeell, as alarifying emails,

and subsequently concurred with by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in their letter of concurrence dated, August 8,
2013.The potential exists to displace grizzly bears to areas not affected by the activities, but these projtcts are
expected to contribute cumulatively to bear mortalities given that no new permanent opemoddd=
constructed within the PSU and ohlRoestplandAmendmeritsforc o mp |l i an c «
Motorized Access Management within the Selkirk and Cabyiaetk Recovery Zones on the Kootenai, Idaho

Panhandle and Lolo National Foresislditionally, the action alternatives, in combination with the baseline

conditions andeasonably foreseeable projects would improve the overall ungulate security habitat, as defined by
Hillis et al. 1991, from 28% to 35 or 33%. This increase in ungulate security can easily be translated to an increase
security for any grizzly bears movittigrough or utilizing, at least intermittently, the PSU. Additionally, helicopter

use associated with the this project is consistent with the management strategies found in the Guide to Effects
Analysis of Helicopter Use in Grizzly Bear Habitat (2009) #rat not likely to adversely affect grizzly bears;

helicopter activities would not prohibit bears from using the area during any period of biological importance such as
breeding, late fall foraging (hyperphagia), or denning.

Letter 4: United States Environmental Protection Agency

Comment: The Draft EIS states that under Alternative 2 (proposed action) and Alternative 3, there would be timber
harvest, skid trail construction, temporary road construction, new road construction, upgrades to stream crossings,
prescribed fire, and fuels and wildlife treatments. We appreciate the map depicting wetlands and the incorporation of
design criteria, BMPs andHC A guidelines are anticipated to minimize potential risks to water quality from the
aforementioned activities.

The Draft EIS describes monitoring measures and includes a monitoring plan as an appendix. The latter indicates the
monitoring during implemeation of activities will occur. The Draft EIS also states that a number of the actions in

the project will have short term impacts on streams. It would be helpful if the Final EIS linked how the monitoring
during activity implementation will be used to rimiize the impacts to streams. For instance, if an issue is found

through the monitoring while an activity is being implemented, there are actions that will be taken to change the
activity and minimize the impact. Including the list of actions in the Fh&lwould provide a link between the

monitoring and minimizing the impact.

ResponseShortterm impacts to water resources will be minimized because the PFls are within the allowable

range, basikwide ECAs are less than 30%, project implementationogitur over a 10 year tirfeame, and design

criteria will be implemented to ensure water quality standards are being met.

During implementation, design criteria and BMPs become part of the contract (See Appendix C). At that point it is
the responsibilityf the timber sale administrator, harvest inspector, engineering representative, or contracting
officer representative to ensure operations comply with the contract and thus law, regulation, and policy. If resource
concerns are identified, actions are nfiedi or stopped until they are corrected. Monitoring by both the Forest

Service and the State of Montana has shown that the Kootenai has had a very good record of BMP implementation
and effectiveness (Appendix D).

Comment: We are appreciate that all prescribed burning would be carried out under the oversight of Montana/ldaho
State Airshed group and will comply with the current Federal and state management plans incliilizig the
Implementation Plan and Smoke Management Plan. It is known that smoke from fire contains air pollutants,
including particulates (PM and PM 5) which can cause health problems, especially for people suffering from
respiratory illness such as asthramphysema, or heart problems. The Draft EIS indicates that at the beginning of
each burn season an advertisement informing the public of potential prescribed burns will be placed in a local paper.
The Draft EIS further states that residents near a pbesthiurn may be contacted prior to the burn. We recommend

the Final EIS include a commitment to notify the public closer to pending burns. This is especially important for the
residents downwind of the burn area.

Table 3.115 provides a range of particelamissions factors (Piand PM g) by burn type and alternative. The
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text provides an example of the range of,p&hd PM s from a 40 acre underburn. The text also indicates that there

is expected to be 3e®,000 acres of prescribed burn each year. In order for the maximum impact of these burns to

be understood, we recommend the Final EIS include: (1) the total estimatect projssions over the life for the

project, and (2) the potential estimated yearly highest;RWd PMsf or t he t hree alternatives
ti mber harvest uni t gandRMs emiksiolis@er actehFer inktance husimgitifiorrRaltibn

provided in text and tables, the maximum yearly;Plvhder alternative 2 is:

2774 pounds PM/acres x 2,000 acres = 2774 tons per year.

We recognize that this assumes all 2,000 acres would be this burn type which may not be likely; tcaisver,

informs the public of the worst case anticipated emissions. It would also be useful to disclose the largest likely area
to be burned during a single event and how long such an event may last so the decision maker and public can
understand shorte (24-hour) impacts.

The Draft EIS includes a general discussion of cumulative air quality effects. Regional air quality data is available
through Montana Department of Environmental Quality. In order to understand the cumulative impacts of the
activities under the proposed alternative, the EPA recommends the Final EIS include the data on the current regional
air quality and a more detailed analysis on cumulative air quality impacts.

Responself smoke from prescribed burning has the potential to impeehbers of the public that are near the

project, they will be contacted by prescribed fire managers prior to implementation of the prescribed burn.

In regards to question related to Table 3.115:

1) Table 3.115 provides all the necessary informationegbéml simply calculate the total project emissions over
the life of the project or any other desired combination of potential burning.

2) The range of acres to be prescribed burned each year reflects the variability in burn windows and treatments
units redily available. Under the worst case scenario in regards to emissions the highest year of burning will
include about 300 acres of underburning timber harvest units, 1500 acres of underburning fuels and wildlife
units, and 200 acres of grapple pile burnifilgis will not vary between Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 and
Alternative 1 only has 765 acres of burning proposed. As requested, the worst case calculations are below and
apply to both alternatives.

1500 acres of fuels and wildlife burning could geteG25 tons of PM and 530 tons of P emissions; 300

acres of timber harvest underburning could generate 416 tons;gR¥353 tons of Pt emissions; 200 acres of
pile burning could generate 161 tons of Bihd 137 tons of PM emissions. Unddhe worst case scenario there
could be a total of 1202 tons of Riand 1020 tons of P emissions generated in a year. These will be spread out
over the course of the prescribed burning season which occurs mostly inMaehnd SeptembBlovember.

The 1,500 acres of fuels and wildlife burning is the single largest prescribed burning event that will ever occur
under this project. Due to the nature of the fuels in wildlife units and the time of year that these types of burns
occur, the smoke impacts Wie greatest for the first few days following a burn and residual smoldering and
creeping could last for a few weeks.

A more detailed analysis of cumulative impacts to air quality is not possible due to the inability to determine the
exact time and placef all local, zone, and regional prescribed burning. The entire purpose of the Montana/ldaho
Airshed Group is to coordinate prescribed burning activities with the Montana Department of Environmental
Quiality to ensure their will not be shdaerm or cumuléive impacts that exceed any NAAQS. In addition, the
project will comply with the State Implementation Plan as is required by the 1987 Forest Plan.

Comment: Information on arrent and project climate change impacts are included in the Vegetation Resource
section of Chapter 3 includes as well as mentioned in several other Chapter 3 sections. We recognize that inclusion
of climate change as related to forest health and thedpedproject is important. We recommend the discussion is
expanded to include how the USFS can reduce the impacts of project activities on climate change, monitor for
effects of climate change on forest resources, and include a project specific andlybsslasure of greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions. To achieve this, the EPA suggests-atiuapproach:
1.Quantify and disclose estimated annual and total project lifetime cumulative GHG emissionsiqui¥@lent
terms and translate the emissions into e@jencies that are easily understood from the public standpoint (e.g.,
annual GHO emissions from x numbers of project equipment; see, https:1/www.eoa.gov/RDEE/energy
resourcescalculator.html).
2. Qualitatively discuss the link between GHGs and climate changeldition to the potential impacts of climate
change.
3.Include a summary of ongoing and projected regional climate change impacts relevant to the project area based
on U.S. Global Change Research Program assessments.
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4.1dentify and analyze reasonable atig@ives and/or way to mitigate projeelated GHG emissions.
ResponseThe i mportance of carbon storage capacity of the w
atmospheric carbon that is contributing to ongoing global warming. As discusserkst Carbon Cycling and
Storage Report (PF, Vol. S, Doc. 28eaningful and relevant conclusions on the effects of a relatively minor land
management action such as this on global greenhouse gas emissions or global climate change is neither possible nor
warranted in this case. Nevertheless, we recognize that giolsakrar ch i ndi cates the worl dos
that most of the observed 20th century increase in global average temperatures is very likely due to increased
humancaused greenhouse gas emissions.

Forests cycle carbon. They are in a continual fuoth emitting carbon into the atmosphere and removing it

(sequestration) through photosynthesis. The proposed actions being considered here may alter the rates and timing

of that flux within the individually affected forest stands. These changes woldddized and infinitesimal in

relation to the role the worldés forests play in amel i
not taking the action.

Comment: The East Reservoir Project lies within 20 miles of the WR Grace Vermiculite mine. Based on current
data from the Libby Superfund Site, there is the potential for asbestos related impacts in the project area. Although
the risk from asbestos in tlaeea is not yet quantified, we suggest that the Final EIS include: (1) a discussion of
possible asbestos in the project area contamination; and (2) the potential impacts of such contamination, especially
as they relate to wodHbumingpiojedisénaludedtinthie preferredhaléernativet t i ng an
Additionally, it is important that the Final EIS include mitigation measures that would be employed to avoid
identified potential impacts.

ResponseBased on EPA sampling of tree bark and duffeasis has been detected near the western boundary of

the East Reservoir project area which is outside of any EPA Operable UnitTREJEPA has divided the entire

Libby Superfund into 8 Operable Units that include specific areas and task associatbe wigamupjvithin the

Libby Superfund Site. Due to the very limited amount of sampling conducted by the EPA, the nature and extent of
asbestos contamination in the project area is not known at this time.

EPA is the lead agency on determining the toxioitLibby Amphibole asbestos and developing a risk assessment.
As such, the Forest Service has requested additional guidance and risk information from the EPA. Current EPA
timelines estimates indicate that a final risk assessment for the Libby Supeifiurel available in 2014. Once that
information becomes available the Forest Service will 1) evaluate the information, 2) determine whether there will
be potential impacts to workers implementing the project, and 3) implement mitigation measures theat may b
necessary to address potential impacts.

To date, all personal air monitoring from activity based sampling conducted by the EPA and sampling conducted by
national Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) has indicated that all results Weedomethe
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) asbestos standard of 0.1 fibers per cubic centimeter of air
as an &hr timeweighted average. This is currently the only regulation regarding worker permissible exposure limits
to asbestodn October of 2013, NIOSH will present their findings from personal air monitoring that occurred during
forest management activities in OU3 (Superfund Operational Unit) and OU4 during the 2012 field season. The
Forest Service has also received results fpensonal air monitoring that occurred during a wildland fire event in

July of 2013 near the Souse Gulch area of OU3. If additional findings from ongoing data collection and findings
from the EPA final risk assessment indicate the need for mitigationgdfiariest management activities in the East
Reservoir project area the Forest Service will implement the appropriate environmental or engineering controls to
protect worker health. In the interim, the Forest Service will continue to coordinate with thie BB Additional

activity based sampling-or more info:http://www.latag.org/index.php/superfuisite/operablainits

Letter 5: Bettge and PittsleéyWarland Creek Land Owners

Comment: We very much support what seems to be the best alternative: alternatigeo®ides good forest
management practices and facilitates some economic return to the local area through selected logging. It also
provides employment through hiring to selectively thin the forest. It does not overemphasipaitiegrand not

only respects viewsheds, but from our reading of the plan, actually enhances some views along Hwy 37 to better
enjoy the scenery and reservoir.

We are especially pleased to see improvements (with shelter wood) to areas near Warland creek to reduce fire risk.
This is a major concern for all who live in the area. Besides decreasing fire risk, wildlife habitat will be improved.
The plan respects fragile soils through scheduling work in appropriate times of the year. Concern for noxious weed
spread is a concern; loigg trucks have contaminated the Warland area with knapweed over the years, and we are
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struggling to contain it through the use of knapweed beetles. Reading that containing noxious weeds is a part of the
plan is gratifying.
ResponseThank you for your cmments and interest in the east Reservoir Project.

Comment: We do wish to comment that we do not favor clearcuts, per se, unless they are structured to allow
wildlife use (k. not > 600' across, and 300" widths preferred). Clearcuts generally mar the landscape, increase soil
temperatures and allow erosion to occur. In Alternative 2, several clearcuts/regeneration units are planned. As best
we can read the plan, some of thegts include tree reservdtthe reserve trees are positioned to allow for a

mosaic appearance of the clearcut, we have no objection to the clearcuts. A mosaic approach would still allow
wildlife use and maintain a better visual aspect. If the cutsfahe @ectangular, harddged, complete clearcuts, we
object. This approach may be easier to accomplish, but is detrimental to too many other factors in the plan. On pages
S-2, p.3, chapter 2 and page 20 of the plan, several nonconformities are disdiesseithk they could be mitigated
through more thoughtful layouts. Shaping a clearcut to be long and narrow, and including reserve or shelter trees is
what we would favor. Hard edges create a more highly detectable clear cut; "shading" the edges amgl includi

stands of shelterwood could make the clearcuts less objectionable. We do not believe the reasons and necessity to
establish clearcuts and regeneration units have been clearly articulated within the plan.

ResponseThe DEIS explains regeneration hargesipecifically clearcuts in Chapter 2 on page 9 and 10. The
following information is explained:

Regeneration harvest treatménintended to replace a forest stand when modification treatments (i.e. intermediate
harvest) are not feasible due to poorliyarees for retention; stand is under stocked due past insect and disease
mortality; or incorrect overstory species that will not meet management objectives. In this analysis area,

regeneration is proposed in some stands to promote regeneration diregi@erant species. Specifically,

regeneration harvest is needed to restore western larch, ponderosa pine and western white pine. Within proposed
harvest units, there will be both live and dead trees that are designated for reserve. The numbéefofindethe

associated stand structure is described by the varying regeneration harvest methods proposed. A description of these
methods follows.

Clearcut with reservealso initiates establishment of a new stand. An average of 4 to 8 trees peidlaem®ain on
site posttreatment and their function will be as snags, cavity habitat, or replacement snags. Clearcuts are typically
planted by hand, or may be reseeded by adjacent mature stands if desirable trees are present.

Each of the treatment unitave been reviewed by a wildlife biologist and a visuals specialist. All of the acres

prescribed for clearcuts are clearcuts with reserve trees. All of these clearcut will have reserve trees ranging from a
minimum of 6 trees per acre to 12 or more for rephaent snags and structural diversity. In addition, all snags that

meet minimum snag criteria will be left in clearcut reserve treatment with areas. Units that have additional concerns
from the wildlife and visual specialists have been addressed andpg®oificsobjectives to address them. For

example, some clearcuts have more snag replacements required for leave due to the habitat or more reserve trees for
visuals.

Specific marking guides for each treatment unit will be developed during project implementation.

Clearcut shape is often determined by a number of the following variables such as SMZ boundaries; potential timber
stand concerns such as plant pathogessentomological concerns; fire concerns where high fuel loads may exist;
steep slopes; and harvest procedures.

Regarding Soil DamageApplication of appropriate management precautions (BMPs) such as avoiding timber
harvest in wet seasons, maintainingféuzones below open slopes, and skidding over snow or frozen grounds will
decrease potential negative impacts to soil productivity regardless of timber harvest activities.

Regarding Soil Temperatures:The potential for soil temperatures is minimizednigintaining a duff layer on the
surface. Furthermore, the burn prescriptions for this project were designed for low to moderate fire intensity and will
be implemented when soil moisture levels are high. Typically, burning prescription is scheduled wheistilne

in the lower duff layer is high enough so that the fire does not consume those layers which insulate the soil surface
from surface heating (DeBano 2000).

Comment: Highway 37 is a very popular highway for the public, especially during the summer months. Doing
everything possible to not only maintain, but enhance views along this highway is critical. As the economy of the
area continues to struggle, encouraging reicnealt tourism by presenting the tremendously scenic views available
along the highway would benefit the area greatly. Thinning trees along the highway and preserving wooded
mountain views should be a very important aspect of the plan.
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ResponseThe Forest Service is in full agreement with your assessment. Forest Plan visual quality objectives
(VQO) are established for views from sensitive travel corridors (MSH 37, trails, etc.) and use areas (Lake
Koocanusa, campgrounds, etc.). A Forest Senacagrofessional landscape architect assesses each proposed
activity as to whether the assigned VQO will be met. If a VQO will not be met, then mitigation measures are
designed to bring that proposed activity into Forest Plan compliance. Additionallygrist Bervice creates and
maintains scenic turnouts along MSH 37 through the project area.

Letter 6: The Lands Council
The Lands Council is part of the Kootenai Forest Stakeholder Coalition and | attended on field trip to the area last
year with members of the coalition.
Comment: The stated Purpose and Need is to:
Reestablish, restore and retain landscapes that are mesistant and resilient to disturbance (insect and disease
infestations, fire) and uncertain environmental conditions such as climate change;
Create a heterogeneous landscape that provides a variety of habitats to sustain populations of terrestrial and
aguatic species;
Provide amenities, jobs and products to the communities;
Reduce hazardous fuels adjacent to private property and across the landscape vhitedrecing fire to the
ecosystem;
Enhance recreation settings and facilities with the goalro¥iding high quality experiences.
We generally support these goals, particularly in the suitable timber base and appreciate all the work that has gone
into the projectOne of our big concerns is the protection and recruitment of old gréwdim lookirg at the ERP
Map 2, there is an extensive road system and past harvest hiStalis not apparent on that map is where the old
growth stands and wildlife corridors are locatede old growth is on a separate map and hard to ovésldy.
possible tddentify where the recruitment of old growth will be located that will allow an increase to a historic
range?
ResponseWhile areas designated as old growth are not currently optimal, these areas are very well connected as
demonstrated by the amount ofveo disclosed under the analysis for large ungulates (i.e. elk, deer, etc.) as well as
grizzly bear. Current cover levels on National Forest and US Army Corp. of Engineer lands exceeds 80% of the
analysis area.

