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APl'ENDlX E 

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND FOREST SERVICE RESPONSES 

I. In t roduc t ion  

Th i s  Appendix p r e s e n t s  t h e  comments received on t h e  Dra f t  EIS and 
d i s p l a y s  t h e  Fores t  S e r v i c e  response t o  t h e  va r ious  Federa l  and S t a t e  
Agencies, E lec ted  O f f i c i a l s ,  Business  and Indus t ry  members, 
Organiza t iona l  groups.  and Ind iv idua l s .  The m a t e r i a l  is presented  i n  t h e  
o rde r  mentioned and t h e  Table  of  Contents is arranged a l p h a b e t i c a l l y  and 
i n d i c a t e s  t h e  page number of  each le t ter  f o r  ease of r e fe rence .  
" Indiv idua ls"  group is subdivided i n t o  th ree  s e c t i o n s .  'The f i r s t  s e c t i o n  
lists t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  let ters t h a t  provided information t h a t  was gene ra l ly  
s p e c i f i c  and in-depth  t o  t h e  Kootenai Nat ional  Fo res t  l and  base  o r  t h e  
Proposed Fores t  P lan  and/or  Dra f t  EIS. The second and t h i r d  s e c t i o n s  a r e  
grouped because of  t h e i r  c l o s e  s i m i l a r i t y  and i n  t h e  in te res t  of reducing 
bulk and expense.  

Each le t te r  d isp layed  o u t l i n e s  t h e  ind iv idua l  p o i n t s  noted wi th  a number. 
Beside each page is t h e  F o r e s t  Serv ice  response i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  
corresponding number. The Fores t  Serv ice  responses  can u s u a l l y  be 
ca tegor ized  as one of  t h e  fol lowing:  

The 

(1) Responses needed t o  c o r r e c t  t echn ica l  e r r o r s  o r  i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s .  o r  
t o  c l a r i f y  p o i n t s  o f  misunderstanding i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  pub l i c .  
These types  of  comments u s u a l l y  r e s u l t e d  i n  a change i n  t h e  wording 
of  t h e  f i n a l  documents. 

0 
( 2 )  Responses needed t o  i n d i c a t e  what a d d i t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  was done, or 

why some reques ted  a n a l y s i s  was not  done. The a d d i t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  i s  
presented i n  t h e  f i n a l  documents o r  a r e  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  Fores t  Planning 
Records a v a i l a b l e  upon r eques t .  

( 3 )  Responses needed t o  i n d i c a t e  what s p e c i f i c  changes were made i n  the  
Fores t  P lan  land d e s i g n a t i o n s ,  management d i r e c t i o n ,  or  i n t e n s i t y ,  o r  
why t h e  reques ted  changes were not  made. These types  of  comments 
r e s u l t e d  i n  changes t o  t h e  Fores t  Plan Map o r  t h e  wording i n  t h e  
Fores t  P lan  document. 

For a complete summary of  wha t  t h e  o v e r a l l  Pub l i c  Response was and how 
the  Kootenai Nat iona l  Fo res t  responded t o  t h e  changes reques ted  by the  
p u b l i c ,  see Chapter VI. Consul ta t ion  With Others ,  i n  t h e  F ina l  EIS. 



Appendix E List-] 

PUBLIC LETTERS LISTED BY AGENCIES, ELECTED OFFICIALS, BUSINESSES, 
ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

LETTER VOLUME PAGE 
NAME NO. NO. NO. ....................................................... 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGCY. 49 1 E-1 
U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY 298 E- 3 
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 1 I E-5 
USDA. SOIL CONSERVATION SERV. 53 E-9 
USDI. OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 31 v E-11 

STATE AGENCIES 

LETTER VOLUME PAGE 
NAME NO. NO. NO. ......................................................... 

COOPERATIVE EXTENSON SERVICE 192 1 E-15 
MONTANA HISTORICAL SOCIETY 5 E-17 
MONTANA STATE DEPT OF HIGHWAYS 50 I E-19 v 

ELECTED OFFICIALS 

LETTER VOLUME PAGE 
NAME NO. NO. NO. 

MONTANA OFF. OF THE GOVERNOR 305 1 E-21 
________________________________________--------------- 

PETERSON, MARY LOU (MT REPR.) 22 E-53 
SWIFT. BERNIE (MT REPR. )  142 4 E-54 



c 

E-59 
E-61 
E-63 
E-66 
E-68 
E-69 
E-77 
E-79 

E-91 

E-99 

E-80 

E-94 
E-98 

V E-102 

NAME 

COALITION FOR CANYON PRESER. 127 
DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE 223 
GALLATIN WILDLIFE ASSOC. 310 
GREAT BEAR FOUNDATION 281 
INLAND FOREST RESOURCES CNCL. 138 
MONTANA LOGGING ASSOCIATION 69 
MONTANA WILDERNESS ASSOC. 237 & 301 
MONTANA WOMEN IN TIMBER 39 & 224 
NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY 302 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 268 
NATURE CONSERVANCY 73 
NORTH FORK PRESERVATION ASSOC 271 

Appendix E List-2 

BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY 

LE'ITER VOLUME PAGE 
NO. NO. NO. 

AMOCO PRODUCTION COMPANY 
CENEX 
CHAMPION INTERNATIONAL. INC. 
CHAMPION INT. ( J O H N  MCBRIDE) 
CONOCO 
EME'R TRUCKING & LOGGING CO. 
LOUISIANA PACIFIC CORPORATION 
MARATHON OIL COMPANY 
OWENS & HURST LUMBER COMPANY 
PLUM CREEK TIMBER COMPANY 
STOLTZE LAND & LUMBER COMPANY 
STOLTZE LAND & LBR.(MCCUBBINS) 
TEXACO USA 
U.S. BORAX 
WILLIAMS, JR., CLAYTON W. 

234 
220 
59 

3 
153 

139 
105 
304 
193 
194 
45 
40 
19 

11 & 197 

72 & 218 

ORGANIZATIONS 

PAGE 
NO. 

- - - - - - - - - 
E-104 

E-111 

E-118 

E-109 

E-117 

E-123 
E-130 
E-132 

E-217 

E-235 

E-250 
E-253 

E-216 

E-218 

E-247 

E-284 
E-286 
E-288 

E-297 
E-298 

E-292 



Appendix E L i s t - 3  

INDIVUDUALS LElTERS 

LETTER VOLUME PAGE 
?J.A.ME NO. NO. N O .  -_______________________________________--------------- 

.'.I .-.,. ;?ICE, DONALD 
.'::~CC:.?I7OX1 hIAURY 
>.i.IKfi, DENNIS 
;!:WCOE.!B, JOE 
id_. 2'23LEY, KEN 
5ijSWLLL, i4R. & MRS. TYLER 
3ilST.iMENTE, ROBERT G . 
CiiALCAEN , B I L L  
G-:nJILICEK, SARAH 
CLI?RK. CHARLES 
. . A K L I N ,  GLEN H. 

>.4VIES, .JILL 

r l . + C I d N D ,  T E R I  

, 7 7 7 .  

r.n 1 

D A L I M T A ,  MARY C .  

g.>.yfO?:, JIM 
.., 

IENBSCH. JIM & SUSAN 
?i\;SICN, DIANE 

?Z?KXL, DOUGLAS 
.~nzEld. DAN 
Gfi:,Lu+>, NOiiMAN 
:iADDEN, DAVID G .  
:iARGFIOVE, MRS. JAY 
XA!iVEY, GEOFFREY W .  
. ' - 9UCrN.  .. LUCY 

,."7 

~ ,..- _, ,< .. 

... 

3 I D E E R A N D .  RICK 
:-ni T--:.x, 
: . .JLA.J-- ,  ROBERT 
i;OkJ.4i?D, IVY 
SLiXOW, RUSSELL 
.-.T:".p: 
.i L i.aiIi.iS, JUDY 

j.4CI<S9N, LAURA MAE 
JAYNE. JERRY 
.TONES, CEDRON 
XAHTI-IEISER, YVONNE 
K 3 R  11, RICHARD C .  
;(LINGER, DAN 
i<RECK, DR. LOREN L .  

, 'UJXU,  FRANCES R .  
MARTIN, B I L L  
HAlTESON, MOLLIE 
;,!ILLER, SHANNON E. 
XO0ERS , BLAINE 
XORITZ,  CHRIS 

20 
158 
270 
278 
265 
161 
65 
6 
7 & 236 

159 
219 
206 
56 

155 
1 4 1  
86 & 108 

267 
196 
144 
46 
12 
38 
71 
10 

207 
52 

300 
235 
160 

225 
61 

295 
146 
296 
128 
106 

8 & 113 

41 & 218 - 
263 
233 
229 
151 
281 

64 
198 
112 
23 

E-300 
E-302 
E - 3 0 3  
E - 3 0 4  
E - 3 0 5  
E - 3 0 7  
E - 3 0 8  
E-310 
E-311 

E - 3 2 3  
E - 3 3 5  
E - 3 3 6  
E - 3 3 6  
E-339 

E - 3 4 7  

E - 3 5 1  
E - 3 5 2  
E - 3 5 7  
E-358 
E - 3 5 9  
E - 3 6 4  
E-362 
E - 3 6 4  
E-365 

E - 3 1 4  

E - 3 4 2  

E - 3 5 0  

E-310 
E - 3 6 6  
E - 3 7 2  
E - 3 7 6  
E-378 
E-373 
5387  
E - 3 8 9  
E - 3 9 0  
E - 3 9 8  
E-399 
E-401 
E-404 
E - 4 0 7  
E - 4 1 0  
E - 4 1 1  
E - 4 2 1  
E-422 
E - 4 2 4  
E-428 



P 

MOMERT, WALTER C. 143 2 
OHLER, DAVID 227 
RANGER, M. L SUSIE SUDENTOP 109 
REGAN. J. & KATHLEEN McLAUGHAN 260 I 

I 
REED, SCOTT W. 
REISHUS, BONNIE 
RITTER. SUE & RODD GALLOWAY 
ROCCO. MARY C. 
ROUGHTON. ROBERT D. 
RUSH, KEITH 
SATTERLEE, ROYCE 
SCHOTT. JOSEPH 
SHELDON, LINZA 
SLOCUM, NANCY 
SMITH, R.E. 
SNYDER, ELAINE 
SPOONER, LANCE R. 
SPOONER, ROBERT J. 
SPRINGER, BOB & SARA LOU 
STANGL, JEANmE 
STEINER, BEVERLY 
SWANSON. JOHN R .  
SWENSON, STUART W. 
SWIFT, BElTY 
THOMPSON, TERRY L. 
TOUBMAN. SARA 
WALEN. LANA 
WEINSTEIN. DANIEL 
WELLES, WILLIAM A. 
WELLS, AL 
WEYDEMEYER. WINTON 
WHITSON. LENA & DON 
WILSON, JAMES D. 
WINSLOW. HAROLD 
WOLOSHEN. COLLEEN LOEVEN 
WOODS, CHARLES 
WOODS, EDWARD J. 
WUERTHNER. GEORGE 
ZIMMERMAN, BOB 

266 
54 
107 
261 
273 
205 
148 

I 

i 
47 
297 
111 
14 
228 
208 
199 
231 & 232 
57 
154 
13 
66 
156 
15 
149 
204 
27 
230 
262 
145 
200 
152 
162 
16 

151 
58 
44 

9 150 

E-467 
E-430 
E-432 
E-434 
E-435 
E-437 
E-440 
E-442 
E-447 
E-449 
E-451 
E-453 
E-455 

E-457 
E-459 

E-456 

E-461 
E-462 
E-463 
E-466 
E-467 
E-468 
E-472 
E-474 
E-475 
E-477 
E-480 
E-481 
E-484 
E-485 
E-487 
E-490 

E-496 

E-501 

E-495 

E-499 

E-507 
E-509 
E-310 



A p p e n d i x  E L i s t - 5  

I N D I V I D U A L S  THAT USED THE W.I.T. FORMAT 

LETTER VOLUME PAGE 
NAME NO. NO. NO. _______________________________________________----_-~- 

.4LLARD, MARY 
B I R K E Y .  LAURENCE 
BREBNER. J A M I E  
BROWN, GLEN 
BUENTEMEIER. BARBARA 
CONKLIN, JOYCE L. 
COZBY. JOHN 
CRAFT. ANN & B I L L  
CRAFT. JOHN 
CRISMORE,  CAROL 
DAVIDSON, JAMES 
D A V I S ,  CAROLINE HARE 
GREGORY. CAMILLE 
HARRWETT. JOHN I. 
HARTMAN, E. GLEN ( B .  ROBTS. 
H I G S O N ,  CLAUDIA 
HURST, HOWARD 
J O N E S ,  HARRY 
KELLER. CHARLES 
KELLER. KENNETH 
K I N G ,  JOHN R .  
KOSHMAN, NANCY 
MACLACHLAN, S H I R L E Y  G. 
MARTIN, MR. & MRS. RONALD L .  
MCKNIGHT, JAMES B .  
NEWTON, RONALD A. & EDNA L .  
O ’ B R I E N ,  L O U I E  D. 
O L I V E ,  MAX 
ORR. MRS. ED 
P R O F F I T T ,  JANELL 
SAUER. JOHN 
S E E L E Y ,  CHUCK 
S H R I N E R .  WALTER P. & DONNA L .  
SLACK,  P H L O R I S  M .  
S T E I N E R .  ROBERT 
TOWER. H .  LEE 
T U T T L E .  DIANN 
VALLANCE. BARBARA & GENE 
WARREN, ROYER G. 
WESTERLAND. L I L L Y  

129 2 
104 
32 

164 
166 
100 
274 
136 & 137 
135 
28 
37 

239 
60 

131 
102 
97 

168 
132 
169 
203 
202 
240 
167 
99 

103 
133 
29 

165 
18 
96 
33 
36 
34 

318 
163 
130 
70 

210 & 226 
101 
98 

ZARNOWSKI, PETE 134 

E-518 

i 



A p p e n d i x  E L i s t - 6  

NAME 

I N D I V I D U A L S  THAT USED T H E  M.W.A. FORMAT 

LETTER VOLUME PAGE 
NO. NO. NO. 

ABELL,  R U S S E L L  
ALLEY,  PAULA 
BADER, MICHAEL G. 
BAKER, DALE,  F A Y ,  AND T E S S A  
BECKER. M I K E  & S T E P H A N I E  
BENCKE. ERROL D.  
BENNER, C A R O L I N E  
BERNER. DAVID 
BIERMAN. JESSIE M .  
BLANK, DEBBY 
BLOOD, W.A. 
BRADEN, BYRON 
BRADLEY, HOMER L .  
BUMP, THOMAS 
COLE,  BARBARA C .  
C O L L I N S ,  B I L L  
COMPTON, ELENOR L .  & M .  
DANELZ, GARY 
DEHNER. J A N E  & RAY 
DOBSON. ED 
EARLY, S. 
EMERY, DR. & MRS. RICHARD 0 FALCONER,  P H Y L I S S  
FISHBURN.  KATHY 
F I S H E R ,  J O S E P H  E. 
FOSS. ED 
F O S T E R ,  J A C K I E  
F R A N C I S ,  C O R N E L I A  K. 
GARDENER, RUTH 
G I D E L ,  ART 
G R I L L E Y .  HELEN 
HANSON. J A Y  AND J U D Y  
HARBAUGH. A L I C E  
HEBERLING.  J O N  L .  
H E I N Z .  DAN 
H E P P E L L .  B I L L  & MARYANN 
HILDNER.  R I C H A R D  
HONICAN. ALBERT E. 
HOVENDICK. L I L  & STAN 
HULL,  MARY VANT 
JOHNSON,  ROBERT 
KEANNE. LEO 
KELLY,  S T E V E  
LACKLEN. ROBERT J. 
LEASH,  S T E V E N  
LEENHOUTS. R O B I N  
LONDON, C L A I R E  C .  
LUHRSEN.  S H I R L E Y  0 

247 
257 
211 
253 
178 
114 
170 
90 

292 
87 

250 
251 
180 
184 
283 
177 
216 
179 
63 & 83 

280 
123 
84 
89 

187 
78 

181 
125 
183 
209 
172 
303 
252 
185 
276 
213 
121 & 186 
269 
290 
285 & 286 
122 
311 , 
118 
258 
115 

67 
79 

255 

188 & 248 

E-510 



A p p e n d i x  E L i s t - 7  

I N D I V I D U A L S  THAT USED T H E  M.W.A. FORMAT ( c o n t i n u e d )  

LETTER VOLUME PAGE 
NAME NO. NO. NO. ________________________________________---_-____-____~- 

MACKIE. T . H .  
MAGLEY, BEVERLY 
MARINS,  J O E  
MARTIN, G.W. 
MATTSON. PEGGY 
MCCONNELL, S H E I L A  
MCDOUGAL. SUSAN 
MCKELLAR, GAYLE 
MENDENHALL, DEAN 
MILLER.  L A U R I E  
MINER. LYDIA 
MONCURE, MR. & MRS. PEYTON 
MURRAY, ESTER 
NOBLES, E .  TERREL 
O ' B R I E N ,  DAN & MART 
OCHENSKI .  GEORGE M .  
OHLER. C H R I S T I N E  
OLASON. MATI' 
O S E T ,  BOB 
PANNELL, MARYLANE 
PASICKNYK. MIKE 
P O S E W I T Z ,  J O E  
POTTER,  CHARLES J .  & RACHEL 
R I G G S .  BETH M. 
ROBINSON, ROGER 
ROSSETTO. B . J .  
SANDS,  DIANE 
SARGENT. SANDY 
SAWYER, TERRENCE V .  
SELLMER, MRS. GENE 
SEWELL, TOM 
S I M P S O N ,  ENA 
S K A R I ,  ARLO 
S M I T H ,  J . E .  
SNYDER, DAVID & SANDY 
SPEYER.  TIM 
S P I N L E R .  ED 
S U L L I V A N ,  BERTHA M.  
SULLIVAN,  GEORGE 
SWANSON. NANCY 
T A T E ,  TONY 
T E S S I C I N I ,  LOREDO 
TIMMER, T O N I  LEE 
WARD, J A N E  
WARD, MIKE 
WELD, DAVID & BARBARA 
WEST, B Y R "  
WILBY,  KENT & JEANNE 

126 

173 
289 
294 
215 
80 

309 
176 
293 
277 

74 
9 1  
77 
92 

210 
291 
88 
76 

212 
119 
8 1  

249 & 259 
242 

75 
256 
124 
246 
117 
94 

245 
243 
189 
272 
214 & 217 

68 
190 
82 

275 
244 

254 
241 
171 
116 
191 
279 
182 

a5 

284 

E-510 
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INDIVIDUALS THAT USED THE M.W.A. FORMAT (continued) 

LETTER VOLUME PAGE 
NAME NO. NO. NO. _____-__________________________________--________---_- 

WILLIAMS, KAREN 282 2 E-510 
WILLOWS, SHARLON L. 120 
WOODGERD, .TO ANN & WES 174 & 175 1 1 
ZWISLER. STEVEN 93 



REF: &IO OC: 1 5 1935 

Mr. Janer R. Rathbun 
Forest Supervisor 
Kootenai National Forest 
Route 3 .  Box 700 
Libby, Montana 59923 

Dear mr. Ratnbun: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency IEPA) has completed i t s  review o f  
your Agency's d ra f t  mv i romenta l  impdc i  statement IOLIS1 and Kootendl 
National Forest Land and Resource Mana a n t  Plan. 
r e v l a  under auth-f Cort lon 309 .'f the Clean R l r  kt.  

EPA has co-this 
The Aoencv - -  ~I .~ ~~ ~~ . _  .. .~. .~ . ~~ ~ . .  ~ .. ~ . ~ .  

appreciates the opportunity to  review your docments. 

f ran  Implementation o f  your proposed alternative. Construction of 
approximately 5.(300 miles of mads and harvesting t lnber  have the r e a l  
potential, unless care fu l l y  undertaken. t o  severely degrade Kootenai area 
streams and fisheries. The hgcncy i s  also concerned with your proposed 
al ternat ive because EPA believes tha t  there I s  i nsu f f i c i en t  funding t o  
c o q l e t e  a mn i ta r i ng  plan to evaluate the resu l ts  o f  implaoenting Your 
prowsed al ternat ive.  Speclfic cament i  are attached. 

Your DEIS i s  rated EO-2 (enr immenta l  objections - insu f f i c i en t  
infonnat ion~. me Agency believes tha t  the potent ia l  t o r  adverse water 
i w a c t s  i s  a s ign i f i can t  enr immenta l  concern. Substantial changes t o  the 
preferred al ternat ive may be required t o  adequately protect  the envimnment. 
There i s  i nsu f f i c ien t  r a t e r  qua l i t y  Information t o  f u l l y  evaluate the possible 
adverse enviromngntal impacts. EPA w i l l  be happy to wet wi th  you t o  discuss 
these c m e n t s .  Mr. Steve Potts o f  w s ta f f  w i l l  c a l l  your o f f i c e  t o  arrange 
such a e t i n g  i n  t h e  near future. 

a t  449-W6 i n  Helena. 

- 
EPA i s  concerned about potent ia l  adverse water qua l i t y  impacts resu l t ing  

1 

2 

3 4.. I_ 

If you have questions o r  concerns. please c a l l  re a t  449-5432 or Mr. Potts 

Sincerely yours. 

zJQ$-aw 
John F. Yardell. D i m t a r  
Mntana Off ice 

Response to Letter l49 - QA. f i r s t  page 

E - I  

1. The miles  of mad required co harvest timber hos been reduced in  chr 
f i r s t  decade and i n  t o t a l .  
Prac t ices"  (BHP's) and the guidance i n  the Forthcoming "Soi l  and Water 
COnsemBtiOn Prac t ices  Handbook - 532509.22" i s  included i n  the 
Plan.  I n  addi t ion  the HOnifoPina and Eual8n~ ion  Plan ha5 been 
modified t o  berrcr address the water quality i s s u e .  The s t a t e m n t  
" m y  a c t i v i t y  that is found not to be i n  compliance with the  S a i l  mid 
Water Consemation Prac t icer  or S t a t e  standards w i l l  be brought i n t o  
compliance. modified or stopped. h a s  been added t o  the Standards 
Sect ion O f  the Plan.  

Direction to use "Best Mansgemenr 

2 .  me funding w i l l  be commcnsurare with the job to be done. me 
Monitoring Plan i n  the Draft U S  Only ind ica ted  the -ddl.tional funding 
est imated t o  be needed t o  do the required monitoring. 

'The m w i r e m ~ n ~ s  for Honiroring and Evaluation arc found i n  Chanter l v  
of the f i n a l  Forest  Plan. 
Evaluation element is not  included in  the f i n a l  Plan.  but the expected 
budget f o r  Monitoring a c t i v i t i e s  is part  o f  all a c t i v i t i e s  an the 
Forest and. es Such. rill be funded a p a r t  of those a c t i v i t i e s .  

Funding by ind iv idua l  Monitoring and 

3. A meeting has been held with the EPA to discuss their concerns i n  mope 
depth.  Additional water qua l i ty  infomatian hos been added. Also see 
I1 &"we. 

Attachment 



"I 

Spec i f i c  C m e n t s  On 
Kootenai Nat ional  Forest  P lan lEIS 

- 
11 The propared a l t e r n a t l v e  (RH.J) c a l l s  for i nc reas lng  t imber  h a w e s t  by 32 

mnbflyear dur ing the f i r s t  decade lover t h a t  experienced i n  the  p r i o r  t e n  
years) .  
m i l es l yea r  t o  244 m i les l yea r  durlng t he  f i r s t  decade. 
mileage w i l l  more than double. UD t o  a t o t a l  o f  10.692 mi les.  Though the 

Road cons t ruc t i on  1s proposed t o  increase from the  present 233 
In fact .  t o t a l  road 

Plan inc ludes the reference t b  mbinta ln lng or exceeding water q u a l i t y  
standards and implementing best  rnanagcment p r a c t i c e r  lBtiP11 t o  prevent or 
reduce erasion. i t  a l s o  s ta tes  t h a t  the t o t a l  c a t c h m l e  t r o u t  o m u l d t i o n  
w i l l  dec l i ne  f& per% and migra to ry  f i s h  popu la t i on  w i l l  d k i i n e  n ine  
percent due t o  the  a d d i t i o n a l  road bu i l d ing .  

I t  I s  no t  c l e a r  haw t he  f i s h  popu la t i on  dec l i ne  est imates have been 
ca lcu lated.  
t o  f i s h  Populat ion dec l ines.  EPA does not  concur w i th  your  conclus ion 
t h a t  t h l s  resource l o s s  i s  acceptable. 

On pp 1V-65 O f  the O E l S  i t  i s  s ta ted  t h a t  "watershed analyses w i l l  be d 

p a r t  o f  a l l  analyses f o r  road cons t ruc t i on  and t imber  harvest  t o  assure 
the channel s t a b i l i t y  and sediment l e v e l s  i n  streams are w i t h i n  acceptablf 

fpp 11-32 of DEIS.1 

Sedimentation t h a t  degrades spawning h a b l t a t  w i l l  c o n t r i b u t e  

- 

levels. '  
f o u r  percent and n ine  percent f i s h  losses f o r e s t  wlde Ipresumably t h i s  
w i l l  i nvo l ve  serere SDaminq h a b i t a t  l o s s  i n  c e r t a i n  l o c a t i o n s l .  The 

' k c e p t a b l e  l eve l s '  o f  sedimentation should no t  cause between 

watershed analysts  and s i t e - s p e c l f i c  a p p l i c a t i o n  af  EMPs should e i t h e r  
prevent  the  severe sedimentation, o r  the a c t i v i t y  proposed I n  t he  
watershed should be changedlstopped. 

The Fore i t  Plan s ta tes  ipp  11-6). t h a t  'Wabltat f o r  catchable populat ions 
o f  f i s h  w i l l  be maintained i n  a l l  streams and lakes where they  p resen t l y  
exist. '  If h a b i t a t  u l l l  be maintained, why are f i s h  popu la t i on  dec l i nes  
predic ted? 

Yarer q u a l i t y  mon i to r i ng  i s  n o t  r e c e i v i n g  adequate emphasis i n  the Plan 
and OEIS. 
$700 annual ly  fa? proposed r i p a r i a n  h a b i t a t  c o n d l t l a n  non i ta r l ng .  This  
proposed n o n i t o r i n 9  i nc ludes  stwarn surveys and sediment moni tor ing.  

This l e v e l  o f  r n n i t o r i n g  I s  inadequate. 
be evaluated, and h a b l t a t  be mainta ined with t h i s  l e v e l  of mnni tar ing? 

Ye have concerns wi th  some o f  your  c r l t e r i a  f o r  i n i t i a t i n g  f u r t h e r  a c t i o n  
as described i n  Table I V - I ,  - Hon l to r i ng  and Evaluat lon Plan. 

No c o r r e c t i v e  a c t l o n  would apparent ly  be taken u n t i l  20 percent  of t he  
f l s h  h a b i t a t  or f i s h  numbers were l o s t .  
w u l d  on l y  be requ i red  every two years. 

NO c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n  would a l s o  be requ i red  u n t i l  water  y i e l d s  and 
red inen t  product ion increase by 20 percent  Imunic ipa l  watersheds are  more 
r e s t r i c t i v e l .  

- 

- 
2 )  

Table 1V-1, the H o n l t o r i n g  and Evaluat ion Plan, a l l ows  o n l y  

How can impacts on water  q u a l i t y  

- 
31 

The r e p o r t i n g  of such losses 

As a mlnimum, the re  eva lua t i ons  should be made. and repo r ted  annual ly .  - 

4 9  0 

4 

4 a  

4 b  

5 

6 

E-2 
Response t o  leLLer 149 - E P A .  Pg. 4% 

rn 
N 



Department of Energy 
Banncnlle Power MmlnlNaOon 

P O  Box3621 
Podand. Or~lonDlZ08 

November 8 .  1981  

Rr. Jemes B .  Rathbun 
Fore?lt Superv i so r  
Kootsnai Aotional  Forest 
m u t e  3, Box 100 
Libby. IPE 59923 

Dear Hr. Rathbun: 

Bacneville Power Admin i s t r a t ion ' s  Off ice  0: h g i a e e r i n g  and C o n s t m e t i o n  bas 
r ee i e red  t h e  Draft Eov i romen ta1  Impact Sta:eme3t (EIS) for the  Kootensi 
E a t i e a a l  Forest h o d  and Resovrce Ilansgs3ent Plan. 
ahovld be commended for the manner in which they have addressed long-range 
e o e r g  t r ansmisa ioo  co r r ido ra .  They hare mapped c o r r i d o r  rindoril  and have 
p m r i d e d  an analysis or the effects of each a l t e r n a t e  fareat management p lan  
on t h a  windows. 
p m p o s e d  A l t e r n a t i v e  J. 

Yc would like t o  aubmit t he  folloring s p e c i f i c  comments on t he  Plan and EIS: 

P o n s t  Plan 

Tour planning  personnel  

R o m  a c o r r i d o r  p l d o g  s tandpoint .  le support  t he  P 0 r e s t . s  

addres s ing  u t i l i t y  and t r a n a p o r t s t l m  c o r r i d o r s  and c o r r i d o r  windows. 

7. Keoagement d i r e c t i o n  abovld be given an renewable energy re80urce9 

3 
1. Porest Plan l l t s m t i v a  and UUY)geent area mapa Should ahow e z i a t i n g  

tranrrmissim c o r r i d o r s  and c o r r i d o r  rinddore a3 s p e c i f i c  maagemcot arema. 

1. ¶%e analysis of t he  .Ifacts of a l t e r n a t e  plana on c o r r i d o r  uindors  

and o t h e r  important  dec i s ion  issues Could be presented i n  ~ y m m a r y  form a3 a 
dceiaio&ing a id .  

radio a t a t i o n a  8nd hydromet s i tea .  

* 

Drsft EIS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

l l iylakc~enf A r m  2 3  is s p e c i f i c  to LTllnSPOrLllfio~~ curr :dors .  R c r n o t . ~ .  
m d i a  : ; t a t m n ~  and hydromet ~ 1 1 ~ 3  aril cnnsids?l-cd s . ~ w c t ~ h ~ i w  "i  t.lll:, 

time. 

These resources were not i d e n t i f i e d  as impOrCmt. issues needing 
r r s o l v t i o n  du r ing  this round of planning. We will be r e spons ive  kU 
needs as they are r a i s e d .  

Appendix 15 i n  the F i n a l  Fo res t  P l a n  c o n t a i n s  t h e  c r i t e r i a  Tor 
i d e n t i f y i n g  c o r r i d o r  exc lus ion  areas, avoidance areas. and windows. 
mere is also a map of the c o r r i d o r  xindous.  The existing c o r i i d o ~ s  
w i l l  be mamged accord ing  to the  Hemamnndum of Under s tmdinz  t h a t  is  
~ ~ ~ ~ e n i l y  in e f f e c t .  A Powerline Transmission Cor r ido r  i W o c .  Area 
23) is in e x i s t e n c e  i n  the F o r e s t  Plan and 15 located on t he  South exid 
o f  the c a b i n e t  n o m a i n  Wilderness .  

Co i r ido r  Windows cone from t he  U t i l i t y  TranspoPLnLion Srcd? for 
nontana. They do n o t  va ry  by a l r e m a t i u e .  

m 
u 
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2. Us suggest that the 21s addreas the effect of different 
OD renewable snsrgy r e w u n e a  and cm.wnicatiail f a c i l i t i e s .  

Sincerely. 