Recognition of the need and desire for detsrof habitats for wildlife, including old growth, is demonstrated by the

first two statements under the purpose and need for the proposed action. The amount and distribution of old growth
is monitored annually and documented in the annual Forest Plaitdiog Report. These reports are available on

the Kootenai National Forest website. The KNF is currently meeting old growth standards set by the 1987 Forest
Plan.

Comment: Early on in the project Deena Shotzberger from the District had created an overlay of wildlife corridors
and future treatments in this area, which was a real positive move on the part of District, but this does not seem to be
present anymore@ne of our gals is to provide adequate wildlife habitat and connectors and another goal is to

know what the plans for this area are over tiffie. would like to see this discussion and mapping in the Final EIS,

as it will allow us to better understand the currentfaiare impacts on wildlife.

ResponseWhile areas designated as old growth are not currently optimal, these areas are very well connected as
demonstrated by the amount of cover disclosed under the analysis for large ungulates (i.e. elk, deavekins) as

grizzly bear. Current cover levels on National Forest and US Army Corp. of Engineer lands exceeds 80% of the

analysis area. The Districtés position on the working |
long-term thinking omplanning for managing forest connectivity using forest layers currently available (e.g. INFISH,
designated | ynx habitat, as well as existing old growt|

map was only a draft working copy and hraat received additional input from other resources specialist during its
creation.For these reasons, this working corridor map will not be included in the FEIS for the East Reservoir
Project.

Comment: We also have a concern about the size of the units, and their prescriptiongd be taken that there

are very large clearcuts, adjacent to older large clealutsf this is not the case, a detailed description of Huav

units will be harvested would be beneficial. As the USFS moves toward treating larger areas to restore historic patch
size for the long term, will they be incorporating leave islands for-$aort habitat security needs.

Comment: A more detailed dicussion of the methodology that led to the large patch sizes would also be

useful.Our understanding of the science is that patch sizes ranged from less than an acre to tens of thousands of
acres, depending on intensity of disturbances such as fireghwindand insectsA discussion of how logging

would not only accomplish the same objectives as natural disturbance, but also vary from those objectives would
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also be useful and a discussion of how fire suppression will impact the stands now and ifistutiee
ResponseThe proposedactionfor the EastReservoirProject would createforestopeningslargerthan40
acresin sizethroughthe useof evenagedregeneratiormethodsSpecifically,theselarger openingsare
neededin orderto:

ATrendthelandscapetowardsa moredesirablepatternof patchsizesthat mimics natural processes
andrestoreshistorical patternsof patchsize (DEIS, pp.2325; VegetationReport, DesiredCondition,
VRU 4,5 and7).

ACreatea patternof fuel treatmentsat alandscapescalethatis likely to disruptlargefire growth and
spreadandassistin the efficacy of suppressiorefforts Designfuel treatmentgo provide a fuel break
immediatelyadjacentto a major power transmissionline (DEIS, Fire and FuelsReport,p.182).

AcCreateopeningsthat reduceedgeeffect and reducefragmentation, whicttanresultfrom more
numeroudreatmentareasandstill achievethe sameobjectives(DEIS, Wildlife Report,p. 224,301
and 308).

With pastharvestactivities, forage patcheshavebecomemoreuniform in size (30-40 acres)and
shapeThe existing condition,for the most part, is not representativeof referenceconditions. Past
timber harvestshavenoticeablyinfluencedthe juxtaposition of wildlife coverandforage.Harvests
haveunnaturally affected"edge" habitatsaswell asinterior habitats,the greatesimpactslikely being
on thosespeciesassociatedwith large expanseof interior habitats(DEIS, Chapterlp. 4).

This disturbanceregime(30-40 acre) providessuitablehabitatfor specieghat areadaptedto the edges
betweenforestedandnonforested areasHowever, speciesthat requirelarger blocksof habitatareata
disadvantagaindersucha disturbanceregime(DEIS, p.S-2). The majority of the pastharvestwithin this
areaon NFS landshasfragmentedthe landscapelueto the 40 acreopeninglimitation (DEIS, Chapter 3p.
24).

Four of theregeneratiorharvests(Units 62,40, 150 and 362) are proposedas over 40 acreregenerationbut
do not mimic the large historic patchsize of 5,000to 100,000acres.However, Units 62,40 and150are
placedadjacentto pastharvestthat arerecovered but arewithin the early-successionaktage By theseunits
beingblocked up with otherearlysuccessionaktagesthis larger block mimics historic conditionsand would
moveinto thefuture asa connectedpatchof interior forest(DEIS, VegetationReport, p. 45,46, 47).

Additionally, Units 147,148,149 and 150 in UpperFivemile Creekand Unit 170in Warland Creek were
designedto tie in with pastregeneratiorharvestgo simulateafire that would haveburnedfrom the creek
bottomto the ridgetop dueto continuousfuels and favorabletopography.This would havebeenmoretypical
of historic patchsizeand bum patternwhenstrategicallylocateddirectly adjacentto existing regeneration
harveststhatarestill aneffective barrier to high fire spreadrates.Treatmentsof this scaleare also morelikely
to disruptlarge fire growth and spread,and assistin the efficacy of suppressiorefforts when afire occursin
theseareasFire modelingindicatestheseareasare atrisk of experiencingstandreplacing crown fire behavior
if left untreatedand both areasare within 1 “amiles of private property.In addition to the benefitsdescribed
previously, Unit 362 nearHornet Ridge(Dunn Creek) was partially designedto provide afuel break
immediately adjacentto a major powertransmissionline.

For wildlife, creatingopeningsover 40 acresbetterapproximateshe patchsize and patternof habitatthat
would havebeenavailableundernatural disturbanceprocessesnd reducessdgeeffect andfragmentatiorthat
would occur with a greaternumberof openingsof lesseracreage Additionally, stringersand groupsof trees
would beleft within the units to provide screeningand minimize the effect of the openingswhenpossible.
There may be shot-term disturbanceswithin identified big gametravel corridors dueto projectrelated
activities (DEIS, pp. 224, 301 308). Therefore,with theimplementationof an actionalternative,Alternative
2, which promoteslarge patchsize, would benefit wildlife by addressinghe issuef edgeeffect,
fragmentation,andinterior forestsbetterthan Alternative 3 which limits regeneratiorharvestunitsto 40 acres
or less.

Comment: As always we are concerned about past and future impacts on soil productivity and how the project will

comply withregional soil standards.

ResponseThe 15% threshold is based on research by Powers (1990). In order to meet NFMA direction and manage
Nati onal Forest System |l ands without permanent i mpair m
detrimental soil disturbance on more tharplér cent of an activity areao (FSM, 2
15% detrimental soil conditions exist from prior harvest activities, the cumulative detrimental effects from project
implementation and restoration should not exceed the conditionggtlze planned activity and should move
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towards a net soil improvement.

Units found to cumulatively exceed the 15% DSD value on one or more of the proposed activities will undergo
restoration activities as defined in R1 Supplement Z8BQ (effective 1/12/1999)i Restoration Treatments that

restore vital soil functions to their inherent range of variability. It is recognized that treatments may not occur over a
period of years and may need to be maintained. Restoration treatments could inclugenbulimited to, tilling,

ripping, seeding, mulching, recontouring of temporary roads and water barring. Such activities will help to offset the
harvest activities to soil productivity by allowing previously disturbed soils-astablish as a producéarea

capable of producing future natural vegetative cover.

Finally, application of appropriate management precaut.
entry; 2) use existing skid trails and landings where feasible; 3) avoid skiddimgstable slopes; 4) space skid

trails 75 to 125 feet apart; 5) avoiding timber harvest in wet seasons, maintaining buffer zones below open slopes,

and limit logging to dry conditions (less than 18% soil moisture) or during winter months when the grévomdn;

and 6) controlling erosion during and after harvest activities to protect water quality and soil productivity will

decrease potential negative impacts regardless of timber harvest activities.

Letter 7: Alliance for the Wild Rockies

Comment: Does the Forest Service have a take permit for having low level helicopter flights over grizzly bear

habitat?

ResponseAtakeer mit i s not necessary due to a finding of Anof
These potential impacts were disclosed in the DEIS, biological assessment, as well as clarifying emails, and

subsequently concurred with by U.S. Fish anddiffé Service in their letter of concurrence dated, August 8, 2013.

Helicopter use for prescribed burning will be limited to one, eight hour day for implementing one burn unit per year

or as burning windows (weather) allows. In this situation, it may berakyears between burns. This approach is

consistent with the Guide to Effects Analysis of Helicopter Use in Grizzly Bear Habitat (2009).

Comment: The Access Amendmentscfally and as applied by thiojectviolate NFMA, NEPA, and the

ESA. They fail to apply the best available science, fail to ensure no jeopardy to the already failing grizzly population,
fail to ensure recovery, fail to ensure viability of the CY grizzly, fail to consider whether the Recovery Zone should

be expanded to do these things, and fail to consider applying the same standards to the BORZ as those applied in the
Recovery Zone to do these things, and fail to consider the probable potential and effect of likely noncompliance with
even the minimal inadequastandards in the Access Amendments, as illustrated in this piidjecproject likewise

fails to do all of the above and thus violates NFMA, NEPA, and the ESA.

ResponseThese potential i mpacts and f i ndzybeayr wert disGlosedtin | i kel vy
the DEIS, biological assessment, as well as clarifying emails, and subsequently concurred with by U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service in their letter of concurrence dated, August 8, 2013. The application of recovery zone standards for
BORZ is outside the scope of this sfigecific project.

Comments:

1. Please provide a map showing the WUI and the locations of all homes in comparison to the project area.
ResponseA copy of the Community Wildfire Protection Plan is contained within the project file. The CWPP

contains a map of the WUI and population densities. As stated in Chapter 3 pagel176, homes exist in Fivemile Creek,
Warland Creek, Dunn Creek, betweeouBdary and Canyon Creek, and between Canyon Creek and Dunn Creek.
Specific landownership records and details on structures can be found on the following website.
http://svc.mt.gov/msl/mtcadastral/

2. Will the Forest Service be considering binding legal standards for noxious weeds in its revision of the Kootenai
Forest Plan?

ResponseThe revision of the Kootenai Forest Plamigside of the scope of the East Reservoir project analysis.

Please refer to information on the revisionhdtp://www.fs.usda.gov/main/kootenai/landmanagement/planning

3. How effective have BMPs been at stopping (i.e. preventing) new weed infestations from starting during logging

and related road operations?
Response(ER DEIS pgs. 34846) The BMPs identified for noxious weed management are found on the cited
pages. The KNFlivasi ve Pl ant Management FEIS states: Areducti o
not quantifiable. It is highly like that BMP measures such as equipment washing and seeding of disturbed sites have
reduced the rate of spread of noxious we&d$HIPMFEIS pgs. 313, 315-18). The Kootenai National Forest Plan
Monitoring and Evaluation Report from 2007 (pgs-623 also documents monitoring of weed management efforts.
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The Libby District also maintains specific monitoring records that demonstrate the effectiveness of the measures
used to control the establishment and spread of noxious weeds. These records include: Herbicide Treatment Data
Records, photo records and dsae surveys.

4. s it true that new roads are the number one cause of new noxious weed infestations?

Responsefi T IChief of the USDA Forest Servidms identified invasive species as one of the four critical threats

to our Nationb6s ecosystems. I n response to this nation:
leading forest research, forest health, and Federal resource mamaggency. We are awareaifr significant role

in addressing invasive species threats at the local, state, and national levels, as well as internationally. We have

found the best opportunitpf success comes from working strategically, using all our scientific, management, and
partnership r ehtp/iwwaefe.fed.us/invasivespesiesinnilex.6NEER DEIS pgs324-325)

5. Why isnét the Forest Service considering a Forest Pl e
include binding legal standards that address noxioesi sk

Response(ER DEIS pgs. 324825 and 34&47) Direction for noxious weed management comes from the KNF

Plan, the 2007 KNF Invasive Plant Management FEIS and ROD, Forest Service Manual 2080 Noxious Weed

Management and FSM 2900 Invasive Species Manageffikese documents provide the direction and measures

used for reducing the effects of noxious weeds within the project area. In addition, the management measures

identified within DEIS will be compliant with the Lincoln County Weed Control Act (MG2272116) and a

Memorandum of Understanding between the KNF and Lincoln County.

Only sitespecific Forest Plan amendments can be made within project specific NEPA. A Forest Plan amendment
applicable across the Forest cannot be implemented within projedicspiaPA as that would require analysis at

the Forest scale, rather than the project scale. Therefore, it would not be appropriate or feasible to analyze a Forest
Plan amendment for noxious weeds in this project.

6. Is it true that noxious weeds are one of the top threats to biodiversity on our National Forests?

Responsefi T IChief of the USDA Forest Servidms identified invasive species as one of the four critical threats

to our Nationbds ecosystems. I n response to this nationa
leading forest research, forest health, and Federal resource management agency. We areavggeiti€ant role

in addressing invasive species threats at the local, state, and national levels, as well as internationally. We have

found the best opportunity for success comes from working strategically, using all our scraatifagement, and
partnership r elhttp/wnwae.fe.fed.us/invasivespesiesindex.gHt(AR DEIS pgs. 324825).

7. How can the Forest Service be complying with NFMAO&s
standards that address noxious weeds?

Response: ERDEIS pgs. 32825, 346347) The ER DEIS discloses direction for noxious weedagament as

described under the response to Question 4. The KNFIPMFEIS (1§s.1%) also describes policy in regards to

noxious weed management and its relationship to NFMA. Efforts to prevent or limit introduction and spread of

weeds are intended to mé&iin the biodiversity of native species.

8. Will this Project address all Project area BMP needs, i.e. will the BMP road maintenance backlog and needs
from this Project all benet by this Project?
ResponseThe DEIS discloses the miles of road BMPs in Table 3.121 on p4age that could be addressed with
this project. BMPs are proven practices that reduce the effects roads have on watersheds, but they are not permanent
remedis. BMPs need to be monitored and maintained as conditions change. BMP effectiveness monitoring has been
conducted and is referenced in the DEIS on Pageég830 3169. Monitoring data has shown that the current levels
of BMP improvements and maintenance protecting the streamsthin the project area (DEIS pds.166 to 3
168).

AKNF monitoring has shown that BMPs have been properly
effective in reducing and/or eliminating sedimentation (Appendix D). Afi&@VIPs, specific to this project, can be
found in Appendi-267).C. 0 (DEI S Pages 3

9. What MIS did you find, how many and how did you look for these MIS?

ResponseThe potential MIS species for the analysis area are disclosed in the DEIS on page 221. MIS species
known to be present are the bald eagle, elk, whited deer, and pileated woodpecker. Eagles are surveyed for on

an annual basis. One nesting territoryveo individuals are known to the analysis area. Elk and vihited deer

are seen routinely during field visits with number estimates generated by Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Pileated
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woodpecker observations were documented during general figklfeisvarious species habitats. At least one
individual was documented with much feeding /cavity sign was observed in the analysis area.

10. How will the decreased elk secyréind thermal cover affect wolverines? Please formally consult with the US

FWS on the impact of this project on wolverines.
ResponseThe potential effects on wolverine due to decreases in canopy cover are disclosed in the DEIS beginning
on page 315. Caultation for wolverine is being conducted at the Regional level at this time and not spesiiic
projects due to the range of the species, generalized habitat associations, and the potential impacts of climate change
on the species due to its afftiian with persistent snowfields.

11. What evidence do you have that this logging and prescribed burning will make the forest healthier for fish and
wildlife?

ResponseThecontinued existence of native species populations as documented by local, state, and federal agencies

associated with the analysis area. Associated science used to analyzed the potential effects of vegetation treatments

are documented by individual specieshe DEIS and available as part of the project file.

12. What about the role of mixed severity and high severityifindhat are the benefits of those natural processes?
13. How have these processes (mixed and high severity fire) created the ecosystems we have today?

14. Over how many millennia have mixed and high severity fire have been occurring without human intervention?
ResponseA detailed discussion of fire history and the rolixed severity and high fire severity fire regimes can be
found in the Vegetation Resource section and the Fire and Fuels Management section of chapter 3 of the DEIS.

As discussed in chapter 3, the East Reservoir analysis area exhibited low, mixadhdind beverities across the
landscape. Historically, the influence of fire created a mosaic of stands with a variety of vegetation species, sizes,
ages and structures, as well as variable patch sizes. Prior to European settlement of the westbnlatadssapes

of western Montana were largely characterized by the natural and Native American induced fire regime; influenced
by varying moisture, temperature and vegetation composition. Mixed and high severity fire regimes were typically
found in the flowing Vegetative Response Units (table 3.6 pad®B VRU 3 (22% of the planning area), VRU 4
(10%), VRU 5 (1%), VRU 7 (29%), and VRU 9 (13% of the area). These mixed to high severity fire regimes
account for about 75% of the planning area. The roledand high fire severity regimes would have played in
shaping the vegetation of the planning area is discussed in detail on gljas® 12, 3.8 to 327.

Proposed management activities are designed to fit within acceptable and manageable hister{oefangnce
conditions) we have identified, and are designed to foster the processes and patterns that make up the ecosystem.
Knowledge of historic conditions and natural disturbance processes, as described in the VRUs discussion can help
clarify the types, extent and causes of ecosystem changes, and can help identify management objectives and
restoration priorities (Brown 2004). It is hypothesized where community composition and structure occur within a
historic range of conditions, the function of th@discape community will also be maintained within its historic

range. It is important to note that function cannot be maintained by restoring the vegetation structure, composition
and patch size without restoring fire on the landscape. No mechanical al@amsan duplicate the unique

ecological effects of wildland fire, such as soil heating, nutrient recycling, and the resulting effects to the community
composition and structure (Kauffman 2004, pg. 880).

15. What beneficial ecological roles do beetles play?

ResponsePlease refer to page 1416 of the DEIS for the beneficial ecological role of insects and disease or see
below:

Most insects and diseases (pathogens) have integral functions in the forest ecosystem. They play a role in the fire
ecology of nothwestern Montana by creating areas of dead conifers that fuel large, stand replacing fires. In general,
where fire is removed from the natural processes, stand density will increase, composition moves towards shade
tolerant species, and the probabilityiméect and disease outbreaks increase as populations increase and stress
increases (Waring and Schlensinger 1985).

Historically, the most conspicuous insects and diseases in the forest were bark beetles, defoliators, stem decays and
root disease. Rootskase commonly thinned the Dougfiisand grand fir from early seral stands of white pine,
ponderosa pine and western larch. The early seral species have a high level of resistance and were able to capitalize
on this reduced competition. The fires of fl890s, selective harvest, fire suppression and the introduction of white

pine blister rust has removed much of the intolerant species and reduced the opportunity for early seral species to
become naturally established in some root disease areas. Rosediaagpredispose trees to attack by insects such

as bark beetles.
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Mountain pine beetle (MPB) was a large mortality factor in the LPP forest, with periodic infestations on PP and
white pines. Douglafir beetle periodically caused significant mortalitylate seral stands with a large diameter
Douglasfir component. Stem decays were common in Doufifagrand fir and subalpine fir.

The major insects and diseases found within the analysis area affecting forest composition, stand structure, and fuel
loads are described later in this analysis. There are other active insects and diseases within the analysis area, but
levels are generally low and not considered as threatening to forest composition or stand structure. Many of these
agents found affect speciesmposition, but are considered within the "normal range" of a natural process. A
consideration of forest health emphasizes prevention as opposed to suppression as a management strategy for
insects, pathogens and natural disturbances that are consid&iegtdtal to resource production. This emphasis is
made with recognition of their beneficial role with regard to resources and ecosystem functions.

16. Can the forest survive tiout beetles?

Responseinsects and diseases (pathogens) have integral functions in the forest ecosystem. They play a role in the

fire ecology of northwestern Montana by creating areas of dead conifers that fuel large, stand replacing fires. In
generalwhere fire is removed from the natural processes, stand density would increase, composition moves towards
shade tolerant species, and the probability of insect and disease outbreaks increase as populations increase and stress
increases (Waring and Schlemgér 1985)Please refer to the DEIS (Ch. 3, pp.i146) for the beneficial ecological

role of insects and disease.

17. Will all WQLS streams in the project area have compl@tedDLs before a decision is signed?

ResponseAs per verbal communication with Lisa Kusnierz, US EPA, a TMDL is not being developed for Cripple
Horse Creek (WQLS) because it is not listed for sedimentation impairment but is listed for low flow altardtion
substrate habitat alteration (pollution impairments) which do not require the development of a TMDL. However, the
environmental causes of the low flow alteration and substrate habitat alternation will be addressed in a document.

18. Why is logging that removes all/almost all trees considered regeneration (and not loss of existing forest), when
a stanereplacing fire is considered loss of the forest (and not regeneration)?

Regonse:lt is not clear if you are referring to language in the East Reservoir project or more general use of

language by humans in casual situations. How language is used by humans and interpreted by humans is an

interesting topic to ponder but it is likehighly dependent on their culture. For the East Reservoir Project, we are

responsible to clearly disclose the prescription of the treatment areas so the public clearly understands what we are

proposing. One of the types of treatments in East Reserveigémneration harvests.

19. How will the project improve watershed health?

ResponseThe implementation of BMPs and road improvements; culvert upgrades, increased difctuhedirts,

surface water deflectors, drainage dips, etc. will benefit watershed health. Appropriately sized culverts will improve
stream connectivity, stream function, hydraulic function, bedload transport, large woody debris transport, and
aquatic orgaism migration. Improved and increased ditch relief culverts limit water flow concentration and can
minimize erosion. Improved and increased road surface features can limit water flow concentration and minimize
erosion. Appropriately sized culverts can deadmuatic organisms to migrate upstream and downstream.

20. Will this project leave enough snags to follow the Forest Plan requirements and the requirements of sensitive
old growth species such as flammulated owls and goshawks?

ResponselYes, the impact on snags is disclosed beginning on page 210 of the DEIS. Briefly, all proposed units in

Alternatives 1, 2, 3 maintain at least 40% snag level. No alternative causes the E8ppdeerall potential

population level (PPL) to drop below the general forest 40% or riparian 60% primary cavity excavator PPL. This is

consistent with Forest Plan standards.

Kootenai Forest Plan cavity habitat standard (40% PPL) in MAs 15 and 16 iy meifritaining at snag capability
of at least 64.5% under all alternatives.

Kootenai Forest Plan cavity habitat standard in MA 10 is met by maintaining a snag capability of at least 93% under
all alternatives. Alternatives 2 and 3 would not requipeagectspecific amendment to suspend the requirement to
retain all existing cavity habitat in MA 10. All treatment units would be managed to meet the 40% minimum shag
level.

21. After snags are cut down for safety for OSHA requirements will there still be enough snags left for old growth
sensitive species?
ResponseiYes, the impact on snags is disclosed beginning in Chapter 3 on page 210 of the DEIS. Briefly, all
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proposed unité Alternatives 1, 2, 3 maintain at least 40% snag level. No alternative causes the Cripple PSU
overall potential population level (PPL) to drop below the general forest 40% or riparian 60% primary cavity
excavator PPL. This is consistent with Forest Blamdards.

Kootenai Forest Plan cavity habitat standard (40% PPL) in MAs 15 and 16 is met by maintaining at snag capability
of at least 64.5% under all alternatives.

Kootenai Forest Plan cavity habitat standard in MA 10 is met by maintaining a snaditgapiat least 93% under

all alternatives. Alternatives 2and 3 would not require a prgjeetific amendment to suspend the requirement to
retain all existing cavity habitat in MA 10. All treatment units would be managed to meet the 40% minimum snag
level.

22. Will this Project exacerbate existing noxious weed infestations and start new infestations?

ResponseThe effects of the proposal on noxious weeds are addressed thighDEIS (pgs. 32847). Specific

design criteria (management measures) are incorporated
Reservoir analysis area and minimize the345andh3a38)e of i nt |
These management practices are implemented to reduce the likelihood of starting new infestations and exacerbating
existing infestations. Some of the measures, such as treating existing infestations on roads to be reconstructed, will

not exacerbate buwvill reduce these populations.

23. Do unlogged old growth forests store more carbon than the wood products that would be removed from the
same forest in a logging operation?

24. What is the cumulative effect of National Forest logging on U.S. carbon stores? How many acres of National
Forest lands are logged every year? How much carbon is lost by that logging?

Responsel.S. forests are a strong net carbon sink, absorbing radoercthan they emit (Houghton 2003; US

EPA 2010, pg. 714). Private forestlands and NFS lands each sequester a net 101 Teragrams pej/year, @ah

an additional 92 Teragrams G@er year stored in products from private harvests compared to only3abou

Teragrams C@year from harvest on NFS lands. Emissions from other disturbances such as fires, as well as

corresponding area estimates of disturbance are also important, but the needed datasets are not yet available (Heath

et al. 2011).

As describedri Forest Carbon Cycling and Storage Report prepared for the East Reservoir Project (PF, Vol. S, Doc.
29), for at least the sheterm, onsite carbon stocks will be lower under the action alternatives than under the no
action alternative. A portion of theadon removed will remain stored for a period of time in wood products

(USEPA 2010; Depro et al. 2008). Actions such as those proposed here may, in some cases, inctease long

carbon storage (Finkral and Evans 2008; North et al. 2009; Mitchell et0#l),28ut current research in this field

shows highly variable and situational results (Mitchell et al. 2009; Reinhardt and Holsinger 2010; Ryan et al. 2010).

25. IsthisProjectc onsi stent with Aresearch recommendations ( Kran

gains against the potenti al i mpacts of future climat e
mai ntaining the forest araetae sb yt haavto i fidpi rnogt edcetfionrge sftoartei sotr
clearing offer immediate benefits via prevented emi ss

ResponseThe referenced literaturEprest Management Strategies for Carbon Stor@genkina and Harmon
2006), was reviewed, particularlythesecti on fAPr ot ecting Carbon Gains agai ns/
Changeo. I't was noted that the authors suggest several
forest in the changing environment, which align with the purpose anttoekvelop resilient forest conditions in
the East Reservoir project area (DEIS, Chapter 1, pp. 4 to 6). These are:

iChoi ce .dnfselectmgspdaciesdor planting at a given site it is important to consider their potential

growth and resilience ia warmer climate, with possibly more frequent droughts and weather extremes. Drought

resistance is probably the most important trait, as few trees die of excess temperature aleteenrlegistance

to fire, pests, and pathogens is also important asaflbecome more active. In addition to local pest and

pathogen species, those likely to migrate from the south need to be considered as well.

Stand and landscape architecturean be designed to increase resistance and resilience of forests. For example,

avoiding extensive coverage by a single species and maintaining mixed species within stands and landscapes or

creating fire breaks with reduced fuel loads tend to increase the stability of forests. Thinning treatments can

improve stand stability as well.

Plans for copingwith largescale disturbance events are needed to ensure optimal timing for salvage,

regeneration, and othenportant decisions with lontasting consequences (Lindenmageal, 2004) . 0 (p. 8
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As stated in the Forest Carbon Cycling &tdrage Report prepared for the East Reservoir Project (PF, Vol. S, Doc.

29, p. 5):
fiAs discussed el sewhere, the risk of some high mortaldi
alternative. To the extent the proposed actions reduce therriday the event of future stand replacing
disturbance events, potential emissions from those events are equally reduced or forestalled.

Sustaining forest productivity and other multiplse goods and services requires that land managers balance

multiple objectives. The lonterm ability of forests to sequester carbon depends in part on their resilience to

multiple stresses, including in@sing probability of drought stress, high severity fires, and large scale insect

outbreaks associated with projected climate change. Management actions, such as those proposed with this

project, that maintain the vigor and leteyrm productivity of forestand reduce the likelihood of high severity

fires and insect outbreaks can maintain the capacity of the forest to sequester carbon inténelorigus, even

though some management actions may in the-teear reduce total carbon stored below currentligvn the

long-term they maintain the overall capacity of these stands to sequester carbon, while also contributing other
multipleu s e goods and services (Reinhardt and Hol singer 20

The statement fAprotecting mmecisdt  rimenn é foigtgs nwyi @rprceé eant
presented out of context. This is, in fact, just one of three general categories (listed below) the authors list as options
available to mitigate carbon accumulation in the atmosphere by measures withirshadotor (p. 84). The

activities proposed for the East Reservoir Project align with category two (in bold):

A(1l) I ncreasing or maintaining the forest area by avoi
carbon per hectare), either a¢ tloreststand level, using silvicultural techniques that accelerate forest

regeneration and growth, or slow decomposition (Figure. 2), or at the landscape level, using longer rotations,
conservation, and protection against fire and insects (Figu8)4hcreasing product substitution using forest

derived materials to replace materials with high fossil fuel requirements, and increasing the use of biomass
derived energy to substitute fossil fuels (Figure 3; ¢

The role of the proposed project activities on carbon storage was considergthest available science.

26. Please list each visual quality standard that applies to eachnahdisclose whether each unit meets its

respective visual quality standard. A failure to comply with visual quality Forest Plan standards violates NFMA.
ResponseA Forest Service paraprofessional landscape architect has performed an assessméradtivibac
proposed in the East Reservoir EIS. Each activity assessment includes the Forest Plan visual quality objective
(VQO), the VQO attained if the activity proceeds, and the rationale for the attained VQO. There are activities
proposed in the East Bervoir DEIS where Forest Plan VQOs will not be attained. In these instances, the decision
maker has decided that other resources will be compromised in order to meet the VQO. See Chapter 3 of the DEIS,
page 365, Table 3.117 for the properties of eachinglitding visual quality objectives.

27.For the visual quality standard analysis please defir
Airestabli$tkeesh) Ongeshoetr m, 06 and firevegetate. 0
ResponseHer e are the definitions requested for fAvisual g ua
figround v &gdMhatisthe agenodtreesTrees on these soils/habitats/climates are usuaiBOlygears
of age when they beote visually significant.
fir eest aibdrasseshaadsfarbs important in foreground views develogbigears after activities. Shrubs
and tree regeneration important in middle ground views develofd fyears. However, the ability of tree
regenerationo soften lines or shapes does not occur untQYyears after activities.
fi s h-0 e t indis is the time frame for usually minor impacts to be mitigated, either naturally or through
management activities. Short term impacts commonly exist-foyéas after activities.
0 | etnegr indnis is the time frame for usually major impacts to be mitigated, mostly through natural processes.
Long term impacts commonly exist forl% years after activities.
irevegliesteaet edd scussion above on Areestablishesod.

t Q

28. Please disclose whether you have conducted surveys in the Project area for this Project for whitebark pine,
wolverines, pine martins, northern goshawk and lynx, grizzlysba@srequired by the Forest Plan.

29. Please disclose the last time the Project area was surveyed for whitebark pine, wolverines, pine martins,
northern goshawk, grizzly bears and lynx.

30. Please disclose how often the Project area has been surveyed for whitebavkolverines, pine martins,
northern goshawks, grizzly bears and lynx. Is it impossible for a wolverines, pine martins, northern goshawks,
grizzly bears and lynx to inhabit the Project area?
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31. Would the habitat be better for whitebark pine, wolveripagse martins, northern goshawks, grizzly bears and
lynx if roads were removed in the Project area?
ResponseSurveys for northern goshawks were conducted in 2011 with a feifpwisit in 2012. Specific surveys
for wolverines, lynx, and grizzly bears aret conducted by district personnel. These surveys occur out of the
Northern Rocky Mountain Research Station, Montana, Fish, Wildlife and Parks, or by U.S. Fish and Wildlife
personnel. Their findings are passed to the Libby District as needed. Howetvit, pissonnel conducting routine
field visits do document the presence of these species on occasion and the information is passed along to the District
wildlife biologist.

The grizzly bear, lynx, and wolverine are suspected to be present in at le@stspof the analysis area. The
northern goshawk is known to be present.

For species with large home ranges such as grizzly bear, Canada lynx, and wolverine, areas with few or no roads are
known to be beneficial as there would be fewer instances of hapearies interactions.

Please see vegetation for discussion of impacts to whitebark pine. There is no Forest Plan direction for pine marten.

32. What is the U.S. FWS positian the impacts of this Project on whitebark pine, wolverines, pine martins,
northern goshawks, grizzly bears and lynx? Have you conducted ESA consultation?

ResponseESA consultation is only required on federally listed species. The pine marten andmgoistiegawk are

not listed species and consultation for wolverine is conducted at the Regional level due to the species association

with persistent snow cover. Consultation for grizzly bear and Canada lynx was conducted with a letter of

concurrence for effis received on August 8, 2013 for this project. The finding for grizzly bears is that Alternatives

2 and 3may affect, are not likely to adversely affect the grizzly bEais determination is based on: 1) although the

existing condition of the Tobacco@RZ is considered to have adverse effects on grizzly bears, the East Reservoir

Project activities fall within the rangef-effects analyzed in the programmatic BO for the 2011 Forest Plan

Amendments for Motorized Access Management within the Selkirk ahth€&/aak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones

and therefore, in itself, is not likely to contribute to the loss of grizzly bears from the Tobacco BORZ; 2) helicopter

use associated with the this project is consistent with the management strategies foundiotethe E3fects

Analysis of Helicopter Use in Grizzly Bear Habitat (2009) that are not likely to adversely affect grizzly bears;

helicopter activities would not prohibit bears from using the area during any period of biological importance such as

breedingJate fall foraging (hyperphagia), or denning; 3) the East Reservoir Project does not change the livestock

management of the Tobacco BORZ; 4) project activities would not result in an increase in food attractants and

would comply with the 2011 KNF Food Séme Order; 5) the project would not result in measurable increases in

recreation use of the Tobacco BORZ based on limited improvements; and 6) the project does not involve changes to

any type of mining activities within the Tobacco BORZ and would not r@shiabitat fragmentation between

grizzly bear ecosystems, SCYE and NCDE.