Response to Letter $298 - U S .  k p t .  of  Energy, BoniievlI lo Power Adni ln ist rot loo 

5 .  Ranewable energy resources and ccornunlcatlans f a c l l l t l e s  were not  
Identified a5 155ues O r  concerns dur ing the  l n l t l e l  zcoplng or public 
review of t h e  prevlous D r a f t  € I S .  

rn 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Endangered Species, F i e l d  O f f i c e  

Federal  B l d q . .  U.S. Courthoure 
301 iouth Park 
P . O .  Box 10023 

Helena, Mntana 59626  June 2 6 ,  1985 
h ilM" I W I l  10 

6-i-8s-~-oin 
U.19 Kootenai forest Plan 

Mr. Tor. Coston 
Regional Forester 
U.S. Forest Service 
Region 1 
Federal Building 
P.O.  nor 7669 

1 

~~~. .~ ~ 

Missoula. UT 59807 

Dear H r .  Coston: 

This is the Fish and Wildlife Service's (FWSI biological opinion 
prepared in response to your April 22, 1985 request for formal 
consultation on the proposed Kootenai Forest Plan On the 
threatened grizzly bear Iursus arctos horribilisl. Consultation 
was originally requested o n ~ e c e m b e r 2 1 ,  1982 and on narch 21, 
1983 the FWS issued a biological opinion that Concluded that the 
prooosed Plan would likely jeopardize the grizzly bear. The 
opinion further stated that consultation should remain open untr. 
the Forest Service identified an alternative which would preclude 
jeopardy. 

The FWS has examined the revised proposed Plan in accordance witt 
the Section 7 Interagency Cooperation Regulations 150 CFR 1 0 2 . 4 3  
FR 8 7 0 )  and the Endangered Species A c t .  a s  amended. This 
biological opinion refers only to the potential effects Of tha Plan 
on threatened and endangered species and not the overall environ- 
mental acceptability of the proposed Plan. 

Project Description 

The proposed Kootenai National Forest Plan sets forth forest- 
' 

wide goal6 and objectives, managanent area prescriptions. stand- 
ards and guidelines. and monitoring and evaluation requirements 
t o  establleh direction for management of the Kootenai National 
Forest. 

E-5 Hespanso t o  Let te r  I1 - U.S. F ish & Wiid i i te  Servica, f i r s t  Py. 

NO response needed on t h l s  page. 

m 
UI 
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Rioloqical Opinion 

It is the FWS biological opinion that implementation of the, 
revised proposed Kootenai National Forest Plan is OOF likely 
to Jeolarrl ire  the continued existence of che grizzly bear. 
Concur wltn f o e  conc lus ion  of the biological evaluation pre- 
pared for the Forest Plan that the P l a n  should not adversely 
affect the bald e a g l e ,  peregrine falcon. and gray wolf. 

Basis of Opinion 

I n  the 1983 jeopardy opinion, we indicated that the primary factor 
cre-tin9 the jeo?ardy situation was that the extent of mupied 
grizzly habitat covered vith a grizzly prescription or Sup- 
portive allocation was not adequate to offset the impacts of non- 
scpwrtive a1lo;ations. AS a result. the potential for popula- 
tion growth t o  recovery levels Vas being suppressed. 

TO assure the viability of the Cabinet-Yaak grizzly population 
and habitat. forest activities must be at a level and conducted 
in a manner to assure that (1) bears are  not adversely impacted 
directly. indirectly, or cumulatively; ( 2 1  important habitat 
components are not adversely modified or destroyed; and ( 3 )  
that sufficient space is left undisturbed from detrimental 
human activities to meet the biological requirements of Qrirzly 
bears. These objectives can be met in the Forest planning 
process by (1) allocating sufficient space to accommodate 
grizzly recovery in which grizzly management is the primary 
use or grizzly bear supportive allocations are made, and ( 2 1  
prescribing in areas of occupied grizzly habitat that have 
"on-supportive allocations, sufficient grizzly bear prescrip- 
tions to assure that the activities are  made compatible with 
:he biological requirements of the bear. We believe that the 
Xuctenai National Forest. through the revised Forest Plan, has 
adequately addressed the above concerns and have developed the 
appropriate processes to assure that the land allocations 2re 
compatible vith recovery objectives. Briefly these include: 

IJ ?lacing additional constraints on Foreplan to assiire 
that timber harvest o~itpts ace not at a level that will 
preclude grizzly recovery. using the procedure outlined 
in the biological evaluation, Fare?lan was limited to 
selecting 8 . 3  percent of the commercial timber acres in 
grizzly habitat in any decade. This process extended the 
rotation age a small amount to allow for the Scheduling of 
timber sales in time and space and to meet displacement 
needs of the grizzly. 

E-6 

Response to Let ter  #I - U.S. Fish lllldlife Service, Pg. l a  

I .  No response needed. 



l b  

21 

3 )  

4 1  

Srrstifying grizzly habitat into management situations 1, 
2, and 3. Stratification of occupied habitat into manage- 
m n t  situctions 1, 2, and 3 and implementation of their 
atrendant manapernent guidelines provides a process to assure  
that multiple use activities are Conducted in a manner 
compatible with grizzly management. Review of the strati- 
fication, however, indicates that there is a flaw in the Yaak 
portion of the Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem. The .donut holes' Of 

habitat. Those areas that concern us most are the four US 5 

projections'.of US 5 north of the West Fork Yaak River. We 
recommend that these areas be restratified before issuance Of 

unoccupied habitat in the Yaak IMS 5 areas).violate the 
management philosophy that accompanies the stratification 
of Grizzly habitat into MS 1, 2 and 3. 

Doe to the large home ranges Of grizzlies and their exten- 
siv9 movenents. areas within occupied habitat that have no 
management direction for bears Ins 5 )  could easily result 
in mortaiiry s t i m p  and/or negate the beneficial effects of 
positive management i n  the adjacent ns 1 and 2 areas. nost 
grizzly bear biologists and researchers recognize that 
grizzlier csn not be recovered by managing "islands. of 

areas south Of Whitetail Creek Campground and the 'finger 

the final Plan. 

We believe that if the occupied habitat is managed in accor- 
dance with the direction for US 1, 2, and 3 and that human/ 
beer ConflicZS are minimized so as to prevent human-induced 
nortzlities. the grizzly population will have the Opportunity 
to respond by expressing the parameters identified for recovery 
i n  the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan. It Should be recognized, 
however, that the present poplatian may be suppressed to the 

Assuring that land use allocations in I IS  1 and 2 a t e  either 
compatible or Supportive of grizzly recovery. Under the 
revised Rootenai Plan, a11 acres of grizzly habitat are now 
contained in supportive or Compatible prescriptions. 

2 I 
point that augmentation may be required to facilitate recovery. 1 

2 

Adding additional detail and specificity to the Forest 
grizzly bear guidelines. Strengthening the gvidelines 
he1Ds assure that bears Will not be adversely impacted 
directly, indirectly. or cumulatively and thbt important 
habitat components will not be adversely modified or 
destroyed. 

We agree with the discussion presented in the biological e v a l u a -  

the key aspect to achieving recovery. Augmentation may, how- l tion regarding numbers of grizzlies that can potentially be 
Supported. Habitat management and preventing mortalities is - 3 

Respanse to LetLer d l  - U.S. Fish b Wildlifc Servicz. i ' g .  l b  

2 .  l % h e  areas Of Concern have been re-designated to management 
prescriptions that are supportive of the grizzly bear. see f i n a l  
Forest P l a n  map. 

3. Ye agree 
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ever, play a n  important role in recovering the grizzly in the 
Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem. Grizzly habitat management goal5 will 
eventually be established for each bear  management unit nOzI being 
identified through revision of the Kootenai cumulative effects 
analysis (CEAI model and will be expressed as a percent habit. 
effectiveness needed to recover the grizzly. The CEA model will 
help identify l e v e l s  Of activities and open road densities that 
are compatible with the bear management objectives. f 
This completes the FWS biological opinion on the proposed 
Kootrnai Forest Plan. We commend the Kootenai Staff for the 
excellent work oecfomef in the revision of the Plan to resolve 
the 1983 jeoparby opinion. If the proposed Plan should change 
significantly resulting in impacts not considered in this bio- 
logical opinion, con~ultation should be reinitiated. Your 
cooperation and interest in meeting our joint responsibility 
under the Endangered Species Act is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Wayne *iJa G. BrewSter 

Field supervisor 
Endangered Species 

I" 0 
I 
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Responre i o  L e t f e r  I 1  - U.S. Fish d W i l d l I f e  Serr lcu,  Pg. I C  

4.  ne agree. 

c c :  Director, FWS, Washington, D.C. (DESI 
Regional Director, FWS. FA/SE. Denver. CO 
Grizzly Bear Recovery Coordinator 
Field Supervisor. ES, FWS, Billings, UT 
Forest Scpervisar, Kootenai National Forest 

m 
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Gosponsc t o  L e t t o r  C53 - UsllA, S o i l  Conservation Service, f i r s t  pogo. 

I. NO s p c c i t i c  n s n t i o n  ot Snow Survey i i i o s  were m d c  because it h a s  not 
considered to be an Issue r?i.zh I s  S i m i l a r  to the remainder of the 
e x i s t i n g  S p K i a i  Uses on the Forest. 
s i t e s  ( i n c l u d i n g  one on p r i v z t e  I m d )  could POSl ib ly  increase or 
decrease dur ing the l i f e  o f  the Farest  Plan  depending on future 
technaloglcal changes C r  needs D l  the SCS. A Tahle hdS been added tu 
the Forest Pian Appendix t o  insure coo rd ina t i on  needs w i t h  the SCS. 

The 22 e x i s t i n g  90- survey 

id.  A i l  e x i s t i n g  l and  use a U t h o r i i a t i o n S  w i l l  be r i i iowcd t o  Continue under 
the f i n a l  Forest P l a n  unless they are i n  C o n f i i c t  w i t h  the managr:nent 
d i r e t i o n  for  the P a r t i C Y l a r  rim. 
t r a n s i t i o n  pe r iod  n i l 1  be agreed 70 i n  order to r c l m a t e  any 
nonconforming use. 
n o t o r i z c d  access to a p a r t i c u i a i  s i t e  no lcngiir being authorize.: in 
order to conform t o  the managewent diroztion tor a newly des igna te l  
road!oss or Iecmnanded wiiderne~s wed. 

Data c o l l e c t i o n  s i t e s  * / I 1  be pro tec ted  to preserve till: i n t q r ' i t y  oi 
t h e i r  intended "SB. 

Our orror l  
Lakes r e c m n d e d  WIlderneSS (head Of Stahl  Creek). I n  the Ceoinct  
Face E a s t  roadless area, there I s  a ~ n a c w r ~ e  in the  l i e d  o f  Powman 
Creek, not On I n d i a n  Head Hountain as implied. 

I f  a C o n f i i c t  a^cuis. then a 

S m  uses may becaw more r e s t r i c t i v e ;  SYC,: as 

2. 

1 3 .  T h e m  1s a SMTEL site on t h e  Eastern edge u t  the Ten 

1 

2 

3 
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Response t o  Letter 1153 - USDA. Sail CmoeTvation Service. Pg. 53s 

4 .  m e  request has been Foruarded to the Districts. 
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United States Departmen[ of the Interior 
31 

Mr. Jam- F. Rothbun 
Forest Sqerviror 
Kmtcmi  Notionol Forest 
Route 3 Box 7W 
Libby. MT 59923 

Deor Mr. Rothhm: 

The DepOrlmmt of the Interior hor reviewed the Draft Envirmmentol Stotement m d  
Proposed Forest Plan far the K m t e m i  Notiormi Forest, Montona. and offerr the 
following comments. 

Fish and Wildlife Reraurcer 

We recognize md oppreciate incorporation of the rwgertionnr contoiced in wr comments 
of April I, 1983. Specifically, the Forest Service hos imluded monogement guidelines for 
ripmim hobitat (-e i l l-2 to 111-8 of the Plan), covity hobitot (Appendix 16 of the Pimi), 
and old-growth hobitot (Appendix 17 uf the Plon). 

We believe i t  i s  vital lo  consider the effects of off-forcrt. Iand-use piuclicer m d  trends 
when setting on-Forest monogement strategies. The Forest should be commended for 
mridering off-forest conditions when developing watershed objectives (page il-M of the 
P i d .  We wwld  like lo suggest that the Kmtenai Notionol Forest consider adopting the 
strategy proposed by the Lolo Notional Forest to lccilitate ahieving watershed protec- 
tim on londs with intermingled ownership. The elements of this rtrategy me: 

- 

__ 

Cmpwotive. Accelerate efforts to develop rnutmlly qreeoble water qml i ty md 
quantity management rlandardr with other landowners prat ic ing forest monogc 
ment in me05 of intermingled ownerrhip. Seek cmpra t ive  agreements with there 
iondownerr M the shared responsibilities for achieving or rnaintoining the 
standards. 

Bufferin . Defer or deloy activities on Natimol Forert l a d  that could mure 
d h m n e i  domoge when coupled with wt iv i t ier  that hove tokm pioce or ore in 
progress on intermingled lands of other owxrrhip. This opprwch would be “red 
m l y  01 en interim atim doring woterrhed reparction. I f  reasonable u l ~ t i o m  
c ~ m t  be ahieved within 3 y e a r s ,  approaches IC) old (d) would be used. 

Lond Acquisition. Th is  would be considered onit for mull or iu loted pwcels of 
land in areas where w a t r r d ~ d  protection could be better mhieved i f  lands were in 
0 single ownerrhip. Acquirit iai could be through prchose or lord exchonge. 

1. No response needed 

2 .  He w e e  and have added B Similar Strategy in the so i l  and eater 
srsndards of the Final Plan. 
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Mr. James F. Rathbvn 2 

d. Leqal Action. The Forest would support existing State or Federul lows 
watershed protection by involving responsible mfwcemmt  agencies os wccsory 
ond by supporting legislotion aimed at rtrengthening vmterrhed protection k.g., 
Forest Practicer Act). 

In Ihe discussion obwt mil o ld  woter 1e.g.. pnger 11-20 of the Plan), we did n t  mt ice m y  I 
reference l o  the stofutory rerponJibility that theForest Service har under Section ~ W A  of 
the Clean Water Act. Wwding should be dded ackrowledging the requirement l o  obtain 
necessary permits prior to undertoking projectr that m q  necessitate the placernent of 
f i l l  below ordinary high water o( in wetlands. We would also l ike to y e  acid rain 
referenced m having a w t m t i o l  to adversely influence wdcr  guolity ond fisheries. 

Ripnrim habitat is  akmwledged throughout or having mique qualities tho? we impw- 
ton1 to n m y  a t i v i t i e r  and rewrces on the Forest. I t  seems that more Fore,t at iv i t ies  
are cwcentroted in this zone (per unit of mea) than in m y  otter. Often the interwtions 

3 

__ 

mat. However, (w cwo l ida led  stalemmt of intent with respect to the Executive Order 
was found. - 
The discussion in AWmdix I 7  mter that 8.10% old growth cadition is cona ihed to be a 

level, and goes on to state tho1 "it k premature to m&e extensive derignotionr 
of old growth mtil o clear picture of the existing  tatu us ond dirtribrtivl a n  deter- 
mined." W e  r-med t h t  the d i m ~ i m  ol Forut Stador& at poge \1-18 (5th parq- 
grub)  be revired 10 make clear that 01 least 6% old growth cmdition wil l be maintoiwd, 
and remgnize tho1 higher percentages would be maintained in certoin area. 

We ogree that feedback infamation gaimd 05 (1 result of  mmitoring a t i v i t i r s  will be 
e s m t i o l  in order l a  emlu~te  the implemmtotim of the P l r n  Upol emmimi ion of Ik 
Mmitoring m d  Evaluation P lm Uoble IV-I, p. IV-4 through IV-12 of the Plol), we 
noticed that several i t e m  to be monitored wil l i m r  *m odditi-I cost." This 
informotion provider the reader with m insight into the "pe o f  work required to 
perform the monitoring. Fw the monitoring to be effective, it wi l l  have to be ade- 
qmtely funded. Therefae, we recommend thot ttr atml mst orur io ted  with mmi- 
toring toch element be included in Table IV-l of the Plm. We mriced that. becww of 
the high mriabil ity levels sometimes used in the monitoring plm, a wbstmtiai  decrease 
in ripmion hobitot, wetlondr. fid-erier. md WOIET qualil)r muld - over the l i fe of t k  
Plm without m y  further evalvations being initiated. We do mt think this is in keeping 
with either the intent of Executive Order I I990 or F a u t  Policy. We strongly r-- 
mend tho1 the levels of wr iabi l i ty  which would initiate further oction be dramaticolly 
reduced, Y) that further losse~ om be detected and bpefu l l y  woi&d. With respect lo 
monitoring item C-l I 67iparim habitat old condition), we & mt think that oge clo~ses 
of riparian trees i s  M appropriate single indicator of ovcroll ripmim conditions. 

~ 

l a  

3 

3 .  Ye achiorledge the requirement. but OUT P l a n  does not r e s t a t e  dl 
existing ~ t a t u t o r y  r e q u i r e m ~ t ~ .  I h e  Foreat w i l l  continue to 
COOP~PBLC i n  studies t o  determine the impacts of acid rain On the 
Forest rarer qual i ty  and fisheries. but the  Forest dors  no^ control 
the a c t i v i t i e s  thar r i l l  impact ac id  rain. 

4 .  Riparian areas are addressed as B unique zone. bbt  they are  not 
treated a s  separate management areas. 

sa. n e  F O L Z S ~  Service Hanual is  the b a s i c  standard t h a t  underlies a l l  
Fc,rr5t S e w i c e  activities and dors not warrant summarizing in the 
Fares: P l a n .  me Forest attempts to  discourace developmenL i n  
f l o o d p l a i n s .  and wetlands which are i d e n t i f i e d  a t  the p r o j e c t  lr...el. 

n e  o l d - m u t h  timber s t endark  have been revi5ed and cl i lrIFicd in the 
f i n p i  Forest P l a n .  lbe peccentage of o l d - w u t h  k i n g  retained 1e.5 
Increased Irom 8 percent t o  10 percent i n  the Final P l a n  end these 
stands were removed fmm the -&aced timber b-e. 

5. 

6 .  me requirements for Moniioring and E v a h l e t i w  RCC Po~tod in C I ~ ~ I D ~ C ~  lii 
of the final ForeSt Plan. Funding by Individiinl #~mIcor:ng  end 
EvaluaLion element is not included i n  the F i n d  Plm. but the e+>.:ctd 
budget For Womiv)~ing and Evaluation a c t i v i t i e s  is part of thc to ta l  
budget. Wanitocing 1s M integrated Per t  OF all eCtivitiL.5 on ths 
Forest  end. 8s such. r< l l  be runded 89 Phrt of thobe acl.iuitie ... h z  
riparia9 condition portion oE t&? Monitorinii awJ E v a l o ~ L i ~ n  Plan has 
been modified to better address yaur concern.  

6 

n: 

N 
- 
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Mr. Jam- F. Rothbun 3 

Threatened and Endonqered Species 

The Faer t  Service hor completed Section 7 consultations with the US. Fish old Wildlife 
Service F W 5 )  Endangered Species Ficld Office in Helena. A biological op in ia~  issued by 
FWS on June 26. 1985 stoted thot implcmentotion of the revised propored Kmtenoi 
Nat ioml  Forest Plon i s  not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the grizzly 
bear. The opinion also concurred thot the Plan should rnt cdverwly affect the bald 
wgle, peregrine falcon, and grey wolf. Conrullation results should be included in the 
f im l  EIS. 

Miwrol Resources. 

The Droft Envirmmental Impwt Statement and Forest Plan for the Kmtenai Nationol 
Forest is reasonable and rw l i r t i c  with respect to minerals. lhe colored inops Ore very 
helpful m d  w e  cosy to rwd. The alternatives ewlore 011 options porrible, with the 
propaed alternative reasonable and acceptoble with respect to the ovoiloble options and 
limiting criteria. 

However, we do hove o few rqgertionr f a  improvement. On pgle 11-85, the first 
senterm should be moved l o  follow “ C o t q r y  D.” Then, for further clwificotian. the 
next =terne thould be rewritten os, “Acreager f a  dI of the operability categories m e  
compared with the geologic potential rating in the main table (table 11-24).” 

On p g e  111-69, figure I l l - IO,  the Minerals Potential Mop is blurred m d  vogue to unread- 
able os -e most of the m o p  in iectim Ill. With the impatonce of th t re  m w ,  M urge 
that they be of the quality of the colored alternatives maps. 

The toblei on 11-168 to 11-171 should be discussed in the text. Specifically, (1 dircussim 
on the poct ical  effect o f  the forest restrictions m mining m d  ewlorotion should be 
dircuired in chopter IV to ewlain how the vo r iw i  altemutiver will offect future explor- 
atim m d  mining. Also, each alternative in chapter II rhauid include II brief rummwy 
sentence stating the ocreoge of moderote to very high mineral patentiol that is i n  
cotegory D ( r e d l y  operable 01 wailoble). 

Some discussion of the Bureau of L m d  Monaqement’s (BLM) involvement in the oil a d  
gas prmi t t ing  process ww ld  be oppropriatc. This would be vuluable to the public in 
fmil itoling their vnderrtonding of how sur fae  re~)urcef  (threutened mil mdungered 
Ipecis, NIIUIOI ~esources, reclomotion) ore proleeled at the a l u a l  operotion slogc by 
both the BLM m d  US. Forest Service. 

water Remrcer 

The docvmentr should oddreu the subject o f  patable water for recreational sites m d  f w  
staff, indicating types of m r c e s  end whether periodic monitoring is to be provided. 
Smilotion focilitier, wwoge d i r p a l ,  solid-waste dirpmol, o ld  londlills on the Forest 
should be addressed within the ev~Iuol ion of the monogement p l m  for lond and resources. , 

- 

I 

1 

- 

I __ 

Response to Letter Y 3 l  - U . S . D . I . .  Office of the  Secretary. Pg. 31b 

1.  The Consultation Results are included (See Letter X i  - U.S. f i s h  g. 
Wild l i f e  Service). 
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Mr. James F. Rahbun  4 

Nationol Naturol Landmorkr 
Response t o  L e t t e r  131 - u.s.D.I.. Off lce of the  Secretary. Pg. 3 I c  

Several proposed Natiml M u r a l  Lmdrnak MNL) meas ne included in for fwnd 
neorbyl the N a t i m l  Forest. They ore: 

Flathead County - L&mu Creek Gla ia l  Pavement proposed NEIL 

Lincoln County - Eureka Drumlin Field propored NNL 

Lircoln Cwnty - Kmtenai F o l k  proposed NNL 

Lincoln County - Rainy Creek Stock propored N N  
10 

Forther plmning for the Kmtenoi Nat imal  Faert  should take into (xcoml there 
proposed derignotionr ond avoid impacts that auld  adversely affect the outrtanding 
ecological md geological ftotwer el t h e r  meas. lnfarnotim m the NNL program md 
Ipecific informollM on the Obove-mmed propred N ” r  may be obtained from MI. 
Cmole Modison, R a k y  Mantain Regional Office. National Pork Service, P.O. Box 
25287, 655 Pofet  Street, Denver, Coloram 80221, t e l e h  (3032368699 or (FTS)776 
8699. __ 

Sirrerely 

10. The Intorrat Ian for the Proposed M t l o n a I  Natural Landmark h a s  been 
obtained from the Denver Dff Ice  Ilsted. 
( a )  The LeBsau Creek Giaclal Pavemnt Area 1s located on the Flathead 

( b )  The Eureka DrumlIn Fleld I s  located I n  Tobacco Valley On private 

l c l  K o o t e ~ I  Fa115 I s  located p a r t i a l l y  on Kooteml National Forest 

NatlomI Forest, adJacent t o  the K D O t s M I .  

land. 

Land and 1s deslgnated as a Speclal In te res t  Area (See Hgmt k e a  
21 In the Forest P lan) .  
Rainy Creek S t a k  1s located on p r i v a t e  land W . R .  Grace 
Vermlcul I t e  Hlne) .  

i d )  

Robert F. Stewmt 
Region01 €“vir-entol Officer 

P 
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October 31, 1985 

K w t e n d i  Nar ional  Forest  
R t .  3 .  Box 700 
L i b b y ,  nontana 59923 

Dear s i r s :  

The propored M t e n a i  Nat ional  f o r e r t  P l a n  i s  a document which 
policy and programs on the Kmtcnai Na i iona i  Forerr i n  fhe fu ture.  
regard i t  appears to be a mjor o v c r r i g h r  t o  l i g h t l y  addrerr the 
invas ion of  e x o t i c  noxiou~ r e r d r  in10 t he  f o r e r r .  Because o f  the 
Impact to d l rms t  a i l  f o r e s t  user. noxious uecdr should be lhe major i t e m  ~ n -  
der the general heading o f  f o r e s t  p e s t 9  and, nor j u s t  l i g h t l y  mentioned under 
range. 

I n  t h i s  

Lxxarlc n o x i o u ~  weeds by d e f i n i t i m  a r e  not just "a p lan t  out o f  place." as 
the general d e f i n i t i o n  o f  weeds go. There p l a n t s  have evolved to be cmpet i -  
f i v e  under c x t r u ~ l y  harsh cond i t i ons  o f  C m p e t i t i o n  and numerou~ enemies. 
men taken OYC o f  t h e i r  na tu ra l  e n ~ l r m m n l  and introduced i n t o  areas wi thou t  
their natural predator%,  popuht ianr  are a l l a e d  t o  propagate unchecked. 
single f ac to r  i i o l a t e ~  there plants  f r a  the c m n  d e f i n i t i o n  w e d  i n  range 
m n a g m n t  of an " invader" I P C C I ~ I .  

National Forest  Include: Spatted Knapeed (Centaurea macuiosd L . 1 ,  Di f fuse  
h a p e e d  (Centaurea d l f f u r a  L.1 .  Russian Knnapeed 
ow ion  Toadflax (Linaria dalmatica L.1, Dyers Woad 
Y e l l a  S t a r r h i r t i c ( c e n r a u r e a r o l i r i r i a 1 i s  L . 1 ,  S t .  JOhnlYort (Hypericum 
p e r 7 r a t u m 1 ,  and L e a ~ ~ p u r g e u l e r u l a l .  Ofhcr species o f  p l a n t s  
COY d bc Included a t  a later dare. 

l h i r  

For purposes o f  d i scuss ion  the plants  which parcnr ia l ly  a f f e c t  the Kootenai 

The p l a n t  w i t h  the mic i m d i a r e  p a r e n r i a l  t h r e a t  to the K m f e n a i  Nat ional  
fore%% i s  Spotted Knapccd  (Ccnraurca ~ c u l o r a  L.). A study conducted by 
h t a n a  S t o r e  U n i v e r s i t y  " r i ng  the edaphic and c l i m t i c  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  neccl-  
sary f a r  supporting t he  g r a t h  o f  Spotted Knnapeed ind i ca te  that  the on ly  lands 
O f  the Kmtenai  Nat iona l  Forerr  incapable of suppor t ing g r a t h  a r e  the e i t r m e  
a l p i n e  areas and the s u b i r r i g a t e d  peat meadwr. 
Spotted Knapweed reduces Indlgenou. p l a n t  species 40-80% or g r e a t e r .  
the goals of thc f o r e s t  p lan  i s  to main ta in  diver re  age C I ~ D I E I  o f  vegetat ion.  
If Spotted Knapccd were a l l a c d  to e s l a b i i s h  I t s e l f  00 even 50% o f  the  Kwt- 
ena; national Forerr, a t  the r e a d i l y  ob ta inab le  50% level. this and o the r  goal3 
could not be rea l i zed .  

Once an invas ion 1s s ta r ted ,  
One of  

E - I 5  
Response t o  Lette? #I92 - Cooperative Extension Sen-ice. f i r s t  poqr 

1. Ihe issue of n O X i o U 3  weeds on the Xaotenni National Forest is  in , i cc j  
an important one. IC has been addressed in the Final Forest Plan 
under Forestwide lanagement Oi~ecCiOn ( I Z j ) .  
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Ocrobcr I I ,  1985 
P9 .2  

Potencid l  impacts o f  noxious weeds on recreat ion.  w i l d l i f e .  t imber manage- 
ment and range demand tha t  they be g i v m  a major cons iderat ion i n  any long 1 
term p lanning process. 7 

3 

While the rerearch has not  been funded t o  quan t i f y  the impacts, p r e l i m i n -  
a r y  research and obrervat ians i nd i ca te  Spotted Knapweed c m p e t i i i a n  w i t h  t r e e  
I e c d l i n g r  can have a det r imenta l  a f f e c t  on reproduct ion and land manaqemenf. 

Options which need exp lo ra t i on  for  the Roofenai National F o r e s t  inc lude 
Such th ing r  a5  prcvenfion, c u l t u r a l  and chemical confro l  methods, b i o l o g i c a l  
Control agents. funding of research. p u b l i c  auarenn55 programs. v e g e t a t i v e  
Mnagement t o  make h a b i t a t  unsui tab le,  and restricting soil disturbances. 
Thele Opfiom a l l o w  numerou~ oppor tun i t i es  to  keep a l l  noxious weeds a t  an 
acceptable i n f e s t a t i o n  l e v e l  i f  they are conrc ien f i ou r l y  app l i ed .  

Because o f  the land arnerrh ip  p a t t e r n s  o f  Y e r t c m  Montana control measures 
muif be implemented a r e a  wide. Nor by any s i n g l e  entity. Cooperation i s  
essential and prov ided f o r  i n  bo th  s t a t e  and fede ra l  l a w .  

Thank you f o r  t he  opportuniry  t o  c-nf on the proposed Koorenai Nat ional  
Forest plan. I t r u s t  there comnenti w i l l  not be taken l i g h t l y  bu t  instead.  
noxious weed management be incorporafed inro the b a r i c  management plans 'a 
a l l  Nat ional  Fores t  lands. 

~. ~ 

L i n c o l n  county Extens ion Agent 
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h\UhT.ASA HIST0RII;AL SOCIETY - ~- 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

27.5 NORTH ROBERTS S T R E 5  * U S @ .  HELENA, MONTANA 55S20 

July 19, 1985 

pv. James F. %W2n 
Forest Saprvisor 
Kmtemi ustiam1 m m t  
RR 3 .  Bar 780 
Libby , Ur 59923 

RE: Review of the KmteMi EBtioMl Forest Plan and Draft Enviromental 
uopact Statemnt 

Dear m. Ruthbun: 

not accurately reflect the mture or level of cultural  re-rce namgenent 
on tk forest. Ik actual act ivi t ies  a rcent ly  mhcted and planrrd in 
considerat ion of t h i s  n o b r e w a b l e  resource often exceed the resource 
md~gement level presented in these dCC(mEnts. For e-le, Y understand 
that the mrest is developing a systemtic survey Strat- and cultural  
re5ource mmiw a d  mylagenent plan to p r w i h  m)re effective 
of th is  re-ce. Bcuevez, there is m mntion of these efforts in &,e 
Forcst planning donwnt. We believe the Forest should take credit for 
its accmplistments achieved thus far  in developing a coherent and effective 
program for "Mghg its historic and a r d z e o l o g i d  IeSOuICeS. 

the mntext of the r d t i p l e  use mmpt.  Ik Plan fa i l s  to present cultural 
rescx~rce WMqemnt qoals oc objectives. TW comitment t o  integrate .  
mmsult, inventory and evaluate prwides rn real direction to their wmgenent. 

t o  t ln~mmgement of the cultural ce50urces of the FOLeSt; a p s i t i o n  ye 
do Mt believe to be entirely accurate. 

We cemmervl that these Lsws be addressed i n  the f ina l  Plan. or i n  a 
suWlenenta1 altual tesource wnagement plan. t o  provide the reader with 
sufficient data t o  accurately -ss the Forest's intentions and a m n i t s e n t  
t o  this resoure.  we also r e c o w d  t t t  mltura l  cesoucce planning 1 b t a  

4 

Y 

E-17 

1.  We have added Bn Appendix to the f i n a l  Forest Plan t o  c l a r i f y  the 
.anagement of these resources. 

2 .  See Goal I 2 1  on page 11-2 i n  the f i n a l  Forest  Plan. Also see the 
Objective on page 11-5 and the Srandards on pages 11-25 and 11-26, 

3 .  See X i  above 
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Rathhbun 

July 19, 1985 
Fage 2 

be incorpsrated in Table 11-1 (Projected cutplls and U t i v i t i e s  by Tim Period), 

for inventory, evaluation and treatzent €or cultural reyy~rces be presented 

areas. 

Please call i f  yau h v e  any questions regarding these m t t e c s  or want a c i a r i f i w t i o n  
of any issue presen~cd here. 

mble 11-3 (Pdditional mta Requirerents 
Table N-4 (Uonitoring and Evaluation plan1 

in Chapter I1 and that  these te applied t o  

Response to l e t t e r  #5 - Montana H i s t c r i c a l  Society, Pg. 50 .  

4 .  See I1 ahove. 

m 

(D 
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MCIVTANA 

October 15, 1905 RE: Kootenai Nat ional  Forest 
Proposed Forest  P lan 

James F. Rathbun 
Forest Superv isor  
Kootenai Na t iona l  Forest  
RR 3. Box 700 
Libby. Montana 59923 

Dear Mr. Rathbun: 

Thank you f o r  t he  oppor tun i t y  t o  rev iew the above capt ioned Forest  Plan. 

I n  l i g h t  o f  t he  proven minera l  reserves of the  Kootenai Forest  and the  
proposed t imber  harvest  increase. t he re  w i l l  probably be increased use of 
local  s t a t e  and county maintained roadways due t o  p r o j e c t s  O r i g i n a t i n g  w i t h i n  
the Kootenai Forest. 
minimized through coord inated p lanning w i t h  concerned S ta te  and county 
mPnciPs. The Kootenai Forest  P lan  should c l e a r l y  o u t l i n e  your interagency 
planning c r i t e r i a .  - 
The Forest  Plan should a l so  present a c l e a r  explanat ion of how Forest  Highway 
Pro jec t  money w i l l  be programed.  
s t r u c t i o n  of  new accesscs onto l o c a l  s t a t e  and county mainta ined roadways. or 
w i l l  new c o n s t r u c t i o n  s o l e l y  access new arear of t imber  ha rves t i ng  and mining? 

The S ta te  Highway Department has r e c e n t l y  adopted the  Rura l  Primary System 
Level o f  Development P lan (LODP). The p lan  e x p l i c i t l y  abandons the i n t e n t  of 
developing a l l  r o u t e r  t o  f u l l  design standards bu t  assigns each rou te  a 
category rhich w i l l  cons t ra in  developnent t o  a level of e s s e n t i a l  r a t h e r  than 
des i rab le  Standards. A l so  approved a s  an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  O f  t he  LODP i s  a 
p o l i c y  fo r  secur ing access r i g h t s  when major improvement p r o j e c t s  are under- 
taken on pr imary system routes assigned t O  e i t h e r  F u l l  Standard o r  3R Standard 
Categories. The Right-of-Way Bureau o f  the MOOH w i l l  make s p e c i f i c  access 
recomendat ionr  on a p r o j e c t  by p r o j e c t  bas i s .  
l i m i t a t i o n  w i l l  be coord inated and compatible w i t h  l and  use plans of local  
planning agencies. The LOOP app l i es  t o  the f o l l o w i n g  routes t h a t  have 
r ight -of -way adjacent  t o  l oo tena i  Nat ional  Forest  Lands. 

- 

Any future impact5 t o  t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  System can be 

For example. do you a n t i c i p a t e  the  con- 

- 

Any MDOH plans f o r  access 

E-19 

Response t o  L e t t e r  150 - Montena Sta te  Dept  oi  H i g l i ~ a y s ,  f i r i t  pa50 

I. A R q i o n a i  road managerent p l a n  does e x i s t  t h a t  covers i n t e r a c t i o n  
b e h e e n  other F o r e s t s ,  State, F rde ra l  Highdays. and Counties. 

2 .  See I I  above. 

3. See I 1  above. 
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James Rdthbuo 
October 1 5 ,  1985 
Page 2 

Primary R t .  My. Designation LOOP Categor i  

FhP 1 
FAP 5 
FRP 33 
FAP 56 

U.S. H*" 2 3R Standards I 
U . S .  n i  93 3R Standards 
S t a t e  b y .  37 
S t a t e  Hwy. 56 3R Standards 

E x i s t i n g  Level Mainta ined 

I n  order  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  future planning. a copy of t h e  LOOP i s  enclosed. 
you need any a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o m a t i o n .  please c o n t a c t  t h i s  o f f i c e .  

S incere ly ,  

I f  

Don Crorner. Supervisor 
Special  Studies Sect ion 

0C:SS:jm:Zoo 

cc: Buck Harr is  

Hesponro t c  L c t t e r  150 - Hontmd State O e p t  ot  Highways, Pg. 502 

No response needed 00 this page. 

3 

rn 
N 
0 
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November 12, 1985 

M r .  James Rathbun 
Supervisor 
Koatenai National Forest 
~ u r a l  Route 3 
BOX 100 
Llbby.  Montana 59923 

Dear Mr. Rathbun: 

The State of Montana appreciates this opportunity to 
review and comment on the Draft Kaotenai National Forest Plan 
IPlanl and Environmental Impact Statement (DEISI. Your 
aqency's cooperation and presentation of the Plan to Mon- 
c a m ' s  Interagency Planning Task Force are also appreciated. 
The attached comments reflect the task farce review and 
concerns regarding the Plan. 

We commend the Kootenai National Forest (KNFI for 
oroducing a Plan and DEIS that are well organized and 
easy-to-read. We especially appreciate the improvements 
chat have been incwporated into the Plan and DEIS since the 
1982 drafts. We are concerned, however. with the lack of 
information in the Plan the reader needs in order to c l e a r l y  1 
understand the reason for the KNF's proposed level  of timber 
harvest. without this information and other related informa- 
tion on future timber demand for the Kootenai National 
Forest, it is difficult to Comment on the appropriateness of 
the proposed l e v e l s  of timber harvest. 1 

We look forward to your Consideration and response to 
the attached Comments in the Final Plan and EIS. 

~ssponsa to  Le t te r  1305 - Ylntana State Of f ice  of t h e  Governor. first page 

1. see TeSDOnS. 113. 

At tachmelit 

0 -  

m 

N 
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Respollse to Letter 1305 - Montana SLate O f f i c e  of t he  Covernor. Pg. 305a 

STATE Of MONTANA COMMENTS 
W THE 

1 9 8 5  DRIIf'T KOOTEHAI SATLONIL FCSEST PLAN 
AVD ENV:RONMEVTAL IFPACT SThTEEIENT 

0- 

The Kootenai National F o r e s t  ( M F I  is to be commended far 
producing a well written and organized Forest Plan  (Plan1 and 
draft Environmental impact Statement IDEISl. The arrangement 
and presentation of informacian and the general accuracy make 
zhem highly readable documents. In addition, the descriptions of 
the analyses used in develoging alternatives are both helpful and 
clearly written. ~ 

We Support the P l a i i ' s  proposed caordmation With adjacent 
landowners and cumulative effects analysis in areas of checkcr- 
board ownership. __ 

Regarding w a t e r  quality and watershed protection, however. 
c h e  Plan and D E I S  continue to follow che deficient pattern of 
inadequate monitoring, data collection and modeling efforts we 
h a v e  SeCn i n  other Rcgion I CULrent forest pldnning efforts. As 
a result. little information is available in the documents to 
suppozt water qualityiquantity evaluations. - 

The fallowing additional concerns were identified: 

o The Plan contains very little information to assist the 
reviewer in c l e a r l y  understanding the reasons far the KNF' s  
proposed timber harvest levels.  

0 Information an future demand for KNF forest products and 
thc proposed availability of timber from non-KNF lands is 
l a c k i n g  in the plan. 

c The DEIS and Plan significantly underestimates non-tim- 
ber benefits by the assignment of unrealistically low 

o The budget required to implement the Plan represents a 
22 percent increase in funding. Given the current federal 
deficit situation. the M F  should further address the 
consequences of a possible budget shortfall on the Plan's 

- 

recreation visicor day values. - 

implementation. - 
o Recreation use proiections for the KNF are based on the 
estimated population growch of Lincoln county--= question- 

1 

2 .  

3. 

4 .  

5. 

6 .  

7. 

NO response needed 

Add i t iona l  i n fo rma t ion  has  been added regarding water q u a l i f y .  Refer 
to t he  mon l to r ing  p l a n  i n  the  F ina l  Fo res t  Plan.  

See Response # I 3  

Nun-timber b e n e f i t s  used i n  rhe Kootcnni Plan are Prom t h e  1980 R P A  
progwm ~ n s l y s i s  8s discussed i n  the DEIS Appendix 8 .  The act.un1 
value one a s s i g n s  to t he  "on-timber h e n c f i t s  is not  c r i t i c a l  because 
t h e  F i n a l  Forest Plan prov ides  OPporLuniiies f o r  most LYPBS Of  
recreation i n  excess of e n t i ~ l p a t e d  use l e v e l s  [see ~esponse i 7 ,  
belowl. /\ny increase i n  oppor tun i ty  would be without  value ~ ~ C B I I S C  I L  
is n o t  l i k e l y  t o  be  used.  In  Lhe case Of e lk  hun t ing .  t h e  1985 SPA 
program. which r econs ide red  tlie value of a l l  b e n e f i t s ,  uses the same 
$21.00 pu r  b i g  game hun te r  RVD as the 1980 RPA ( i n  1978 d o l l a r s ) .  
t he  F O P ~ S T  were to maximize elk h a b i t a t .  t he  t i m b e r  program would 
involve about  164 FMBF pep year {reg-.~lstedl i n  the  f i r s t  decade a n d  
p rov ide  h a b i t a t  for  on e l k  herd e s t ima ted  a t  9.9W animals .  The f i t ~ d  
plan prov ides  f o r  about  8.WO animals and a r egu la t ed  t imber program 
of 202 HMBF per y e a r .  The va lue  of elk hun t ing  would hove to rise a 
g r e a t  d e a l  t o  o f f s e t  t he  c o s t  in term of s o c i a l  impact of the  lower 
t imber  program. 

lhc f i n a l  ForesL P i a n  i n c ~ r p o r n t ~ s  il more modest bud6,:L. l l c d g e ~  
S h o r t f a l l s  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  lower Outputs  and benefits. An item is 
included i n  t h e  Monitor ing and Evaluat ion Plan t o  d e a l  with Lhc 
S i t u a t i o n  o f  an i n s u f f i c i e n t  budget.  

We have tested t h e  v a l i d i t y  of our a s s u p t m n s  by developing A 
p r o j e c t i o n  u s i n g  t h e  approach suggested he re .  Resident  r e c r e a t i o n  
t r e n d s  were based upon S ta t ewide  a d u l t  popular ion and nun- re s iden t  
t r e n d s  were besed upon v i s i t o r  p r o j e c t i o n s .  The process  pnraliclcd 
t h a t  used i n  t h e  1983 Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 
(SCORPI. The new p r o j e e r i o n s  ranged fmm 2% (Decade 2)  to 4% (Decade 
51 above t h o s e  used in t h e  DEIS. We have nor changed o m  p r o ~ ~ c c i o n s  
because ( 1 )  t h e  new eplwoach gencrrtes an insignif ' icac~t  chant,: 
c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  B C C ~ P ~ C Y  o f  such p r a j e c t i o n s  and 121 the nssuop t ion  or 
B 3% i n c r e a s e  in "on-resident  recreation use each year may b e  
r easonab le  f o r  t h e  Flathead Basin where it w a s  developed. b u t  i t  i s  
probably O p t i m i s t i c  f o r  t h e  Koorenai Nat ional  FOPeSt. D c t u i l s  on t he  
cooparison are con ta ined  i n  the  p l ann ing  r eco rds  ("Recreat ion Use 
Pro jec t ions ' .  Haugen. June 24. 1986). 

I f  

" 
N 
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able basis for projecting increases in recreation. Recrea- 
tion projections should be based an bath Montana papulation 
trends and on "on-resident visitor projections. 

o While the Plan predicts thaL there will be 13 Percent 
more recreational hunters and anglers using the KNF in the 
next decade, it proposed a decrease in the nllnber of 
catchable trout. ~ 

o Although the exzen61ve raading proposed an the RN? has 
the potential to greatly cantribute to the spread oi 
knapweed and ocher noxious w e e d s ,  t h e  P l m  makes nc Ccmit- 
merits to a weed Control. 

o The Plan fails to identify those watersheds that are 
expected to exceed water yield guidelines: nor is any 
attempt made to identify stream reaches that p r o v i d e  

o While the DEIS and Plan provrde appraisals of the 
impacts of timber harvest and road construction on fisheries 
and water quality, the magnitude of the impaccs is generally 
underestimated not stated. 

- 

- 

critical spawning habitat. - 
~ 

- 

8 .  Reccentinnal hunting and f i s h i n g  a r e  expected to increase on t h e  
Forerr i n  t he  f u t u r e  due to i n d i c a t i o n s  from p a s t  and p r e s e n t  use 
t r e n d s .  
i n c r e a s i n g l y  popu la r .  This i nc rease  wi l l  occiir d e w i r e  p r e d i c t e d  
dec reases  i n  trout numbers as B resu l t  of projected t imber  
h a r v e s t i n g .  Bas i ca l ly .  t he  f i s h e r y  supply on the Forest st i l l  exc2i.d:; 
t h e  demands and can sUiPOPt a d d i t i o n a l  f i s h i n g  p r e s s u ~ e  i n  s e l e c t e d  
areas. 

8 
Also t h e  new kokanel f i s h e r y  i n  L&r Koocanusa is becoming 

9 

10 9.  n>e issire of no~ious weeds on t he  hoofcnai  NaLianal Fort:st is  rndcud 
an important  one. It has  been addressed i n  t h e  f i n d  Forest  Plan as n 
Forestwide mal l d Z j ) .  .o a 

10. No dra inages  under Forest Scrricc C O n L m l  arc  enprzred to exceed t h e  
watershed g u i d e l i n e s  i n  upcoming projects. The DEIS d i sp layed  those 
watepsheds t h a t  are a t  or have been over t h e i r  thresi iolds .  

o Alchoiigh the KNF contains two of the largest r i v e r  
systems in Montana. high water quality is not identified as 
a critical item in determining Net Public Benefit, despite 12- 
its value to the state and benefits to usezs an and off the 
KNF . --A 

11 
loa.  "hc Plan  purposely on i t ced  Lhe i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of inportan:  spawning 

streams 8s t h i s  "advertisement '  could e a 5 i l y  i n c r e a s e  f i s h i n g  pces.siirc 
i n  Lhesr areas which could be de t r imen ta l  to these F i s h e r i e s .  

.-  11. O u r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  op in ion .  coupled with the  J n ~ a  u v a i l a b l e  t o  us 

These and other concerns are addressed in more detail in the 
fallowing discussion. 

Supports  t he  position t h a t  the percentage dec rease  in ? i s h  numbers 
fmm t h e  t imber cut and assoc ia t ed  mads i n  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  
is n o t  underest imated i n  the Draft EIS. However. t h e  Monitor ing and 
Evnluat ion Plan rill h e l p  ys gmund- t ru th  our estimates. I f  t h e s e  
e s t i m a t e s  indeed PPOW to be Da COnSemariVe. t h e  Forest has  t h e  
d i r e c t i o n  t o  a d j u s t  t he  management of o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  acco rd ing ly .  

12. h e  water q u a l i t y  on t h e  Kmtrnai is an i nhe ren t  q u a l i t y  t h a t  was 
ppotecfed under the 'Minimum Management Re-quiremenfl" f u r  S o i i  and 
Water P m t e c ~ i o n  (See Appendix 6 ) .  'he ~ a l c u l s f e d  O P P O P ~ U ~ ~ L Y  cost  of 
t h i s  p m t e c t i o n  w a s  est imated a t  1566.mO.D;lO. 
i d e n t i f i e d  as a Pub l i c  Benefic .  because the requirement  to p m t e c t  
the so i l  and water  sources imp l i e s  that the p u b l i c  b e n e f i t  is equal 
to the cost. in a d d i t i o n .  this l e v e l  or peoource p m t e c t i o n  is 
i nc luded  i n  1111 a l t e r n a t i v e s  00  M Y  NLfempt to Count i t  Ds B b e n e f i t  
rQuld n o t  add m y  d i f l e r e n t i s t i n g  inPomat ion  to a i d  i n  the selection 
of t h e  preferred a l r e r n n t i v e .  

h i 3  could not  be 

2 



305 5 
E-24 

_. 

The timber harvest on the M F  in the next decade 1s schedul- 
ed t o  increase 19 percent over the average sales volume for thc 
last 1 0  years, and 36 percent m e r  what has been Cut in che last 
decade IDEIS; 11-33), Northwestern Moncdna has a high historic 
deoendence on r h e  wood products industry for its economic health. 

sort the need to maintain a viable and .. 
competacive wood products lndustrv in the MF's  zone of in- 
fluence. We are concerned, t,awever.-that the Pian contains very 
little information to ass i s t  the reviewer in clearly understand- 
ing the reasons for the KNF's proposed l e v e l  of timber offerings. 

Information on future demamd for KNF forest prcduccs and 
che projected availability of timber from nan-KNF lands is 
lacking in the Plan. Additionally. the KNF appears to have made 
its proposed sale determinations based only on the KNF's  histor- 
ical record without an analysis of the sustaiced capability :ram 
non-KNF lands. Lacking these a n ~ l y s e s ,  it IS difficult to form 
conclusions on the propriety of the proposed sale levels. We 
recommend that the KNF include an analysis of the timber Supply 
situation in the final EIS and plan. 

There are currently 900 million board feet ImmbfI under 
Contract on the KNF that have not been harvested. Industry is 
seeking a "buy Out" from the KPIF of 2 4 0  f o  2 7 0  mmbf in 1 9 8 5 .  
Theme f.ictors indi.cate a possible short run surplus of avdilable 
rimber on the KNF. and should be addressed in the final El5 and 
Plan. 

Despite the shut down of the Louisiana Pacific Mill at Trout 
creek, mill capacity in the KNF area has increased in recent 
years to the Current level of about 260 mmbf. The proposed 
timber harvest level appears t o  address this expanded mill 
capacity. Because of the uncertainty of the future timber 
supply from private lands in the KNF zone of influence, howevei, 
we recommend that the KNF maintain adequate flexibility in its 
planned harvest levels. 

Timber management goals are very good. However. according 
co the DEIS. more timber can be harvested under Alternative H.  
which allocates all existing raadleas areas to Wilderness. 
Alternative H also provides a higher present net value and a 
larger elk population than the preferred alternative. Fish 
populations are only slightly lower under Alternative H, presu- 
ably because of additional road construction in roaded areas .  
This indicates that development of roadless areas may not be 
ecanomicai and may adversely affect wildlife habitat. KNF 
planners might consider easing scenic restrictions in roaded 
areas t o  reduce roadless area development. 

- 

- 

13. Mu h a w  exsminrd t h e  LoLal supply O F  timber Fro0 a l l  OunerS~Jps  i n  our  
f ive-county secondary impact area (Lincoln.  Flathead and Smders  
Counties  i n  Montana ond Boundary and Bonncr Calmties i n  Idaho) .  The 
nnaly3i3 13 dx,mented i n  t h e  p1annir;g records ("Development of 
RCSpOnSC t o  i'ilblic Comments - Timber Supply S i t u a t i o n " .  I l u ~ ~ g e n .  .Ji i Iy 
2'1. 1986) tvld summarired i n  Appcndix B of the  €IS. We concluded t h a t  
nOlimiZing timber product ion during the 10 y c i r  l i f e  OF the pl8n undi::. 
il long term i on -dec l in ing  h a n e s t  schedule  and i n  a ~ ~ o r r i i i n ~ e  ui:l? a l l  
tile of.lidr fa it or^ = p e l l e d  out. i n  the Forest P l m  would h e s t  5ei.w 
Community S t a b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  long run. me projicred h l i r v e ~ t  levels i u  
t h e  Forest P l a n  ape not based upon h i s t o r i c  haPYeSt l e v e l s .  Ra the r  
they arc bascd pr imur i ly  upon t h e  product ive c a p a b i l i t y  of  t h e  l a n d  
suhjecr to land des igna t ions  and env i r~ r lmen ta l  ~onstraints the: 
maximize the ner p u b l i c  b e n e f i t  from t h e  Forest. 

The e x i s t i n g  timber undei'-contracf is now approximately 600 mmbr 
( a f t e r  "buy-back") or t h r e e  yea r s  p l u s  i n  h a r v e s t  which is consider,-d 
normal and d e s i r e n b l e  f m m  the i ndus t ry  pe r spec t ive .  Because of  t h e  
u n c c r t n i n t y  of t h e  private timber s11pp1y. t h e  Koorenai w i l l  m n i n t m n  
1.11,: f l v x i h i l  ~ f y  to ~ ~ r ' l u i i l c .  1 n ~ ' w t t ~ ~ : ;  n b w . .  ~h . .  hi: i tnr l<-  I imllllr I~;,~.. .~.. .~ 
I'?,ClS. The Forcut. I'larl 815" inci"d,:s 1 i m i t o t , o n s  0" L k  m a x i r r L i w  
volume under c o n t ~ e c l  in order to avoid another "buy-beck" sicuut~on. 

13 

14. 

15. Tho e a s i n g  of v i s u a l  q u a l i t y  OP scenic C o n s t m i n t s  ~esu1c.s i n  a n  
i n c r e a s e  i n  t imber  ha rves t  levels a?d M increase in water  q u a l i t y  
i n p a c t s  which a f f e c t s  the f i s h e r i e s .  I n  a d d i t i o n .  t h e  easing OF t h e  
visual Qual i ty  c o n s t m i n t s  does n o t  he lp  resolve t h e  v i s u a l  q u a l i t y  
i Q S U e .  

14 

15 
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- 
forest managers should consider prescribed burning for 

insect and disease management where appropriate. Intsgrated 
pest management IIPMl is an excellent strategy far insect. 
disease and weed management and should be implemented an the KNF 
where feasible. - 

Planners and managers Should consider shorter rotation 
ages, especially far Susceptible stands of lodgepole plne. 
shorter rotations are often more economical and may reduce the 
need for road construction in the future. __ 

The DE15 1111-191 State5 that 2.000 mmbf Of hlgh risk 
lodgepole "rapresencs a significant potential for timber volume 
loam" to morealitv caused bv the mountaln Pine beetle. The . ~ ~ .  ~~ ~ ~~ 

discussion of ins& epidemics 'predicts that m o s t  of this high 
risk lodgepole will die in the next decade. In light of this 
expected loss of timber volume, the ability of the remaining 
Limber base to support increasing levels of tlmber harvest in the 
next 50 years needs to be discussed further in the DEIS and P l a n .  - 
2 .  Economics 

The DEIS and Plan are more realistic than the 1982 DE;Sand 
Plan in assessing the impacts of timber harvest and road cons- 
truction on other resoumes. However, the DEIS still signifi- 
cant ly  underestimates "on-timber benefits by the assigrment of 
unrealistically low recreatim visitor day values. such as 521.00 
far a day of elk hunting and h3.00 far a day of most other types 
of recreation (Plan; Appendix 8-47), The KNF should work with 
che Montana Department of Fish. Wildlife and Parks to develop 
more appropriate non-timber values. 

Information should be added in the discussron Of thinning an 
page IV-47 of the DEIS. describing the type of economic a 
investment analysis that the KNF ha5 used co reach thinniny deci- 
sions. Similarly. in the section describing the "Development of 
Timber Harvest Intensities" IDEIS; 6-27, a descriprion of rhe 
investment analysis procedure used should be added. 

Page5 8-37 and 8-46 of the DEIS s t a t e  that lumber price 
prolections were based on Adama and Haynes figures from 1980. 
These projections call for a rubstanrial real price increase over 
time. More recent information sugges:~ that much lower figures 
are more rcalisric. We recommend that che FNF test the sensiti- 
vity of their timber prescriptions to real price ~ncreases by 
running alternative scenarios, including a zero increase in rea l  
lumber prices. - 

- 

The budget required to implemenr the Plan represents a 22  
percent increase in funding--an additional 13.7 million in 1978 
dollars. Based on the decision flow diagram shown on Page IV-5 

6 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Response to Ler i e r  l 3 O j  - Montana State Office of t h e  Covernor'. Pg. 3Ojd 

1 6 .  Ye agl'ee. 

li. Lodgepole Pine has t h e  s h o r t e s t  rotation age on t he  Koorenai Forest. 
Shor t  m t a t i o n  age5 increase t he  Timber harves t  and 8550Ciated road 
bu i ld ing  i n  the ShoPL-teTm. 

A l l  of the estimated lodgepole Pine t imber voluoc losses hevs been 
discounted in the  1DdgePOle Pine y i e l d  t a b l e s  and an eSLima:e has  been 
made as t o  how much of t h i s  discounted ions  c m  be harvested (See 
Chapter Ill. Insec t s  and Visewe). Most of t h e  t i m b e r  volume 
p r o j e c n o n r  dirpleyed in the EIS are volumes vh lch  do n o t  i nc lude  the  
discounted " l a s t '  volume. 
pro jec t ed  rirber 581. volumes for  the next fen yea r s .  The Kootenai 
National Forest has the Productive c a p a b i l i t y  to provide high l e v e l s  
of r e p l a r e d  timber harvest  Current ly  and in t h e  fucure r h i l e  s t i l l  
providing f o r  many other PeSOYrce uses. 
"CepLured" volumes t h a t  are harvested are dependent an the stare or  
t he  lumber market demand. See the Forest  Planning Records for mare 
t echn ica l  d e t a i l  On volunc-per-acre CalCUlatiOns and grGwCh modeling 

18. 

See the  Forest  Plan Appendix 11 far the  

A l l  of t he  un re&~r le i ed  

(PrOgnOSiS). 

19. See Response Ij. a b v e  

20. Actual  practice has shown that coomarcia1 th lnn ing  is hard to 
BCComplish for economic reasons even though it can increase g r o r i h  aril8 
long tern w t e n t i d  harvest  levels. 
l i m i t e d  commePCia1 thinning.  
DEIS. PR-CDmmeTCid thinning gene ra l ly  pmduced enough ~ n c ~ e a s e  in 
future value t o  jus t i fy  i t 8  C o s t .  
i n i t i a l  timber p r i c e s  and the  most recent p r i c e  p r o j e c t i o n s  of AdBms 
and Haynes a- used. Ppe-commercial Chinning can not g e n e r a l l y  pay for  
i t s e l f  on B site by site bas i s .  The PNV Of menaging t he  Fores t  c m  be 
increased by continuing the  Pre-com1IIPTcinl t h inn ing  pcogram because 
the  increase i n  future Yields  allows l a r g e r  h a r v e s t s  e a r l y  i n  the  tiroe 
horizon under the "on-declining y i e ld  assumption ( t h e  al lowable cur 
e f f e c t ) .  
on LI p ro jec t  bffiir .  
s u p w r t e d .  the next Forest Plan rill rerlecf i t s  elimination. me 
e f f e c t s  of applying L1 new set of economic do ta .  i nc lud ing  new L i m b r r  
base p r i ces  and p r i c e  P m j e c t i a n s  and updated road C Y E ~ S .  mre 
descr ibed in the planning records (.The Effects of Updated Economics 
on the S u i t a b l e  TiaMr Land Effie and A compari~on of t h e  F ine l  Fo res t  
Plan t o  S u i t s b i l i r i e a  When PNV is Maximized". Haugen. June 13, 1986). 

'he  F ina l  Plan is based upon 
W i t h  the  t imber p r i c e  d a t a  used in thc  

When B b m a d e r  base is used for  

Ue w i l l  evaluate the  efriclencs of pre-commrrcial  t h inn ing  
I f  Pre-commercial t h inn ing  c- no longer be 

21. See r e spome  x 6  above. 

4 
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o€ the Plan, the WE may have co revise Lhe Plan if funding 

situation, the KNF should further address the consequences of d 21 
increases do not occur. Given the Ccrrent federal deflclt 

possible budget shortfall on the Plan's implementation. i 
1. WildernesslRaadless 

We appreciate the W f ' s  responrc to the increasing demand 
f o r  primitive and semiprimitlve recreation through its 

support roadless management f:r the Trout creek, Cataract Creek 
wilderness and roadless area management prescriptions. 

and Northwest Peaks scenic rea. and the remaining areas proposed ' 
for roadless management by the K N F .  ~ 

I 
we urge the KNE to reconsider the G O V ~ T ~ O T ' S  1984 

recommendations (Appendix Ah for other areas as follows: 

E-26 

- Area licres 
Scotchman Peaks 4 6 , 1 1 5  
TUChuCk 2,300 

23 

Development activities planned f o r  portions of the Gover- 
nor's 1984 Chippewa creek and Scotchman Peaks recomTendations 
should be pastpaned pending Congressional action. J 
4 .  Recreation _. 

Reports indicate that the importance of recreation to the 
l o c a l  GZJZG.;;; : . e x  the KNF has been increasing. According to the 
Spokesman Review, during s m e r  1985, the KNF had to provide 
temporary campgrounds because existing campgrounds could not 
meet demand. While the KNF overview addressed roadless recrea- 
tion, it did not provide a recommendation on campgrounds. 
Nor  does the Plan vary recreation opportunities by alternative. 
The KNF should reevaluate this assumption that recreation 
opportunities are adequate through the fifth decade of the Plan 
(Plan; v-31. We support expanding available campgrounds in the 
area if reevaluation demonstrates a need during peak use. 
Reports indicate shortages of places to stay in the area. 
including motels and hotels. An increase in Wf camping possib- 
ilities could benefit the local tourism industry. - 

I 
~ 

Recreation use projections for the KNF are based on the 
estimated population growth o €  Lincoln County--a questionable 
h a i s  for  Droiectino increases in recreation. Increasing numbers __. _. . . . I~ .~ ~~ 

of nom-residents are expected to visit Montana to participate In 
outdoor recreation. particularly since similar opportunities in 
other states are diminishing. Recreation projections should be 
based on both Montana population trends on nan-resident 

5 
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visitor projections. 25 

projecting future demands is questionable. 
clarified. 

The management ~ objectrves for backcountry areas should be 
clarified and separate areas of motorized and non-motorized 
semi-primitive recreation should be clearly designated. No motor 
vehicles, except snowmobiles, Should be allowed in a management 

The DEI5 111-951 states that "nornotortzed. or roadless 
recreation. is increaslngly important because of the perception 

the loss of roadless recreation opportunities on the WF. 

sion on wilderness (Management Area 7 111-281. however, states 
that lake stocking will be cancelled if sites adjacent to the 
lake become overused. Admittedly, the presence of trout attracts 
:camping1 fishermen to the lake, but a reduction of fishing is an 
inappropriate method of controlling the problem. It would be 
more reasonable to control camping. - 
5 .  - 

The Plan provides a total road system of 10,692 miles, a 7 8  
percent increase over existing mileage. Excluding wilderness 
areas. this will result in a total road density of 3.6 miles Per 
section and 1.6 miles of open road per section. In addition. 
road closures do not totally compensate for losses in habitat 
security, especially for elk. They provide much easier access 

6 

3 0  

Responsc LO Letter 1305 - MOntNla S t a t e  Of f i ce  o f  the Governor. Pg. 3051 

2 6 .  me 1980 base f i g u r e s  f o r  w i l d e m e s s  recreation "sed i n  the prior DEIS 
were i n c w m c t l y  ca lcu la ted .  
Considered t o  be more Cori-ect. 

MoLovized ?chicle use i s  nllohud to Conrinue j n  cer,.,xi~, s m ~ i - p r i t o i ~ i ~ ~  
r ~ c r ~ o f i o u  L ( L ' C ~ S  rhcre that  pefrcm hiw bccn an IhisLuci<: , , :e .  i f  
c o n f l i c t s  OCCUI.. the hisLOric use con bc d i s c o n t i n i d .  w e a s  art: 
%-signed 10 semi-primit ive motorized use where that  i s  de temined  tD 
be the des ired end result. mhe f i n a l  Forest P l a n  desimates mnre 
roadless  r r c ~ s e t i o n  than the Cuyrent Direc t i cn  and is Considered to Lie 
ndqusre  LO w e t  expected demand. 
the Kovteoai Forest w i l l  st i l l  be I-oadlcss n f t w  50 years.  conparcd to 
ihe 26: maximum available todni, (518.000 acres versiis 5f l j .UUu acres 

TIie P r O i e C L i D n  or catchable L m U L  numbers i s  very c i i i ' f i cu l f  and 
~ c c u r a c y  can not  be readily v e r i f i e d .  
twut  f i s h e r i e s  we have added a manegem~nt goal  m d  c l a r i f i e d  me 
nariitorine end E v n l u s ~ i o n  Plan to insurc that Stare vatel-  qu1111:y 
standards w i l l  not be viole.ted. me majority o f  the expected i n ~ n . ~ , ~  
i n  f i s h i n g  demand v i 1 1  occur i n  lakes and T ~ S C N O ~ T S  which w i l l  ~ , O L  be 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t e d  by timber harvesting end roudnuilding. 

29. See the Wilderness Action P l a n  for the f i r d  mmajerpnt direction 

30. ne ~ m e e .  me ~ o o r m u i  intends t o  manage roods in areas c r i e i c n i  cor 

The figures Shown i n  the  new DElS cTc 

2 ; .  

As projected.  wpptmxit:stely 53: 311 

respec t ive?g) .  

28. 
To prevent s i g n i f i c a n t  lore of 

h i l d l i f e .  Note that the  Finn1 P l a n  calls for less road building. 



f o r  walking and motor biking. Aggressive road management will 
be necessary to mainrain wildlife habitat security. 
should commit to imolemcntina the Plcncana Fish and Game 
sioncs Road Management polic; and 
Guidelines. However, if high quality 
Opportunity are to be maintained, 
important elk security areas  Should remain unroaded. 

6. Wildlife - 
Elk habizat potential in the KNF is projected to increase 

PO percent by the fifth decade. A potential increase of thls 
magnitude is quest:onable in light of the proposed logging on 
important summer ranges and with the relatively insignificant 
burning and habitat improvement program planned. This needs to 
be clarified. 

The Plan States that about 2 . 4 0 0  acres have been burned 
annually to benefit wildlife on the 2 . 2  million acre forest. 
This verv  small oortion of the forest will result in little 
wildlife. habIta; improvement. We support an expanded program 
fo r  the use of fire on the KNf to improve wildlife habitat. 
While a fire management plan is in effect for the Cabinec 
wilderness, planned ignition fires will probably also be neces- 
sary in the wilderness to improve wildlife habitat. - 

31 

. .  
monitoring program shljuld be substantially expanded. 

a .  GriZZIv Bear 

The rationale for establishing a grizzly bear 
and timber production prescription (MA 1 4 1  is Unclear. 
especially since only 3 . 8  acres per year are  scheduled for 
threatened and endangered species habitat improvement. while 
1 , 6 3 3  acres per year will be harvested. Annual 
production from this management area will be 15.4 
the first decade and 4 1 . 9  m b f  in the second decade. This 
amount of timber harvest will not enhance crrizzly bear 
 recover^. occupied grizzly bear habitat could-be included I 

J under big game winter Pange areas or big game s m e r  
and fall habitat (MAS 11 and 1 2 .  respectively) if timber 
hawest is anticipated. 

Habitat improvement far grizzly bears through clearcut- 
ting is discussed often. If harvest and site preparation 
after harvest are done correc t ly .  habitat containing bear -7 74 ~~~~~ 

faads can be improved. as s e v i r a l  studies have shown. 
However, on the basis of the literature, the value of 

7 

300. me Inferugrocy Elk-Logging Guidelines m e  Used rc&nrlnriy on the 
Forest. noed m n ~ ~ e m e n t  muldelines are provided in the Fure:;t Piiili. 

30b. ApproiimaLely 523.000 8CI.CB are destined to remain trnroailrd ihich is  
23% of Lhe e n t i r e  fOrcSL. Over half of the foresL (52%) wi!i huv,, 
somi: form uf road management (1.170.000 acresl. 

The elk popiilnciun w 8 5  Projected to increase 40% b) tbi. third &?c::dc, 
not rlie fifth decode 85 Stated (See DEIS. pg. 11-76], This increuse 
i s  expected to occur e=, a result of vegetative manipulation by lagging 
end sl-h d1sposai by burning: along with M increased emphasis on 
road nansgrment to insure the necessary securi.ty. me 2.400 acres per 
year' shown for wildlife burning was for habitats outsidc OF c o m n e l i i n l  
forest lands. Currently. approximately 10.650 Bc:'i:5 e yeat. art? burnc:d 
vlrich bwcfits bath timber w d  wildlife which incllhdrs the 2.1i00~nrr.u:; 
mentioned. 

At this tine. burning to impwve wildlife habitat in the C . h l n e ~  
Mountain Wildcrness is not planned. Fire is only planned t o  
perpetuate the wilderness vegetation that would be expectcd i f  five 
had not been excluded over the last 75 years. 

The $200 figure YM the Pmjecicd i n c r e i s e  in the owgoing coif tu  dn 
this work. The total estimated costs are available For review nt the 
Forest Headquecters in Libby, Uontana. 

Thc ruciomIc for the Iu\ 14 en:a is io pmvidr fur the ~ e c c , ~ , . ~ : ~  "1. til(. 
~~irily bear w h i l e  Providing for other multiple-use becieFits. 
including timber. A 1 1  activities need tn Provide Cor the beersB 
recovery which include scheduling of prolects and limiting t h e i r  
scs1e. il' necessary. 

We respectfully disagree. a+ does the U.S .  F i s h  & Wildlife Scru;cc. 
whether the mount of timber h&NP.St projected w i l l  be possible 
without harming the recovery OF the bear. The ass~mp~ion is: 
Standards end guidelines are folloucd in HA 14 then no harm shculd 
occur to the grizzly beer. 

There is occupied habitat also in HA's 11 & 12 

Bears do avoid clearruts in Certain situations. parrici~lnrly recent 
clearcuts where Sorage has not developed M d  Clearcuts w i t h  road 
B C C ~ S S  where disturbance may preclude bear use. Properly treated 
clearcuts (i.e. burned1 on sites with wtential fop producing q u a l i f y  
bear foods. and where Security is provided through road c10sure5. 
Should receive more use than Untreated. closed. timber stands. 

3 1 .  

32. 

13. 

if the 

3'1. 

"1 

N 
m 
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Blanchard 11980)  and Zaoer et a l .  119801 .  observed avordance I -. 
clearcuts to grLzz1y bears is overstated. ~ i t c l e  documenta- 
tion exxsts that shows direct grizzly use of clearcuts. 

A of clearcuts by bears -and use of timber b u m s  o r  natural '* 
shrubfields. In the Cabinets there appears to be limited 
use of clearcuts. but only during the fall. 

The situation map regarding management situations 

I not classify several major areas in the Yaak. Considering 
the status of the Cabinet-Yaak grizzly population, a d d i -  
tional consideration should be given to Drotectino and 
improving habitat; 
unclassified a ~ e a s  
rion 1M5) 1. The value of migration corridors is stated as 
being important, but only mapped as MS 2 .  A l l  corridors 