The determination for the Canada lynx found the action alternatisgsaffect, are not likely to adversely affect the
lynxandmay affect, are not likely to adversely affect deaigd critical lynx habitatThis determination is based on

the facts that: 1) these alternatives of the East Reservoir DEIS comply with all standards, guidelines, and objectives
of the Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction Record of Decision aadtiitities fall within the scope of

those analyzed in the subsequent Biological Opinion (2007), more specifically, the project would not result in
habitat conditions that would cumulatively contribute to the low level of species loss estimated by tB©22p7

these projects do not involve any activities that may result in increased areas of snow compaction, nor permanent
loss of lynx habitat; and 3) although this project would temporarily affect the primary constituei¢ sidnt,

6mat ri x 6 témeekclugioa standsntaneess ALL S1 standards, therefore maintaining habitat connectivity
within and between associated LAUs. Additionally, the project would not remove or significantly alter any of the
other primary constituent stddements including:ace; nutritional or physiological requirements; cover or shelter;
breeding or rearing sites; or habitats protected from disturbance that represent historic, geographical, and ecological
distribution of the species. Please see vegetation for discussiopafts to whitebark pine.

Consultation for wolverine is being conducted at the Regional level at this time and notspesifie projects due
to the range of the species, generalized habitat associations, and the potential impacts of climate ttfenge on
species due to its affiliation with persistent snowfields.

33. Please provide us with the full BA for the whitebark pine, wolverines, pine martins, northern goshawks, grizzly
bears and lynx and lyr@ritical Habitat

ResponseESA consultation and a biological assessment is only required on federally listed Spjeziginie

marten and northern goshawk on not listed species and consultation for wolverine is conducted at the Regional level
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due to the species association with persistent snow cover. The BA for grizzly bear and Canada lynxGuitiChinx
Habitatis avalable as part of the official Project File. In summary, the finding for grizzly bears is that Alternatives 2
and 3may affect, are not likely to adversely affect the grizzly bEais determination is based on: 1) although the
existing conditiorof the Tobacco BORZ is considered to have adverse effects on grizzly bears, the East Reservoir
Project activities fall within the rangef-effects analyzed in the programmatic BO for the 2011 Forest Plan
Amendments for Motorized Access Management within the edkid CabinelYaak Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones

and therefore, in itself, is not likely to contribute to the loss of grizzly bears from the Tobacco BORZ; 2) helicopter
use associated with the this project is consistent with the management strategies foer@iide to Effects

Analysis of Helicopter Use in Grizzly Bear Habitat (2009) that are not likely to adversely affect grizzly bears;
helicopter activities would not prohibit bears from using the area during any period of biological importance such as
breeding, late fall foraging (hyperphagia), or denning; 3) the East Reservoir Project does not change the livestock
management of the Tobacco BORZ; 4) project activities would not result in an increase in food attractants and
would comply with the 2011 KNFded Storage Order; 5) the project would not result in measurable increases in
recreation use of the Tobacco BORZ based on limited improvements; and 6) the project does not involve changes to
any type of mining activities within the Tobacco BORZ and wouwltrasult in habitat fragmentation between

grizzly bear ecosystems, SCYE and NCDE.

The determination for the Canada lynx found the action alternatiagsaffect, are not likely to adversely affect the
lynxandmay affect, are not likely to adversely affdesignated critical lynx habitalhis determination is based on

the facts that: 1) these alternatives of the East Reservoir DEIS comply with all standards, guidelines, and objectives
of the Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction Record of Dec#sidrits activities fall within the scope of

those analyzed in the subsequent Biological Opinion (2007), more specifically, the project would not result in
habitat conditions that would cumulatively contribute to the low level of species loss estimdted2b@T BO; 2)

these projects do not involve any activities that may result in increased areas of snow compaction, nor permanent
loss of lynx habitat; and 3) although this project would temporarily affect the primary constituei¢ signt,

6 mat r iaxahd steaekclugion stands, it meets ALL S1 standards, therefore maintaining habitat connectivity
within and between associated LAUs. Additionally, the project would not remove or significantly alter any of the
other primary constituent stddements inalding: space; nutritional or physiological requirements; cover or shelter;
breeding or rearing sites; or habitats protected from disturbance that represent historic, geographical, and ecological
distribution of the species. Please see vegetation for discusf impacts to whitebark pine.

Comment: The U.S. District Court just ruled that the Forest Service has to formally consult with the U.S. FWS on
the Northern Rockies LynManagement Direction effect on lynx and ly@xtical Habitat Have you done this? If

not please do so.

ResponseConsultation for grizzly bear, Canada lynx, and I@rkical Habitatwas conducted with a letter of
concurrence for effects received onglist 8, 2013 for this project.

Comment:l n December 1999, the Forest Service and Bureau of
Assessment Of The Effects Of Natiofarest Land And Resource Management Plans And Bureau Of Land

Management Land Use Plans On Canada Lynxo (AProgrammat |
current programmatic | and management pheaubjectpgopolatpn af f ect
of Canada |l ynx.0 The BA team recommended amending or r ¢
measures that would reduce or eliminate the identified
determination meansthatBeay head Forest Pl an i mplementation is a #fta

The fact that continued i mplementation of the Forest Pl
DEIS. Such taking can only be authorized with an incidental take statensert] &s part of a Biological Opinion

(B.O.) during a Section 7 consultation. The FS must incorporate terms and conditions from a programmatic B.O. into

a Forest Plan amendment or revision before projects affecting lynx habitat, such as the East Regentpadn be

authorized.

The Programmatic BAO6s dAlikely to adversely affecto con
which apply here. Forest Plans within the Northern Rockies:
egenerallydi rect an aggressive fire suppression strategy wi
may be contributing to a risk of adversely affecting the Lynx by limiting the availability of foraging habitat
within these areas.
e allow levels of humamaccess via forest roads that may present a risk of incidental trapping or shooting of Lynx
or access by other competing carnivores. The risk ofrelated adverse effects is primarily a winter season
issue.
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e are weak in providing guidance for new or &xig recreation developments. Therefore, these activities may
contribute to a risk of adverse effects to lynx.

¢ allow both mechanized and nomechanized recreation that may contribute to a risk of adverse effects to lynx.
The potential effects occur byl@hing compacted snow trails and plowed roads which may facilitate the
movements of lynx competitors and predators.

e provide weak direction for maintaining habitat connectivity within naturally or artificially fragmented
landscapes. Plans within all geogjnéc areas lack direction for coordinating construction of highways and other
movement barriers with other responsible agencies. These factors may be contributing to a risk of adverse
effects to lynx.

o fail to provide direction for monitoring of lynx, sn@Woe hares, and their habitats. While failure to monitor
does not directly result in adverse effects, it makes the detection and assessment of adverse effects from other
management activities difficult or impossible to attain.

¢ forest management has resdliin a reduction of the area in which natural ecological processes were historically
allowed to operate, thereby increasing the area potentially affected by known risk factors to lynx. The Plans
have continued this trend. The Plans have also contiteegoidcess of fragmenting habitat and reducing its
quality and quantity. Consequently, plans may risk adversely affecting lynx by potentially contributing to a
reduction in the geographic range of the species.

e The BA team recommends amending or revisiigRlans to incorporate conservation measures that would
reduce or eliminate the identified adverse effects to lynx. The programmatic conservation measures listed in the
Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (LCAS) should be considerecgatdisonce
finalized.

The BA notes that the LCAS identifies the following risk factors to lynx in this geographic area:
e Timber harvest and precommercial thinning that reduce denning or foraging habitat or converts habitat to less
desirable tree species
¢ Fire exclusion that changes the vegetation mosaic maintained by natural disturbance processes;
Grazing by domestic livestock that reduces forage for lynx prey;
Roads and winter recreation trails that facilitate access to historical lynx habitat by itansipet
Legal and incidental trapping and shooting;
Being hit by vehicles;
Obstructions to lynx movements such as highways and private land development;

It is clear, then, that the FS must do more than follow its Forest Plans to protect lynx.

The DEISfails to fully demonstrate Project consistency with all LCAS Standards and guidelines. For example, the
LCAS sets mandatory Standards that would modify or amend the Foresi Bteps the BNF has thus far not
accomplished. Important Programmatic Standardside:
Identify key linkage areas that may be important in providing landscape connectivity within and between
geographic areas, across all ownerships. (p. 87)

Develop and implement a plan to protect key linkage areas on federal lands from adti@itiesuld create
barriers to movement. Barriers could result from an accumulation of incremental projects, as opposed to any
one project. (Id.)

Map and monitor the location and intensity of snow compacting activities that coincide with Lynx habitat, to
facilitate future evaluation of effects on Lynx as information becomes available. (p. 82)

On federal lands in Lynx habitat, allow no net increase in groomed or designatdédesseow routes and

snowmobile play areas by LAU.
ResponseEast Reservoir DEI®/as developed under the Kootenai Forest Plan and not the Beaverhead Forest Plan.
It complies with all standards, guidelines, and objectives of the Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction
Record of Decision and its activities fall within the scope oféhanalyzed in the subsequent Biological Opinion
(2007), more specifically, the project will not result in habitat conditions that will cumulatively contribute to the low
level of species loss estimated by the 2007 BO. The project does not involveigitig@that may result in
increased areas of snow compaction, nor permanent loss of lynx habitat. Although this project will temporarily
affect the primary constituent sebl e me nt , 0 mat r Hexcldsiorhstahds, it mdets ALh 81 stwrndards,
therefore maintaining habitat connectivity within and between associated LAUs. Additionally, the project will not
remove or significantly alter any of the other primary constituentteiments including: space; nutritional or
physiological requirements; caver shelter; breeding or rearing sites; or habitats protected from disturbance that
represent historic, geographical, and ecological distribution of the species.
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Consultation for Canada lynx, and ly@xitical Habitatwas conducted. A letter of concurcenfor the
determination, fAnot | i kel y t &riti;alHalwtatveasrecgived dnfAegast8, 06 f or
2013 for this project.

Comment: The DEIS disclees use by motorized recreationalists in the Project area. But the DEIS provides an
incomplete analysis of the impacts of the current level of use of the Project area for motorized recreationalists. The
DEIS and BA fail to disclose the expected level ahalative impacts on Lynx from the new roads and skid
trails/logging access routes to be construgtadcess that could be used by snowmobilers, snowshoers, and cross
country skiers long after the logging activities have stopped. These roads can alsdyimxplaaiitat during other
seasons because of increased access for humans.

The increased access that will result from this project contradicts LCAS requirements because the new roads will
create an increase in ovére-snow routes. The DEIS and BA fail provide adequate maps of LAUs and habitat
components along with areas of human activity as the LCAS requires, making it impossible for the public and
decision maker to understand the impacts of motorized travel, as well as to understand impactat@ntabit
connectivity of habitat. The BA lacks a genuine analysis of the full range of cumulative impacts of other activities.
The DEIS and BA also fail to disclose the cumulative effects of livestock grazing on the grazing allotments in the
project area.

The Programmatic BAO&ds analysis of the ability of the

Fo

of the lynx is based upon the Forestsd meeting manage mi

shown that it is in complianceith its old growth standards, or that it even has valid old growth standards, as
detailed elsewhere in this appeal, the project BA and EA are not in compliance with the LCAS.

We also have to question the validity of the percentage habitat standargsheet CAS itself. The Forest Service
would be harepressed to find many Lynx Analysis Unit in the Northern Regjibeavily logged or otherwigethat

already dondédt meet these percentages. Basicaénty, what

status qud the very situation that led to the listing of the lynx under the ESA.
ResponseThe lynx analysis for the East Reservoir Project begins on page 306 of the DEIS and discloses all
required potential effects. The validity of the LCAS stand& daitside the scope of this project. Consultation for

Canada lynx, and lyn&ritical Habitatwas conducted. A |l etter of concurrence

adversely affect , Gtcdl Habitatwas rebeived ymAugust 80d3 fdr this project.

Comment: The DEI S6s action alternatives propose road storac

hydrologically neutral and closed tb travel. We believe that those activities are of the highest priority of all
proposed actions.
ResponseThank you for your support in this area.

Comment: There is hardhany feature on forest landscapes that is less sustainable than a road network for which the
Forest Service (FS) chronically receives inadequate funding for maintenance. For the same reasons, we are also
firmly opposed to any new road construction.

ResponseYour comments will be taken into consideration.

CommentWe urge you tosidedbdbi mynt memfirogtdtsystem for the

TravelManagement Rule (36 CFR 212.5), identify the details of a plan in the FEIS that will achieve that, and then
make the hard decisions that may conflict with other steonh interests yet will serve loftgrm ecological and

economic sustainability.

ResponseThe Travel Management Rule (Nov. 9, 2005) directs the Forest Service to conduct travel analysis to inform
decisions related to travel management. The East Reservoir travel analysis has identified the minimum road system needed
for safe and effi@nt travel and for administration, utilization and protection of National Forest System (NFS) lands {36

CFR 212.5(b) (1)}. The analysis was used to inform decisions for the designation of roads, trails and areas for motor vehicle
use in the project areas shown on pages®!3 through 3103.The Travel Analysis Proceg$AP) document is located in

the Project File in Volume V, Document 2.

Comment: Please disclose the milemagf roads proposed for storage that fall in to the category of those that may be
stored by taking no action because they are currently hydrologically inert. This is important because reconstruction
of such roads would in most ways create the same adwvapaets as new road construction.

ResponseThe tablsin the document located in Voluni® Document 4 display thexisting conditions of the roads

in the project area including those that are currently impassable to motor vehicles.
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Comment: Perhaps the most important ecological feature for forest ecosystems is the functioning and integrity of
t h e Sodis & criticdl component to nearly every ecosystem in the wosdthising life in a variety of ways

from production of biomass to filtering, buffering and
critically important building blocks for nearly every ecosystem on earth, an holistic approach torestuedes
protection requires that soils be protectedédgacyLacy, 2

effects from past timber harvest, and other hueaused disturbances which may affect watershed health and the
terrestrial and agptic ecosystems.
ResponseComments will be taken into consideration.

Comment: The Region 1 Soil Quality Standards (SQS) are quantitatii®% detrimental soflisturbance),

demonstrating consistency and compliance involves disclosing the amount of detrimental soil disturbance (DSD) that
now exists in Activity Areas, and what the cumulative totals would be following disturbance by trails, roads, fire

lines, andbther causes of DSD. The DEIS does not disclose that the 15% threshold is not based upon scientifically or
publicly (i.e., NEPA) developed limitations on the soil damage.

ResponseTable 3.37 in Chapter 3 discloses all existing soil disturbance valuesrontg unit context in the

proposed activity area along with the pbatvest cumulative DSD% per unit per alternative. The cumulative value
includes not only proposed harvest activities as well as related new temporary road constructions and landings
located outside proposed harvest unit boundaries as well abgrusst fuel abatement impacts such as fire line
constructions. It should be noted that not all proposed units involve similar fuel abatement activities.

Regarding the 15% threshold, it is bdn research by Powers (1990). In areas where more than 15% detrimental
soil condition exist from prior activities, the cumulative detrimental effects from project implementation and
restoration should not exceed the conditions prior to the plannedyaatid should move toward a net improvement
in soil quality. The standards do not apply to infrastructure and intensively developed sites such as permanent
roads/landings, mines, developed recreation and administration sites.

Comment: The DEIS provides a very vague explanation of the methods used to use measured soil survey data from
assessment in the field to estimate total DSD for each proposed treatment unit. The at@staoates given for
previously impacted units is doubtful.

ResponseAs di scussed on page 62é0Al I units containing evid
management activities received a full qualitative field survey using R1 Soil SRroegdures. Field soil surveys

consisted of random stratified transect/sample point methods with confidence intervals at or above 80% * 5% with
the majority of surveys being 95% + 5%. Completed soil surveys can be found in the Soil Project File atrdfor Dis
Files. Existing detrimental soil disturbance numbers are a result of all currently measureable effects of past actions in
each activity area, including but not limited to timber harvest (trails and landings), temporary road construction,
managementelated burns, cattle grazing, off highway vehicles, natural disturbances, firewood gathering, etc. These
methods provide data that is used in the analysis to determine if Forest Plan and Regional Soil Quality Standards
would be met. ..o

The soil surveysompleted by the KNF Soil Scientist or KNF Soil Assistant are completed with equal intensity thus
resulting in a confidence interval at or above 80% * 5% with the majority of surveys being 95% + 5%. As a result
the KNF reviews provide a very accurate qitative value of what the existing physical conditions are within the
proposed management units. All data points are consistently sampled by reviewing the existing soil at every other
pace. Each pace is considered to be a sample location and soil reseapisted with a tile spade shovel to

determine the resistance to penetrating the soil. Physical resistance to penetration was found to correlate well with
altered soil conditions related to management activities. In areas displaying the strongeségpafjegacy soil
compaction the shovel blade is only capable of penetrating a short distance into the soil and with great effort.

The soils resource report goes on in Soils Table 3.32 (page 63) to display what the average DSD coefficients are
based orthe average disturbance levels found in the field (Z0W@Ub) following harvest and fuel abatement

activities. This data group is being used as it is felt that it more closely represents current harvest/fuel abatement end
soil disturbance values.

Comment: The DEIS states that there has been a lot of logging in the project area in the past, in the era when soil
impacts were of much lesser concern and therefore soil integatyfegs protected. The fact that the DEIS does not
even estimate the amount of DSD over the vast majority of those acres is ignoring cumulative effects on soll
productivity and watershed effects, which is what NFMA requires the Forest Service to maiméagoil quality

standards the DEIS relies upon mostly limit damage to soils while carrying out the next set of management actions,
without providing any scientifically justified metrics feoil productivity

ResponseThe spatial scale or geographic bounds for considering cumulative effects consist of the same activity
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area analyzed for the direct and indirect effects. This is appropriate because soil productivity is spatially static and
productivity in one location das not affect productivity in another location. The activity areas are delineated as
directed by Forest Service ManuallRSupplement No. 25689-1.