should be US 1. A second corridor linking the Cabinets and 

R i v e r s .  

b. Managcment Area Direction 

Yaak is possible at 

Tha following Comments on specific management area 
direction were developed by the Montana Department of Fish. 
Wildlife and P a r k s .  

11. To be Consistent with stated goals ,  a l l  roads in 
PlA-2 should be closed yearlong to motorized travel. 
The road in upper Bear Creek, which is now opened in 
.Julv and AUwSt. should be closed because of 1 high F, 
9rL;PlY Use- In the area. Also, there Should be a 
snownobile closure on the East Fork of Rock Creek to 
protect mountain goat winter range. L 

I allows management'direction to be ckanged by individual 
Rangers. For 'example. "Most pcrmancnt outfitter 
facilities will not be allowed." This leaves the 
possibility of "some" facilities to occur. - 

needs to be given to the use of fire in these areas. 

n 

Response t o  Le t te r  I305 - Montana State Olllco 01 t h e  Chrernor, Pg. 305h 

34a. le hare reanalyzed the g r l l z l y  hab l to t  5 l t m t l o n s  I n  the Yaak a r e a  I n  
Land deSlgnatlonS concart r l t h  the  U.S. F l s h  and 111dlIla Sarrlce. 

have bean a p p r o p r l a t e l y  changed (see the Yanagemcnt k e a  map). 

The potent la1  second corridor I l l 1  be r e r V a l U D t b d  during t h o  l l l c  01 
t h e  p l a n .  Land dcslgnaflons w l t h l n  the potentla1 c a r i d o r  have been 
mado cocnpatlble r l t h  grlrzly r ~ o r e r y  goals. 

We neve provldad for  soma h i r t o r l c a l  use t3 SOntlnue i n  MA-2 dTBd5 to 
r e ~ o l i e  the Racrsatlon 1 5 5 ~ ~ .  I t  a confllct arises w i t h  grizzly b e a r  
recovery goals, the h l s t o r l c a l  use can be d lSa1Iorsd.  The e x ~ e p t l o n s  
where these h l s t a l c a l  uses are Intended ore dlsplayed In the f i n a l  
Forest Plan document. 

Snarmblla use has been allowed hlstorlca1Iy. altar 12/1, I n  tne East 
Fork of RoCk Creek. 
use of t h e  " Inter  rongo has never been dccu-ntal .  
s h o u l d  b e c m  evident The r n a m b l l e  use can be r e e v a l ~ a t e d .  

35. 

COnfllCt bebean s n a m b l l e  and the nsuntaln p a t  
I t  D C O n t l l C t  

36. That  I s  c3rr-t.  

37. The goat managerent D 6 t l Y l t l e S  pernlssable  under MA IO are  also  
permlssabla under MA 2. 

Our arperlence has not shorn the South  l l d e  of Llttle kcdo0 lboun+rln 
t o  be prim winter  range tor - S B .  

31a. we agree t h a t  " In ter  ranges need to be adequately m n l t o r  ed. 

38. l e  dlragrea on the use Of WPLWNEO fires In wlntsr ranger. 
areor are generally Ixcated on S w t h e m  a~parures  a t  lo.BT 

oleratlon$. These conditions usually result In a g w d  ChOnCB for 
large firer. 
y l n t a l n  and Improve the .Inter ranger an the hOYtenaI. 

These 

le agree on the lncresssd use 01 f'LbNNEO tires to 
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51. The use of all terrain vehicles lATV's1 or 
motorcycles off roads in M - 1 2  should not be allowed 39 

6). ln HA-13 (old qrowthl. the standard which allows 
far maximum modification of the visual quality objec- 
tions (v@31 conflicts with the goal "to provide special 
habitat." Maximum modification appears to allow for 

during s m e r .  7 
" 

the removal of the special habitat. 

7 1 .   any of the M - 1 5  areas are important f o r  
ing big game. The statement "most species of wildlife 
occur, but this M is not critical to their existence" 
is incorrect and misleading. Many of the most produc- 
tive timber lands are also the most essential and 
productive wildlife lands. 

7 
Examples of important wildlife areas are upper 

Wolf Creek, Dry Forks, Kelsey Creek. Brush Creek. 
Threemile Creek. Canyon Creek - Hornet Ridge Complex. 
upper Backus Creek. Redemption Ridge, Upper Richard 
Creek, Cody Creek, and Alder Creek. All of these areas 
are intermingled with private ownerships, much of which 
has been heavily grazed. This area of the KNF is 
probably the most important wildlife area north of the 
Clark Fork River. It also provides more hunting 
recreation than m s t  areas on the KNf. The condition 
of adjacent private lands should require more conserva- 

E l .  Portions of Wolf Creek. Redemption Ridge and Cody 
Creek are known travel corridors and sunmering areas 
far white-tailed deer. In addition, elk use these 
areas in craveling to and from winter ranges in Butler, 

miles of open road per section in these areas is too 

cive management an the KNF 1ands.i" this area. 

generous and wil1,result in significant impacts. 

41 

Alder and Cody drainages. The KNF guideline Of three 

I 91. The Montana Fish and Game Commission's Road 
Management Policy and the Interagency Elk-Logging 
Guidelines should be adhered to in all management 

I - areas. 

1 .  Fisheries 

Response to Letter #3Oj - Uontans State Office Of the Guvernor. Pg. 3 O j i  

39. Ue agree. and lanyegs in the Recreation Standards is p~esent to 
reduce any conflicts with wildlife. 

nnxio- mdification i o  OUP manngement direction for Other activities 
which affect MA 13. 

We agree that MA 15 cantains significant wildlife values m d  are 
Cornnitred to multiple use management rithin this management arra. 
mi9 intent is cleerly shorn in the NA 15 wals and standards. ?he 
statement "is not  Critical to their existence" has been changed in the 
final Plan to more accurately reflect the intent of the MA 15 
p'elcription. 

The models used to determine effects to fish involve sediment from 
mads as a majar factor. although ather influenceS such as increase of 
snchor ice and 1055 of pool-making debris. both fmo timber harvest. 
a lso  have detrimental effects. 

?he Sensitivity of the watershed where m a d  ~ ~ n s t r u ~ r i o n  occurs 
 influence^ the effects this activity hru on fisheries. mese 
influences include the recovery Pate of the stream involved. i n i t i a l  
threshold level of Sediment. soil types, and Sensitivity of the stre- 
to sedimentation. Although the miles of mads w i l l  ineresse and add 
to the road inventory .  many w i l l  be Closed follouing harvest and 
allowed to recover BS much as possible. Also the majority of the 
Sediment fmo road Construction occurs during the first feu years 
following initial disturbance. Tt.c ;Li--. k ~ e . e r ,  w i l l  Continue 
flushing fines long after the fines initially entered. 

The differences in declines between rrsidcnt and migratory fish is  
based 0" the aSsYmption t h a t  although both -UPS are ~qually affected 
by sediment. resident trout are more prone to anchor i c e  problems than 
migrants (taking i n t o  account. unl ike  r.%inbov. young bull and 
CutthPOat tmuL w i l l  ~emain i n  the tributaries for a year or  two 
before moving downsream). One of the limiting factors on the F 0 r r . s ~  
for Pesident young and adult fish i s  pool habitat. Therefore. if is 
assumed that instpeem projects. such as pools and cover. w i l l  mostly 
benefit resident fish on a year-round basis. Offsetting somewhat the 
losses that may be caused by mad sediment. 

40. 
We have removed MA 13 from the regulated base. 

41. 

42. 

The DEIS 1111-65. IV-141 contains an 
of impact of timber harvest and road construction on fisheries. 
rmt predicts that Catchable fish will decline only five percent 
in the next 4 0  years. This small decline needs 
tian, since road miles ( a  significant impact factor for fishcr- 
le51 will increase over 75  percent in that period. 



The difference in declines between resident and migratory 
fish reported in the DEIS is erroneous, since bath 
are essentially identical in the critical first 
life. 

The DEIS (IV-661 lists habitat improvement projects commonly 
used by the KNF for fisheries. However, the limiting factor to 
trout populations from forest activitres will be the impact of 
increased sediment yields on egg incubation and fry recruitment. 
Habitat improvement in high gradient streams is relatively l i i  
untested: moreover, it does not address problems caused by 
increased sedimentation. The KNF should Stress protection of 
existing habitat rather than planning to mitigate preventable 
habitat damage with expensive and unproven methods. 1 
8. RanqeIWeeds 

Although the DEIS briefly mentions that the KNF 
ing with the Cooperative EXtCnSion Service rn controlling 
knapweed. no commitments to weed coctrol are made in the Plan. 
Spotted knapweed is a serious resource problem in northwest 
Hontana. The extensive coading proposed an the Kaatenai has the 
potential to greatly contribute to the spread 
and other noxious weeds. The Plan should present a 
ment strategy. preferably an Integrated Pest Management lIPMl 
approach, and commit to cooperative efforts with county weed 
boards. conservation districts and adjacent land-owners as w e l l  
as the cooperative Extension service. 

Big game should not necessarily have priority over livestock 
for forage resources. This should be handled on a 
basis after considering the grazing history. 

9. water Quality 

a. Forest Plan - 
The projected decrease in water quality, as indicated 

by a permanent reduction in numhers of catchable trout. is a 
concern. If adverse impacts to water quality and fisheries 
can't be mitigated. the proposed 4 ,687  mile increase in 
the road system should be reevaluated. Because the KNF is 
Montana's most oroductive timber oroducer. the farest .~ ~ 

should attempt to achieve harvest targets on the most 
productive. least erosive sites. Road construction in 
steep marginal sites should not occur if water quality and 
fisheries Cannot be maintained. - 

46 

Under the proposed Plan. water yields would 
6 percent as compared to 5 percent under current direction. 

10 
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4 3 .  The fine1 FaresL P l w ,  P m j C C L S  l e s s  rood c o n ~ t r u c t i o ~  YI>ICII s h o u i d  
provide  for n lesser effect on Lhe f i s h  habitaf and f i sher , . .  see tilt: 
response to ~ 4 : .  

'I l l .  

45. 

See the  response t o  X9 above 

iir: oerec. 
HOilitOPing and Evaluation P l m .  

fiuad Construction needs h o w  been redwell primarily due LC p.:90virlj 
old--Lh timber habitats from t h e  timber b a s e .  
reduct ion in anticipated sediment end e f fect  oii water  q u a l i t y  anl, 
f i s h e r i e s .  See Response X28 above. 

Winter =awe wcnitor ing  i n t e n t  i s  d ispl ; lgcd i n  L I , ~ ~  

46. 
Tile net e f fec t  is a 

'17. 'I1w 1982 nP:lS wis lli 01-I-Or. A:; mor%: fir Lhs: P u r u b t  I.. )n i t .  u , ~ , l , . , ,  
~lir i i i ig~meiiL the WOLCL' y i e l d  Will lncrctwt: s l i g h t l y .  ~II~YI:YL.I., ~ h , .  
Calculated increases a l l  f a l l  within ~ c c ~ ~ p r a b l e  1iwit.a. 
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percent depending on the channel Stability racing (Plan: 
Ala-41. Although more stable channels can withs:and higher 
flows. higher flows still cause impact. The monicarins plan 
(Plan; IV-9) will not initiate further action unless stream 
stability racing increases 20 points. In many cases. a 20  
poinc increase is sufficient to drop a stream inca the next 

Should be maintained in that status. 

The followins are additional page specific comments: 

11. Chapter 11. pg 11-14, Timber. Pg 11-7. Minerals. 
pg 11-9, Roads and Trails: 1 

A statement ensuring that best managemene 
cices will be applied during Plan implementation should 
be included in chese sections in support of water 
quality goals (state water quality standards! being 
met. as agreed by the Region one Office. 

2 1 .  Chapter 11, pg 11-1, Sail and Water: 

The KNF is commended far their recosnieion of t 
Flower Creek and O’Brien Creek as public water supply 51 
watersheds far Libby and Troy respectively. Special 
watershed manaoement considerations are resuired in I 
these watershed; to prmecc water quality. - 2  - 
3 ) .  Chapter 11, pg 11-14, 4. Additional Data Require- 
ments and Accomplishment Schedule. Table 11-3: 

streamflow (water yield1 and water chemistry dara base 
r n  supporc of monitoring and evaluation of forest 
activities. 

4 1 .  Chapcer Iv. pg Iv-8. Table Iv-1, MOr.itri:ng and 
Evaluation Plan. Monitoring Items F-1 and E-i: 

Item Y8 should be expanded to include a viaer 54 

98. Water yield guidelines ere wed t o  evaluate project impacts and are 
based on the Channel Condition Survey. Channel chanps ere subtle a i ~ d  
herd to detect. A lesser change would be hard to detect or 
attributable 1.0 the subjectivity of the inventory pcocedure. 

No ratersheds are expected t o  exceed water yield gltidelAnes. if the 
hydrologic guides are used appropriately. The ratersheds thor are n,,w 
a t .  or above, desired water-yield-increase levels are liSL.ed in the 

49. 

DEIS. pg. 111-73. (see ~ e s p a ~ ~ ~  xio) 
49a. See Response IOa. above. 

50. The FOFeStYide god or ‘Meeting or exceeding State Water Quaiicy 
Coals” meets this request. m e  Monitoring and Evalunrion plan has 
been modified LO insure that Sta te  Water Quality Standards a p e  met 

51. No response rcquired 

Numbers 52 L 53 were skipped inadvertanfly 

The monitoring plan has been modified to Include the criL~cal 54. 
campanrnrr OP YBLeP quality. 

11 

m 
u 
N 



305 1 

The need far increased monitoring for accurate 
evaluation of the impacts of forest activities as 
described in the goals of the Plan should be expanded. 
Water Quality goals should not be limited to sediment 
contrcl and water yield. water chemistry and aquatic 
life should also be included in che long-term monitor- 
inglevaluacion program. 

51. Appendix 18, Guidelines for Caiculacing Water 
Yield Increases: 

The explanation and rational far calculating 
increased Water yield as a resulc of canopy removal 
(timber harvest) and hydrologic recommendations for 
rimber harvest a r e  appreciated. 

__ 

- 
b. Draft El5 

while the DEIS and Plan provide appraisals of tht 
impacts of timber harvest and road construction an fisheries 
and water quality. the magnitude of the impacts is generally 
not stated or underestimated. In the Plan. roads will 
increase 7 8  percent l o r  4 . 6 9 0  miles1 compared to 1984 l e v e l s  
IDEIS; IT 1531. and roads Cause 80-90 percent of erosion anc 
sedimentation problems IDEIS; lv-14). Increased sediment 
yields are one of the malor potential impacts of increase? 
road building. Despite the increase in road miles and the 
1982 DEIS prediction for a 5 0  percent increase in sedimenc. 
the current DEI5 does not estimate sediment yields anc 
characterizes sediment yield increases as "medium" IDEIS, 
IV-551. As a result. there is not enough information for 
reviewers to determine if the proposed plan adequate11 
protects water quality and fishery habitat. It would seen 
prudent tar the KNF to limit activities for which inadequatr 
data exists to predict impacts. 

Appendix 8 contains a position statement of the Montan: 
Department of Health and Environmental sciences IWDHESI 
regarding potential sediment yields not addressed in the 
KNF Plan and DEIS. The position is similar to earlier 
department statements regarding projection of sediment 
yields on other national forests in Montana. 

In previous discussion with the MDHES Water Qualit1 
Bureau. the Region One Office agreed to incorporate several 
items into the Plan and DEIS for the purpose of resolvin! 
the state's water quality concerns related to sediment 
yield. These items d m  outlined in Appendix C and should bt 
iacluded in their entirety in the final E15 and Plan. 

Although the KNF contains two  of the largest rive1 
systems in Montana IClark Fork at the Columbia and Kootena: 

L 

12 

54 

55 

57 

58 

55 

51 

58 

Ha 195ponse needed. 

Ember 56 w a s  skiDped inaducrranrly 

The projection of sediment volumes reaching atreams is very d i f f i c u l t  
and accuracy can not be readily uel'ified thus a relative scale was 
used for comparative P U ~ O S ~ S .  To insure that sediment vi11 n o t  cause 
significant impacts. we have added a management goal and clerified the 
Monitorine and Evaluation Plan to insure chat S i a ~ e  w a ~ r r  quaiicy 
standards will not be violated. 

Water Quality protection is considered a c r i t ~ c a l  irern m d  has been 
addressed as B Uinimum Management Requirement (See  Appendix B far a 
cmplete  deSCriPtion1. 
to all 8lLCrnBtiveS. no SuDerior sdvvntuce is zuined *hOn (. 

Because Hinimum Mrrnagemnn~ Requirements a p p ~ s  
I ~~ ~~ I 

determination of Net Public BenefiL is made. 
Quality Protection w a s  calculated to be f566.000.WO in tern of its 
opportunity Cost  BI a minimu. and could be added to each alternative. 
if des ired .  

The value of water  



305 m 
E-34 

River). high quality water is nor identified a s  a Critical 
item in determining Net Public Benefit IDEIS;  5-14] despite 
its value to the s c a t e  and benefits to users on and off che 
KNF. This zhocld be Corrected. 

Very few measures to m~tigace impacts 
construcfion have been mentioned in the Plan o r  D E I S .  
Mlcigative measares should be InCOrwraLed into 
referencing the use of Best Management Practices iBMPS1. -_] 
c. MOniLOrLnq 

The  proposed monitorlng budget of 5 1 2 . 9 0 0  appears to0 
I w  consrdering cha t  this fulrdlng w i l l  bc expected to pay 
for watershed surveys. fisheries surveys, channel stability 
inventories, core samples, remperatures and log recruitment 
samples and streamflow and Crest recording gauges. The 
standards proposed to iniclate action on water and sediment 
yields are such that SubstantLVe damage Could occur before 
corrective action is taken. 
goals d:e to be realized, a 
m o n i m r l n g  program should be 

59 

59 a implemented. 

10. Riparian Areas 

3ipaiian areas are some of the most important areas in 
rhe KNF for fish, wildlife andlater quality.. The zone defini- 
cion in the Plan 1111-21 is good, but the plan s t a c e s  that 60 
sonscraintr on activi:ies along ephemeral streams w i l l  not be a5 

scnductorr during spring run-off and should be given 
Droceccion as Perennial streams. The constraints 
narves: in riparian zones are too general to assure 

stringent. 

areas will be protected. Further, there is no mention of avail- 
able mitigation measures such as winter logging. we consider 
dozer scarif icatian incompatible with riparian management because 
Of s o i l  compaction and Stream sedimentation. The Plan also 
Specifies that ware= quality will be monitored durinq gro'Jiihi 
disturbing accivities but does not specify the parmeters or 
duration of monitoring. The development standards fo r  this 60c 
critical management element needs to be detailed further. i 

Ephemeral streams a r e  very efficient sedimenc 7 
60b 

11. 0- 

che State Airahed Group and 
Management Plan. a5 they represent best available control 

The Plan should describe how coordination with the N o n t m a  

technology. 

The section on air quality 

13 

588.  Mitigstive meuure9 ace mentioned in the plan - "Bert Uunvacmcnt 
Practices" (BHP'II Or 115 reference t o  the 'Soil and Yarer Ccnlely~tion 
Practices Handbwk - FSH 25O9.22'. h e  handbook. which has not yet 
been isiued in its final Tam. rill became the reference f o r  
mitigative measures to be used. 

59. The propored budget for monitoring w a s  displayed 08 the 
budhet. The rrquirrmenLs f o r  Monitoring and Evsluufion arc found i n  
Chopfcr 1 V  of the final Fore-.L Plan. Fundin. by iodtuidunl Huni<t,ru>p 
lvid E v e l u n f i o n  element is not included in the final Plan. but the 
exweled budget for  Maniforing nCLivirier is par t  of  the coral burlGet. 
Uoniroring ie LL? integral parr of ell activities on the Forest and. ah 
such. rill be funded as part of mose activities. me variability 
levels have heeo re-analyzed. 

j 9 a .  See the new Honirorirg Plan in the final Forest Plan document 

60. Our renagcmienc intent 1% LO protect ephenmeral strenms and fheir zone 
af inrluence. The ephemeral stream rill be pmrecred during the rime 
it is r e i .  Activities may occur in these areas when they are dry, but 
i e a s u ~ e s  must still be t&en LO mitigate the i.pmctJ. We have also 
added standards addressing winter lagging and clarified the sriindard 
on dozer scarification. 

60a. See the response Lo 160. above. 

60b. See the response to 160 abave. 

60c. See the new MooniVlring Plan tn the f inal  Forerr P l a n  documen( 

61. me btenai ~ ~ t i ~ n d  F O ~ ~ ~  cwmnates the mecution of 
prescribed burning activity with the ManLana State AirshRl Group t o  
&%SUR compllmce w i t h  LlDDliCsble D M V ~ S ~ O N  of the Uontana Smoke 
*anageeent Plen 
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Department of State Lands will be ensured regarding fire suppres- 
sion tactics on RNF management areas protected by the State. 

1 4  
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A D F E N U I X  .* 
SCoTcHEwi PEAKS ROADLESS ai3 - 1.662 

Forest: foocenai 6 Idaho Panhandle - Hantana 
1983 Roadless Area Her Acres: taotenai 52,100 

Idaho Panhaadle (Honrana) 12.417 

66.417 
Recommended wilderness Acres: Koorenai 33,698 

Idaho Panhandle (Honcana) 12.417 

~ 

m r A L  rn 
I. WILDulNESS ATRIBUES: 

The Scotchman Peaks roadless area is loctsed on the Idaho Panhandle and 
Kaatenai National Forest on the Idaho-%mcaoa border. It is in the western 
Section of the Cabinet Mounrains north of the Clark Fork River and lies 
between Lightning Creek on the vest and Bull River on the east. Access to 
the area is by Highway 1 2 W  and 156 leading to several trails including 
Pillick Ridge and Star Gulch tra11s on the south and Ross Point and Little 
Spar Lake trails on the north 

The area is characterized by rugged alpine scenery left by glaciers on the 
upper elevations. Elajor scenic atfractions include Sarroorh. Billiard Table 
Hauntaio in Montana and Scotchman Peaks in Idaho. In Ross Creek glacial 
cirques grade into the u-shaped valley of rhe'sourh fork of Ross Creek. 
Stands of large old growth hemlock. cedar and white pime are found along 
the drainage to the scenic Roz5 Creek cedar grove belor outside of the 
proposed wilderness area. 

The area supports a small popularioo of grizzly bear, a threatened species. 
Populations of e lk .  deer. big horn sheep and mountain goats also inhabit 
the area. 

The only lake of significance in the area is Little Spar Lake. 
receives heavy recreational use primarily for the fishery resource. 

The wilderness potential for Scotchman Peak is high. 
rugged terrain and dense vegetation provides a challenge for visitors 
looking for B rrue wilderness experience in a relatively m a l l  area. 

This 

Lack of a c c e s ~ ,  the 

11. RESOURCE VALUES: 

Ross and Blue Creeks contain stands of large old growth cedar. uhire pine 
and hemlock. h s t  of the area recommended for wilderness does not  have an 
economically suitable timber resource due to the rocky steep terrain. 
construction would be extremely difficult and logging would be limited to 
cable and helicopter logging systeds. 

Hineral potential is high for economic recovery of copper and Silver 
deposits in the Ross Point and Star Gulch areas. 
unlmoml. 

Road 

Oil and gas potential is 

E-36 

Responss to Let te r  I 3 0 5  - Ibntana State O f f i c e  of the Governor, Pg. 3050 

tb response needed on t h i s  p a p .  

There are no grazing allatmenrs in'rhe area and grazing porenLinl is all 
transitory. 

-58- 
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Mineral conflict3 were mitigated by boundary adjustments in the Ross Peak 
area. Potential minerals in the Star Gulch area is also considered high. 

Exceptions far mineral exploration should be made in the Star Gulch are if 

boundaries and the lover Blue Creek area for timber considered economically 

Some snowmobile ~ s e  is recognized in the Drift Peak area in che northern 
portion of the roadless area in Montana. niis use would be precluded if 

however boundary adjustmenrs in the Star Gulch area were minimal. 

the area were classifed 8s wilderness. 

Boundary adjusrmenrs for the timber resources were made on the ea9tern 

suitable by the Koatenai National Forest. 

the area were designaced as wilderness. 

62 

111. WUWIRY RATIONALE: 

-59- 
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Reslxmsc t o  Letter  X3O5 - Montana Srote Office of thc G U V ~ T I I O T .  Pg. 30ji, 

62. The boundary LIecOmmciidations were accepted with some i l d ~ i r s t m e n r ~ .  
Exceptions for mineral promectind are Congresslon~l prerogativeS 

m " 
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CAJINFC FACE WSt ROMLE5SS AREA - 1.670 
Forest: Kootenai 

1983 Poadless Area Net Acres: 9.6M 
Recornended Wilderness Acres: 6.886 

65. LIE acrce. 
I .  YILDERYTSS ATl'RIBUIES: 

This area is i n  two parcels  s t a r r i n g  on the we% s i d e  of t h e  Cabinet 
Yilderoess area a t  Sranson Creek 00 the  oorrh and extending south LO the 
Noggle Creek drainage. 
parcels .  

The Madge Creek access road Separates  the  two 

The area is s teep  and rugged and is prilrarily a s ide  h i l l  s i t u a t i o n .  

The d r a i h g e i  and s ideslopes arc forested with ponderosa pine end Lbuglas- 
f i r .  

The area would provide more so l i tude  t o  the  ex is t ing  wilderness by 
increasing i t s  , i ze .  

11. RESOURCE VAWES: 

The area is predominaotly @ r r l y  bear h a b i t a t .  
the  Camp Creek area and mountain sheep i n  the  Ibex Peak area. 
of e l k ,  deer and black bear area a l s o  found in the  area. 

The timber reaouce potent ia l  is considered f a i r  t o  poor d u e  t o  the s teep 
rocky s lopes  and d i f f i c d t ) .  of logging. 

Hineral p o t e n t i a l  is considered l o r  and o i l  and gas potent ia l  is whom. 

mere are no grazing al lotments  and the grazing poten t ia l  Is all 
tr?.nsiLOry. 

llovntain goata r i o t e r  in 
Populations 

111. BoIIMlru(Y RATIONALE: 

The area as proposed ha$ excluded the  roadle3s S t a t e  and p r i v a t e  lands. 
h i s t i n g  sec t ion  l i n e s  can be marked t o  provlde Moagemble boundary. 

There are no s i g n i f i c a n t  resource potent ia l  t h a t  rould be a f f e c t e d  
wildernesr c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  

-61- 
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ClgI!KI FACE USI ROOLESS AREA - 1.671 
Forest: K o o r e n a i  

1983 R o a d l e s s  Net Acres: 50.500 
Recommended Y i l d e r o e s n  Area: 1 7 , 3 5 7  

I. YILOUVESS A"rIIBIIrE8: 

Ihe area recoemendcd f o r  w i l d e r n e s s  is I s a c e d  on the  eastern e d g e  o f  t h e  
C a b i n e t  W i l d e r n e s s  and n o r t h  o f  L e i g h  Creek .  
areas 681 A & B on t h e  1978 Bare I1 i n v c i t o r y  OR t h e  eirrene nor:h end 
a d j a c e o r  t o  t h e  Lions p i c n i c  ground.  
t r a i l s  o f f  U.S. Aighuay 12 w e s t e r l y  from Libby.  
a p p r o x i n a r e l y  15 miles l o o g  and v a r i e s  from I t o  3 miles wide. 

Topography is rugged steep \ I d l e d  camyons. 
feet t o  7 . W  feet io e l e v a t i o n .  The l o v e r  e l eva t ions  are t i n b e r e d  in t h e  
5tream bot toms a n d  spar.e?y regerared in t h e  highe: e?euacian. S l o p e s  are 
steep, S5% a n d  atove.  
w i l d l i f e  on t h e  eas~ero e d g e  

D o u g l a s - f i r  and  s p r u c e  t i a b e r  t y p e s  a r e  the cover type r e p r e s e n t e d .  

Attractions i n c l u d e  mumeraus h i k i n g  t r a i l s .  w i l d l i f e  and  s c e n e r y .  
v a r i e t y  of w i l d l i f e  i n c l u d i n g  g r i z z l y  b e a r  i n h a b i t  t h e  area.  

A d d i t i o n  of this area would p r o v i d e  g r e a t e r  d e p t h  a d  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  
s o l i t u d e  t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  C a b i n e t  W i l d e r n e s s .  

It a l s o  i n c l u d e s  r a a d l e s s  

The area  i s  a c c e s s i b l e  by w a d s  2nd 
Thc proposed  a d d i t i o n  is 

Topography ranxes from 3.600 

The l a v e r  e l e v a t i o n s  are wanaqed f o r  t i b b e r  and 

A wide  

II. BEMORE VILUES: 
. .  

TIlmber potential for the p r o p o s e d  addition i s  l o r .  U e r a l  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  
t h e  E:B~ :: hc .  

O i l  a n d  g a s  p o t e n t i a l  i n  & o w .  

There are no g r a z i n g  a l l o t m e n t s  in the e<-. 
is transitory in nature. 

. 

Graziog p o t e n r i a l  is low a n d  

111. BOIR(0NlI RITIONALE: 

r e c o n e n d e d  w i l d e r n e s s  areas. Timber  barvest within the recommended areas 
"k r igdf icant  t i m b e r  resource areas bare been  Cxcluded from t h e  

I s  not c o n s i d e r e d  econar.iically f e a s i b l e  due  t o  s t e e p  r o c k y  slopes. 
d i f f i c u l t y  of r o a d  comstrnction a n d  l o g g b g .  

k c a s  w i t h  mineral p t e n t i a l  o r  potential claims s o u t h  of k i g h  C r e e k  h a r e  
been e x c l u d e d  f r o m  the recommended w i l d e r n e s s  s d d i t i a o .  

Special ylies i n c l u d i n g  a So11 C o n r e r r a t i o n  S e r v i c e  soow course a n d  an 
clecrrooic site is l o c a t e d  on I n d i a n  Bead b u n c a i n .  
w i l d e r n e s s  r e c o m e o d a r i o n  rill n e e d  t o  be  i n c l u d e d  t o  contin.ye these 
existins -ea. 

M o d i f i c a t i o n  of the p r o p o s e d  boundary  bare e x c l u d e d  private l a n d s  s o d  
m i t i g a t e d  w s c  conflicts. 
ropogrrphic features a n d  s h o u l d  be easy t o  manage. 

64 

. ' 

Exceptions 10 t h e  

The t e u n d s r ,  s e l e c t e d  f o l l o w s  d i s r l n c r  

-63- 

R e s w n ~ e  to Letter 1305 - Montana Staie OFrice of t h e  Governor. Pg. 3u j t  

6 0 .  He agree. A p o i n t  of c l a r i f i c a t i o n  is n e e d e d :  t h e  Soil C ~ n s e ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ o ~  
Service snow course is located i n  Poorozn Creek which  is O u t s i d e  of 
t h e  cecommended w i l d e r n e s s  b o u n d a r y .  

m 
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NcKAY CREEK ROADLESS A R U  - 1 . 6 7 6  
Forest: K o o f e n a i  

1983 R o a d l e s s  Net Acres: 14.100 
Recornended  U i l d e r n e s s  Area: 6,081 

I. UILDERNESS ATRIBUTS:  

The area i s  l o c a t e d  a d j a c e n t  LO t h e  s o u t h w e s t e r n  corner o f  t h e  C a b i n e t  
H o u c r a i n  U i l d e r n e s s  ere8 s o u t h  o f  Wanless Lake. 
trail from t h e  McKay Creek and Swamp Creek r o a d s  o f f  o f  Stare Highway IZW. 

The p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  r o a d l e s s  area p r o p o s e d  for  w i l d e r n e m  i n c l u d e s  t h e  
h e a d w a t e r s  of Swamp C r e e k  a n d  HcKay Creek. 
i n c l u d i n g  strean b o t t o m  a n d  r i d g e  top .  
p i n e .  D o u g l a s - f i r ,  c e d a r .  hemlock a n d  e v e r g r e e n  SPTYEE. 

The area c o n r a i n s  s u i t a b l e  g r i z z l y  b e a r  and  mule d e e r  h a b i f a c s .  
Creek a n d  HcKay Creek t r a i l s  p r o v i d e  access t o  the C a b i n e t  n o u n c a i o  
V i l d e r n e s s .  

The area's n a t u r a l  i n t e g r i t y  a n d  appearance are h i g h  w i t h  t ra i l s  b e i n g  t h e  
o n l y  man-made f e a t u r e s .  O p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  s o l i t u d e  are a r n y  nod of a h i g h  
q w l i t y  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  S a m p  Creek area. P r i m i t i v e  r e c r e a t i o n  opporru- 
n i t i e s  i n c l u d e  h u n t i n g ,  f i s h i n g  a n d  h i k i n g .  H c I a y  Creek i f  c l a s s i f i e d  as 
w i l d e r n e s s  would enhance t h e  e x i s t i n g  C a b i n e t  W i l d e r n e s s  by p r o v i d i n g  
nore depth and s o l i t u d e .  

The area can be a c c e s s e d  by 

Topography i s  steep and r o c k y  
Forest cover t y p e s  i n c l u d e  ponderosa  

'Ihe Swamp 

11. RESOURCE VALES: 

The ares c o n t a i n s  s u i t a b l e  g r i z z l y  b e a r  and  mule d e e r  h a b i t a t ,  

T imber  s u i t a b i l i t y  i n  t h e  p r o p o s e d  w i l d e r n e s s  a d d i t i o n  i s  poor due  t o  t h e  
d i f f i c u l t y  a n d  h i g h  C ~ S L  o f  r o a d  C o n s r r w L i o n .  
c a b l e  a n d  h e l i c o p t e r  systems. 

H i n c r a l  p a L e o t i 8 1  f o r  economic r e c o v e r a b l e  capper a n d  s i l v e r  d e p o s i t s  are  
h i g h  t o  t h e  n o r t h  of t h e  p r o p o s e d  area i n  t h e  E a g l e  Peek area. 
by U S .  Borax i n d i c a t e s  B h i g h  m i n e r a l  p o t e n t i a l .  
far c h e  area is unknovn. 

Logging would be  l i m i t e d  t o  

D r p l o r l r i o n  
The o i l  a n d  g a s  p o r e n c i a l  

There are  no g r a z i n g  a l l o r m e n r n  i n  the area  a n d  g r a z i n g  p o t e n t i a l  is  
c o n s i d e r e d  a l l  t r a n s i t o r y .  

111. BOUNDARY RATIONALE 

Boundary  s d j u s r m e n t n  LO t h e  r o a d l e s s  area as recommended i n  t h i s  n l d e r n e s s  

p r o d u c t i o n .  
proposal m i t i g a t e s  t h e  c o n f l i c t s  v i c h  m i n e r a l  deve lopment  a n d  t i m b e r  

e x c h a n g e  n e g o r i s t i o n r  r i c h  t h e  U.S.F.S. 

H c h y  Creek i f  c l a s s i f i e d  as w i l d e r n e s s  would enhance  t h e  d e p t h  a n d  
s o l i t u d e  of t h e  erirclng C a b i n e t  V i l d c m e r r .  
e a s i l y  i d e n t i f i e d  by natural f e a t u r e a  and would  not p r e s e n t  a problem as 
p r o p o s e d .  

A parcel o f  private l a n d  in HcKay Creek is c u r r e n t l y  u n d e r  

The b o u n h r y  as p r o p o s e d  is 

Response TD Letter X305 - Hontana State Office of t h e  Governor.  Pg. 305" 

65. We agree b u t  h a w  expended our propossl t o  i n c l u d e  a larger portion of 
HcKay Creek. E x c e p t i o n s  for mineral exploration are B Congres~ionul 
p r e r o g a t i v e .  
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CAIPPLUA CRfEX ROADLESS ARE.4 - 1.682 
foresr: Z o o r e m i  

1983 Roadless !let Acres: 2.1W 
Recomaended Wilderness  Area: 2.100 

I .  WEQNESS A n x i a m :  
This area is l o c a t e d  on t h e  rest s i d e  a d j a c e n t  to t h e  e r i r t i o g  Cabine t  
U i l d e r n e s s  area '.est of Dad Peak. hccess 20 t h e  area is provided from the 
Bu l l  Lake road - Stare Highvay 156 and the sou th  f o r k  and C ~ S L  fock of  che 
Bull River road. 
t h e  B u l l  River road. 

The area is on a h igh  steep rocky r i d g e  t o p  l oca red  OD t h e  west edge of  the 
Cabine t  Y i lde rness .  The area is bordered  to t h e  Y ~ S L  by roads  and e x i s r i n g  
t imber  harvest m i w .  

The area c o n t a i n s  bzg horn  sheep. goars and mule dee r .  
i n t e g r i t y  and appearance  is high. 
because t h e  area ovrrlooks Che developed  B u l l  Bivcr  Valley. 
enhance Lhe Cabine t  Wi lderness  by prov id ing  nore dep th  and s o l i t u d e  t o  the 
e x i s r i n g  Cabine t  Wi lderness .  

11. SIGXIFIC&V RESOURCE VALUES: 

T r a i l  access through t h e  area is from t h e  esrt fork o f  

The cimber i s  p r i m a r i l y  Douglas-fir  cover Cype. 

I h e  o v e r a l l  
O p p o r t v n i t i c s  f o r  s o l i c v d e  is soderaire 

?he .IC=* r o u l d  

The area conca in r  b i g  horn  sheep .  goacs and mule dee r .  
cons ide red  s u i t a b l e  g r i z z l y  bear  h a b i t a t .  

Timber s u i t a b i l i t y  i f  cons idered  IOU due LO the S L C ~ P  rocky slopes. 
construction r e d d  be very  c o s t l y  and logging r o d d  be l i m i t e d  t o  cable  and 
h e l i c o p t e r  $istems. 

There are no groz ing  a l l o ~ m e n t s  i n  t h e  area and g r a z i n g  p o t e n t i a l  would be 
tran.i tory.  

The area is 

Road 

Mineral p o r e n t i a l  I$ lor and o i l  and gas p o t e o t i a l  is uo!moovn. 

111. BOUNDARY PATIONALE: 

I(arugcabi1iry of  the area boundary would b e  somewhat d i f f i c u l t  as it 
not fo l low well de f ined  boundar ies .  
c o n f l i c t s  would be minimal i f  t h i s  area were added 29 the wi lde rocs r  
Sy*Lem. 

b c c p t  f o r  a margina l  t imber  resource. 

E-45 

~ e s p m s e  to Letter njO5 - manrana State Office o f  t h e  Guveriior. pg. 3 0 5 ~  

66. We e s s e n f i s l l y  aree w i t h  the rationale bot PecOmmend a d i f f e r a n t  
bundary because  Some OF the 
mis taken ly  inc luded  i n  the latest Roadless Inventory. 

i nc ludes  cutover t imber land  that  yiip 
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APPENOIK B 

POSITION STATEMENT OF THE MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES REGARDING POTENTIAL SEDIMENT YIELDS NOT 
ADDRESSED IN THE KOOTENAI NATIONAL FOREST PLAN RND DRAFT ENVIR-YMENTAL 
IHPKT STPiTEHENT 

Sediment increases a r e  likely t o  o c c u r  as a r e s u l t  o f  implcmcntation 

of the K o o t e n a i  National Forest Plan. Increases in sediment yield due 

Montana Water Quality A c t .  Sections 75-5-303 and 1 5 - 5 - 6 0 5  MCO. and the 
Montana Water Quality Standards. Section 1 6 . 2 0 . 6 3 3 ,  and S u b s e c t i o n s  1 

t o  forest activities in some w a t c r ~ h e d s  m a y  bo i n  violation ~ l f  the 

d-c and 2. Decisions on the acceptabil~ty o r  increased sediment 

used ~n the watershed. Information concerning the C Y ~ U I S ~ ~ V F  effects 
e f  forest a c ~ i v i r i e s  en water q ~ a l x r y  and fish in indrvldual farest 

streams should be  made nvailable f o r  oublic inspection. Land. 5011. 

and water conServation practices that 1-1 g i v e  adequate Protection 

can be made o n l y  on a st ream-by-s t ream b a s i s .  Such decisions must 

t a k e  i n t o  ~ E C O U ~ Z  the stream's water quality classification. the 

relative v a l u e  of the stream's fishery, the predicted l a i s  o f  life 
fro. the streah. and site-specific b e s t  management practices t o  be  

Lo water quality. fisheries. and uatcrshsd values shall n o t  be 

considered ' r e a s o n a b l e '  in the c o n t e x t  o f  Section 1 5 - 5 - 3 0 6  MCO. 
S u b s e c t i o n  2 ,  and Section 16.20.603 ARM. S u b s e c t t o n  11. 

"668 

Response to Letter 1305 - Montana State Office of the Governor. Pg. 3052 

67. The Finn1 P l a n  directs that  State Water Quality Stmdnrds will "<,L be 
violated. 
address this potential Probleul area. Pmvis ions  to postpone. "itCr OI. 

Stop activities which may cause the Standards to be violaLed have been 
added. 
2509.22" will become the guide to "Hest Management Practices" when i i  
is issued. 

The Monitoring and EvvluQtion Plan has been madii'ied tD 

The "Soil and Water Conservation Practices llmdbook - Fsli 

6 8 .  WB agree 

m 
P 
-.I 



305 I I  B 

E-48 

A P P E N D I X  C 

Water Quality considerations in DEIS 

Following is an outline of how sediment production and 

water quality considerations should be addressed in DEIS's. 

These standards are designed to accomplish two objectives: 

(11 to ensure that stace water quality standards will be met 

if the Forest Plans are implemented in accordance with the 

direction conrained in them. and ( 2 1  to improve the 

visibility of these documents of our  intention to meet State 

water quality Standards. 

The approach outlined for the DEIS departs from the 

traditional one of displaying sediment production in terms 

of Forest-wide totals per year. FOKeSt-wide sediment 

production is not a useful measure f o r  evaluating the 

relative desirability of alternatives; the approach being 

adopted should be of more value in the decisiuri-niarrrry 

process and be more understandable to the public. 

691 

J 
Chapter I1 - Alternatives 

Campariaan of Alternatives 

In the watershed subsection, display and discuss the 

sediment production potential, in terns of the activities 

that generate sediment. in a manner similar to the following 

example: 

69. Ye =pee that  the suggested approach could b e  more mdrr~taridoblc t o  
the  publ i c .  See Response 1151 above. 
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Sediment production can be generated both by increased 

water yields and ground disturbances. 

The principal activity resulting in increased water 

yields from Xootenai National forest lands is timber 

harvest. Othec activities that contribute to increased 

water yield are the clearing associated with road 

construction, mineral exploration and development, grazing. 

and s l a s h  disposal and site preparation following timber 

harvest. 

Ground disturbance increases the risk of increased 

sediment yields. Ground-disturbing activities include road 

construqtion, mineral exploration and development. timber 

harvest and the associated slash disposal and site 

preparation and grazing -- especially in riparian zones. 

The actual risk of increased sediment yield will vary 

depending on tne amount of soil disturbance, the type of 

treatment. soil material. and various Other physical and 

biological facrars. As roads stabilize and disturbed sites 

revegetate, sediment production decreases. 

Table __ displays the amounts of sediment 

producing activities for the alternatives as indicators of 

their sediment production potential. Using road 

construction and timber harvest levels as the principal 

indicators, the alternatives are ranked as co their relative 

Response to Let te r  1305 - Yontana State O f f  Ice of the bvernor. pg. 30s bb 

Pa response needed on t h l s  psge. 

rn 
P 
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risk of affecting water related beneficial uses, based on 

Siginificant differences in sediment production potential. 

The alternativelsl ranked 1 has Ihavel the least risk of 

aflecting such uses. 

Table 
SEDIMENT PRODUCTION POTENTIAL OF ALTERNATIVES - Level of 
Sediment Producing Activities (Average Annual, * I  

sediment Producing Alternatives 
Acrivities 

Road Construction - f *  
Miles 

Timber Harvest - 
M Acres 

Ranking 
* Forests should use the time period that will best 

portray the sediment production situation and 
associated problems. 

Ranking 
* Forests should use the time period that will best 

Dortrdv the sediment oroduction situation and 
associ;ted problems. . 

** If total miles of road construction does not 
accurately demonstrate the sedimentation risk of 
the alternatives, this situation should be 
explained in the narrative. An example of where 
the risk is not accurately demonstrated by total 
road miles would be when one alternative has the 
least road miles but the roads ;ill b; built in 
higher hazard land types than the other 
alternatives. Another example would be an 
alternative with relatively fewer road miles but 
with the road construction concentrated within a 
shorter time span than the other alternatives. 
resulting in a higher risk of impacting water 
related beneficial uses. The timing of road 
construction land other activities iith timing 
implications between alternatives) could be shown 
in the above table. under the total road mileaoe 

305 e c 
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Rerponre t o  Letter 1305 - mntm Sta te  Off ice of t h o  Governor. Pg. 305cc 

m ra~ponss IS n ~ ~ d e . 4  on this page. 

"umber, as follows: 
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* * *  This display item may only bc appropriate for 
Forests with an active mineral exploration or 
dcvelooment oroaram. Other forests with mineral .~ ~ 

development potential should discuss the 
possiblity that mineral activity could occur, and 
state the circwnstances that could trigger the 
activity (demand/price for various minerals, 
etc. I .  

Management practices will be used in a l l  alternatives 

to carry out these activities co assure that they will 

accomplish Forest Plan goals. one of which is to meet and/or 

exceed State water quality Standards. These practices are 

referred to as best management practices. (Discuss the 

sediment production potential rankings of the alternatives, 

and the reasons for the differences between altcmdtives. 

Include in this discussion an explanation of factors other 

than total level of activity that affects the rankings.) 

Due to their higher sediment production potentials, it would 

be more costly to Teet Forest water quality goal9 for 

Alternatives _, _, and _ ,  and there would be a 

greater rink that water quality might be impacted in spite 

of application of best management practices 

The effects of sediment production on Water re la ter ;  

beneficial uses will be evaluated during project development 

co ensure meeting forest water quality goals. Projects that 

E - 5 1  

Response to  Letter 1305 - b n t a n a  Sta te  Of f ice  of the Gauernw, Pg. 3OSdd 

NO response Is needed on t h l s  page. 
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will not meet state water quality standards will be 

redesigned. rescheduled, or dropped. 

Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences 

Each alternative subsection, MILES OF NEW ROAD 

CONSTRUCTION is addressed the same. water quality will be 

affected. This section should include more information. 

Under each management activity that has a significant 

effecc on soil. water, or water related beneficial uses such 

as fish habitat, municipal water. recreation. irrigation. 

and industrial water, describe such effects. Management 

activities normally affecting sail, water, or fish habitat 

potential include timer harvest, road building, slash 

disposal. site preparation. grazing, and mineral exploration 

and development. Display with tables and graphs, as 

appropriate, andlor briefly describe the magnitude of the 

effects, canpazing the relative differences among 

alternatives. Where an effect cannot be expressed in 

quantifiable terms, the potential of the alternatives to 

produce the effect can be related to the l e v e l  of activity 

or activities responsible for the accurrance of the effect. 

Discuss the feasibility and effectiveness of mitigatlng the 

effects on water related beneficial uses. such as with 

capital investments for fish habitat or watershed 

improvement. 

E-52 

Responss t o  Le t te r  1305 - Montana State Otflce Of the Governor, Pg. JO5ee 

Ib response I s  needed on t h l s  page. 
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""Itell SCaras Fores t  Kootenai NF P.O. Box 116 
Dcparrlvent o r  SePYiCe Fort ine RD For:ine. UT 59918 22 

to: 1920 LANU AND nzsounce IUNACWIT PLAUNIHC  ate: w v a s  

Subject:  RESPONSE ON FOREST PLAN 

To: FOREST SUPERVISOR 
ArIIl: JIM SHADLE 

1 iecelued a ca l l  today froo llary Lou Peterson in r'espon~e t o  our 
l e t t e r  and mailer we Dent  out on the  Fores t  P l a n ,  

Generally. she was qui te  complimentary about the  Plan and Cel t  a l o t  
OC e f f o r t  and thought lmd gone i n t o  p r e p a r i u  the document. 

Two items slie s p e c i f i c a l l y  commented on were: 

C P O ~  the  endangered 8pecier  list and Wanted YJ t o  pursuo 
t h e  name BJ rapidly a3 possible. Houevsr, did Dot have 
any apoci r ies  and how to accomplish. 

1 )  F e l t  the  Forest Service  Should help t o  encouP86e 
economic growth wlierever posllibls. 

2 )  F e l t  the  S t a t e  war s t t e m p t i s  t o  PemDYB the  g r i z z l y  

Thaiked us Cor l n v o l ~ i n g  her. 

m- District Ranger 

E-53 

R8sp-m~~ t o  Letter  122 - Mary Lou Peterson, S t e t e  Representative 

I .  we agree. 

2. le agree t h a t  the g r l z z l y  bear should be reCwered and rwoved from 
the T a E I I s t  as soon as msslble. 

e 
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Am- Production Company 

HI. Paul Leimbach 
Forest Planner 
Kootenni Nat ional  Forellt 

Libby, WT S9923 

Dear W. Lelnbach: 

b c o  Production Gmpaog is s subs id ia ry  of Amco Wrporar ion.  Ita Denver 
Region i a  respons ib le  f o r  f ind ing  and producing o i l  and E B B  in the  Western 
Unired Stares. Ye have a cooriming interest in f e d e r a l  land w e  planning, 
sad apprcehre t h e  oppor tmify  t o  C - ~ I L  om the Draft  Land and Re~0yz-c~  
Hanageeot Plan f a r  the  Kooteoai National  Poresc 

Ye a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  f a c t  chat t h e  Forest  planners  and oanagment have tak- 
a p o s i t i v e  view of energy explora t ion  and production, even in CrLIzly Bear 

area v i r h i n  which compromiser, can be reached which allow oil M d  gee u p l a r e -  
t i o o  end development while pro tec t ing  aensif ive and valuable  aurfpce resources. 

I t  is important f o r  members of indumtry and t h e  pub l i c  t o  Laow w h a t  conerriints 

f u r t h e r  b a s i s  f o r  c o n f l i c t  reeolu t ion  as w e l l  as allowing ewp&eies to bow 

h o c 0  Cannot *Upport the prefer red  Alternative J because It propose. a d d l t i a r d  
Yilderneea for Montana. t h e r e  are already 3 mi l l ion  scrcs of wilderness  in 

Nternatiues F and L are more reasonable. 

S i tua t ion  1 areas. Ye believe it is more advantageous t o  consider  l e a s e  
BLlpul i f ions and operat ing s tandarda oc1 B case-by-case b r e i s  r a t h e r  than 
proposing b l m k e t  r e s t r i c t i o n s  or prohib i t ions .  There is a anbaranr ia l  

Canf l lc t  r e s o l u t i o n ,  ar risk management. 1- t h e  most Ipporranr aspec t  of 
u l t i p l e  uee management. and our cwpsny pod our industry are w i l l i n g  to  
cooperate  in 

rill be placed on mergy explorat ion a c f i v i t i e e  by mmagment Area. 
i n c l ~ s i o n  of ch is  information in t h e  Planegemear Area d i e c u s a i o u  provides 

the  maoagamt goals  f o r  p a r t i c u l a r  area8 p r i o r  t o  f i l i n g  f b r  a l ease .  a 
selmic p e r d t .  or LO appl ica t ion  f o r  permit t o  d r i l l .  
possible  thac  an operator  could suggest * w e  a l t e r n a t i v e  management which 
w i l l  provide s u f f i c i e n t  pro tee t ion  and e f f i c i e n t  u p l o r a t i o n .  

Moontane, and we bel ieve  t h a t  i e  a u f f i c i e n c ,  eapacinl ly  considered in the  
concert of t h e  90 mi l l ion  acres of Yildernes. na t ionr lde .  We bel leve  

b u c e  3. nDx i a o  

3 
They feature maximum appar runi r les  

e f f o r t  t o  achieve t h i s  goal .  

The 

It is e n t i r e l y  

S?spaose t o  L a t t Z r  $254 - A i i 0 ~ 0  Producf ion Cmpzny, f i r s t  pice. 

I .  1.0 rusyonso neaaac. 

2 .  lie a y r a .  

3. lie respect ively disagree. h l t e r n r t i v e s  F and L do p r o v i d e  !tare 
o p p o r t u n i t y  to f e s ~ l v r  m e  O i l  h Gas 1swo b u l  t i iey  do l i t l i e  t o  
re."iYa the iii 1urirnrss 155°C. 



Hr. Paul Lembach 
October 30,  1985 
Page 2 

a l t e m t i v e s  uould provlde the Forest with increased revulue remlt ing  f r m  
increamed development of varioue c-adlriea w h i l e  also providing adequsce 

for anergy uplorrr ion .  which is 8 0 4  for lbntana and the nation. 

protect ioo of eensicive retource "slues. J 3 
Dnce again, w app=eciace the opportunity t o  commeot, and we look forward 
t o  receiving the f l n a l  documents. 

234 a 
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p r o p r i e t a r y .  B u t  we b e l i e v e  t h e r e  i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  t o  
t h e  f o r e 3 t  p l a n n e r  w h i c h  wou ld  r e q u i r e  s o m e t h i n g  o t h e r  t h a n  a 
b l a n k e t  oil a n d  g a s  r a t i n g  Of t h e  f o r e s t  and  may a f f e c t  some 
w i l d e r n e s s  a n d  r o a d l e s s  d e c i s i o n s .  I n  t h i s  r e g a r d ,  C E N E X  1.) 

October  31 ,  1985 

H r .  James F. Rathbun 
F o r e s t  S u p e r ~ i s o r  
Kootenai N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  
R . R .  3 ,  801: I00 
Libby,  HOntana 59923 

RE:  D r a f t  Env i ronmen ta l  Impact  
S t a t e m e n t  and P roposed  
F o r e s t  Plan 

Dear Ut-. Rathbun: 

C E N E X  1s a n  i n d e p e n d e n t  O i l  a n d  g a s  e x p l o r a t i o n  a n d  
p r o d u c t i o n  company w i t h  s u b s t a n t i a l  l e a s e h o l d  i n  t h e  K o o t e n a i  
N a t i o n a l  Forest .  Ye h a v e  r e c e i v e d  t h e  F o r e s t ' s  Proposed  P l a n  and 
t h e  D r a f t  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t  a n d  w i s h  t o  t a k e  t h i s  
o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  Submit our comments p e r t i n e n t  t o  t h e s e  documents.  

One o f  O U P  c o n c e r n s  a b o u t  t h e  p l a n  is t h e  d e s i g n a t i o n  o f  
a d d i t i o n a l  w i l d e r n e s s  areas and t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of r o a d l e s s  
a r e a 3  w i t h o u t  an  a p p a r e n t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  h y d r o c a r b o n  
p o t e n t i a l  Of t h o s e  Specific a r e a s .  u e  n o t e  t h a t  t h e  f o r e s t  is 
r a t e d  as  m o d e r a t e  i n  oil a n d  gas  p o t e n t i a l .  T h i s  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  
t h e  d e c i s i o n s  t o  d e s i g n a t e  w i l d e r n e s s  were made Without  a s i te -  
s p e c i f i c  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  hydrocarbon p o t e n t i a l .  The Same a p p l i e s  
t o  t h o s e  d e c i s i o n s  t o  c l a s s i f y  a r e a s  a 9  P o a d l e S S  w h i c h  w i l l  
p r e c l u d e  any w i l d c a t  e x p l o r a t i o n  i n  such  areas. 

- 

B y  u s i n g  a b l a n k e t  o i l  and  g a s  r a t i n g  Of m o d e r a t e  f o r  t h e  
e n t i r e  T o r e s t ,  t h e  p l a n n e r  a v o i d s  h a v i n g  t o  make a t r a d e - o f f  
a n a l y s i s  of c o n f l i c t i n g  resources when one Of thoSe  re9OuPcea is 
o i l  and gas. The hydroca rbon  p o t e n t i a l  becomes a c o n s t a n t  in t h e  
e q u a t i o n  and t h u s ,  h a s  no e f f e c t  upon t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  d e s i g n a t e  a 
s p e c i f i c  area as  w i l d e r n e s s  o r  r o a d l e s s .  

1 

I Ye r e c o g n i z e  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  t h e  p l a n n e r  may h a v e  i n  
Obta in ing  i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  t h e  geo logy  of  t h e  f o r e s t .  D e t a i l e d  
c r n l n r a t f n n  a c t i v i t i e s  h a v e  n o t  been u i d e s o r e a d  in t h e  f o r e i t  and 
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llr. James F. Rathbun, Forest Superv:sOr 
Kootenai National Forest 
October 3 1 ,  1985 - Page TWO 

willing to make available to the forest planners  our geologists 
to di3cuos !3lte-specific hydrocarbon potential within the 
conatralnts o f  the proprietary nature of  certain geological 
Information which we possess.  

Ue Otherwl3e generally support the approach taken I n  the 
p r o p o ~ e d  plan a s  it applies to 011 and 684 a c t l ~ l t l e ~ .  W e  note 
that one of the Forestwide objectives as ~ t a t e d  i n  the proposed 
plan Is the encouragement of 011 and gas exploratlon development 
in the forest while protecting othe? r e s o u r c e s  and u 3 e s .  The 
plan Sets forth a standard of  expediting oil and g a s  l e a 3 e  
applicaitons using standard stipulations, Ue appreciate this 
recognition of  oil and gas exploration and development as 
legitlmate use of the forest. 

Ye a l s o  appreciate the flexibility afforded by the p l a n  as 
apposed to the inclusion of  blanket reStriEtionS on oil and ga3 
activities. Thus. as defined. a no surface occupancy Stipulation 
will allow occupancy If, upon site-specific r e v i e w .  it is 
determined that less stringent measures will adequately protect 
Other resources. Ye f u l l y  SupgOrt this limitation on no sur face  
occupancy stipulations. 

Ye appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed 

we can to the forest planner on the q u e ~ t l o n  OF hydrocarbon 
potential in certain areas of the Copest. 

- 
plan. Again. Ye remain available to provide whatever aSSlStanCe 

Sincerely, 

Exploration &-Production 

corinne Courtney 
Regulatory Compliance Attorney 

2 
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ocruber 23, 1985 

~ o o t e n a i  National Forest 
RL. t3, Box 1 0 0  
Libby, M L .  59923 

Re: Forest Plan 

Ge"Llemen: 

Thank y o u  f o r  allowing us to cornmeor on the proposed f o r e s t  
plans. 

Champion's sole purpose t o  e x i s t  a 6  B businesa e n r i r y  is T O  
make a profit on ita inveatmeota io the forest product* 
industry. The only way that NEW wealth l e created is 
by converting natural resource9 loto something useful for 
man and Champion is p a r t  o f  chat process, I n  d o i n g  S O  w e  
provide for the livelihood o f  many family units io North- 
- e s r  noncana. 

1 

Ye would like for you to address the issue o f  c o s t  efficienr 

ahown that other timberland managers have O b t a i n e d  t h e  same 
reeults char t h e  United Staces F o r e s t  Service has i n  manage- 

feel LheE i f  le reasonable to ~ i L h d r a e  timberland from the 
p r o d u c r i v e  base  Just  because of aome agency imposed 5neffici- 

W e  definafely feel it is t o  the advanrage of the public good 
LO depart from the even flow concept when n e c e ~ ( l a r ) . .  The 
current yield and value losees attributed t o  the Hovntain 
P i n e  Beacle infestation in our pines i s  unaceeprable. I t  
defioately is not an atLribuce to good forest management. 

The way the F o r e s t  Service manages rheir timber r e s o u r c e s  
i a  B vital link io Champion's process. we w o u l d  be amiss 
L O  back  any alternative except  the one that will provide 
the highest possible timber yield at the lowest possible 
coat. while still providing managemeor p r o t e c t i o n  and 
enhancement to all other rcsourcea. Therefore. we ask 
you LO adopt alternative "n". 

t i m b e r  management i n  regards t o  withdrawing some t imber 
objectives from this alternative. Several studies have 

nenc. at lover c o st8 for the same a c t i ~ i t i e s .  Y e  do not 

encies. 

3 
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Response t o  L e t t e r  159 - Chmplon Internatlonal. f l r s t  peg0 

1. Me agree that A l t .  Y would be -0 benot lc la l  to the tl.ber Industry 
but It d w s  not r ~ s o l v e  the Other I ~ S W S ,  particularly new road 
constructien. as "e l l  as A l t .  I. 

2. Cast  e f f l c l o n t  t1ODer managomnnt I. CUFrsntly recolvlng a lo t  Of 
omphaslr. but Just I q r o r l n g  thls issue *Ill n o t  always resolve the 
Other IsSms. 
of that. dollar returns may not always bo maxlmlred on every acre. 

The propose4 regulated base resu l ts  I n  an allowable 5.11 that 1s 
hlgher than the wrrent  level of harvest, and the prcgraued  reii cos$ 
be adjusted upward to Include v n r s g u l a t d  mluae .  
thlr .I11 O I I W  I Y f f l c l e n t  s e l l  VDlYUl t0 5 i ) t l s f y  market demand rh lch  
appears to be the major comem. 

Ie agree. 
erpeclslly .h*n Insect IOZLBI appear IPrlnent. 
f i n a l  Forest Plan was snolysed. 
01 tl.bar could be harvested In  the first decade but thls would 
require a propat lona l  Incrsas. I" road construction and D""Y.1 
budget. 
In the amunt Of  lodgepole plno harvested. (See Appendlx 81. 

I s  ore randaim to mltlple-use managerent and because 

It appears that 

3- Departure I r a  non-declining even-flor can be B bentlllt 
A Departure on the 

The r e w l t s  IndIEatOd a hlghar -nt 

Thls Increased * l e e r  hamest dld not  result In an Incream 



0 
Page - 2 -  
October 2 1 ,  1985 
KooLenai  Narional Porest 

Hopefully. y o u  w i l l  r a k e  t h e s e  comments into 

a n d  t o  a l l  t h e  families t h a t  depend upon t h e m  

Sincerely yours, 

when flnsliziog your plan. Ye urge you t o  remember how 
important t h a t  your timber r e s o ~ r c e e  a r e  t o  t h i s  company 

p-xl.4;1..- 
Russ Hudson 
Libby A r e a  Operations Uansger 

" l C  
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Response to Letter X59 - Champion International. pg. 590 

4. We egree on the importance of the timber industry to the local 
community. 
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@ Champion 
Ch.- ,mm,,on. l  co-M 

O c t o b e r  31.  1 9 8 5  

Ur. James R s t h b u o  
S ~ p e r v i s o r .  K o o t e o a i  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  
P.O. Box AS 
L i b b y .  Ur. 5 9 9 2 3  

Dear J i m .  

Y e  a r e  p l e a s e d  t o  once a g a i n  h a v e  i n p u t  i n t o  t h e  Forest 
P l a n n i n g  S y ~ r e m .  As F o r e s t  P l a n s  go, t h i s  i s  110 e x c e l l e n t  
one io many w a y s ,  I t  h a s  many e t r e n g t h s  a n d  i n  w e l l  l a i d  
our. An u s u a l .  w e  are more i n t e r e s t e d  In ways of i m -  
p r o s i n g  i f  t h a n  io e m p h e s i r i o g  its goad p o i n t s .  

T h i s  h a s  to starc Out  w i t h  D comment oa t h e  g e n e r a l  p l a n n i n g  

The Kootenai p a y 8  no a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  F l a t h e a d .  the L o l o .  or  
t h e  P a n h a n d l e .  It seems t h a t  Regions s h o u l d  c o o r d i n a t e  a n d  
Llmggest g o a l a .  b u t  t h i e  i a  n o t  e p p a r e n ~ .  The r e s a l t  i e  t h a t  
no one a r t e m p r a  t o  live u p  t o  any p o i e n r l a l s  o t h e r  t h a n  
e x t e r n a l l y  imposed  m a n d a t e s  ( g r i z z l y  h a b i t a t  f o r  e r a m p l e l .  
T i m b e r  i s  getting t h e  s h o r t  end  of t h i s .  R e g i o n a l  R P A  g o a l s  
w i l l  n o t  be  met .  n o t  c h a t  t h e y  c a n ' t .  b u t  r a t h e r  you d o n ' t  
t r y .  

To b e  s p e c i f i c ,  t h e  Koorenai P l a n  j o g s  along i n r e o d i n g  to 
p r o d u c e  p r e t t y  much w h a t  i t  h e e  f e l t  c o m f o r t a b l e  v i t h  io t h e  
p a s t .  You know by your own C o n s e r Y a T i Y e  figures Chat  y o u  can 
d o u b l e  t h e  volume a v a i l a b l e  and  s t i l l  l e g a l l y  meet al l -  
eonstrainfs. I feel t h e  Kooreoai s h o u l d  h a v e  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  
s e l l  300 m i l l i o n  b o a r d  f e e t  a n o u s l l y .  I t  is not n e c e s s a r y  
t h a t  t h i s  be s o l d .  b u t  t h e  o p p a r f u n i t y  t o  do so m Y S L  e x i s t .  
A f t e r  a l l ,  Lhe a d j o i n i n g  Forests a r e  plaoning r e d u c e d  c u t e  and 

you s h o u l d  b e  a b l e  t o  f i l l  it. 

I t  would  be  e a s y  L O  d i s m i s s  W i l d e r n e s s  by just s a y i n g  "no more'' 
h u t  t h i s  i s  n o t  r i g h t .  Scorhman h a s  some g r o u n d  t h a t  h a s  u i l d -  
erness q u a l i t y .  1 f e e l  y o u r  p r o p o s e d  b o u n d a r i e s  are a b s u r d  i n  
t h a t  t h e y  are  not t o p o g r a p h i c .  Y o u  n e e d  a d e f e n a l b l e .  d e f i n -  
a b l e ,  f i n d e b l e  b o u n d a r y .  The c o r e  of Scorchman h s s  r i l d e r -  
ness  q u a l i ~ y .  y o u r  i d e a s  o n P e l l i c k  Ridge  are m o s t l y  correct. 
b u t  t h e  b o u n d a r y  ia a p r o b l e m .  I Have s u b m i t t e d  n a p s  in t h e  
p a s t  t h a t  correct t h i s .  e i a m l n e  y o u r  w a s t e b a s k e t  f a r  ny i d e a s  
on  chi^. 

s y s t e m .  A l l  o f  t h e  F o r e a t  P l a n s  s e e m  t o  b e  d o n e  lo a 

y o m m s e k e t  area vi11  i n c l u d e  t h e s e .  I f  t h e  demand is 

E-63 
R~~~~~~ to L e t t e r  4197 - Champion I n t e r n a t i o n a l  (John McRride). ficSt 

I .  

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

Fores t  Plans are co-ordinered with adjacent  FoPests. 

P o t e n t i d s  are assessed dur ing  the  Benchmark Analysis and t h e  e f f e c t s  
aP achieving the p o t e n t i a l s  IM evaluated.  Al te rna t ives  are designed 
to reso lve  the issues which usua l ly  relate to the p o t e n t i a l s  ( t imber .  
wilderness .  vi9ual  q u a l i t y .  e t c . ) .  m e  Benchmark Analysi9 on the  
Kwtenai c l e a r l y  S h ~ s  that there  iS "no free lunch." Trsdeoffs  ape 
required to achieve m y  one p a r t i c u l a r  -source p o t e n t i a l .  

Pmviding  3M mil l ion  board Feet per y e w  would require B s i g n i f i c a n t  
increase  in budget and mad COMtmCtion. 

me Flnal P l a n  w i l l  pmuide  for an increase  i n  t i m b e r  hnrvesc over the 
last 10 ye8m. 

Scotchmen Peak has been re-evaluated for i t 9  wilderness  boundaries and 
I) ner rsc-endation has been pmposed. me new boundaries can be 
- i d  M 2.64 inches/mile t o p o a s p h i c  quads in the  Supervisors 
Headquarters i n  Libby. 

rn 
cn 
w 
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n r .  J a m e s  RaLhbvn 
O c t o b e r  3 1 .  1985 

197. 

The Cablner addlcions 00 che west side a r e  no blg deal. 
I don't like them, b u t  presume I could live with them. 

The Trout Creek area may deaerve to b e  roodleas. but l r  
should NOT b e  Wilderness. I agree with you.thece. 

I do ooc agree a t  a l l  with your proposals on t h e  East Face 

are hichly produccivt timberland.. The developed a r e a s  in 

reaction t o  the spruce beetle epidemic. Tbe northern drain- 7 
ages you would propose t o  lock up are a nore mesic type of 

productive ridges between drainages rill not be developed as 

primitive r e ~ r e a t i o n  land.. Do not place the east face in 

of the Cabioec. .  The salleya that lead into the Cabinets 

the southern part ahou this pactern distinctly. b u t  these 
were 9pruce area?). Ihey rere developed i n  the 1950's io 

Limhcr but O f  h i g h  volume and excellent t i m b e r .  Ihe un- 

io the southern Cablnets and can thua d o  d s q  sa roadlsan 

Ylldcrneee. 

IC is appreciated that there i s  a modeat disclaimer on the 
accuracy of the asdimant and f i a b  model. I know if is the 
best you have bur i t  1- still a u b j c c r  to a lot of paaalble 

ylacl Sort of depends or, when you l o o k .  n o t  on an average 

The old Erovth portion of the plan g i v e s  me some bad feelings. 
5 0  you need eight percent ( 8 1 )  old growth. Yh, e i g h t  percent7 
Does this include the additional t i m b e r  and area needed foc 
replacement of the eight percent ( 8 1 )  a s  it changes ia r i m e ?  
I do n o t  feel the percentage a e c e s a i t y  is fully explained nor  

variation. I w i s h  thia disclaimer 1.8 ntresaed 1 little 
more. Ihr very basis far hydrology i s  S O  variable that 
averages may b e  worthless. Is 1985 a ret ,car or a dry 

o r  a month t a r a l .  

are the additional requirememrr explained. Ihe acre$ and 
numbers appear c i c e s a i v e .  

All in all. i t  i s  a pc'etfy good plan. Could be b e t t e r .  hope 
it rill be. I appreciate the chance for input. 

- 

a 

1 
9 1 

E 4 4  

Respaise Co Letter 1191 - Champion Interniltlonlll (John HcBridel. pB.19ia 

6. NO P ~ S P O M B  needed 

7 ,  Ye feel thar the amount or thberland included in the wilderness 
recommendation is not S i g d F I C M C  (10.450 acres) and the Cost OF 
eccessing the land is hi&. 

8. No response needed 

9. The literature recommends a minimy. Of between 8% end 10:. The 8: 
doer not include the teplacement If timber havest i s  anticipated. 
Note that the final Forest Plan contains 10% which is  still in the 
.l"i.Um CBLegory. 



ii 

John I.kHcide-zoimnts o f f c r k d  during open house On 7/22/85. 

2. On a t imber base acres of 1,188,000 acres, t imbcr  harvast  anount5 to a 

3. Even the maximum 277 m b f  amunts t o  an l n s i g n i t i c a n t  154 b d  t t l a c f a s l y e a r .  
He would quest ion i f  th15 meets RPA goals  f o r  t h e  reg lon  or t h e  nat ion.  

1. The ticher velum issued f o r  s a l e  appears to be h i g h l y  inadequate. 

pa i t y  114 bd f t l a c r e .  

m s t  product ive f o r e s t  In MDntBM should be ab le  t o  do be t te r than  t h a t .  