Furthermore, as stated on page 97é0The temporachlei s scal
being appropriate for all i ssuesé. . Furthermore, there |
This is particularly true for soilsébo

The Soils Specialist Report follows Regional Guidelines for DSD as identified in FSMIZsDNot all
disturbance is identified as detrimental. The discussion of the adequacy of standards (FQg25&0d lack of
public land laws is beyond the scope of this analysis.

Table 3.37 in Chapter 3 discloses all existing soil disturbance valuesrinbgy unit context in the proposed

activity area along with the pekarvest cumulative DSD% per unit per alternative. The cumulative value includes
not only proposed harvest activities as well as related new temporary road constructions and laatiugsutside
proposed harvest unit boundaries as well as-pastest fuel abatement impacts such as fire line constructions. It
should be noted that not all proposed units involve similar fuel abatement activities.

Comment: TheDEIS also fails to adequately explain how measurements of conditions relating to measured soil
damage equate with effects on shartd longterm soil productivity. The DEIS also ignores much sciemien it

claims that soil erosion, displacement, and compaction do not affect soil productivity.

ResponseTo address the temporal scale of both stenh and longerm soil productivity, the KNF has actively

been involved in an intensive pdsrvest soimonitoring program. This KNF soil monitoring program originated in
1988 and is still actively continuing. As of 2012, a sum of 254 timber sales (538 timber sale units) involving 6,625
acres has been monitored following harvest and fuel abatement astiwitetermine the impacts of timber removal
activities on soils within the KNF. This information has been used to solidify the amount of disturbance expected to
occur based on differing harvest practices using different pieces of machinery.

Beginning in20122013 field seasons, the KNF embarked on a soil study to determine if soil recovery was occurring
in a selected subroup within the units where pekarvest soil monitoring data had been collected. The time period

of this study was those units monidr between 1992 and 2006, which contained-pastest soil monitoring

transect data. By the close of the 2012 field season, 55 timber sales (118 timber sale units) involving 3,338 acres
using soil sampling procedures identical to those between 199086dvas completed. Results found that
approximately 80% of the units had measureable reduced DSD value and thus an improved soil recovery and related
productivity as compared to initial soil monitoring surveys. This research has not yet been publ&hachary of

the surveys are locatéa Volume Q, Document 19 of the Project File; the surveys are located in the soil files in the
KNF supervisords office.

Regarding Soil Erosion, Displacement and CompactiorAll three if these variables were useccticulate the
existing DSD values. Refer to Chapter 3, page 63.

Comment: The March 2009 fAiRegion 1 Approach to Soils NEPA Ar
INForested Areas: A Whenthese indedtorsGcompdction, rustingakiure seyerityy

displacement, surface erosion and mass movement) are found, the soil is considered disturbed. When management
activities cause the indicators to exceleel threshold established in the soil quality standards, the disturbance is
considered detrimental (potentially impairing producti
noted in soil survey pr oj e cahdrdasohably edtablishethtreshadds.d ondét pass
ResponseThe adequacy of the Soil Technical Guide is beyond the scope of this project. The above summarizes

only what may be present on a single location within a proposed unit. Total DSD calculations are aajizantific

summary for the entire unit along with proposed temporary roads constructed for timber harvest and new landings.

As a result, the total detrimental disturbance value needed to determine if 15% or greater disturbance is present is a
Afguanti taty veals uem.

Comment: The abovementioned March 2009 Region 1 Technical Guidicates that the Forest Service allows

those doing soil surveys to lack basic scientific irajror other proper qualifications. Such personnel are the only

ones collecting the field data, therefore solely making the determination of what is or what is not DSD. It is not clear
if the KNF surveys for this project were collected by properly traarediqualified individuals.

ResponseAll data for the East Reservoir Project were either collected by the KNF Forest Soil Scientist or someone
who has been trained in soil survey procedures.

Comment: The aboveme nt i oned March 2009 Region 1 Technical Gui de
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levels of soil survey intensity, to allow anyone to understanddwl surveys themselves can be considered
providing accurate information. Legacy soil damage such as compaction may not be evident from simple visual
surveys or shovel tests. Furthermore, the accuracy of soil compaction estimates using the survelogyethedo
KNF utilized cannot be determined, because the DEIS did not disclose the accuracy and reliability of those
techniques.

ResponseThe March 2009 Region 1 Soil Technical Guide is beyond the scope of this project.

As di scussed o n coptairgng evislehé dfAxisting soit distubance related to past management
activities received a full qualitative field survey using R1 Soil Survey Procedures. Field soil surveys consisted of
random stratified transect/sample point methods with confelanervals at or above 80% + 5% with the majority

of surveys being 95% + 5%. Completed soil surveys can be found in the Soil Project File and/or District Files.
Existing detrimental soil disturbance numbers are a result of all currently measurealdeoéffest actions in each
activity area, including but not limited to timber harvest (trails and landings), temporary road construction,
management related burns, cattle grazing, off highway vehicles, natural disturbances, firewood gathering, etc.
These rethods provide data that is used in the analysis to determine if Forest Plan and Regional Soil Quality
Standards would be met. ..o

The accuracy in soil disturbance values has been solidified through a very intensivarpest soil monitoring

program & units previously harvested and had fuel treatments completed. This soil monitoring program originated
in 1988 and is continuing into the future. As of 2012, a total of 254 timber sales (538 timber sale units) involving
6,625 acres have been monitoreddaing harvest and fuel abatement activities to determine the impacts of timber
removal activities on soils within the KNF. This information has been used to solidify the amount of disturbance
expected to occur based on differing harvest practices udfegedi pieces of machinery.

Table 3.37 in Chapter 3 discloses all existing soil disturbance values on a unit by unit context in the proposed
activity area along with the pekarvest cumulative DSD% per unit per alternative. The cumulative value includes
not only proposed harvest activities as well as related new temporary road constructions and landings located
outside proposed harvest unit boundaries as well ashpogtst fuel abatement impacts such as fire line
constructions. It should be noted that all proposed units involve similar fuel abatement activities.

Comment: The KNF has no regulatory mechanism, following from NFMA, which addresses the essentially
permanenloss of soil and land productivity due to the noxious weeds that active management cultivates. The DEIS
cites no monitoring results that actually demonstrate affirmative control of noxious weed outbreaks, nor is any
monitoring of the efficacy of noxiouseed treatments cited.

Response(ER DEIS pg. 329) Th&ast Reservoir DEIS (ER DEIS) has incorporated by referendéotitenai
National Forestnvasive Plant Managament FEIS/ROD (2007 KNFIPMFEIS/ROD) whichaeddresses the
environmental effects of invasiveplant treatmentsand authorizes control including chemical and biological control.

The EIS ako states, fifield sudies of the effects of herbicides on il microorganismsare limited. The risk

assesgnents condwcted by SERA conclude that the plausibili ty of adverseeffeds on il productivity from any of the
proposed herbicidesis minimal. Results from gudieson 2,4- D, aminopyralid, chlorsulfuron, clopyralid, and
metsulfuron methyl indicate that the maximum concentrations projected in the soil foll owing herbicide apgication
would be below the toxic effect level. Laboratory and/or field studies on the other eight herbicides (dicamba,

glyphosate, hexazinone, imazapic, imazapyr, picloram, sulfometuron methyl, triclopyr) indicate omelevel of

inhibition in il microbial activity but substantial impacts on il T i.e. grosschangesin capeacity of soil to suppott
vegetation i do not seem plausible. Field experiencein the useof theseherbicidesin cropland situations indicates no
changein soil productivity that woud inhibit plant growth (KNFIPMFEIS pg.3-100).0

Yearly noxious weed monitoring &ccomplished and the results are in the FACTS database. A summary of the
monitoring is located in the Project File in Volume T, Document 9.

Comment:fiLar ge woody debris is essential for mai dermmenan
site productivity. o (| PNFfrsoaBeguatelgdnalyZze8add dibckHseSumalativel 6 1 .
effects, in the context of such fessential o factors
in the project area. The DEIS fails to disclose data fooopect areaurveys for oarse woody debris in old logging

units, which is another way that the cumulative effects analysis is inadequate.

ResponseOver the past 2 years the KNF has resurveyed past harvest units to determine remaining CWD
concentrations following fuel abatementfese surveys show that in regeneration unitspastest stands are

meeting the CWD requirements as determined by Graham et al. 1994 and Brown et &.02068woody debris
provides micresites for microbial activity, retains carbon-site, and modrates soil moisture. Maintaining CWD at
required levels identified in these guidelines will ensure that both-srontand longerm soil productivity is
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maintainedImplementation of the action alternatives in the DEIS is not expected to adversely nuipint
cycling as related to CWD requiremen#s.summary of the surveys are located in Volume Q, Document 19 of the
Project File; the surveys are |l ocated in the soil fi

Comment: Applying the concept of Historic Range of Variability (HRV) for sustaining forest ecosystems, as the

DEIS does, may be appropriate as long as the uncertainties pertaining to reference conditions of theepraject a
addressed, and all important resource conditions are adequately considered within the HRV framework. The DEIS,
unfortunately, represents an imbalanced use of the HRV concept. For example, given the paucity of historical data of
timber standsandtad s cape pattern of the project area, and gi v
cannot adequately support the proposed manipulation of timber stands. It is extremely important to utilize the best
data available to make accurate determinatimfithe reference conditions and to be able to therefore correctly

identify departures from the reference conditions (Churchill, 2011; Noss, 2001).

ResponseChurchill (2011) was written to provide a science summary for mesic forests for the Colvitledlat

Forest restoration strategy. Churchill (2011) explains how HRV needs to use a variety of tools, it is not as simple as
just having current data.

en

fééélUse multiple tool s t osettlementcorgitioss offeea baselmefiorhwhichtt ar get s

evaluate current conditions and obtain a general direction for restoration. They are especially useful in identifying
conditions that are clelgroutside of historical precedent. They can often tell us clearly mdtab do. Deriving

specific targets from HRV is much more difficult, as the range of historical conditions is so wide. HRV should be
combined with functional information and tools such as habitat requirements for focal species, fire modeling (e.qg.

flammap),guati c restoration needs, and other objectivesé. o
In addition, Noss (2011) states:

féthe variable nature of ecosystems suggests that cons
new ideas i s the conc e pdfvacdabilityfiTiniadonceparécognizes thafinaturalt or i c o0 r a |
ecosystems are always changing, but that variation ove.l
consider the historic range of variability before European settlement (in North Americahtwdmptopriate set of
ireference conditionsal tftered ompradiitsioonn swi @ ihhd har mawmi de t o

|l ogic behind the use of historic variability to guid
challenge ér conservationists is not to prevent change. A sustainable relationship with a dynamic earth requires that
we allow ecosystems to respond to environmental change with minimal losses of biodiversity. That means assuring
that the changes we impose on ecteays are within the range of variability that native species have experienced
over their evolutionary histories. o

In order to understand the variations ecosystems have experienced over time, a variety of data sources are needed.
For instance, Noss makesference to data from fire scars on trees and pollen and charcoal laid down in lake
sediments that helped assess and understanefine intervals and proportions of old growth in the Oregon Coast
Range over the last 3,000 years. Such data could hamegaghered several decades ago and still be relevant when

it comes to understanding the historic range of variability in a forested environment.

Managing the forest for multiple resources while attempting to emulate natural processes is not an es@ct scie
where there is one correct solution. The reference conditions that are used in this project analysis were derived from
a variety of sources. The ranges of conditions are estimates based on a synthesis of information from research of
historic vegetatiorfLesica 1996, Losensky 1994, Fisher and Bradley 1987) as well as other documents and analysis
such as the Interior Columbia River basin Ecosystem Management Project (USDA, USDI 1997). Historie and pre
historic information (back to 351 A.D.) from reseaf€hatters and Leavell 1995) of bog cores (analyzed to identify
the species composition from pollen found in the cores) were also used to develop the reference ranges. The
reference conditions used in this analysis are documented in the Vegetation Respo@baracterizations and

Target Landscape Prescriptions (USDA Forest Service 1999).

District vegetation databases (FACTS, FSVeg), a R1 Summary Database and field reconnaissance were utilized to
generate information on forest vegetation attributes ssi¢brast cover type, stand density and successional stage,

the vegetation response unit (VRU) classification, incidents of insect and disease, as well as information on past
activities. Annual aerial observations of insect and disease activities wesvalgated to facilitate understanding

of longer term fluctuations in insect and disease dynamics across the landscape. Aerial photographs, both historic
and contemporary were used at various stages of the analysis. Scientific literature, field revievisagdent

silvicultural assessment were also used in the analysis. These analysis tools were used to idep#hifite

treatment needs that address the purpose and need for the project.

The inherent limitations to the database and models are reedgiot all surveys and subsequent data come from
the same time period, with some surveys over 20 years old. A portion of the areas with older data were field
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reviewed and determined it was still valid for analysis. The data is used primarily for breseligations,

arithmetic sums and means, and to supplement currerspstafic information gathered at each proposed unit and
area of interest. R1 FSVeg has adequate resolution and accuracy for applications required in this effects analysis
discussion.

We are not attempting to recreate past conditions, and do acknowledge that the modern human imprint cannot be
eliminated. Our proposal to restore ecosystems within a broad historical range is an attempt to keep all the parts, and
to maintain a sustainablnd resilient ecosystem, based on coarse filter management theories.

Proposed management activities are designed to fit within acceptable and manageable historic ranges (reference
conditions) we have identified, and are designed to foster the proa@skpatterns that make up the ecosystem.
Knowledge of historic conditions and natural disturbance processes, as described in the VRUSs later in this analysis,
can help clarify the types, extent and causes of ecosystem changes, and can help identifyentobpsatives and
restoration priorities (Brown 2004). It is hypothesized where community composition and structure occur within a
historic range of conditions, the function of the landscape community will also be maintained within its historic
range. Itis important to note that function cannot be maintained by restoring the vegetation structure, composition
and patch size without restoring fire on the landscape. No mechanical means alone can duplicate the unique
ecological effects of wildland fire, suds soil heating, nutrient recycling, and the resulting effects to the community
composition and structure (Kauffman 2004, pg. 880).

Reference conditions provide insights to important questions such as natural frequency, intensity and scale of
disturbancesabundance and rareness of plant and animal species, and-liessgsize classes, and tree species
composition (Kaufman et al. 1994). They also provide a valuable tool when combined with other information
gathered from a variety of sources, such tssgiecific investigation, old timber type data, old photos, fen (bog)
sediment analysis, fire scar analysis, historical and research references, and inferences from VRU classifications
designed for the Kootenai National Forest.

Comment: Whereas the project often retains the largest trees in treated units, the DEIS also discloses that logging of
some largadiameter trees may occur. This is inconsistent with the best sciaribe celative scarcity of large, old

trees on the landscapeven outside old growth. (E.g., Hessburg, et al. 2007.) The action alternatives would be

better in line with the latest science if a diameter limit on tree removal or cutting was adopted ttdeavau

standing the vast majority of large, old trees in treated units.

Responseln general, the largest trees will be left in treated units; however there are some situations where a smaller
diameter will be chosen over a larger tree due the unitfgpebjectives. For examples, leaving mosaics of habitats
including large and small trees while reducing density.

Comment: The lack of an accurate, reliable forestwidiggrowth inventory just increases our concern that the

Forest Service is unwilling to take the necessary steps to assure wildlife viability.

ResponseThe amount and distribution of old growth is monitored annually and documented in the annual Forest
Plan Monitoring Report. These reports are available on the Kootenai National Forest website. The KNF is currently
meeting old growth standards set by the 1987 Forest Plan.

Comment: The majority of the unmanaged stands in the watershed are mature forest. Also, there is a need to
manage for the arrangement of potential future old growth. (DEIS at 5, 6). The lack of a desired condition statement
for this important wildlife hab#t reduces the credibility of the DEIS. Whereas the DEIS has active management
prescribed to meet desired conditions related to vegetation, we strongly believe that identifying areas to be
prioritized forpreserving as iareas of habitat for olgrowth MIS and other key wildlife based upon the HRV of old
growth and the latest ecological sciehage necessary to meet forest plan and legal requirements for insuring viable
populations of wildlife.

Harri s, 1984 beli eves t medtonpllbid fardstilands dnly if @nservatiog planringis b e m:
integrated with development planning; and-sipecific protection areas must be designed so they function as an
integrated | a(Edpghasspdgedd yst em. 0

ResponseRecognition of the need and desire for a variety of habitats for wildlife, including old growth, is

demonstrated by the first two statements under the purpose and need for the proposed action. The amount and
distribution of old growth is monitored annuaiypd documented in the annual Forest Plan Monitoring Report. These

reports are available on the Kootenai National Forest website. The KNF is currently meeting old growth standards

4 See for example, Camp etal. 1987gar di-qiigo itoh dr ef ugi a®o, or the areas on the | al
persist in the face of natural disturbances, based upon such factors as slope, aspect, juxtaposition with streamsyzesl forest
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set by the 1987 Forest Plan.