4. 

5. 
ground. 

6. 

1. Visual c o n t r a l n t s  are  i napprop r ia te l y  app l i ed  I n  many Cases. 

1 

The 

Th is  does no t  appear t o  be f o r e s t  management. 

in-appropriate t o  combine management acres 8 and 9. 

Geo graphic boundaries of proposed wliderness are hard to datlne on the 
L a a t e d  w i t h  a minimum of p r a c t i c a b i l i t y .  

Hat enwgh demand f a r  t h e  wilderness add i t i ons  on t h e  East CabimtS.  

Recorded by I l m  Shadle (typed by G. P a e l > )  
John HcBride 
eax 1218 
L ibby Mt. 59923 
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Response to Letter Y 1 1  - Champion Internetiansl (Jolin HcBride) 

1. The t imber  base acrewe cas 1.386.W in Lhe Proposed P l a n .  not 
1,188.oOo as etnted. 
higher than 277 m b f / y r  in the f i r s t  decade. 

Our best inFormation does n o t  support figures 

3.  The boundaries m a y  be l i d  to loc~te on-thc-groUnd but Lllry seem to 
resolve rhe issues more s d e q u o t e l y .  

4 .  we respectFuily disagree 

5. A re-malys is  i n d i c a t e s  that some changes were H P P ~ O P P W L ~  and hove 
been made. 



July 9 ,  1981 

nr. James Rathbvrn 
Porest s"peryis0r 
Kootenai National Faresc 
RR 63 Eor 700 
Libby, nmtana 59923 

Re: Kaotenai Nacianal Fo res t  Dra f t  E I S / L W  

Dear Ur. Pathburn: 

My p o i n t  of vi@ in commenting on t he  d r a f t  Kooieoai Plan is s t r i c t l y  from 
an O i l  and gas orientation. Throughout earlier d i scuss ions  wi th  you we have 
s t r e s s e d  the po in t  of keeping l ands  from t l tafu~ocy v i t h d r a u a l  (1.e. v i l d e m e s s  
des igna t ion )  when t he  geologic p o t e n t i a l  f o r  c m r c i s l  petroleum W D Q  e i t h e r  
high or unknown.. me Pre fe r r ed  A l t e r n a t i v e  recognizes this and t o  t h a r  exrent 7 
I m s t  applaud the s t a t i s t i c a l  r e s u l t s  of your e f f a r t . ~  

Ye may. hmever.  be  out of the f r y i n g  pan but info t h e  f i r e  i n  p r a c t i c a l  
appl icaLion of this s o l u ~ i o n .  I f  the  in-lieu-of designation is a r o a d l e s s  
p r e s c r i p t i o n  of such r e s t r i c t i v e  severicy aa t o  preclude access and the rewi th  
cont inued non-188es-of of the mineral p o t e n t i a l ,  we're r e a l l y  DOL much 
b e t t e r  o f f .  
p o l i c y ,  ". . . t o  accommodate t h e  exploration for a i l  and gas in B manner 
c o n s i s t e n t  with the intent of each mnsgemenr area as long as t h e  ocher 
resmrce values of the  land are not p e m n e n t l y  o r  i r r e p a r a b l y  eamprwised . "  
mile t h e r e  is some Y i g P l e  T O W  in t he  d e f i n i t i o n  of "permanently or irrs- 

in some cases rhe Product ion of o i l  and gas mag be the h ighes t  and h e s t  use 
parably compromised" the po l i cy  gives no acknowledgement to the f a c t  char  

O f  certain areas. 

To my great regret You have l a r g e l y  withdrawn the  area uhich T b e l i e v e  t o  
have the mosr PTOmising pocenr i a l ;  naoely.  t he  Ten Laker. 
nor recognized the  cons ide rab le  potent ia l  for  caexlsfence of o i l  and gas 
activities with sensitive environmenca nor t he  reclamation p o t e o t i a l .  
Several stunning examples of reelanaLiOn c- to mind of reclaimed uellsires- 
i n  environment s i m i l a r  t o  chc Koarenai - four o ld  w e l l ~ i ~ e s  in Glacier Park. 
tvo w e l l s i t e s  in W o d n g ' s  Gras Ventre Wilderness ( q u i t e  overlooked because 
one natural reclansafioo was IO p e r f e e r ) .  Ge t fy ' s  F a l l  Creek wel ls i te  in f h s  
Tetons. 

. 
me plan's t r m b l e s m e  h i a s  in this r ega rd  is clear in the Kootenai 

' 7 
7: Moreover. you ha 

You qu i te  understate t he  coexisreoec and reelamation p o t e n t i a l s .  

E-66 

Respanse to Letter t 3  - Conoco. F i r a t  page 

1. No response needed 

2 .  NO acknowledgement is givcn because OF tbr lack o f  in fa rmot loo  

3.  No ~ s p o n s e  needed. 

4. We r e s p e c t c u l l y  disakree. 
an p o s s i b l e  w h i l e  a t i l l  PeSOlVing o thep  i s s u e s .  such 89. wi lde rness .  
r o a d l e s s  r e c r e a t i o n .  e t c . . .  

We have at tempted LO prov ide  85 much eccess 
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Hr. James Rarhhvrn 
Kaotenai National Forear 
J u l y  9 .  1985 
Page 2 

3 a  

I C  is perhaps understaodahle chat the p l a n  does not have an o i l  and gas f o c u s  
since so l i t t l e  Is known y e t  of the s u b s u r f a c e .  

f o r  petrolevn p o s s i h i l i r i e s  and ( 2 )  management f l e r i b i l l L y .  If the p l d  
f l e x i b i l i t y  under the Preferred A l r e m a ~ i v e  can he accompanied by the open 
mind, I f ind  chis alternative acceptable.  
line on reducing the f l e x i h i l i f y  by furcher ~ f a t u c ~ r y  withdrawal. 

I t  beCome8,therefore.  
ereenr ia l .  f r m  a petro1rvm point of vie”. to mainrain (1) an open &a- 

1 c e r t a i n l y  urge you t o  hold the 

Very  m v 1 y  y o u r s ,  

Response to Letter  Y 3  - Conoco. p g .  3e. 

5 .  No response needed. 

El%:ht 

cc: A l i s r  F r e l l .  RHOCA 
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Response Lo Ler~er  l l j j  - Emeft Truckins d L o ~ g i n g  

I .  No reswmse needed 
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OCtDbeP 22 ,  1985 

Forest Sqxriisoor 
Kmtenai &ti-1 F o e s t  
Libby, Montana 59923 

Nap MI'. HatWi: - 
I have reviewed the draft Kmtenai Forest Plan, ard I -Id l i k e  t o  offer 
the r d i a r i n g  c m n t s  M i t .  h i s i a n - P a c i f i c  is m m n t i y  pxchasing 
timber fxm the Kmteml Forest and i t  1s being d e l i v e r d  to any m e  of 
four saonnllls and a wafervmd p l m t  in mrthem Idaho. 
hw m e  plan will  aerect t k  timber -ly fo r  each of the- I 
mdentand the carplexlt ies of foorming a plan and the fact that I t  is a 
neap inpossible task to sat isfy the cowems of all the wen of the Forest. 
Hy Ccmrrnts are meant to be mm5tmCtive and wi l l  hopefully aid y m  In  
fomulating a plan that will  c m  
various c m e m .  

It, greatest  concern is maintaining an ad-te timber slqlply to  m e t  the 
MedS or the lunber i#tW. 
mcI'if1cing roadless recreatim. wildlife,  or waten qmlity. 
concerned with the second the fifth decade because the P lan  w i l l  

jecti- hold tme, there a d d  be l i t t l e  Pmblm meeting the denand for 
t i m e r  at that tim. 

wy conems 

close BS possible to  satisfying the 

I feel this -Id De possible w i t h o u t  
I m mt IO 

go thrc.@l reVIRC p m e s s e s  before we get t o  t h e  Point. If Y N P  p- 

m e s t  IS m t  adequate. 

Louisiaru-F'aciflc is dmst total ly  dependent M federal t i rber  for the 
plants i n  m r t h  Idaho. 
the l a t e  '70's and emly ' 80 '5  and coffiequently we have a l o t  of expensive 
timber under C m t m t .  
over Ule next  feu years by mixing it with feasibly p r l ~ c d  timber that we - w m n t i y  acquirirlg M today's m*et. mis n- forced to depend 
heavily on the Open log mr*et which 15 c a s e d  of a high pemcenrspe of 
private tinker. me resul ts  or m s t  carpanies being i n  this  posit la,  I S  
fhat tk p r v e t e  ia~s, 1miuding in i ) l s t r ia l  r e  I - .  being O Y ~ T C ~ :  
and canmt support their hamest indefinitely. 

HWMP, for the flrst decade. the projected timber- 
- 

As YIth nost Corpanies. ye speculated Lm rmch in  

b Plar r j  are to deplete thls emwive t inker 

A5 time goes M. t h i s  will 
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Response t o  L e t t e r  I 7 2  - Louis iana P e c i f l c  Corporat ion.  F i r s t  page 

1. No response needed. 

l a .  NO response needed. 

2 .  No response needed. 

1 

l a  

2 
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create m h  nore dnrand for federai timber than we have seen in the past.  
l T d S  Situt im w i l l  be cciTxU&d if the pmposed reduced CUtS materialize 
on the Pvnhandle aM Flathead Forests. 
tinber supply fun chose FoESts will be folred to  depend mre on the 
Kmtenvi's supply. 

F m  this and the fact that the demand c-idered i n  the draft Plan is 
based on an econmically depressed period. i t  is -parent that the 
Projected hamest w i l l  mt satisfy the t-r industry's reeds. It is 
emdent that th i s  trend is W n g  p l x e  today by the fact that ye h e  
p e m n t l y  closed our T m t  Creek and Colunbia Falls &lls. Other 
corpanies are facing the 5arr Sihlat im and I believe that the trend w i l l  
contiwe. 

To &e Patter2 WE%. the prnjectrd s q q l y  is basnf on the proposed 
Regioml utilizatlcm S M s  of 4.6" tap DIB and 7" D W  on live Saw- 

With current &et cordit ims. these stamazes are rot feasible aM 
represent an m a l l s t i c  additioral merchantable v o l m .  

me long term s1stailpd yield is 455 W F .  

without sacrificing other c w e m .  

me c ~ p a n l e s  dependent on the 

- 

- 

logs. and net scale o r  gmss =ale warid ct-ge r- 33 11% to 25%. 

- 
w i t h  the preferred alternative.  

7% or tk suitable t-riands vi11 be m e d  for an msl mt of 
217 r n ~  for the f i r s t  d e e a .  I believe that this m t  be increased 

for the first decade. It 15 mntiored that Xm m F  of lodgepale pine 
'me f i r s t  m a  that s h u l d  be C-idered is the lodgepole pine W e s t  

will be affected bv the muntaFn D i r e  beetle. and W t  anlv 5n% n t  this I 

Of th? total  marlless m a  l t51(*.  the existing and recarme&d wilderness 
-as. 5% or 2Oe,oM acres w i l l  mMin in a loadless CODditim. 
realize that 
deal O f  the m a  Is cot and should be considered fa r  timber production. - 
me semi-primitive notarized recrriltim does rot need m i e s s  -as Y t  
aside. h t h e r  considera& 
is that the r e C r e a t i C M 1  rreds w i l l  decrease i f  the timber irublstly 
depedent joDS decrease. 

Old g m t h  retention for  wildlife m i t a t  together w i t h  replacwent Stands 
total  2 5 5 . ~ 0 3  ~ C R S  in the Freterred a l t e m t i v e .  I reel the tradeoff cor 
timber pr-xhJcticn cmld be minirm2ed by locating t k 5 e  m a s  i n  conjunction 
with other needs. mey could be located, as rmch as passib le .  i n  madless. 
riparian and visually sensitive areas. m e  ecorrmics of timber productim 
should also be considered, w i t h  the old growth stands being located i n  
the least  feasible timber productim s i t e s .  

I 
or tr,?~e -a are p a l i t i d l y  sensitive, but a great 

me= weds can be met thrmgh mad c 1 0 ~ ~ r - e ~ .  

~ 

~ 

I 

8 
9 

lo  

R e s p o n ~  t o  L e t t e r  112 - Louls lana P a c l f l c  Corpaa t lon ,  Pg. 72a 

3. NO response needed. 

4. no response needed. 

5 .  no 

6. The emphasis I s  a l r e d y  on t h e  relllng and herYBSt O f  lodgepala plna, 
We are  working .Ith Indus t r y  and can adJust the level of lodgepols 
s e l l  1)s t h e  market a110115. The Proposed Plan es t l na ted  75 &f  o f  
green lodgepole plne F i U S  20 mlraf  o f  dead lodgepole p lne  for 8 t o t a l  
of 95 mnbf .  Th ls  was 87s of the  109 m n b f  t h a t  1 8 5  BStlmated t h a t  
needed ha rves t l ng  each year. Unfor tunate ly .  the ha rves t  level  of 
lodgepole p l n e  ha5 lagged behlnd t h e  sell leve l .  [See Table below) 
It does no p w d  t o  5811 lodgepole p l n e  I f  al l  t h a t  happens 1 s  t h e  
vo lum under c o n t r e t  lncrease5. The emouraglng It- 1s t h a t  t h o  

(See Table b e l o r l .  
h a w m t  level for lodgepole p ine  I S  l"CTBa51ng a* you suggest. 

KNF LOOGEWLE PINE (LPPI. S a 0  RND WIRVESTB) ( m b f )  by FISCSI Year ( F Y I  

FY To ta l  LPP s LPP LPP 
sold %Id  Sold HawostOl 

79  206 36 17 46 
80 176 48 26 36 
81 264 93 35 50  
82 221 91 41 50  

7. The p roduc t i ve  f o r e s t  land ou ts lde  o f  ret-nded r l l d e r n u s s  t h a t  1s 
belng managed I n  L1 roadless c o n d i t l a n  15 86,850 acres OF 43% Of the 
202.000 acres nx3nentlOned. A l t e r n a t i v e s  L, H, N and A C o n i I r n r d  t h a t  
t h e  Casts and t r a d e o f f s  were h lgh  t o  manage these lands f a r  tlmber. 

We agree t h a t  S m l - p r l m l t l v e  m t a l z e d  r e 3 r e a t l o n  n e d s  can be 
Sa t lS f l ed  I n  areas w i t h  permanent road c lowres .  

We agree t h a t  r e c r s a t l o n  1111 p robab ly  dRreaSe I f  t i m e r  Indus t r y  
j & s  dewease. 

O l d - g r a t h  t l n b e r  has been comblned r l t h  as many o t h e r  C m p a t l b 1 9  
long-term managensnt needs as possib le  . 
appl ied On t h e  K m t e M l .  
re ta ined  on t h e  m e  d l f f i a l t - t c -  manage sties h a r e  f eas ib le .  

8. 

9. 

io .  
Thls has been t h e  c r l t e r l a  

We agree t h a t  old-growth t l n b o r  Should be 
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E-71 
Response to Letter * 72 - Louisiana Pacific CoPporation. pg. 72b 

11. We agree. The -Wt Of mad closures Bpe the highest af all the 
alternatives  in tho US. 

12. Uneven-aged management i a  avsilable and can be used anytime it is the 
preferable. eCficient way to meet the Forest objectives and the 
Management Area objectives. 

A harvest l e v e l  of 251 mbf is mot Consistent with the existing 
backlog of timber under contract end anticipated budgets. 
does not respnd well to  the other issues as displayed in the Net 
Public Benefit discussion. 
recommededatlon. 

13. 
It also 

The Forest Plan achieves 93L o f  your 

xc: Tan Adalr 



1. Me agree 

2 .  me Kmtenai i s  experiencing increases in recreation use from 
surmvnding apeas such LLS Spokane. - 

3. The RPA goals for timber I A l t .  01 require e large budget tha t  is no t  
considered feasible.  
or grizzly f o r  the Kcatenei. 

We are not ware of m y  RPA goals fo r  wilderness 

October 25. 1985 

k. Jams F. Rathbun 
F m s t  Sllperrlsar 
Kmtenai National FORSC 
Libby, MOnraM 59923 

Dear MI' .  R a w w , :  

I have Rviehed the Propxed KMteMl Forest Plan. 
offer m C a n t 5  as t o  ha* i t  wi l l  affect the Louisi--PaCific 

mills that I am as-iated with. 

Hone Springs ami Pr ies t  R i v e r l w p i n t  lccati-. 
responsibility is =plying these &lls w i t h  -logs. 

I w u l d  l i ke  to 

I am the R~SMIR'B Planager for 'WE 

My pri- 

lk KMtenai Forest is the mDSt pmductive FORSt i n  MontaM for 
- 1 ~  timber. 

%refore. I m i l d  exwct  a l o t  of mphasis to be put on these 
categories. 

areas as are marry other Forests; 50 I varld expect 1855 =Th=iS 

on r ecma t im dmvrd as -red to  other Forests. 

It  also appears to have great m i n e r a l  potential .  

We Forest 1s mt located adjacent to  any metmwli tdn  

- 

1 4 2 

timber artput ard rrauimtzing present ret value. 

werefom. I don't wderstand *my a te - t ive  J was chosen 8.5 the 
preferred a1:emitive. It r a r k  as one of the lowst  i n  t e r n  of 

RPA goals for timer. 

I t  does l ' t  meet Ve 

A l t e r a t i v e  J exceeds the RPA goals for 

wilderness am @-i'lUlY. 
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- 
'lte pmpased Al:e-tive J b3.s 314.580 acres hen? t i m e r  is d e s i w t e d  

the pr- use. 

the land tentatively suitable foor tmer prcducticn. 

reduction f m n  the Cwmnt  sit-tim. m e  t i h r  allocation on the 
adjacent PanMndle Forest 's  Proposed Plan is 36% of the tot& acreage. 
me Kcmtenai pl-rs evidently either pt less e q h s i s  on the 
i n p r t a r r e  of timber or feel they are metirig the timber d e m s  

with t h e i r  Ppomsed Plan. 

l h i s  is 14% of the total Forest acreage. o r  16% of 

mi5 is a 

C u r  sawnil1 at hbyie Springs ge t s  the m j o r i t y  of its -lags f m  

ttre Bonpers ferry and Y& Dis t r i c t s  and t o  a lesser extent. the Tray 

District .  

Ihe B o ~ e r s  Ferry District is praposlng an -1 cut of 28 W F  fm 

the Current 36 I.U%F: a mduc t im of 8 W F  a ~ u a l l y .  

Ihe Y& District 's sell volu~1 h s  averaged 58 W F  ann*llly f o r  the 
last 5 year period. 

anruailly in the next 10 year period; 
R p y  plan  M se l l i ng  appmximately 52 MlsF 

a &ctim of 6 MmF per year. 

We R o y  District's average -1 sale v o l m  for the last 5 year 

periad is 24 MJF. mey pian M se t l i ng  rn WF per year in the next 

decade; a peductim of 4 W F .  

?his 1s a lpductirn of 18 MlsF available each year on the d I s t r i C t 5  

t h t  arc ec-lcally tributary to  au -11 et Noyie Springs. 

mis is a lm bUmF reduct im over the m x t  10 year p e e d .  

F i f t y s i g h t  percent of the land i n  Bxnjary caolty and 8€% of Lincoln 
C m t y  is lMMged by the Forest Service. 

primarily private lard d only a p o r t i m  of the pr iva te  land is. 

tirrberrd. m e  private land has been cut we= for me mst part i n  
recent years and C N l t a i l F  l i t t l e  mlchantab1e -log inventow. 

Ihe m n i n g  land is 

E-73 
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4. The in ten t  Of the PraPOSed Plan was to  resolve all the issues.  
including timber. but not a t  t h e  expense of the Other resources 

The his tor ica l  timber h a n e s t  level on the Xootenai FOPBSL is 
approximately 13% below the h is tor ica l  sell level (173 mmbfiyr versus 
198 mmbf/yr respectively).  
25 mmbf/yr i o l e ~  i s  adequate to supply t h e  local timber industry 
unless a def in i t e  increase i n  demand materializes.. 

This indicates that  a s e l l  level tha t  is 

5 .  we agree. 



-3- 218 b 

We* l a x l s  h i l l  rot prwhca the v o l u ~ r  of s a w l o p  i n  the r e x t  drcadr 

Lhat they h i v e  p d w e d  i n  tk la$: dacar?e. 

Werefom, c a m u n i t y  s b b i l i t y  w i l l  clepend l q c i y  q w n  
Sewice s e l l i n g  m adequate volune to S u s t a i n  the local ci1is.- 

Forest 

5 

We hied to do w h a t  we can to irrre- the a i i a a b l e  cu t  on the KMterN 

m i l l  m e r 5  to pay h i a e r  S twage  mLes i n  an a:tmpt to keep their 

milis operat ing.  llmever, sare m i l l s  won't k able  to corpete with 

an3 w i l l  c e e e  operati-. C c x q a r d c s  m n ' t  i nves t  mrriey t o  rake or * 6 
keep these m i l l s  efiiciem due to  a q u e s t i o m b l e  tLrrker =ply and W u  

lack of mtwn on invesmen t .  me opera t ion  we clcsed at h o u r  Creek, 

there w i l l  be less c-tition far a v a i l a b l e  timber, and ir: tk long 

to m i m a i n  e x i s t i n g  mill capac~ry ard a s m i a t e d  jobs. mese 

ar t i f ic ia l  timber shor t ages  w i l l  t e q m r a r i l y  tend to force lmal 

o t t e r  r eg iom or the country and C-da due VI hi& mteriai Costs 

mtsm is an example of this. After sore wills cease operations. 

term, less stuqiage r e c e i p t s  to tk g o v e m n t  hie t o  a l a r k  of 

cunpeti t i on .  

Wre appears t o  be a conbiratim of c o n s t r a i n t s  Lhat arr l i m i t i n g  

m m t m i n t s ,  40 acre c l e a r c u t  l i m i t ,  Old gmrth C m t m i n t s ,  grizzly 

the allcwable Cut M tk Kmtenvi Fores t .  are; *ateIsh+ 

be- and the alloxti- far b i g  - and pr imi t ive  madless 

rec rea t ion .  
~ 

I 

We worthiness or the watershed d e l  to determine if a drairuge 

should be defer'.-ed 15 ques t io iub le .  P a s t  expe~ iemces  hive shrvn i t  

t o  be --liable. MY r e c m r d a t i o n  is rot t o  dcfer water&&. 
d e s s  them is mm &stmtial evideme there w i l l  be a simificant 
=&tion i n  Water w l a i i t y .  ' Ib is is p a r t i c u l a r l y  tme in  areas Lhat 

are w i n g  a t t acked  by the m t a i n  p ine  beetle. 

th is  mterid a l e  i t  has a v a l e .  
at thr &sting m e s  of sedimnt promiction 

- We m?ed to salvage 

We sharld d50 &e a M e r  lmk 
try to reduce me 

inpact of e x i s t i n g  sou~ces. We C o u l d  poss ib ly  do more to LWPJVe 

E-14 
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6 .  CucPent timber s e i e s  under c o n t r a c t  t o t a l  approximetely 610 mmbf. 
This  is equ iva len t  t o  3.5 y e m s  of harvest a t  t h e  h i s t o r i c  l eve l  d 
173 m b f l y r .  Receipts  to t h e  government (and returns to f l i e  states)  
are more dependant on the  Lotel l e v e l  O F  harvest  rtrthor Lhon t h e  p r i m  
p e r  thousand bosrd f e e t .  

7. Ye a ~ r e e .  See the  Guidel ines  For Ca lcu la t ing  Water-Yield I ~ C ~ ~ U S E S  i n  
t h e  Forest P l a n  Appendix which w i l l  be used t o  determine on-the-ground 
SiLUationS For timber hnzvest ing.  

8. we agree 



drainage M existing roads and w e  more road cl-s In the sprirs 

to r e h r e  sedtmnt p e t i r n .  - 

Tin&= is the main CmtriDJtW to tk econam/ M the K m t e M  Forest .  

I d d  like to 5ee mre eophasis plt ML timber. 

devoted to l4arWmt Area 12 (433.970 acres), *here the goal 1s to 
enhance d t e r  b i g  garr tebitat. then Vere is in tk tinber 

pmhrtirn category. I dm' t  be l ieve  rhere 1s justificatlcn to set 
a s i d e  a r k s  larxe acreage for b i g  -. m c i a l l y  vhen YW l d  a t  
hcw rapidly big garr mhrs h v e  lrrreased in recent ye-. I 

d i z e  timber rill cme fmn m i s  acreage. mt it won't be a5 mrh 

as it d d  be. 

lhere are OOR acres . 

Rota t ian  rill also most l ike ly  take langer since y d  

plan  M Inwid regmeration most Of m% tlm in category f 2 .  - 
I am -4 to the C a b h t  r i l d e m s s  addition. 
classifled as w.rageMt kea 29 madless recreation a83 sem the - -Y. I W t  n u l t i p l e  use of the r el lick Fudge and m 
Cmek -85 that BR ElaP.irled a$ w a n t  Area 23. 

l l l i s  c m l d  be 

- 
W r  hwes t  shxld be all& in Management A r e a  10 (Big ream? 
winter Range) h r c  econmically feasible f n d  practical. 

Y- old 

- 
category exceeds PSA goals and s h d d  be Rmred to 

the FPA g d s .  - 
I t  is irmic Uat @ u l y  are b t e d  on pan of the Kmtenai Forest 

YC have lc@g restriction m other amas of me xm- t o  
p r o t e c t  it. - 
yarld it be possible to log Category #I0 'dmre -ratlcn is 
difficult srrl uy It for big ga fom3 and r&xe the acreage 
s t  ssiae far  rildllfe in other Categories? - 
m Mods -try Is mt Surrering fz-m a lack of d e  for its 
pmarts. yood p m d a t s  dmwd yas M e r  in 1984 than arw year 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Reswonse t o  L e t t e r  1128 - LouisiaM Pacif ic  Corporation. pg. 2lSc E-75 

9 .  The management o f  Big Came. e s w i a l l y  elk. w a s  one of t h e  Forest pisn 
issues. A s i g n i f i c a n t  amount of @A 12 1173.000 acres or 362) is 
loca ted  w i t h i n  i d e n t i f i e d  gr izz ly  habitat. 
recovery o f  the gr izz ly  hear M re11 as providing big-game and timber 
benefit.. 

The m t a t i o n  age f o r  MA 12 w a s  not lengthened and is  coaparable co 
other timber-producing prercr ip t ions .  

I f  the  Cabinet wilderness  addi t ion is c l a s s i f i e d  85 Management h e a  29 
t h a t  would not be helping to m o l v e  the wilderness issue. 

Timber harvest Is allowed in Managemt Area 10 *hem economicslly 
f e a s i b l e  and p m c t i c d .  
o t h e r v i s e  the land would have been designated as Management Area 11. 

Ye -no t  aware of m y  R P A  pals Tor o l d - w t h  tiabber 

Hunting is managed by the Stare of HOntana, 

The majority of IVL 18 is rftbin svmmer range where forage is not  
l i m i t i n g .  Acreage is not "ret w i d e "  for w i l d l i f e .  Wi ld l i fe  is 
in tegra ted  w i t h  o t h e r  resources such w timber and recrea t ion  LO 
provide mul t ip le  b e n e f i t s .  

This  YA pmvides  f o r  the 

10. 

11. 

12. 
In  nost cases this w i l l  not be t h e  case, 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. We agree. 
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PrevlauSly. We need an adequate tlrbrr -ply to be able to carvete 
am naln:aIn . a 1 1  wpac1:y. 

llw Plan skws the allabable cut going 1- 202 bWF per year ~n the 

flnt decade to 277 k O F  per yew i n  the fifth decsde. I vurld rather 
Jee a  OR rien flw such as 250 WEF per year. 

beneficial far several reasons. 

m u n t d n  pi- beetle lnfested lodgepole i n  the r1-t decade. uhlle 

it has Y a b .  and get t h i s  land back into prc&ctlM. 
N t  in  the first decade d d  help offset the redllcti- on the 
Parharrile ard Flathead Forests. 

f 
(xu. swnill at W e  Springs since it 15 d e s i m d  for this type o f  
material. 

l h i s  Muld be 

It would all- ya, Lo salvage mre 

hls imreased 

' X i h i s  wuld also be beneficial to 

- 
in ciming. I mi* we M d  -r the )blotenai is me mst 
pmhrtive Forest in  Montana md we Jhould h l l d  M h s e  Strengths. 

I appreciate this opporhmity to voice "p~ CDFCDIN cn the pmposed 
Kmt5nl Forest Plan. 

Sirrerely yans, 

Robert BlanfOrd 
ReSayce HaMger 

xc: Ton Adair 
Jim Dicklsol  

E-76 
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Marathon P.O. s o x  120 
CPSP.'. Wyoming 82MZ 
Tilepnona 307l233-2511 

October 28. 198s 

139 

WL. Paul lddnch 
Forest P l m m r  
Rmupnai &ti-1 Forest 
Rcute 3, Rca 700 
libby. musna 59923 

k u  nc. Irinhch: 

Re: -ts on the Draft Forest Plw. 
X o o t d  &tianal F m t .  k t m a .  

Ihe pmposed forest direction. in regard to energy q l o r a t i m  
aimed at balaacing res-ces. is a very -le s-. 
a uueby-case -lysis of necess- stirulatims d ndtinatins 

dee+ p l w s  d inpl-tation of projects. 
scmdarda is, in itself. w k m t i w  to - up with better idear, for 
reacmce pmfectim. lhere a-e ~ m s ~ u 6  -1- of exploratim d 

plsad on oil d gas ectivitiea. is helpful in resolving ccnflicts of 
user -a. 
hgez  range basis wd de pb l i c  is atme of dmt to Expect for a 

p x k t i r n  facilities which protect sensitive wildlife md 
m t a  . 

specific Mwagannr Area. 

BY all- -. -=tors md orploratidsts be *'-tive" in 
h t i m t i %  m a t -  

1 

T k  irrlueim of stipllariara wd msMgewt &&lks. to  be 

It all- *try to make pkms d decisions on a 

Ihe 
crrpancy in fi- md the imxmt of wilderness a f f d  in 
Altanative 3. me figures u e d  are not caraistmt in rEzerd to 

206,320 acres pmposed for withdrawal. hu mmder the preferred alter- 
rstive 215 000 acres are withkfm frrm o i l  wd gas leasing. ' he  
f& wd'arem, msidered for  virhhm-swal. shmld be clarified. 

of the p h  which are objectimable deal vith dis- 

lhere are wilderness -e md the lwds pmposed for vittdrrwal. 2 

E-77 

I. NO response needed. 

2. Tho dl t fersncs I n  the two sets of nuaers 1s the r e s u l t  of scattered 
parcels ot land I n  the Fcrest Plan tha t  have a l ready been r l thdrarn  
b u t  are Included i l t h l n  YDnagewnt Areas t h a t  allow o i l  and gar 
learlng. 
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Stnccrely. 

&&l+.& P- 
Bramqr G. Pem 
WEbdrmmmtal Cmrdinator 

W:ug 

cc: W. H. Iegg 
D. R. spearing 
J. D. PolisM 
J. H. Yadlgflesh 
e.. D. wcmm 
E. E. Reed 
K. V. Bavlti 
E. D. Sayre 

E-78 
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3 .  NO response needed 

85x119  
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Ouens and H u m  ~ m b e r  Company, Inc 
P 0 Bax 883 
Eureka, Montana 59917 

October 28, 1985 

Forest Plan 
Kmtenai Natimal Forest 
R t .  3 Box 700 
Libby, Montana 59923 

Attention: James F. Rathbun 

Dear Jim, 

l1 Ye at Owens and HmSt Lumber Company, Inc. have invested heavily at our 

plantsite in Eureka, Montana, to be able to utilize as much o f  the raw log as 

posiibie. 

115 f u l l  time jobs. 

cut will hurt our operation and the erplaynent picture in Lincoln County. 

blood. wildlife and wilderness are compatible but lets keep wood at the 

Five and one half years ago this facility mas i d l e ,  now we have 

Piease consider this because decrease in the aliouabl? 

top O f  the list. 

L HUrst - President 
ns and Wrst Lmber Carpany, Inc. 

Response to Letter XI05 -Ovens & Hvrst Lumber Company 
E-19 

1. No response needed. 
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cc tober  31, 1985 

IIr. James Rathbun  
F o r e s t  Supervisor 
KOCTENAI NATICCAL fCP.EST 
P.O. BOX 700 
Libby. IlT 59923 

Dear s i c .  Rsthbun: 

This  l e t t e r  conta ins  t h e  response of  Plum Creek Timber Conpany. 
Inc. (PCTCI t o  t h e  Kootenai na t ion21 Fores t  proposed F o r e s t  P12n 
and d r a f t  Envi rOnnent21  I z p a c t  S t a t e m e n t  S u p p l e n e n t s .  The 
c o x e n t s  r e f l e c t  our !.larch 15, 1983 l e t t e r  la t tached)  regarding 
t h e  D r a f t  P l e n  and EIS. Our o r s i n 2 1  comments r e n a i n  v a l i d  and 
c u r r e n t l y  a p p l y  t o  t h e  s u p p l e m e n t s .  we r e q u e s t  t h a t  t h e  P i n 2 1  
Plan address our concerns.  

La- i s  a major  t o p i c  which w e  have c o n s i s t e n t l y  
requested t h e  F o r e s t  t o  thoroughly  analyze.  The Fores t ,  hovever,  
has n o t  addressed t h e  issue adequate ly ,  nor j u s t i f i e d  vhy i t  has 
g iven  t h e  t o p i c  such a cursory  review. The checkered p a t t e r n  of 
PCTC'S ownersh ip  w i t h i n  t h e  f o r e s t  is  d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t e d  by 
Federa l  Management planning.  

recrea t ion .  He t h i n k  t h e r e  s h o u l d  be  o ther  c o n s i d e ~ 6 t i o n s  used 

enhanced and c o s t s  r e d u c e d  by c o n s o l i d a t i n g  our r e s p e c t i v e  
ownerships .  The p r o p o s e d  N a t i o n a l  BLR - DSFS l a n d  i n t e r c h a n g e  
d e m o n s t r a t e s  t h e s e  v s l u e s .  

The Fores t  c a  b e s t  serve p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t  and b e t t e r  conply  w i t h  
N a t i o n a l  d i r e c t i v e s  by a n a l y z i n g  2nd d i s p l a y i n g  t h e  c o s t s  and 
b e n e f i t s  of l a n d  c o n s o l i d a t i o n .  S p e c i f i c  exchange b e n e f i t s  vh ich  
t h e  Fores t  should  i d e n t i f y  inc lude ;  (a) l o v e r  management c o s t s  
d u e  t o  i m p r o v e d  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  e f f i c i e n c y ,  l b )  e n h a n c e d  
p r o d u c t i v i t y  r e s u l t i n g  from improved access  and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
s y s t e m s ,  and [cl g r e a t e r  o p t i o n s  for i n t e n s i v e  management on 
p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  l a d s  such as inproved r e c r e a t i o n .  w i l d l i f e  
end r e s o u r c e  managenent .  - 

~espanee t o  L e t t e r  l304 - Plum C r .  Timber Company. F i r s t  P w e  E-80 

we agree. 
(Landomership and Land Adjwtmente) in the back of t h e  f inal  Forest 
p l an  Document where o the r  reasons are skated for cons ide r ing  
l andomersh ip  odjustmenrs. Pmviding impmved OPPOPt(UI1LIeS f o r  
grizzly recovery and roadlesa/wilderness p m t e c t i a n  will be some of 
t h e  m a j o r  reasons f o r  pursuing land exchanges; but  not the only 
re850"S. 

See Chepter li'-Bg in the DEIS. Also see Appendix 9 

we egree. 
of each r e s p e c t i v e  land adjustment p m p o s d  t&es i n t o  cOnSidePstiDn 
lower management c o s t s  due t o  ioprnved ads in i sLre t ive  e f f i c i e n c y .  
Items t h a t  are considered include: 

a , )  

The cr irer is  in land adjustment planning and The evslumtion 

the reduct ion of  pmper ty  comers and boundary l ines LO be 
e s t a b l i s h e d  and matntained: 

$250 per  each pmper ty  comer es t ab l i shed .  
t b . g W  per each mile of baundary l ine loca ted  wd pasted. 
118 per  mile peer year for boundary l ine msintenance. 
$7 per year per  properly corner for .aIlntenance. 

1 2 . 7 ~  each case_ 
b . )  t h e  elimination of Rights-of-YBy needs ( a c q u i s i t i a n l ;  

c . )  eliminetion of special we pernits (issuance and admin i s t r a t ion ) :  
$450 per  CMO. 

d.) t h e  p e ~ m t i o n  of occupancy treip859 and t h e  need for the 
reau1ution or encroach.enta; I400 per case. minimu.. 

However. Forest  Plan a l t e r n a t i v e s  w e  l imi t ed  to t h e  existing land-  
ownership pattern. 
infoxmation ebovt oyher a n e r s h i p s  which 18 don' t  have. 
would be speculative. 

Any other analysis would require detailed 
The r e s u l t s  
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on our earlier concerns. 

Again. we vould like you to go over our concerns expressed in the 
attached letter. as we Eeel that they were generally disregarded 

E-81 

4 

T(j; James Rethbun 
PAGE 2 
Wtober 31, 1985 

The Forest should clearly state that exchange rrould occur on a I 
value-per-value b a s i s ,  thereby having minimum impact on the 
area's economy. Another item, particularly, is the 5,000 acre 
maximum per erchanqe. Is this a maqic number and how vas it 1 3  

I derived? We CM &e the potential; especially in the l a n d  
ownership adjustment area F, that could De more cost effective 
for both parties to put together a lot larger packzge. 

A!xess to private lands is an issue the Forest has not 
thoroughly addressed. The Forest neglected to respond to several 
concerns we h e w  exDressed. ne would like the Forest to comment I 
the kootenai Staff Coccect the proposed Forest Plan so that it 
Complies vith all applicable l r v s  and reguletions. Phis includes 
justifying it's recornendations and responding to the concerns of 
private landovners. J 
lie hope our information and questions will be valuable to you as 
you complete the Final Plan. w e  urge you to contact us if you 
have m y  questions oc comments. 

Sincerely, 

G.C. Corbett 
H+"ager 

GCC: If 

Attachment 

Response to Let te r  1304 - Piurn Cr. T i . b e r  Company, pg.304a 

3. Gaad p a i n t 1  
IV-88. 

This was stated I n  the DElS in Chapter 11-87 and Chapter 

The 5,000 acre f i g u r e  [per exchange1 has been deleted from t h e  Forest  
P l a n  genera1 g"Idanc.3 SBCtlD". 

4 .  The f i n a l  Forest P l a n  does not precldde p r i v a t e  rights, inc lvdinS 
access rights. 
of t h e  Kootenai Forest Piannlng PTCFBSE. 

NO laws or reguiatlonr have been changed as a r e w i t  

rn 

m 
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BNTimberlands 
i.: 

?Xi" ,*m~~lnc.,~,c: 

March 15. 1983 

Hr. William Horde" 
Forest Supervisor 