Comment: Largely because of past logging, the project area falls extremely below the HRV-fpouwith habitat

condition® even well below the 10% forest plan distribution standard. We appreciate that the DEIS dotlwenents

FS designating Areplacemento old growth to meet and ev
as viewed from the map, is still highly fragmented habitat with no dedicated habitat areas for connectivity. This is

not consistent wittthe best science.

I nformation from the KNFO6s Gautreaux (1999) indicates |
for Areference conditionso on the KNF. The KNFO6s Dueke.]
conditiors probably provided a higher level of old forest habitat through time than what is provided by the Forest

Pl an direction (a mean of 27.7% as oppo sgeodth$tamdadd0 %) . 0 S
itself is not consistent with the KWFs own best available science on firefere
use of 10% as minimum olgrowth standard may result in extirpation of some species. This is based on his estimate

that 2050% of low and many midlevation forests were imld growth condition prior to European settlement. The

KNF has never completed an analysis, based upon the best scientific information available, that adequately analyzes

the wildlife viability implications of managing the KNF well below the HRV.

The EISdoes not disclose how much old growth, or how much habitat fegrolth associated wildlife species, has
been destroyed or degraded by all the past logging in the project area. The significance of these past cumulative
impacts is without analysis, contyato NEPA.

The FS acknowledges that a substantial percentage of igerold wt h bl oc ks cougrawidththas FAef f e
KNF are less thaB0 acres, however Forest Plan states that this designation of such small blocks as effective was to

be txhceepiitei on rather than the rul e. 0 -8rowthrtimbetldsethakrsr est Pl
acres in size do not fAprovide halgirtoat hf ¢ mbleos & owi It dleii
cannot be fibaensyt osfc itehnec ebol ofcokrs | ess than 50 acres to be
inventory and viability analysis purposes. Designating these smaller blocks has become the rule, and not the

exception, as cautioned against when the Forest Plan and isl refiattegies were adopted.

Since there is no scientific support for the premise that the present amount and distribution of designated effective
old growth and replacement old growth (ROG) in the project area supports viable populations, it is tthabthney

project activities will deplete even more habitat for the wildlife that are associated with old growth. This runs counter
to the forest plan and NFMA mandates to assure viable populations.

The DEI S6s anal ysi s met h adcontinuallyloganhtlreofevest whemesser &1d whersver, Ser v |
without considering the potential of those areas to achieve the HRV of old growth, connectivity, patch size, edge

effects, etc.

ResponseThe DEIS provides a list of past management activitiesarCitipple PSU, on page 3 of chapter 3, dating

back to 1976. Prior to 1976 records are few. Likely several of these treated areas contained large diameter trees, but
whether or not all elements of old growth were present is speculative. Since 1987 thakibéeh managing old

growth at 10 percent in all major drainages and will do so until new standards are in place. The amount and

distribution of old growth is monitored annually and documented in the annual Forest Plan Monitoring Report. These
reports aravailable on the Kootenai National Forest website. The KNF is currently meeting old growth standards

set by the 1987 Forest Plan.

While areas designated as old growth are not currently optimal, these areas are very well connected as demonstrated
by the amunt of cover disclosed under the analysis for large ungulates (i.e. elk, deer, etc.). Current cover levels on
National Forest and US Army Corp. of Engineer lands exceeds 80% of the analysis area.

Comment: The KNF and project area are not being managed compliance with the MA 13 Facilities Standard #1,
which requires that #fALocal roads will be restricted to
at I11-56). We note thadbothof the actbn alternatives would exacerbate this negative situation by fragmenting old

growth and increasing edge effect by new roads and logging adjacent to old growth, worsening the viability situation

for old-growth associated wildlife.

ResponseWhere old growtta r eas ar e t hought to be susceptible to fir
cuttingodo all owed and enf or24@5001 (FérestiProdubts Reimaval Pestst and Gaste o f
Receipt). These permits are issued under certain ttomsliwhich clearly state where firewood cutting is permissible.

Granted some snags in old growth are likely lost due to individuals not adhering to these permit conditions are those
caught are prosecuted to the extent that the governing laws allow.
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The East Reservoir project does propose new temporary roads (666 feet). Construction of these roads will likely
remove some shags and this effect is disclosed in the DEIS beginning on page 204. Following the use of temporary
roads, the temporary prism will becbmmissioned and not passable by firewood cutters so a continued effect on
snags is not anticipated. Any portions of new permanent roads through old growth will be restricted by a barrier
(gate, rocks, berms etc.) following treatment activities and agaaigs will not be susceptible to firewood cutters

unless illegal trespass occurs.

Comment: The failure of documented pileated woodpecker nesting in the project area athytogable to KNF

forest plan direction that does not recognize the aver
for large diameter snags for nesting trees for the pileated woodpecker is downplayed in the DEIS. McClelland and
McCleland (1999) found, in their study in northwest Monta
dbh. The DEIS does not consider that such large snags are absolutely necessary for keystone wildlife species such as

the pileated woodpecker, theredambsolutely necessary for so many species that rely upon its excavated cavities.

The DEIS does not present data on pileated woodpecker population abundance or nesting success in the project area.
Since there is no scientific basis for assuming that 1li@gkgrowth is enough for species viability, and since there is

no scientific basis to support the KNF&és use of its MI.
Sensitive wolverine, blackacked woodpecker, fisher, flammulated owl, nortreyshawk, western toad, wolverine,

T o wn s e nehi@d bathetcg the proof would be in the monitoring. And the Forest Service has not completed
monitoring that would validat e t {grewthehabitalstapdardsthatthey nher ent

are adequate for assuring@dr owt h speciesd viability. We also note t he
oldgr owt h MI'S dondét really work as the forest-plan inten
changed.

ResponseThe DEIS discloses potential effects on old growth, snags, down wood, and pileated woodpecker

beginning on page 200; the fisher on page 265, flammulated owl on page 270, and the northern goshawk on page

235. The DEIS discusses the importance of large dianmretss &ind subsequent snags for all of these species in their
respective sections. For exampl e, witdrn thepropdsed snag anal:
improvement harvests identified in the action alternatives are expected to prowtuke dontinuity of largaliameter

ponderosa pine and Douglfis This in turn provides a lonterm benefit to cavitglependent species, as over time

they would become snags. Commercial thinning would follow a basal area reduction prescription. A nidf@ity o

ponderosa pin®ouglasfir stands would retain larger and older trees in the overstory to maintain vertical structure

and provide future replacement snagso as wel |l as this ¢
iPr opos ed esthasrhegotentralaaimpact flammulated owl habitat. Selective logging that removes large
ponderosa pine or Dougldis trees can decrease the availability of eatason feeding sites, song and roost sites,

and trees for snag recruitment in areasay limited in large snag abundance (Wright 1996 p. 77). Snag removal
during timber harvest for OSHA safety standards al so r
emphasizing the importance of the large snag component.

Comment: There exists no scientific justification why the FS has dropped the goshawk from the Sensitive species

list for the KNF.USDA Forest Service, 201kdatesonp.3 94, A Region 1 has defined via
one pair for every 10,000 acres (Warren 1990).0 Logical
goshawk pair = 220 pairs needed for viability on the KNF.

Given that its ow (KNF) information on low goshawk numbers existed as least as early a& 20@® the northern
goshawk was on the Sensitive species list, it is inexplicable why the KNF has failed to consider its own scientific
information that strongly suggests viabilifthe goshawk has been severely in doubt on the KNF for years now.
ResponseNorthern goshawks, especially during the breeding season, can be difficult to find. Likewise, individuals
respond differently to solicit calling. The fact that only one goshaaikresponded to surveys does not rule out the
existence of other breeding pairs in the PSU. It is likely additional pairs of nesting goshawks will be found during
implementation and, if so, nesting territories will also be established for these gosGangstns related to the

removal of the northern goshawk from the Region 1 Sensitive Species Lists need to be addressed to the Regional
Forester.

Comment: Lacking valid sciatific support for its habitat management strategy, and without adequate historical and
current data covering the project area, the Forest Service has left assurance of the viability of MIS and TES species
on the KNF in limbo. The Committee of Scienti€l999) makes this point about species viability;

(P)erhaps the single best metric of sustainable use of land is the persistence of species over time. The public

needs to understand that the productivity of an ecosystem can be sustained over the lamy iespecies

persist.
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Population dynamics include assessing population size, population growth rate, and linkages to other populations and
must be included in a scientifically sound population viability analysis. Ruggiero, et al. (1994a) point aut that

sound population viability analysis must utilize measures of population dynamics. Mills (1994) explains the range of
parameters that must be used to make a scientifically sound assessment of the viability of wildlife species.

Population dynamics refers persistence of a population over tinkey to making predictions about population

viability.

The key factors that affepbpulation dynamicef those MIS and Sensitive species are not adequately considered in
the cumulative effects analyses, therefore viability is not assured, as NFMA requires. The DEIS does not disclose
and utilize the best scientific information available on those spesi®:RA requires.

ResponseDocumentation for presence or absence of all suspected species and what is known about their
populations for the analysis area is disclosed in the respective sections of the DEIS.

The project complies with NFMA direction (16 @S 1604 (G) (3)(b) to fAprovide for d
communities based on the suitability and capability of the specific land area in order to meet overallusaltiple

objectives, and within the multiplese objectives of a land management gldopted pursuant to this section,

provide, where appropriate, to the degree practicable, for steps to be taken to preserve the diversity of tree species
similar to that existing in the region controlled by t|

Field surveys for various species wemnducted during the planning of this project with results disclosed under the
discussion for individual species. Potential effects of this project on these species or their habitats are also disclosed
as required under each respective resource section.

Comment:The EI'S confl ates fAreplacement old growtho with ol
analyses. This is not in accord with the best science, NFMA,&NEPA, since the DEI S admits
growth is not required to meet the criteria.

The old growth analysis together with the-gldwth MIS analysis does not consider the HRV or any historic
conditions where addressing population viability.

ResponseWhile areas designated as old growth are not currently optimal, these areas are very well connected as
demonstrated by the amount of cover disclosed under the analysis for large ungulates (i.e. elk, deer, etc.). Current
cover levels on Nation&orest and US Army Corp. of Engineer lands exceeds 80% of the analysis area. Designated
old growth acres within the Cripple PSU are 50 acres or greater. There may be some areas of undesignated old
growth that are less than 50 acres which is the ratidoalghy they are undesignated. Other areas categorized as
fdesignated replacement, 0 may contain enough | arge tre
growth. Or these areas may contain all the old growth elements of old growth bemtaah large diameter trees.
Regardless of the reason for being categorized as replacement old growth, they represent the best habitat currently
available for old growth associated species.

Comment: The science on climate change supports the idea that national forest management emphasis should shift
away from logging to carbon storage. All aidowth forest areas and previously unlogged forest areas should be
preserved indéifitely for their carbon storage value. Forests that have been logged should be restored and allowed

to convert to eventual olgrowth condition. This type of management has the potential to double the current level of
carbon storage in some regions.

Respnse: The comment suggests the Forest Service's emphasis should shift to carbon storage and all old growth
forest areas and previously unlogged forest areas should be preserved indefinitely for their carbon storage value. The
scientific literature cited bthe commenter does not support the policy prescriptions they suggest, particularly

within the disturbance driven ecosystems of the inland west, including the East Reservoir area (see literature
discussions in Forest Carbon Cycling and Storage ReporV@F$, Doc. 29). In addition, inferred carbon

inventory maintenance or gains from deferred harvest can be an illusory claim, particularly applied at stand level
practices such as in the East Reservoir project. These implied gains only hold true tfd@esa®t occur

elsewhere in the world to supply the same world demand for timber (Gan and McCarl 2007; Murray 2008; Wear and
Murray 2004). The result can be a net carbon impact if the timber is replaced in the marketplace with higher carbon
source produs such as steel or concrete or is harvested in a manner that does not result in prompt reforestation
(Ryan et al. 201 O0; Har mon 2009). However, the fANo Act]
comment 6s i ntent, iasatternatives onecérbor stotage andfflux ivdreeexamaed (see East
Reservoir EIS, errata and the Forest Carbon Cycling and Storage Report in the project record, Vol. S, Doc. 29).

The scientific and other literature provided in the comment has limitedtdelevancy to the issue at hand: whether
or not the relationship of the East Reservoir project to "climate change" warranted more detailed analysis in this
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DEIS. All represent valid studies or treatises on their particular subject matter (arguakihevasteption of
Hanson 2010), however their scope is either at the global scale or else study or focus on ecosystems quite different
than those being considered here.

For example, the various Harmon papers (1990, 2001, 2002), Keith et al. 2009, amthi20@& deal largely with
the relatively warm, wet forests of the Pacific NW where disturbance and succession dynamic, and thus carbon
dynamics, differ substantially from those of the Kootenai National Forest.

Turner et al. 1995 and Woodbury et al. 208f@art estimates of existing carbon stocks and flux in U.S. forests.

Neither paper recommends conversion of all forests to old growth conditions, or suggests a land management policy
similar to that proposed in the comment. Similarly, Turner et al., 199 biiief letter to the editor commenting that
another paper overestimates the potential benefits of carbon storage in harvested wood products and aforestation.
Kutsch et al. 2010 presents a standardized protocol for the assessment of soil CO2 flupestiedthr focus

relative to monitoring national carbon budgets under global climate treaties and VanderWerf et al. 2009 is a
scientific commentary recognizing that deforestation (which is not part of this proposal) is the second largest
anthropogenic souae of carbon dioxide to the atmosphere. Solomon et al. 2007 is the IPCC Summary for
Policymakers on the physical science basis for climate change. All, within their global perspective, speak to human
actions quite unlike those contemplated here.

Harmon 209 is Dr. Harmon's testimony to Congress concerning "The Role of Federal Lands in Combating Climate
Change." His seven key points are: "1) Forests are leaky carbon buckets; 2) Forests can play an important, but

limited roles in sequestering carbon; 3) gdirbon pools need to be examined when thinking through the merits of

carbon policy; 4) To increase the sequestration of forest carbon, we need to either increase carbon inputs, decrease
carbon outputs, or put forest carbon somewhere else; 5) Forestsiasedreas a bridging strategy in carbon

mitigation; 6) Seemingly "good" forest carbon ideas when examined at the stand level at a point in time dissipate

when looked at the forest level over time; and 7) With accelerating climate change, forests nfieyrsbiing part

of the carbon solution to being part of the carbon problem.” The testimony is insightful and readable, but is aimed at
nati onal policy and does not support the commentds con:

Comment: The fuel reduction proposed actions have forest health implicatimfuding adverse effects as the
scoping notice implies. Since the fuel reduction regime represented by the proposal was not a planning scenario dealt
with in sufficient detail (if at all) during Forest Plan development, both the prAgjeetand programmatic

ecological and economic costs and impacts remain unexplained and undisclosed. The Forest Service has not
disclosed just how much of the KNF needde treated for fuel reduction in a manner that emphasizes maintaining
fuel conditions that are not necessarily consistent with native ecological processes. The agency must address the
cumulative impacts of fire and fire management under the current fik&policy.

Responsefrom a fire and fuels management standpoint, fuel treatments in the WUI are the priority and the main
objective is to provide for firefighter and public safety. When it does not conflict with this objective WUI fuels
treatments aralso intended to be consistent with native ecological process. Fuel treatments outside the WUI are
intended to meet the purpose and need of the East Reservoir project.

Cumulative impacts from fire suppression are addressed in Chapter 3 (Pad&< lntder the No Action
Alternative of the Fire and Fuels Management section.

Analysis of the Kootenai Nati onal Forestbs fire suppr e:
needs to be treated for fuel reduction is beyond the scope of tigsiariar this project.

Alternatives 2 and 3 are likely to meet the following direction in the KNFP:
éto use prescribed fire to simulate natur al ecol og
activity fuel buildup, create habitat diversity for wili@lj reduce suppression costs, and maintain
ecosystems (page-2).

éthe fire protection program wil/| seek to minimize
and to provide for the safety of the public and personnel engaged in fire protectidtreacilhe

fuels management program intends to treat both activity fuels and natural vegetation to the degree

needed to facilitate implementation of the fire protection program and other dependent activities

of é

Alternatives 2 and 3 would be consisteiith the fire and fuels management direction in the KNFP as long as
natural and activity fuels are properly treated.

Comments: The large amounts of proposed canopy redustiafogging and burning concerns us also because of
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the presently unstable condition of creeks and tributaries. Bedload sediment effects go largely ignored. Therefore the
impacts of rairorn-snow and other peak flow events are not adequately analyze®EIBds not consistent with the
best science on forest hydrology.

The DEI'S relies upon BMPs for showing consistency with
BMPs for that very purpose. The condition of most of the managed watewsh#us District argues against the

validity of BMPs for protecting water quality and fisheries.

ResponseUsing the Rosgen methodology for assessing stream conditions, all the streams in the Analysis Area were
determined to be in a Fair to Good conditidhe proposed canopy reduction as well as proposed peak flow

increases is within the range for streams in Fair and Good condition and as recommended in the Forest Plan.

BMP effectiveness and tracking for the KNF are located in the Water Resources Ftejéppendix D and E.

Comment: The DEIS discloses that bull trout and redband trout have likely been extirpated from the project area
due to management actions. It als@sloot give any indication of population trends of the Sensitive westslope
cutthroat troud if surveys are showing maintaining, improving, or declining stocks.

ResponseSurveys show that fish are utilizing available habitat. Electrofishing surveys fodtiglengear classes

in fish bearing streams throughout the project area. INFS default RHCAs will continue to protect aquatic habitat and
will avoid retarding RMOs. Streams in the project area were treated to remove native fish and allow stocked
westslopesnd advantage for spawning and rearing. The drainages have not been stocked are now repopulated with
hybrid fish along the reservoir. Dunn Creek was not treated, however past stocking of the Kootenai River and its
tributaries created an extensive hybricasav of fish. These fish have invaded Dunn Creek creating hybrid
rainbows/cutthroat trout. The upper segment of the stream has a nearly pure population of westslopes that are
isolated from lower Dunn Creek. This population is regulated by flow conditidreseTis only one perennial

tributary in upper Dunn Creek. The beaver flats below this tributary have been trapped out and no longer maintain
water from year to year.

Comment: The DEIS does not discuss the fish viability issues related to stream segments not meeting
INFISH/Forest Plan Riparian Management Objectives (RMOs). The DEIS does not provide clear analysis as to how
RMOs would not be adversely affected, or acbtewver any time frame.

ResponseRefer to Tables 3.47 to 3.51 in the Fisheries and Aquatic Species Resources section of the DEISs. These
tables set the stage for RMOs in the project area. Fish viability was shown through electrofishing surveys which
proved the existence of multiple year class fish. We know fish are using available habitat and maintaining
populations that the local ecosystem can support. The data shows that, in general, most RMOs are being met or
exceeded. Large wood debris numberly/fuieet or exceed Forest Plan standards in drainages across the project
area. Bank stability also meets or exceeds standafidsh to depth rations and pool frequency is mostly not being

met. As stated in the EIS, width to depth ratios most always dfit imib local numbers on the Kootenai. These

stream dimensions were calculated for streams on the Oregon and Washington coast. The numbers are therefore an
indicator of the dimensions of streams in the area. Pool frequency was an RMO that was notasetases in the
project area. Streams are still recovering from past activities and natural events. Large fires have influenced Cripple
Horse Creek and Canyon Creek. Past grazing on Cripple Horse, Canyon, Warland and Five Mile have caused
riparian problera. Past Forest Service fisheries habitat enhancement where wood was removed from stream
channels has been wide spread across the area. Implementation of INFS into the Kootenai National Forest Plan in
1995 created a set of RHCASs to protect the riparianamdamprove or protect key fisheries habitat elements.

These elements were based on best scientific data that showed intact riparian areas led to healthier aquatic
ecosystems. RHCAs have been monitored since implementation of INFS and have showedtbteatybn

streams have maintained or trended towards more natural states. This project will require all streams and wetlands
buffered by RHCAs. Therefore, the existing condition will maintain or improve conditions. Since this is the

language set in theoFest Plan this project will be consistent with INFS and will not retard the attainment of RMOs.

Comment: In its overly narrow analyses of cumulative effects of past manageactivities, the DEIS does not

provide adequate summaries of the purpose and need statements from past NEPA documents, the level of
achievement of their desired conditions and/or project goals, results of required monitoring, nor the consistency of
pag project with resource conditions as expressed in the desired condition and purpose and need statements.
ResponseThe proposed project utilized past information from the turn of the century through dam construction to
present conditions. Past managenveas$ consistent with direction and laws of that time. Recent management since
1995 has been consistent with INFS and is therefore consistent with the KNF Forest Plan. The project will also be
constant will all other State and Federal laws.

76



Comment:l n cl osing, we intend that you include in the recc
and a comprehensive, detailed list will be provided shortly. Also, plesgeeach of our groups on the list to

receive further mailings on the proposal.

ResponseElectronic files of all submitted literature cited are included in the project file.

Letter 8: J. Wandler

Comment: The alternative that does nothing, would indicate that all motorized trails Wweu&ft in place, but any

other action suggests thatgreat portion of the motorized routes would need to be closed for wildlife ,ETC. This
makes no sense, since the current conditions must not be affecting wildlife as the do nothing alternative suggests
ResponseThe neaction alternative (Alt 1) does nothing to improve security during the hunting season as the draft
EIS suggests. Currently, the security level is below desired security levels of 30% as recommended by Hillis et al.
1991. The desired cdition is to meet or exceed the 30% standard and this will be made clear in the errata for the
final EIS. Closing all or portions of the motorized trails will allow the Cripple PSU to meet or exceed the desired
security conditions.

Comment: If the need to close any motorized trails is included in any of the proposed actions, then as the process
moves forward then the closures should occur as the project progresses. leutitsoped then additional trails

will remain open, and not subject to closure. Over the course of the 10 year project?, it should take the 10 years to
close those motorized trailg.his will give time to determine if wildlife is being impacted by the ranimgy open

routes, so that a minimal amount of closure would be necessary, if impacts are not present. This will also give
additional time to query the public to prioritize/ identify the most used versus the least.

Responself an action alternative ishosen, the closing of trails could begin immediately if funding allows. Closing
trails over a 16/ear period is unlikely because the area will be out of compliance with the security standards for elk
under the new Forest Plan which is expected to be nmewtidin in late 2013 or early 2014.

Letter 9: R. and B. Geber

Comment: Proposed harvest units 3A and 3B in Bieemile creek drainage directly border our property and are
between our land and the Stenerson Mtn. road #4885. Currently we are unable to see road #4885 which is a heavily
hunted road during big game season. We have made improvements to our land sgmerieialuable and

providing our only source of power which is solar. The timber on Forest Service land is providing shelter to our
solar array from road #4885. The timber makes viewing our array impossible at this time. We fear that by removing
the timker in proposed harvest units 3A and 3B our array will be visible from the seasonally open road and may be
vandalized or stolen. Please consider dropping these small harvest units or consider a fuels treatment instead.
ResponseCommenters have been corteat A field visit with the commenters to create some design features in the
units/buffers and possibly drop the small piece directly above their property to mitigate concerns of hunters
shooting/viewing down at their property.

Comment: Proposed harvest units 3A and 3B in the Fivemile creek drainage will open the forest up to a level that
peopl e wildl be abl e t o dmghtvup to bur propdetyfor dlegal vedreédtiosor of f r oad ;
firewood gathering. We have seen this become a problem across the Libby Ranger District after improvement
harvests. Also, we have a major concern with the spread of noxious weeds onto our propertydsbiBefroice

lands, currently our property is nearly weed free except for the Forest Service easement along the southern side of
our property. The easement is 30 feet from center line and only about 8 feet of the weeds are sprayed annually. The
weeds havéecome established on the easement and do not all get sprayed, then blow their seeds onto our land and
become our problem. We have seen timber harvests across the Libby Ranger District that lead to a noxious weed
infestation that goes uchecked for manyears. Please consider a fuels treatment or dropping these small harvest

units.

ResponseCommenters have been contacted. A field visit with the commenters will occur to create some design
features in the units/buffers and possibly drop the small pieeetlgi above their property to mitigate concerns of

hunters shooting/viewing down at their property.

Comment: Proposed harvest unit 3C is a seed tree, as defined by 95%yaanaoval. You mention on page 365 in

the DEIS under scenic resources that this harvest will not attract viewer attention but we will see it every day, as
well as the numerous recreationists, hunters, and firewood gatherers who use the road, andrd@ réi%va

canopy removal next to our land. Please consider a fuels treatment as an alternative.

ResponseCommenters have been contacted. A field visit with the commenters to create some design features in the
units/buffers and possibly drop the small jgielirectly above their property to mitigate concerns of hunters
shooting/viewing down at their property.

77



Comment: We would like to voice our support of the following portions of the East Reservoir proposed action:
1) The proposed road changes and stream wottke Dunn creek drainage.
2) Seed tree harvests on the north aspect of the Fivemile creek drainage.
3) Converting current motorized trails to narotorized. Approximately 286 miles.

ResponseThank you for your interest and comments in the East Resemajérct.

Letter 10: Kootenai Stakeholders Forest Coalition

Comment: New Permanent Road¥/e believe the increase in new permanent réraas 2.4 miles in the draft to 9

miles in the DEIS is justified based on your further analysis of the transportation plan and changed land allocations
identified in the proposed Kootenai N.F. Forest Plan. Temporary roads that will be needed in trshfutisr@ot

be obliterated. New road construction that will result in a net reduction of unneeded temporary roads is a positive
action.

ResponseThank you for your support in this area.

Comment: We encourage you to use existing temporary road templates where possible when converting to a
permanent road. We also encourage you to provide adequate drainage structures on any permanent roads that will
not be used for extended periods of time.

Response Your comments will be taken into consideration.

Comment: Motorized Trail Closure We support your efforts to close motorbike trails that have simply evolved
over time. Tls will result in improved elk security. However, we also recognize the need for motorized ATV trails
and would recommend that the Boundary Mtn. Loop Trail be included in the selected action as proposed in
Alternative 3.

ResponseThe Forest Service agiewith your assessment. The motorized trails being considered for closure never
were designed for offoad vehicles when constructed 70 years ago and present serious safety issues to motorized
users. The development of motorized trails forrofid vehicle will require Forest Service and user commitment to
meet safety issues.

Comment: Regeneration Units over 40 acr&¥e support stand treatments at landscape levels ldorger0 acres,

provided that their design emulates the appropriate fire ecology of the stand. A mixed severity fire regime might

have | eft smaller fAskipsodo of unburned areas whereas a
fewer,butlarge fAiski pso. We believe that these fAskipsodo need to
implemented in the unit design wherever possible and not just left to chance following the harvest.

We would also encourage you to better explain your descriptiegeheration units over 40 acres in the EIS. If the
end result will end up in a mosaic of different stands as described above, the reader needs to understand this.
Otherwise they will simply assume that you will have a large clearcut.

ResponseThe DEISexplains regeneration harvests and specifically clearcuts in Chapter 2 on page 9.

Regeneration harvest treatménintended to replace a forest stand when modification treatments (i.e. intermediate
harvest) are not feasible due to poor quality treesdtention; stand is under stocked due past insect and disease
mortality; or incorrect overstory species that will not meet management objectives. In this analysis area,

regeneration is proposed in some stands to promote regeneration of sei@krfireg species. Specifically,

regeneration harvest is needed to restore western larch, ponderosa pine and western white pine. Within proposed
harvest units, there will be both live and dead trees that are designated for reserve. The number of tredeleft and t
associated stand structure is described by the varying regeneration harvest methods proposed. A description of these
methods follows.

Clearcut with reservealso initiates establishment of a new stand. An average of 4 to 8 trees per acre will remain on
site post treatment and their function will be as snags, cavity habitat, or replacement snags. Clearcuts are typically
planted by hand, or may be reseeded by adjacent mature stands if desirable trees are present.

Each of the treatment units have beenawed by a wildlife biologist and a visuals specialist. All of these clearcut

will have reserve trees ranging from a minimum of 6 trees per acre to 12 or more for replacement snags and
structural diversity. In addition, all snags that meet minimum snagyierill be left in clearcut reserve treatment

areas. Units that have additional concerns from the the wildlife and visual specialists have been addressed and have
specific objectives to address them. For example, some clearcuts have more snag reglaeguien for leave

due to the habitat or more reserve trees for visuals.

Following NEPA, we will move into project implementation including layout and marking guides. During unit
layout we will be looking for cover patches within larger regenerdtérmests to leave. Currently in the project, the
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exact number of islands and placement of islands has not been determined. This will be determined on the ground
during layout and specific marking guides.

The response to this comment is fully discloseth@project file, Vol. S, Doc. 30 (Over 48cre justification).

Comment: Old Growthi We support the treatment of old growth as originally proposed in Unit 133 during our

initial field trip. Removing the Douglas fir igrowth will improve the growing conditions of the ponderosa pine and

lessen the likeliness of insect attacks. We would also support treating the adjacent stand that appeared to be the same
as Unit 133.

Respmse: Unit #133 was dropped as there were only four ponderosa pine trees in this unit. We focused the

treatment where the majority of the Ponderosa pine is located in lower Fivemile Creek along the reservoir.

Comment: TimberHarvest Increasing the timber harvest acres from the draft of 8,070 acres to 8,845 acres is a
positive move provided that the purpose and need of the project are met.
ResponseThank you, we appreciat@ur support of this project.

Comment: Area PlanningWe encourage the district to take a close look at the initial planning work that Deena
Shotzberger had done on thiject. We recognize that the lynx habitat requirements and the BORZ analysis of
grizzly bear habitat outside of the recovery area are going to complicate attempts at long range planning. Being able
to show where you can include existing old growth anthegment old growth in the future just makes a lot of

sense. If these areas can be incorporated into wildlife linkage zones it gives everyone a much better perspective of
the results of your future actions. We do not believe this level of planning wiladblthe district to future action,

but only be a good faith effort to plan for the future.

We al so support Deenabs explanation that these corridol

would need some level of management over timectmmplish and maintain their stated objective.

Completing an area analysis in a large area like this one gives the planner the opportunity to set objectives and
priorities for treatment. We do not feel this aspect of planning to be evident in the DEEStsFare certainly

dynamic and likely to change based on species, weather conditions, insects, disease and fire. However, determining
a priority for treatment appears to us to be necessity and not just a rolling of the dice. Our observations inidicate tha
based on the age and condition of the lodgepole pine component, these stands are most in need of immediate
treatment. Stands within the WUI and adjacent to private property should also make the priority list.

ResponseT he Di st r i ct & skingmap craatecbby Shotrbergehigthatitserved as a catalyst for long
term thinking or planning for managing forest connectivity using forest layers currently available (e.g. INFISH,
designated lynx habitat, as well as existing old growth standsjtad | | 'y di spl ay connecting
map was only a draft working copy and had not received additional input from other resources specialist during its
creation. For these reasons, this working corridor map will not be included in the FEi8 East Reservoir

Project.

Comment: We observed fir engraver beetle activity in the subalpine fir, which might be another consideration in
some stands. Some of the stands show root rot (armillaria) in the Douglas fir. Do you have a good handle on these
insects and disease? Road constougtieconstruction and post sale work are economical factors that need to be
considered.

ResponseThe Regional Pathologist and Regional Entomologist have reviewed the East Reservoir analysis area.
Both of these specialist spent several days iratfadysis area and have prepared reports that can be found in the
project file. There is actually very little armillaria in the analysis area, however there is schweinitzii root disease in
the older Dougladir and western larch.

Comment: We thank you for allowing our group to be a part of this project. The time that your district personnel
have spent with us is surely appreciated. We believe this is really a good proje& adld hope that the

enclosed comments might help it be even a better one.

ResponseThank you for your interest and comments in the East Reservoir project.

Letter 11: Yaak Valley Forest Council

Comment: The YVFC has been an adive member of the Kootena Stakehdder tean tha has beencallabaating
on this projed. As aresult of tha involvement and thanks to you and your staff, we are very famili ar with the
purpose, need and scope of the projed. | V@ also been able to get out into a handul of the units on my own,
monitoring current standcondtions while referendng the proposed treaments.
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Although the project area does nat fall within CORE grizzly bea halitat, it islocaed directly in-between the

Northern Continertal Divide (N.C.D.) and the Cahinet/Y a& Grizzly Bear Recovery Zones. Recert grizzly bea

movement between the Cahinet- Purcell and N.C.D. areas via the Salish Mountains has been increasing. In

2004 amale grizzly bear swam aaoss Lake Koocarusa traveling from the Purcell s to the Salish Range Beas

are also moving west out of the N.C.D. area into the Salish Range with documentation of rising numbers of

female bears with cubs in the northem portion of the range. These bears are not considered Cahinet-Ya&gk nor

N.C.D. beas, but residerts between the two recovey areas. The USFWS has ackrowledged the importane of
estahlishing and proteding functiond linkage corridors between recovey zones in order to insure the recovey

ard long-term viakhili ty of grizzly bear populations.

ResponseThe East Reservoir Project is consistent with the biological opinion for the 2011 Forest Plan

Amendments for Motorized Access Management within the Selkirk and Cataaé&tGrizzly Bear Recovery

Zones, and associated BORZ. Areas outside of either recooreyand any BORZ are very well connected with

these management boundaries (recovery zones or BORZ) as demonstrated by the amount of cover disclosed under
the analysis for large ungulates (i.e. elk, deer, etc.). Current cover levels on National Fofestya@arp. of

Engineer lands exceeds 80% of the analysis area. Ralléwed bears have clearly demonstrated, as by your own
statement as well as other examples, that bears do not appear to be having any difficulty moving between the NCDE
and SCYE.

Comment: During our first stakeholder field trip for the East Reservoir project in August of 2011, Deena
Schotzburger preserted a ficonnectivity mapo that was developed to addess not only linkage zones for the
grizzly bea, but seaurity and forage oppatunities for several other spedes as well, along with old growth
forests. She was vely clear in explaining that managenent would ocaur within these linkage zones, with a focus
placed on long- term attempts to satisfy varying needsi.e., proposing treatments that would stimulate browse
within elk winter range or managng repacament old growth to form larger patch sizes of old growth into the
future. VRUs were fadored into the map along with cdculating various physicd elemens (topogaphy).
Historica wildlife travd routes were also referenced to estahlish zones of various uses within the map.

We are discouraged that the connectivity map failed to find its way into the DEIS. As the KNF moves into a
new era of lands@pe scale asesanent and away from the project-centric management model of the past, ités
esential to equip the planning process with new tools that help shape large-scale treatments - the connedivity
map represented such an aid.