Kaotenai National Forest 
P. 0 .  BOX AS 
Libby. )(I 59923 

Dear Hr. Harden: 

1.F.R.C: 
M A R  16 1983 

Enclosed are BN Timberlands' co-nts regarding the proposed Kootenai 
Porest Plan and Drafr Environmental Impact Statement. 
made t o  rhe six previous letters we have submitted on the planning process. 
We evaluated the following issues B E  they re late  to the intermingled 
landovnership situaiion: 

Reference is also 

I . '  Land Adjustment. Nrernarives .  and Economic8 
11. Facilities 

IV. Warer and S o i l  
111. Wildlife 

V. Fire and Visual 
VI. management Areas - 

Ye cmmmend the Forear for addressing some of the private landounerb' 
concerns Yithin the draft. 
nnd display a land adjusrmenr nap. although we do ask you t o  expand on ic. 
We also request that the Forest more adequately analyze che econonics of 
landownership. present a broader range of land adjusrmnt alternatives. 
and give greater consideration t o  the Plan's impact an private landowners. 

We especially recognize your e f f o r t s  t o  prepare 

I 

We hope yon give serious consideration CO our recommendations in developing 
Lhc final Plan. 

Donald 8 .  Nerrleron 
Assistant Vice President 
Timberlands 

JABlmc 
Enclosure 

cc: TO* C0St.a" 
I mc 
UETA 

1 
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BMI-s STSPONSE TO me DRAFI w m e u i  PI)IH b eis - - - - - - - - - 
I. IAM) A t U U S ~ H I ,  ALTERNATIVES, ECONOMICS 

land adjumtwnr should be used fully to enhance management efficiency and 
improve land managemeor opporLunifies. 
comply with national direction if it analyzes il full range of landownership 
alt~rc.atl~e~ including consolidation. l h  public rill then be able to recognize 
the opp~rfunifiea of land exchange and have a choice i n  selectillg an alternative 
which mdriml~e~ net public benefits. 

- 
Ye believe the Porest Plan rill better 

“he Forest should: 

1) 

2) 

list epecifIc land exchange benefit. (aee oar letter of 3/25 /82) ,  

display a range of land adjustmeor alternatives within scattered and 
checkerboard areas. 

3) deterdloc vhac tmpactr its proposal rlll have op affected private 
landouners. and 

I )  compare the callts of scattered omershlp with the benefits of a 
coosolldactd land pnctern. 

our req~emt 1. consis~ent with the atcached admlnistrarive requlremeots and 
national legiilarioo with which the Koorenai is directed t o  comply. 

XDoterml Forest repreneorarivea have told us char the h o d  exchange program will 
be *held back- uotll the Federal 1 8 8 ~ ~  %anagemeor Program 10 complete. 
r d r s r s t e  OYT poaition that the Program not preclude 1egisl.tlvr direction co 
addrem adjacent and intermlogled landowner.’ objectives io the Plan. A 
thorough land adjuat.mr aoalgsis should help erpedlre the Program’s invenrory 
procc... 

Ye believe our request is coo8111tent uith the recent 9ch District h u r t  
C.llforoia FARE 11 N l i a g  that the Qarcsr Service m a t  provide a more thorough 
.nnlg.lr of i t a  land-ss decisloos. We believe the follouing excerpts from the 
case support our concern for eo adequate evrluarioo of land adjuatrnenc: 

Ye 

1) -... EOSLB and benefits of land deeignuilaoa need not be io B form of i 
focmal cost-benefic snalyais, but it 1. to reflect thet  the Forest Service ha* 
compared each area for the potential benefits of m a n a g e e m  against the 
potential adverse e n ~ i r ~ m e n t a l  coosequencea. 

2) -lhl P o r e s  Serrlcc may nor rely upon rorecsnring dlfficulfiea or the 
task‘. mgnltude LO excuse the abaeDCI of a reasorubl9 thorough mire-SpecIflc 
ana1y.im.- (We balleve this applies to displaying a broad range of area* for 
dlspOa.1 and .cqui.ltion.) 

3) -Tho E15  does nor cxplaln w h a t  the trade-off. were or  why they Were 
considered scceprable or reali.tic.’ 

4 )  -An impact sfafeocnt should provide the publls with informarion an the 
E1S of a proposed project ~ I I  well as encourage publlc partlclpntion i n  the 
derrlopwnr of that Informarlon. 
Information t o  be able t o  participate Inrelligrnrly I n  the EIS procesn- 

It a1.o should g l v a  the public enough- 

- 

E-83 

Response t o  Letter no4 - Plum Cr. Timber Cmpany, pg. 304c 

1. See the response on the prw lws page. 

t 
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Ihe Yooreosii i s  required by regulations t o  s t r a t i f y  che Foreer i n t o  ~ a t ~ g ~ r l e s  
of land with m i d l a r  casu end refurna. Ye ask t h a t  you estimate the por r ion  of 
the KooC~naI charsc ie r i red  by chcckerboard and ocher  i n t e m i n g l o d  major 
o-rahlp. 
ovnership ivch an c o s t  share dcal ings .  r i g h t - o f r a y  o e g o t i a l l o o ~ ,  and all o t h e r  
C O ~ P e r l C i ~ e  maoagemeot programs. Orhcr C O I ~ .  should nlsa be esrlmaared. f o r  
example: 

It i. t k n  poealble  to d e t e d n e  the  costs  a r t r i b u r e d  t o  acar rered  

-1ncreracd road coosrruction aod maintenance c o s t s .  
-1ncreaaed haul rod travel cos ts .  
-dwl ic* t ion  of water  q u a l i t y  and w i l d l i f e  mnitaring 

-land "(le p l a m i o g  
-land adjustment planning 

- f ire  munagcneor planning 

I n  a d d i t i o n  to deceraining d i r e c t  Costs ,  we a s k  t h a t  you evaluare the 
opportunit). E O S L S .  or  r r a d e a f f s .  n s m c i a t e d  with d ispersed  ownership. Ihia 
CDSC a11*1y51s should be included under the Economics s e c t i o n  of the DEIS. pages 
11-3. 11-4-14, 11-57-60, and 11-67. - 
Co-nta speclfic t o  the  DEIS and Plan regarding the  lands  issue follow: 

(DElS Page. 3.9) Cul-renf Direction and Corn ar iaoo  of N e t  Public  Benefirs. 
Land adjustment should be examined when = G a r i n ;  p r i c e d % z o - e d o e t  
m b l i c  beoefirn. A cooholldated landovnerhhio oartern will h e l o  the Forest 

I ~~. ,~ ~~~~ ~~~ ~~ 

b a r t e r  -et the scared hoef i r s .  i n  s d d i f i o n  ro improuing manegeneor e f f i c i e n c y .  

(DEIS Page 14) LandomerahlE. 
' rvni lsble '  nhovld h stricken. As e tafed .  t h i s  senceoce incorccctly implien 
that all p a r t i e s  are In f u l l  sgreemenc with che areas the Pores< Service has 
i d e n t i f i e d  ae des i rab le  to acquire. 
baled on whether i t  is  a d d n l e c r a t i v e l y  and econoaica l ly  e f f l c i e n r .  

Under s e c t i o n  F ,  flrsr s e n t e k e ,  rhe word 

Decisions to exchange land  should a190 be 

(DElS Pages 22.11-83,111-10) w. A l l  of t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  are 
constrained bp haviog only one land adjusrmenr proposal. None of the 
a l t e r n n r i v e a  show a range of ownership from che C Y ~ C - ~ ~ L  situation LO one of 
t o t a l  consdid i t ia rx .  
sd jaccot  landowners is noc n e c e a e a r l l y  co~rect in t h a t  cooperat ive program have 
been coscly and i n e f f i c i e o c .  This is a result of d l f f e r e n c  opera t ing  achedulcs .  
c o s t e ,  and other  admini r r ra t ive  c o n f l i c t s .  

The BCaLelTnt Chat a l t e r n a t i v e  #7 is -re compatible v i c h  

(DEIS Page 12) landownership Adjusrment. A s p e c i f i c  time frame should be 
set to accomplish the  adjustment goals .  

(DEIS Page 1-2) Forest Planning. .k scared ,  t h e  Forent  Plan vi11 
supersede d l  other plans and all management vlll be lo canformanee with the 
Plan. 
exchange proposal which allows maximum management e f f i c i e n c y .  

Il ls  statement show8 the  inpar rsnce  of developing t h e  most f l e x i b l e  land 

(DEIS Page 11-84) Figure 11-17b. The Forest ahould ahow cosrs end v a l ~ e s  
f o r  both land a c q u i f i t i o o  and l a n d  dispaaal in order  to m l m i n g f u l l y  d i s p l a y  
land cxchaoge. As displayed.  t h e  Forest seems to Imply that land ncquislcioo 
w i l l  coat the public more than t h e  compensating values. 
a p p l i e s  t o  page VI-9 of the  Plan. 

cur rrarement also 

2 
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Response t c  L e t t e r  I304 - Plum C r .  T i m e r  Company, pg. 304d 

2. Am analysis of t h i s  nature 15 done on e t c h  f l r m  land exchanga project 
propo5ai. 
administrative costs of intermingled ownership. 

The Kootenal io&$ at t h e  C O S t S  and b e n e f i t s  regarding 

2 0 .  We leal  t h a t  these roquerts have been S u b S t a n t l a l l y  c a m p l e ~ ~ .  
acreage targets hawe been changed. The tine frame f o r  completion Of  

the ent i re  exchange proposal i s  B S t i m t e d  a+ 30 years, Optlnls t Ical lYr 
dependlng O n  the willingness O f  t h e  p r i v a t e  landowner5 and operating 
Qudgets. Shoring current  landowner5 desires  I S  not COnSldered (0  be 
mcanlngfui because o f  the changlng nature  of p r i v a t e  lando#nerr p a 1 5  

The 

ane econa ls  inter.5tz.  

2 

m 
m 
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(DEIS Page Iv-S6) Lands. The areas where major PIIYBCC landowners d e s i r e  
ro exchaoge bot the  F o r e X r v i c c  doen not should be d l s p l a p d  t o  The publ ic .  

.res. should be explr ioed.  
t h e  s p e c i f i c  reaeons why t h e  government disagrees  t o  exchange in these  

These co-ocs a l s o  apply LO pagc IV-14 of the Plan.  

In addi t ion  IO t h e  reasons l i s t e d  Kor acquiring aod dlspoaing b o d .  
eooro l idnr ing  lands w i l l  cnhaoct  t h e  govtr~ueat 's  ranagewnt progrsm by 
e impl i fy iog  the ouoership partern .ad j u r i s d i c t i o n  while Increasing t h e  
governmnt ' s  e f f i c l e n c y  i o  land  managemeor and adminisfrat ioo.  
should be added to the l l r c .  

Ihcrc  b e o e f i r s  

(oEIS Page IV-SB) 3. We ask that you expand OD. consol ida t ing  lands  
Ihe prescor adjurrmenc proposal f o r  w i t h i n  t h e  Upper Flsher-Vermil l ion area. 

t h i s  area l a  piecemeal. 
land adjustment  goa ls  LO Improve resource objecciver.  
3/25/82. 

Blocklog up these  areas Is oare c o ~ s I ~ C e o t  Yich the  
See our l e r r e r  of 

(DEIS Page lV-bS) Adverse Effecrn.  
porcnrial lmppacrs I f  l a n d o m e r e h i p  is mor consal ldarcd.  
avoid t h e s e  impacts should a l s o  be displayed.  

The Forest  should co-nt on the 
H l f i g r r l o o  =a&ures t o  

( P l a n  Page 11-5) Lands. Please  Clar i fy  the i raLemnC thnc l s n d o w e r r h i p  
adjuntmente are allowed uhaa Lhey neet  the Intent of the  managemnc area 
pcesoriptiar..  
p r i v a t e  land  ~ n a g e m e o t .  c o n f l i c t -  w i l l  p o r e n r l a l l y  occur. 
adjustmenra k i cce le reced  t o  makc *CLivicies C O ~ I I S L ~ O C  u i t h i n  maoagemenc 
*re..? 

&re managecnc on p u b l i c  laadr ia ooc conriaceoc v l r h  adjacent 
l o  c h l s  ~ m s e .  k i l l  

(P lan  Page 11-8) Figure 11-1. L(0u can the Foresr  car ry  OUT a 64,000- t o  
52.000-acre cxchrnge program by proposing t o  a d j w r  only 640 acres per decade 
for  fivc decrdes? 

(P lan  Page B-1) Appendlx 8 .  Landowners' d e s i r e  for erthmge should he 
inc luded  In the key and i n  the  section-by-section l i s c l n g s .  
p r e s e n t l y  ava i lab le  t e  the  Foreet. 

11. FACILITIES 

Management Arc. (HA) 1. Semi-pr ld t lve  Nan-torired B = C ~ F B L ~ O ~ .  -7 cause 
a c ~ e e .  p r o h l c v  f o r  BMI i n  Secrion 25. 130N. U 9 W .  and Section 29, T30N. R28W. 
kcaure  Of chi  rercrlccions placed on new road construction. mere p r i v a t e  
landowners need ~ C C C S I  r h r w g h  P I O I I - T ~ Q O Y ~ C ~  designated areas. the  Forest Servlca 
should spec i fy  i t s  i a t e n t  t o  coord ina te  v i r h  L k  landownet. I n  a11 cost share  
d e a l i n g s .  where the  l a n d o m e r  des i re .  access. the Forest needs co emphasize 
t i = l y  action t o  reduce u n a g e ~ n r  delays .  This a l e o  appl ies  t o  managerxnr 

This information i r  

- 

prior TO coosumnaring an exchange lo the  ares. - 
(DEIS Pages IV-50-5b.Sec.  F) 'the Fores t  rhould address  rhe e f f e c t s  of 

roads 00 pr iva te  l a n d o m e r r .  Access t o  private lands ID e s s e n t i a l  t o  prlvacc  
l and  mmagenmr and 1s InIecrelaLed t o  Forest Scrvicc activities. 
an improved t ranrporra t ion  system C I I ~  help  Increase economic product iv l fy  and 
i n t e n s l f i c a c i o n  in The p r i v a t e  B ~ C C O F .  - 

For example. 

(P lan .  Page 11-6.Sec. 3 )  The f a r e i r  Implies t h a t  a ' roadless ace*- c m  

E 4 5  

Response to L e t t e r  I304 - Plum C r .  Tinher Company. pg .  104e 

The r i g h t  of reasonable access t o  pr iva te  land is proviaef tor .  

See t h e  D E l S  page iV-92. 

3. 

4 .  
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Since the  Iootcr~i National Forerr  g r i r z l i c a  are io Cwo d i r i i n c t  populaCiomr. 
1.e. .  Cabinets sod W r e f i r h  Range. how many ire esr i l iared for  each popularion1 
The TUO popularions probably vi11 ~ L O C  have contact with clch orher rlocc they 
are on oppos i te  r i d e r  of Lbc Forest. liov wi l l  a m i n i m  v i a b l e  populacioo qf 30 
b c r r i  be maintained io the Cabinets, and vhac pressure w i l l  be placed om pr iva te  
landowners if the ForesL can't manage f o r  30 boars1 

The Forest Service should more f u l l y  corrrdinxre management of g r i z z l y  bears 
uich Lhc Hootan. P i r h  and Came C o d r a i o n .  
should support  our zequeif char the b m i r r i o n  d c l e r c  the  Trail Creek drainage 
from black bear hmcing  i n  Hunting District  103 u n r i l  1 -re v i a b l e  g r i z z l y  bear 
popvl i r ioo  is  er tab l i rhcd .  This if a good opportunity for the Forerr CO PXDmDte 
the g r i z z l y  bear popu la t ion .  

For exanple, the Forest Service 

- 
(Plan Page 11-3) Wi ld l i fe  and Fish. Ihc PorcsC nccds t o  explain W h a t  they 

F%blic land management v i r h  d i f f e r c o t  objccriver Is not  aluays 

- 
There ate g e n e r a l i t i e s  regarding the amount 

meno when r e f e r r i n g  LO cooperar im with p r i v a t e  lando;mcr* LO provide more 
diverse  habi ta t .  
compa~ib le  or d e s i r a b l e  by the  pr iva te  Imdouner .  

(UEIS Page 1147) Old Crouch. 
of old grovrh to k re tained.  i . e . ,  approximarely 117,000 acre.. or 81 of the  
rata1  f o r e s t .  
s t a t e d  LLI old grourh. 
pcrccnrages vi11 came OYI of each of the  ocher M's? 
say chac -up ro  101 of the area may bc managed as old grouch.- 
these  -102- opt ions  be used t o  comc up with a t o r i 1  old-growth ecrcsge i n  excels 
of che P l a n ?  Bow vi11 old grourh be assigned co d i f f e r e n t  habi tace CYpen on the 

Eovcve;. MA 13 (old grouch) only has 5.180 acre3 s p e c i f i c a l l y  
llov does the  Forerr proposc t o  obra in  t h e  rerr.  and what 

&my of thc  prcscr ip t lons  
Covld a l l  of 

. 
Forest1 - 
1". WATER AHD SOIL 

This document l eaves  t h e  i m p r c s ~ i o n  chat 
relst~ifitucen'cimber r c w v a l ,  channel condir ion.  and I D C I C ~ S ~ ~  in peak 

Y I L C ~  Yield Ana1 six Procedure. 
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E.xiscii,g o l d  a f n i n g  mods can remain in roadless  aTcaB und used f u r  
recreerion.d p u r p v ~ c s  I f  e hie tory  of use has been the p e ~ l e r n .  
Commercial use o f  e x i s t i n g  coodm is not  forestten unless a mineral  
dcvelopaent warranted it .  

nw DEIS recognizes the ispoitance of bath s u m c r  and winter  ranges 
However. because S Y - ~ L .   range^ ~ p e  BO widely d i s t r i b u t e d  acms8 the 
fo res t .  and timber harveQt and associated mad development are  the 
most s i g n i f f c a n t  factors w t e n t i l l l l y  affecting elk h a b i t a t  on t h e  
Fores t .  an eophasiB w a s  placed on summer ~ a n g e  management. 
normslly not  l i m i t i n g  on summer range due t o  an ebwdnnce of green 
forage dur ing  the  summe?  wing season. 
repea ted ly  shorn t h a t  elk h a b i t e t  e f fec t iveness  on ~ U m m e r  ranges is 
reduced by human a c t i v i t i e s  thmugh loss of  B e m r i t y .  

Road  closure^ alone will not pmvide  the projected inCPemeo i n  elk 
h a h i t a t  p o t e n t i a l .  
forage ( t imber  harvest  and d i r e c t  h a b i t s t  impmvment) with cover and 
IIeCYrity ( m a d  manegement and roadie88 h a b i t a t ) .  

The b i g  sane  sumner range designat ion IM 12) pmvides  YL eophss ie  on 
maintaining q u a l i t y  h e b i t e t  for b i g  Blvle speciea. Timber harves t  can 
OCCYP i n  t h i s  MA t o  the exten t  i t  i 9  compatible with t h i s  goal. 
timber oanegenent designat ion (M 15). on the  o t h e r  hand places 
PFinery emphasis on ( I P t i m r u  timber pmduction. 
w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  sufflcicnt to meinrs in  adequate w i l d l i f e  w p u l a t i m .  
but  h a b i t a t  9u"litY for b i g  game rill generally be lover i n  M 15 than 
i n  MA 12. Also see CliepteP 111. in t h e  DEIS. 

Theore t ica l  research (1 .e .  POPU1eLiOn and genet ic3 modeling) ind ica te9  
e m i n i m u m  v i a b l e  gr izz ly  bear population is 30-10 bears. 
assessment for the  Cabinet-YsB* eCOSYBtem. including Montane. Idaho. 
and Canada. i n d i c a t e s  t h i s  mrea could p o t e n t i a l l y  supporr a v i a b l e  
populat ion.  even though the present  population is below t h i s  l e v e l .  

The Forest  Ser-ic > hes no l ega l  means or d e s i r e  to "place pressure" on 
p r i v a t e  landowners t o  manege t h e i r  lands for c r i r r l y  beers. 

This Comment refers to t h e  f icst  pmposed plan i n  1982. 
longer  r e l e v a n t  due LO changes i n  the 1985 pmposed plan. 

Fmd is 

HOWVBP. PeQeYPCh hm 

These increases r e s u l t  fms pmviding  a balance o f  

n o  

HA 15 will provide 

A h e b i t a t  

It is 

Old-gmuth timber has been Spec i f ica l ly  designated within Management 
Areas 11. 12. 14. i5. 16. 17 below the 5.5W foot  elwstinn~ 

~ ~~. . .. 
&enersllY. 
pmvide  d i v e r s i t y .  which includes a diversity of h a b i t a t  types.  
Approxi.lately 5% of the old-gmvth designat ion were M.A.13's. and the 
remaining Old-gmrth w a s  included within the non-timber base B ~ C L ~ S .  

See Chapter I l l  of t h e  DEIS for LI more complete descr ip t ion  OF t h e  
o l d - g m r t h  timber s i t u a t i o n  M the f o r e s t .  

The EOSI (.M t o  d i sperse  the  old-gmwth des igna t ions  t o  

m 
m 
0 

6 



,c,d 'rerage annbal f low are wel l  c.trbllrhed. but they d c f i n i t a l y  are not. 
& l e  i t  i r  genera l ly  sccepted chat timber removal I~CTL~.~. arerage 
flow.. there i. 00 evidence that major pak floedm are increased  by m o m 1  
f o r e s t  maoageocnr ~ E T I Y I I ~ C T .  In addir ion.  the  l i t e r a t u r e  tm genera l ly  . 
concluded that = I g n i f i c a o r  channel I l t c r a c i o o e  are dependent on lalor peak 
flood.. This p.'Ce- an *rtrrsper to  Qrcdicc channel dsmaga h a c d  .olcly on the 
extent of timber removal highly questionable.  

l&reporf  i. DOC a p c i f i c  om what procedure. vill be followed i f  the  .ode1 
i a d l c a l c s  a watershed 1. b e i n g  -ovc-Cut.- The repor t  should recognize the  . 
nu-rous ueakoeasea of the procedure and explain that decis ion$ t o  d e f e r  ' 

marugement n c t i r i t l e a  dl1 D o t  be made without ex tcos ivc  flrld evaluariomr. 

E 4 7  
Response t o  Letter 130'4 - P l w  C r .  Timber COEPPY. pg j W g  

10. A d r a f t  of B paper on water y i e l d  increases i n  the  the  Horse Creek 
Adminis t ra t ive Rescsrch Study (Nez Perce Nsrianal Fores t .  Idaho) 
stared t h a t  the  majori ty  of the  stpeluflow incrrases occur dur ing  the  
two ( 2 )  months of highes t  streemflow during spr ing  snowmelt m o r e .  
me largest increase 189 89; i n  the everme +.rii yield.  

11. These models are Lhe best rher  ace availoblr  ST t h i s  time. Hefercnces 
for the  models CBD he Obtained a t  the Fores t  SUPeNiSom Heedquarters 
i n  Libby. Hontana. 

12. noni tDr ing  may e o n S i ~ t  or ~1 v i s ~ ~ i  site inventory to insure t h a t  no 
erosion is occurr ing or t h a t  r e p e P B t 1 o n  is es tab l i shed .  

13. See the  new HonitOPing Plan in the f i n a l  Forest  Plan. We don ' t  reel 
t h a t  a cos t -benef i t  anslyairr rould pmvlde  any addi t iona l  useful  
informotion. The m n i t o P i n g  need5 t o  be done or i t  doesn't Deed t o  be 
done. 

14. See t l t  above, 
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15 

16 

17 

v. FIRE. VISUAL 

Ihc FOTCBI need. t o  c a r e f u l l y  a ~ s e s s  a11 pvhl lc  management a c c i v i t i c s  which may 
affect the  pr ivate  hodowner. 
and p q e  11-6 of t h e  Plan. Lhc FO~CSL should d isp lay  i n  w h a t  arela the  'let-burn 
Polici- Ppplie. and d e r c d n e  rk Impacci of this p d i q  on adjacent  landovner.. 
Ibc Plan a l s o  acedr t o  g r c  rupporr t o  the c w r d i o a t e d  s t a t e  a i rshed  approach t o  

- 
For cumple .  on pages 12 and 11-37 of rhe  DEIS 

ma"'g1ng smoke cmi*sioo.. 4 :: 
mere vl@ual r~source manageocn~ der igol t ioos  p o t c n t l a l l y  impact adjacent  lands.  
land exchaags should he idencifltd as che means t o  aitlgsre these  impacts. 
is probable rbar publ ic  pressure vi11 becow greater on priracc land managerr LO 
a l t e r  i r ) tcnr iuc f0rc.r p r a c t i c e s ,  (.e.. rroriicr c u t t i n g  pract lcea.  a' publ i c  
land unagememt becomes l e s e  In tenr ive .  3 2o 

I Ihc v i s u a l  q u a l i r 7  analysis on page IV-12 of the  DEIS C O D P I C F ~  d i f f ercnr  land 
a l l o c a t i o n s  f o r  achieving v i r v a l  c r l t e r i i  .ad object ives .  
used s i m i l a r  approach LO analyze rhe l indovoerrhlp rituariom. Landomcrrhip 
CriLeria  and goals can be es tab l i shed  and varlour aIternativcr developed Io 
cnmpprrc EoresC Service and p r l u a t c  lmdormcrq' laad a d j u s t w o t  d c r i r e r .  

We quehcloo uhr the eo% of monitoring rhe visual  plan 1. 60 much higher rhan 

Thc P O ~ C I L  could hrvc 
21 

m n f t a r i n g  ocher programs. This should be c l a r i f i e d  or, page IV-10 of rhe Plan I 2z 

VI. IWlhGLQNI 

Ihe Forcsr rhould e v n l w r c  how i t  can achieve its goals vi thout  unduly 
reStrfctlog accear t o  prlvace h o d s  mc oegrrlvcly affecting pr iva te  land  
mmagernenr. 
t h e  Farcrc t o  respond t o  I n  regard LO recagolrlag the  needs of p:iv=Le 
landouners. 

Below are s p e c i f i c  comments m the Y~nagemeor Areas which ye ark 

Raspoiise ta  L a t e r  X3W - P l u m  Cr. Timber Company. pg.304h ' E-u0 

15. We wree. 

16. Soil stability and product iv i ty  w e n  important inf luences i n  t h e  l&?d 
use d e s i m a c i o n s  in a11 t h e  d te rnn . t lves .  including t h e  f i n d  Foreet  
Plan. 

"ha right o f  resonable  access t o  Pr iva te  land is provided f o r .  17. 

18 .  mi8 issue 110s been dealt  with in the 7/85 DEIS. 
Current R ~ ~ u P c ~  Si tua t ion .  Protect ion.  pg. 111-18. 

See Chapter 111, 

19. m e  Kooeenui Nstionol Forest  cmrdinereo the execution of ail 
prescr ibed burning a c t i v i t y  with the Montana S t a t e  hlrshed G-p LO 
as9ui-e compliance with the appl icable  pmvis iona  Of the  Montma Smoke 
Ranagemest pian. 

20. Ue ogrer that land exchange could be mred no a tool to lesser, a 
potentla1 p s b l i c  pres~um t h a t  could result on m adjacent  p i e c e  of 
p r i v a t e  land. 

21. me a l t e r n a t i v e  comparison of veriouo land a u o c a t i m s  f o r  visual  
W a l i t y  a n a l y s i s  involve National Fores t  lends. 
o m e r s h i p  would have to involve other lands which the Forest  Service 
has no informst ion.  

See the n- monitoring plan. 

h l t e m s t i v e s  to land 

22.  

m 
m m 
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If ri l l  reek to mIcigace any cooflicta. 
building withln t h i s  M Implies poas ih l e  c o n f l i c r s  w i t h  adjacenc landowners. Ye 
c~pecially ques~100 how rhe Forest vi11 e f f e c t i v e l y  u n a g r  i t s  lcoda adjacent t o  
iocensIvely managed p r i v a t e  lands. These areas inc lude:  Secrloos 6, 12. 13. 
18. 20, 24. and 30, T25N, R30U; Se~LIoms 7 and 18, T258, R29W. Sections 4, 9 ,  
10, IS .  22 .  and 23. T28N. R28W (a fraOsporcacIom plao map f o r  Cow-Sneel Creeks 
shous roada phoned  i o  c h i s  area): S e ~ f i o m  8. 16, and 18, T31N. R26W; Bod 
Sections 19. 30 .  31. and 3 2 ,  T30H. R28W. 

n e  Forest 80818 t o  p r o h i h l c  new road J 23 

M 5.16.17. Viewing. Ibe Plan needs co s t a t e  e ~ p l i c l t l y  r h a r  i t  does not 1 _ _ _  
Iacend t o  exclude resource users from u s l u g  roads v l L h I o  M 5. As ItaLEd, 
rccrea~ionisrr seem co he given exc lus ive  preFerence. How does t h e  focesr 
pct,pase :o mannge t h e  scar&ed view a r e a s a d j a c e o c  LO p r i v a t e  o-erahlp w c h  a s 1  
in: 5ec:ions 2 .  5, IO, 12, 26. and 36, T26h'. R30U; S r c r l a n  6, T25N. R3OW (che 
0PA paver l ine  cr-o~ses this rectioo): SectIm 28. T25N.  R30W: Seciioos 10, 12 ,  
17. 10. and 32. T26N. R29W: Sections 2. 10. 12. 32. and 36. T25N. X29U: SecfIna 1 I . .  . . .  
6, T25N, R28W;~Secri~nm 2.~10, 12. 14, and 24, TZlN, RZIY;.nnd S;crlan; 6 ,  18, 
sad 3 4 .  T27N. R26W. We also ~ULSLIOO :he v iew d e s i g n a t l o o  of are81 such a6  t he  
lasr 611 e e c t i o n s  which a r e  o f f  any wel l - traveled road. - - 

M 8.10,11.12.13.14.15.18,19, Ui lde inesr .  Big  Game, Crlzrly Bear. Wildllfc. 
I l m k r  Special UBL. 
adjacent private l a n d o w e r s  where t h e w  d e s i g n a f i o o s  poreor lo l ly  c r e a t e  
maoagemenr C o o f l l c t s .  mere CoDf l iCf~  may occur, land exchange should be 
referred t o  as a management tool LO achieve these manageocnc area goals .  

m Plan should s t a c e  Its inrent  t o  f u l l y  c o o r d i n a t e  wi th  

_ _  M 12, Big Came Summer Bange, and M 17, Vieviog/Tl~her-WIldlIf~. mere 
BECLIOC.. imply t h a t  t h e  Poresf w i l l  r .oc-&~ f u l l  use ~ P S C ~ ~ O E S  BCTOSO pr iva te  
lands because of the proposed road standards. Is rh ls  correct7 ._ 

UAu, C r i z z l y h i m h e r .  11 I n  u m ~ c e s r a r y  for rh i  Forest t o  ~ O C O Y ~ ~ ~ E  

~ 0 n r e ~ i i 1 0 0  easement. on adjaccnr p11ve.c~ lands f o r  g r i z z l y  management. nil 
s t a ~ e w n t  impllcs chat the Forest needs more g r i r i l ~  h a b i r a r .  y e t .  t h e  Forest. 
g o d  co maoage f o r  30 bears is an .cbisvahlc d n i m u m  viable populrr ioo  accordinp 
to t h e  Plan. E M 1  does  not lorend f~ grant L I S E ~ ~ O T S  f o r  grlrzly hab lca r .  We 
ask cha t  r e f e r e n c e  K O  c o ~ s e r ~ a ~ i o n  easemenf~ be d e l e t e d .  

Ye a l s o  ask that several of t h e  Hh 14 areas be el idloared.  These are t h e  
.r-eib which axe 80 s m d 1  and adjacent t o  or iorermingled vith private land. thal 
they are unmnagerble. These include: Secrioas 26 and 34. T26N. R30W; Eecrionf 
& end 6, TZSN. R29Y; Section. 6 and 18. tZ6N. R29W. - 

_ _  M IS. Timber O p r i d i t s t i o ~ / F a c i l l t i c s .  In rddir1.m co cone ider ing  
tran~por~atioo Costs  in i t s  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  planning. t he  €oresf nust cvaluare 
dll  prlces i n  order LO achlevc a minimal c o s t  program. 

M 2 4 .  U d r e d  Use. We auggcrt eomblnlag M 24 with M 18. U l n l m u m  Use. _ _  
since t h e  goals of bo th  aceas are consi.tenc. 

In addi t ion  co t he  above comenfs, we .sk char  t h e  Forest  m o o i t o ~  and evaluare 
t h e  Plaa'm 8ff iCL 09 t h e  adjacent  and i n t c d n g l e d  landauners' o b j e c t i v e s .  Ihi l  
is conrisfcnl  virh the moniroring goals on page 1V-2 t o  i n fo rm r h c  publlc of thq 

- 

I 
?I."*# prosre... 

'25 

26 

Zi 

28 

Rrspocre to L e t t e r  1304 - Plum Cr. T i m e r  Company. pg. 304i 

23. Many designat Ian5 hare changed s i n c e  t h e  11/82 D E I S .  
aicamrrdates adjacent  private lands t o  t h e  b e s t  of our k n r r l e q e .  
o f  the  adjacent  p r i v a t e  land  has been i a e n t i f i o a  3 5  d e s i r e a b l e  to 
D C g Y i  r e .  

A I m 5 t  01i of the  l and  d e s l g o a i i o n s  m n f i O i i r d  have been changed i n  t h e  
1 / 6 5  O E I S .  

The 7/35 D E I S  
Sore 

2 4 .  

2 5 .  See t h e  12/84 landownership adjustment ma? I,, the 7 / 8 5  DES. A~ 
Stated i n  the  Forest P i a n ,  t h e  recover', o f  ?ne g r i z z l y  bear i s  a major 
consiaerzt ion to? proposing land exchanges. 

We respactfully disagree.  Conservation uilscnsnt5. as we1 I as land 
excharges. ere considered D v a i u a b i e  twi to a s s i s t  i n  t h e  T C L D ~ ~ T ~  o f  
t h e  g r i z z l y  bear- A l l  o f  the land drslSnatlans requested hzve becn 
changed, except I n  t h e  NY 1/4 of Set. 6 ,  T2W. R29d. 

Tho goals are s l r n i l a r  b u t  HA 24 I s  Y L ~ J  t o  i l r r igoate non-c-~cia l  

26. 

27. 
I ana. 

28. Adjacent  landowners w i  I i be n o t i f l e d  when a C t i v i t i e s  a re  Scheduled. 
They can then liiforrn u s  of of t h e  p o t e n t i a l  e f f R t  on t h e i r  
ob Ject lves.  



W . / j  
COS'LIANCE WITH L A W S  AND REGULATIONS 

A. Coordination of planning uirh i n t e rming led  and adjacent landovner. As 
required by: 

1. National Forest  Management k t  (NRU) regularions - Code of 
Federal Regularions (CFK); sec~ions 219(g), 219.8(b) 

2 .  Forest Service Manuel (FSM) 1920. 1922.46A 

8. Lmdaunership adjustment. AB r e q u i r e d  by: 

1. FSU 1921.21(7), 1922.46 

2.  NRU regulafions-CFR: section 219.10(7) 

C. Not i f i ca t ion  of Private landovner. As r equ i r ed  by: 

1. FSH 1920.73(g)' 

2. WhlA re@htiOOS-CW; Sec t ion  219.8(8) 

D. M a l y s i )  o f  economic cosfs and b e n e f i t s .  As r e q u i r e d  by: 

N D U  regulafions-CFR; LieCLion ZlS.S(c) and ($1. (There should be 
an economic ana lys i s  f o r  a v a r i e t y  of  landownership patterns.)  

E. Adequarc d i sp lay  of altemaLive5. Aa required by: 

National Environmental Pol i cy  Act (NEPA); p a r t  1502.1 requiring 
a f u l l  and f a i r  a n a l y s i s  of the impac t s  and m i t i g a t i n g  measurea of 
each project. 
be displayed.)  

(A f u l l  range of  landovnership alternatives should 

F. ManageEnt e f f i c i ency .  A 8  r equ i r ed  by: 

1. 

1.  ? res iden t  Reagan's February 17. 1981. Executive Order 12291. S ~ C -  

1980 Recommended Renewable RESOYTC~S Planning Program, pages 95-96. 

ciao 2(c ) .  r e q u i r i n g  s e l e c t i o n  Of t h e  alternative having che least 
COSL LO society.  

Sec re t a ry  o f  Agriculture's expectations an e f f i c i e n t  mdnagement. 
as Stared in a January 2 6 .  1982,  paper  by 0. HacCleery. 

3. 

4. FSU 1910: Economic and Social Analys i s  

E-YO 

Response t o  Letter 1304 - Plum Cr.  Tlrrber Canpmy. w. JOdj 

No responra needed on t h l s  pegs. 

JAB/.= 
3/15/83 
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Bar I4R COLUMBIA FALLS. MONTANA 59912 

October 30. 1985 

James Rathbun 
Forest Supervisor 
Kootenai National Forest 
Libby, Ht. 59923 

Dear Mr. Rathbun: 

After many years of hard work by the Kootenai National 
Forest planning staff, we n o w  have a proposed Forest Plan 
which in its final from will determine the management 
direction for the next 50 years. In the draft Reviewer's 
Aid you state "The Future is a Story O f  compromise and 
balance BS w e  look for the best mix Of resources to 
manage for in a given area". Your proposed plan is a 
result of this compromise and balance, but have you com- 
Dromised BWYBY the valuable resources that will be neces- 
sary for the.survival of future generations. 

and how well they are manawd. When I see a0 inventoried 
merchantable Lodgepole Pine volume of 2 Billion Board Feet 

question the management of these l a n d s .  You have nut only 
Lost the value of a resource. you have Lost the multiplier 
effect in the economy. you have Lost the productive capacity 
Of these acres for an unknown number Of years and you will 

and a plan which will only harvest 1 Billion Board Feet. 

The wealth of a nation is determined by it's 

not he meeting minimum management requirements to minimize 
hazards of flood. wildlife and erosion. One onlv has to 1 

Response to letter 1193 - F.H. S t o l t z e  Land and Lumber Co., f i r s t  page 

I. The emphasis I s  a l r e a d y  On t h e  s e l l  and h a r v e s t  o f  le4gepolc p ino.  We 
are working i l t h  Industry  and can a d j u s t  the leve l  o f  lodgepole p i n e  
s e l l  a5 the market a1loid. 
o f  t h e  nauntaln p ine b e e t l e  s ince t h e  e a r l y  1983'5 a$ evidenced I n  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  t a b l e ;  

Emphasis has been an th15 species because 

LODGEPOLE PINE lLPP1 - SOLD AND HARVESTED Ilrunbfl 

F i s c a l  Total Timber Total  percent LPP Tota l  LPP 
Year Sold on KNF LPP sold of T o t a l  Sold Harvested 

79 206 3 6  
80 116 4 0  
81 264 93 
82 221 91 
83 245 91 
84 212 98 
85 224 91 

I 1  
26 
35 
41 
39 
46 
43 

46 
34 
5 0  
50  
1 2  
1 2  
67 

Th is  shows t h a t  t h e  level o f  s e l l  o f  lodgepole pine ha5 been q u i t e  
h lgh  b u t  t h e  harvest Iave I ,  while Increased. has n o t  k e p t  pace. 
E f f o r t s  have been made t o  keep the F o r e s t  P r q j r m  s e l l  level  hlgh to  
a l low a hlgh level o f  lodgepole  ell, but  t h l s  1111 do 00 good unIe55 
t h e  harvest  a150 lncrOa585. 

Even . I t h  t h i s  ernphesls, much o f  the lodgepole w i l l  n o t  be s o l d  or 
harvested becwse;  Ill It I E  located on steep and/or marginal ground 
where r m v a l  Costs are p r o h i b i t i v e  because of roadlng and lqlglng 
requirements, ( 2 1  located w i th in  lands d e r l g n a t s d  f o r  Other uses. such 
3% wllderne55, roadless. etc., 131 the rood w i l l  deterlorate f a s t e r  
than I t  can b e  p h y s l c a l l y  r e m v e d .  Our e s t l m t e  was B 501 1055 owing 
to t h e  above f a c t w s  and t h i s  loss  has a l r e a d y  been dlscounlcd I n  t h e  
t imber y i e l d  t a b l e s .  