At the last Stakehdder tean meding, your staff informed us the map was droppel becaise it was flawed - in
that it did not take into consideration single-species or lynx managment restrictions. While recogrition of on-
the-ground redlities is avalid andnecessary point, we don& believe it warrarnts abaneénment of the ertire
effort. Why not instead corsider an incorporation of managmert standads within the larger landscape
context? We fed there is room for refinement with the connedtivity map idea tha could mesh the agencys
concens for single-species managment.

The District staff also told us tha the map was completely taken out of corntext by an environmental
orgarization (a group that stnot affili ated with the Stakeholders). Appaertly, tha group interpreted the corridor
map as being a fino treamerto zone and warted to see similar maps placel over the ertire forest. One
misinformed individual should not trump an effort that was embraced with such enthusiasm by alarger diverse
group; whereas new endeaves should be coupled with an education time period with outread designed to curb
disinformation.

The employment of this connectivity map as the primary planring toal for the project area was markedly
innovative. To members of the conservation community, it provided longterm assurances and reasons of
pradicdity for proposed treamerts. We also believe tha it could be an extremely effedive tool for the KNF in
breakng down barriers with halitual liti garts of USFS projeds. But above all, it placed an emphasis on the
longevty and hedth of wildlif e as the basis for vegdative treamerts while also incorporating longterm plarns
for old growth.

The new USFS Planning rule ard Draft Forest Plan for the KNF both stress that eccsystem managenert isthe

way forward on our Nationd Forests. As the USFS has established standads and guidelines for a new era of

forest managenen, the ageny should also be developing new ways of conveying their planring approach with

the public. We strongly urge the District to re-corsider the incorporation of the connetivity map with the East

Reservoir project.

ResponseT he Districtds position on the working map- created
term thinking or planning for managing forest connectivity using forest layers currently available (e.g. INFISH,
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designated lynx habitat, aswellex i st i ng ol d growth stands) to visually

map was only a draft working copy and had not received additional input from other resources specialist during its
creation. For these reasons, this working corridor miéipat be included in the FEIS for the East Reservoir

Project. Implementation of the East Reservoir Project will not in any way hinder development of a similar landscape
connectivity map under a future project that incorporates all current managemetiblire

Comment: Three out of the five stated purposes for the East Reservoir projed cortain the word fi dndscapeo
- Re-establish, restore and retain landscapes that are more resistant ard resilient to disturbane ard
uncertan envronmertal condtions such as climate chang
- Creat a heterogeneaslandscapetha provides a variety of habitats to sustain populations of terrestrial
ard aquatic species
- Reduce hazardas fuels adjacem to private propery and acress the landscape while re- introducing fire to
the ecasystem.

These goals wond be aclieved ovemight and in some instances not during any of our lif etimes. The treamerts
prescribed in the DEIS to acheve these targets are large-sca e (both with pre-scribed fire and harvest units) and
will hawe a dramatic effect on the landscape The agencyés intent to restore the landscape using HRV to help
guide the way is well intendeal and strongly supported by our orgarization, however we question afocus that s
placed on an elongded temporal scade where the immediate and short-term needs for wildlif e haktat are
jeopardized.

For example, we can support the longterm need to restore historic patch sizes tha will one day provide large
blocks of elk seaurity ard a variety of other wildlife bendits. However, in same cases to acheve these historic
blocks the agengy is proposing large regeneation units tha are locaed nex to aready existing large
regeneation units. One need only to look at a map of previous managment within the project area to see that
the landscape is currently awash in old clearauts (or future large blocks). A mgjority of these existing cleacuts
are probably in neal of pre-commercial thinning, yet are unale to receve such treamen due to LAU
restrictions. Un-thinned regeneated stands take an exceptiondly long time to devdop into mature forests and
also make for heawy fuel loadng from a wildfire perspedive. The point wed e trying to make here is tha
regeneation followed by an undeburn will not necessarily creae a stand 250 yeas from now tha is resilient
and restored. And even if it did, sacrifi cing wil dlif e security in the short-term would not justify the agencyts
end god if thereGs no wildlif e left 250 yeas from now to inhabt the re-creaed fhistorico hahtat.

The addition of a few design features within proposed treatments would go a long way in lesening the
immediate impact of large openings on wildlife. For example, regeneation unit 62:

Unit 62 was designed for wildlife spedes to maximize forage potertial within summer halitat while
maintaining 600 ft. to cover. This strategy allows elk to utili ze both forage opportunities along the
un istedie and interior without the neal to venure far from the forest cover. The shagpe of the unit
mimics natrally createl operings and contributes to the juxtapasition of forage and cove for the
species. (DEIS, 224)

We strongy encaurage the ageny to re-shape the other eight regeneration harvest over

40 aaes in size on the East Reservoir project in asimilar manne to unit 62. In kegping ther current
boundaies, this could be acomplished within units via strategcaly placedleaw islands or linea leawe strips
where silviculturally appropriate and feasible within loggng opeations. After al, why would the agency
prescribe a treatment tha mimicsfire in only one unit out of an ertire projed that stusing historical condtions
of the ecasystem as a guide and where fire is the dominarnt disturbane regime?

The DEIS states that within regeneration harvests:

Stringers ard groups of trees would be left within the units to provide screenirg and minimize the
effed of the openings when possble. (DEIS, chepter 3/ page 224)

This statement does not go far enough for our orgarization to get belind such large- scde regeneation
treamerts. We recanmend for the ageng to provide within their prescriptions arange of percentages for the
groups of trees (leave-islands) that will be left within ead unit over 40 aaes in size For aclea description of
wha we mean by this, please see Project-levd Sideboads for Regeneation Harvest (Attachmert 1). The
common-ground sub-committee of the Kootena Stakehdders devdopeal these sideboards. Although that group
has yet to formally agee to them the YV FC fully supports them.

In alternative 2, Units 147, 148 149, and 150 encompass 338 combined aaes. Stand condtions within these
units vary greatly. The larger a unit is, the greaer amount of diversity it contains. And these are some rather
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large units. Yet in the DEIS, they all have the same blanketed seed-tree prescription. If the agency seeks buy-
in from the conservation community on large 40 acre + units, then the agency neeads to provide more
descriptive objectives, accurate conditions, and historically appropriate treatments for individual stands
within their prescriptions. If leave trees and security groupings are going to be left, then we neal to know
how much and in what portion of the unit they will occur. Because as it currertly looks like on pape, these just
appea to be 338 aaes of clea-cuts in an already cut-over part of the KNF.

There appears to be ared oppatunity within units 147 & 150 to implement mosaic treamerts tha would be
more represertative of the mixed-severity fire regime that historicdly ocaurred within VRUs 5 ard 7. Units 147
and 150 both contain multiple aae pockes of hedthier forest tha could be left as leaw islands within the units
(Attachments 2 & 3). During the last stakeholder team meeting at the District, | mentioned some specifi ¢
concens tha | had on unit 147. | hawe since spoken with Ann Weber on the phone and she has invited me to go
out ard take alook at that unit together. | grealy appedate the offer and very much look forward to the trip
and the oppatunity to go over isaues together in the field.

When the subject of regeneration units over 40 aaes came up at the last stakeholder team meeting for East
Reservoir, it appeaed tha the District did not have the same levd of commitmert asin previous medings to
mimicking fire within proposed regeneation units 1 leaving more of a mosaic tha would hawe ocaurred within
the mixed-severity regme. This was discouragng news to hear because there seamed to be real support for
managpment that emulated fire on the landscape.

The DEIS states the resdution to regeneation units over 40 aaes:

Concerrs of regeneratio units exceedilg 40 aaes can be addressed by altering the shgpe of the unit
ard or leaving leawe islands within the interior of the unit. These strategies address distane to
cover, making the unit more aval able to wildlife spedes during daylight hours. Alternatve 3 best
addresses this isaue by either re-shapirg units to mee 600 ft. to cove or reducing units down to 40
acres or less in size (DEIS, chapte 2/page 2)

We don@ believe this is the best resolution to the issue. If the agency propaoses a project the size and scope as

East Reservoir, then the agency should be prepared to hande and incorporate issues that the conservation

community may hawe on a projed so large. We do not acaept the pladng of supposed resolutions into an

aternative that we all know will not be selected as the preferrad. We chdlenge the ageng to corsider taking

notonly the recommendations made in this letter but the ideas that the stakeholder team brought forth on
this issue as well and develop a project within alternative 2 (the proposed alternative) that all parties can

be satisfied with. In the true spirit @cosystem management, we are asking you tom honor and value the
social input on this project in balance with the ecological and economic needs. With some creativity and
bol dness, we believe thereds more t hahinaltaeroativgR® r oom t
ResponseEach of the treatment units have been reviewed by a wildlife biologist and a scenery specialist. All of the
acres prescribed for clearcuts are clearcuts with reserve trees. All of these clearcut will have reserve trees ranging
from a minimum of 6 trees per acre to 12 or more for replacement snags and structural diversity. In addition, all

snags that meet minimum snag criteria will be left in clearcut reserve treatment areas. Units that have additional
concerns from the wildlifand scenic specialists have been addressed and have specific objectives to address them.
For example, some clearcuts have more snag replacements required for leave due to the habitat or more reserve trees
for visuals.

Following NEPA we will move intgroject implementation including layout and marking guides. During unit

layout, we will be looking for cover patches within larger regeneration harvests to leave where possible. Currently in
the project, the exact number of islands and placement of islndsdetermined. This will be determined on the

ground during layout and specific marking guides. We have reviévggett-levd sideboads for regeneation

harvest (Attachment 1). We feel we can implement these guidelines where it is feasible on the ground during

project layout. We appreciate your understanding of the fact in some cases, due to logging system or prescribed fire
implementation, skips may not be feasible in eveiy. un

The proposedactionfor the EastReservoirProject would createforestopeningslargerthan40 acresin
sizethroughthe useof everraged regeneratiormethods Specifically,theselarger openingsareneededn
orderto:

ATrendthelandscapetowardsa more desirablepatternof patchsizesthat mimics natural processeand
restoreshistorical patternsof patchsize (DEIS, pp.2325; VegetationReport, DesiredCondition, VRU
4,5and7).

ACreatea patternof fuel treatmentsat alandscapescalethatis likely to disruptlargefire growth and
spreadandassistin the efficacy of suppressiorefforts. Designfuel treatmentsto provide a fuel break
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immediatelyadjacentto a major power transmissionline (DEIS, Fire andFuelsReport,p. 182).
ACreateopeningsthat reduceedgeeffect and reducefragmentation, whicktanresultfrom morenumerous
treatmentareasandstill achievethe sameobjectives(DEIS, Wildlife Report,pp. 224,301,308).

With pastharvestactivities, forage patcheshavebecomemoreuniform in size (30-40 acres)and
shapeThe existing condition,for the most part, is not representativef referenceconditions. Past
timber harvestshavenoticeablyinfluencedthe juxtaposition of wildlife coverandforage. Harvests
haveunnaturally affected"edge" habitatsaswell asinterior habitats,the greatestmpactslikely being
onthosespeciesassociatedvith large expanse®f interior habitats(DEIS, Chapter 1p.4).

This disturbanceregime(30-40 acre) providessuitablehabitatfor specieghat areadaptedto the edges
betweenforestedandnon-forested areas However, speciesthatrequirelarger blocksof habitatareat a
disadvantagaindersuchadisturbanceregime(DEIS, p.S-2). The majority of the pastharvestwithin this
areaon NFS landshasfragmentedthe landscapedueto the 40 acreopeninglimitation (DEIS, Ch.3, p. 24).

Four of theregeneratiorharvests(Units 62,40, 150 and 362) are proposedas over 40 acreregenerationbut
do not mimic the large historic patchsize of 5,000to 100,000acres.However, Units 62,40 and150are
placedadjacentto pastharvestthat arerecovered but arewithin the early-successionaktage By theseunits
beingblocked up with other earlysuccessionaktagesthis larger block mimics historic conditionsand would
moveinto thefuture asa connectedpatchof interior forest(DEIS, VegetationReport, pp. 45,46, 47).

Additionally, Units 147,148,149 and 150 in UpperFivemile Creekand Unit 170in Warland Creek were
designedto tie in with pastregeneratiorharvestgo simulateafire that would haveburnedfrom the creek
bottomto the ridgetop dueto continuousfuels and favorabletopography.This would havebeenmoretypical
of historic patchsizeand bum patternwhenstrategically locateddirectly adjacentto existing regeneration
harveststhatarestill an effective barrier to high fire spreadrates.Treatmentsof this scaleare alsomorelikely
to disruptlarge fire growth and spread,and assistin the efficacy of suppressiorefforts when afire occursin
theseareasFire modelingindicatestheseareasare atrisk of experiencingstandreplacing crown fire behavior
if left untreatedand both areasare within 1 %2 miles of private property.In addition to the benefitsdescribed
previously, Unit 362 nearHornet Ridge(Dunn Creek) was partially designedto provide afuel break
immediatelyadjacentto a major powertransmissionline.

For wildlife, creatingopeningsover 40 acresbetterapproximateshe patchsize and patternof habitatthat
would havebeenavailableundernatural disturbanceprocessesnd reducesedgeeffect andfragmentatiorthat
would occur with a greaternumberof openingsof lesseracreage Additionally, stringersandgroupsof trees
would beleft within the units to provide screeningand minimize the effect of the openingswhenpossible.
There may be shot-term disturbanceswithin identified big gametravel corridors dueto projectrelated
activities (DEIS, pp. 224,301308). Therefore,with theimplementationof an actionalternative,Alternative 2
which promoteslarge patchsize, would benefit wildlife by addressingheissuesof edgeeffect, fragmentation,
andinterior forestsbetterthan Alternative 3 which limits regeneratiomarvestunitsto 40 acresor less.

Comment: The YVFC supports the proposal in Alternative 3 that creates an OHV loop in the vicinity of

Bounday Mountain. It is our understandng tha allowing for this loop trail would leave the elk security rating

at 33% for the Cripple PSU. We suggest the District explore options for partnering with locd ATV groups in

finding the funds necessary to bring thisloop trail system up to USFS standads - as opposed to diverting arny

money away from an alread; struggling USFS budge.

ResponseThe incorporation of the Boundary Mountain OHV loop will be the discretion of the Forest Supervisor.
The Forest Supervisor will make that decision in the final EIS (FEIS) for this prifjelstsen to be included,
partnerships with local ATV groups are highly likely to occur.

Comment: The Libby District should be commendeal for attempting to undertake a project of this size and
scope. Viewing projects as a part of the larger landscape is an approach that can lead to widespread restorative
efforts on the forest. We believe in the long-term goals of the projed, yet fed tha with a project so large T
more plannng and assuranaes need to be in place.

ResponseThank you for your interest and comments in the East Reservoir Project.

Attachment 1

Project level sideboards for regeneration harvests

Regeneation harvests sideboads serve to retain various wil dlif e halitat componerns and baance the aesthetic
concems asociated with created openings while also providing the flexibility for land manages to apdy site-

83



specifi ¢ silvicultural prescriptionswithin the Suitable and Availabe Timber-base.

1.) Regeneaation harvest prescriptions should be used as a silvicultural tool when it is appgopriate within the
VRU/HRV corntext, previous burn history, and serves to mee the desired future condition.

2.) Regeneation harvests neda to be exeated in a manne where cuts look and function biologicdly more like
naural forest clearings resulting from fire or windthrow events. For example, in the mixed-severity fire
regimes, the cuts should more acairately mimic burn areas that are irregular and although there may be large
areas that were intensely burned, there were often leave areas tha escapel the intense fire.

The intent is to avoid creating large open areas lacking retention, while also providing condtions suitable for
devdopmert of ealy succesdond eccsystems ard regeneration of shadeintolerant spedes. To some extent,
logging systems ard fuels treatments will constrain these fi r amedd mimicking chaaderistics, but burn
history, prevaling winds, slope, and aspect should guide the placement of these feaures along with
opaationd feasibility.

a.) Opering should retain an aveage of 30% in most of the mesic VRUGs of the pre-harvest forest, but with
arange of 5-50%. The majority of theretention/skips should be in the form of small (eg., ¥2to 3 aae)
intad patches.

b.) VRUGs with more of a stand replacement fire history would typicdly leawe less of the pre-harvest forest,
but should leave an average of atleast 20% uncut. The majority of the retention/skips should be 5-10 acres
patches.

i.) Selection of Retention Acres (Skips) i Several types of areas will be canddates for locaion of
retention aaes. Including:

- Riparian buffers

- Special habitats such as segs rocky outcrops, and otherareas of high speciesdiversity.

- Paches dominaed by hardwoods.

- Representative patches of the pre-harvest forest stand

- Clusters of shace-intolerant tree spedes.

c.) Edges of regeneration units should be buffered / fi fatberedd with two average dom/co-dom tree lengths
of an intemrmediate treatment along the edge of 25 - 50% of the unit. We recognize tha this may be diffi cult
to obtain, particularly where you hawe avery decadehstand of lodgepde or stands susceptible to
windthrow.

d.) Units with aregeneration prescription should be irregular shaped, i.e. not square.

e.) Our group acknovledges the diffi culty of prescribed burning small irregular sized aress locaed on stegp
slopes. We also recogrize the techricd chdlenges asdated in the layout/design and opeation of loggng
systems that will be required to implement some of our regeneation guiddines. It is our hope thet the
ageny embraces such chdlenges with creativity and views them as opportunities. However, we recogrize
that to some extent loggng system feasibility and prescribed fire limitations will sometimes hinder the full
implementation of these guidelines.
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Attachment 21 Unit 1
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