~~~~ . 
look at the records of early fires. such as "When Mountilins 
Roar" or more recently the results of the Houghton Creek 
Fire to know that this is not the direction management 
should follow. I f  we assume that there is 20,000 Board 
Feet on each of these acres, this 1 Billion Board Feet 
represents 50,000 acres of productive forest land. Econom- 
ical prepared timber s a l e s  will certainly provide Some help 
i n  getting these acres back in production. Your final plan 
must address this problem and get this l a n d  area back into 
production. - 

1' .. 
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James Rathbun 
October 30, 1985 
Page - 2 

Unfortunately your proposed p l a n  is doomed before i t  is 
adopted. Your budget will determine the success or failure 
of  the plan. Under current direction your forest budget is 
$16.6 million. Your proposed alternative requires a budget 
of $20.3 million. Your agency is operating currently on a 
temporary appropriation which in all likelihood will be less 
than YOU received l a s t  year. Only government employees 
would produce a plan which they know can not succeed. The 
Plan states that timber harvest levels are based on the 
aSSUmptiOn that ~e budget dollars will be available. At 
what level will Current funding set the timber harvest and 
related activities. I am very disappointed that so much effort 
was Put into a doclllbent that can n o t  be used. 

- 

- 
Your p l a n  also needs to be up front on what the difference 

between the Regional utilization standards and current utili- 
zation standards means i n  tern Of the annual harvest levels. 
Past experience has shown this to be about an 8 percent reductic 
in annual harvest levels. With current economic Conditions in 
the timber industry there is a move at the Regional l eve l  ,to 
raise the current utilization standards. This will certainly 
cause a greater reduction i n  tbe cut. 

The need for roadless recreation is still being over 
emphasized. This type of recreation is only being used by a 
very small percentage of the public. The economy must he such 
that people have money left over after paying for food and 
shelter that they can partake io any recreational activities. 
There is adequate existing designated roadless areas in the 
Inland Region to provide for present and future use. 

I Strongly oppose the creation of any mre Wilderness on 
the Kootenai Forest. Those areas which Should he best managed 
as recreational areas can be managed as Such under your plan 
without wilderness designation. Special interest groups 
should not be dictating the setting aside of massive areas for 
their single use. BY creating wilderness you are limiting the 
number of people who can use and enjoy those areas. In a 
recent newspaper article the true feelings of the Wilderness 
advocates was shown when they stated that there could be no 
comprmise. everything must be wilderness. 

- 

- 
I n  your overview. your number one goal states that you 

want to "provide a sustained yield of timber volume responsive 
to National and Regional needs, Scheduled to encourage a stable 
base of economic growth in the dependent geographical area and 

Response to l e t t e r  1193 - F.H. StOltze Land and Lumer Co., p g .  14Ja 

2. Timber sale5 .Ill be d l r e s t l y  I n f l u e n c e d  by the budget. I f  t h e  funds 
are not a r a l l a b i e ,  t l & W  50185 ray be reduced. d e f e r r e d  or dropped. 

I.. The Ana lys ls  0 1  the  Utlllzatlon Standards I n d l c d t e s  that thGre  could 
be a 1% d l f f e r e n c a  i l o r s r )  In the f i r s t  decade I f  the Raglonal 
U t i l l i a t l o n  standards a re  not I m p l e m n t e d .  
no i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  the Regional  s tandards 1 1 1 1  not be workable. 

We have attempted t o  balance Out a11 the demands frm the publIC 
I n c l u d i n g  t i n b e r ,  wilderness and r o a d I e 5 1  recreat ion.  

115 of  t h l s  date ,  there  i s  

4. 
, 2  

3 

4 

5 
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James Rathbun 
October 30, 1985 
Page - 3 

and help avoid rapid and drastic changes in emnomic and 
social conditions". This should be the number one goal of 
management on the Kootenai National Forest. The forest 
reserves were originally set up to provide a source of raw 
materials for industry and a source of income for our 
dependent communities. The current 25 percent funds are 
an important part of the financial support of the local 
school and county roads. You must insure that this income 
continues to grow. - 

If I had to chose one of your proposed alternatives. I 
feel that Alternative N provides the best management of the 
Kootenai Forest resources. It provides more suitable timber- 
land acres, no additional wilderness, less roadless designation 
more elk population. more employment, a greater present net 
value. and more annual allowable harvest. Because of d r a s t i c  
decreases i n  allowable cuts on the surraundinn.forests the 
Kootenai will he required t o  provide more of :he raw materials I 
needed in tbese areas. I n  1984, the forest products industry 
was the 3rd largest industry (14%) in Montana-out ranked only 
by Government ( 2 2 % )  and Other manufacturioe (16%). It seems 
strange that an industry Supported by the iaipayirs should be 
the largest. 

When the late Senator Hubert Rumphery envisioned the 
Nntional Forest Management Act. he truly believed that this 
act would provide the basis for management of our natural 
resources to insure a continued supply for all future 
generations. He recognized the tremendous potential t i l e  
natural resources of this country had and how poorly they 
had been managed. He did not envision a planning process 
which does everything but insure an adequate supply of 
OatUral resources. 

Your charge must be to do what is best for the greatest 
number of people and not what each Special ioterest group 
wants whether it be people ioterested in wilderness. fisheries. 
endangered species, wildlife or timber industry. The general 
public should not be the endangered species, 

Sincerely yours, 

F. H. STOLTZE LAND & LUMBER CO. 

Pm%& &tiS.L< 
Ronald H. Buentemeier 
Timber Manager 

RiiB/hb 

Response t o  l e t t e r  1193 - F.H. S t a l t l e  Land an4 Lumber Co., pg. 193b 

5. The insurance of the 25% lunds Is i n  place I n  the l i n a l  Forest Pian. 
The Incane w i l l  grow I f  industry harvest   level^ increase. The timber 
supply under contract  an4 the Prqrammed Yearly Sei1 provide for an 
increased tlmOer harvest l e v e l .  

6. NO response needed. 

6a. NO T ~ ~ D M L ~  needed. 
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October 30, 1985  

Forest Plan 
Kootenai National Forest 
Re. 3 ,  Box 700  
Libby. W 59923  

Dear James Rathbun, Forest Supervisor: 

I would first like to take the opportunity to comend the 
planning staff for the long hours they devoted to this project 
and the very excellent job they did in producing the DEIS. - 

I am glad to see that the Kootenai National Forest will 
be the biggest timber producing forest in Region I because I 
feel those of us in the timber industrv are eoine to need it. 
Adjacent forests have for the most part 1owe;ed Their allowable 
cut and everyone will be looking towards the Kootenai National 
Forest to fulfill their timber supply needs. 
Forest had a historical cut of 132 MMBF (million board feet) of 
sawlogs per year, but due to ever increasing environmental con- 
cerns and the need for a cheaper timber supply. lumber companies 
have turned to private lands. The Flathead has lowered their 
allowable cut to 100 HNBF and possibly lower. The Idaho Pan- 
handle National Forest has proposed an allowable cut volume of 
275 MBF compared to a historic cut volume o t  2 9 0  W F .  Again 
due to m o r  economic conditions. increasine environmental concerns 

The Flathead National 

and the'need for a cheaper timber supply the lumber companies 
in Northern Idaho turned to private lands. Studies by the Forest 
Service in Northern Idaho show that harvest is exceedin% erowth 
on private lands by 12-15  percent/year. 17 percent of Eh; volume 
for mills in St. Maries and Benewah counties come from federal 
lands. This volume amount will now drastically change due to the 
new Idaho State Water Quality law concerning Best Management 
Practices (BMP's). Companies with large tracts of private indus- 
trial lands will be forced to seek out federal timber in order to 
keep operating. 
HNBF annually or 33 percent of the region's total harvest. 
,978 private lands 

In 1969  private lands in Region I supplied 900 
In 

1.3 billion B.F. annually or 5 1  percent 

1 

E-94 

Response t o  l e t t e r  1194 - F.H. Stoltie Land 6 L a .  (IlcCubbInsl, f l r s t  page 

I .  T h i s  i s  one of the reassuns t h a t  potential ecOsanlc t lnberlsnds . 8 r B  
aes1gnated tor t1Kt.w mnagerrent. 

rn 
Y) 
P 
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of the region's total harvest. most of it from private industrial 
landowners, Champion International, and Plum Creek Timber Company. 
These two major land m e r 9  predict a significant decline from 
their timberlands in the next 2-5 years. These are just three 
of the major reasons timber companies will be looking to the 
Kootenai National Forest LO supply their mills over the next 
2 - 3 decades. - 

A couple of items which need to be better expressed and 
brought out to the public is the €act that the timber volumes 
in all Alternatives are based upon the new regional standards 
d t h  a smaller DBH and top size requirement. In actuality t h e  
allowable cut in the proposed alternative is around 180 MMBF 
by today's sawlog standards rather than 202 WBF. A l s o  it needs 
to be shown in t h e  tinal plan that convertible timber products 
such as firewood, post and pales. and pulp are a part of that 
total volume rather than just sawlogs. 

- 
Roads 

In order to have a high timber harvest and yet be able to 
support increased wildlife populations it is imperative for the 
general public to understand why road closures programs are so 
important. The Forest Service in conjunction with the Federal 
Fish and Wildlife Service and Montana State fish, Wildlife. and 
Parks has to provide for a continuing education rogram for the 
general public. 
in order to remove animals from the Threatened and Endangered 
Species list that security and proper habitat have to be provided. 
Host people which participated in the Issues part of the Kootenai 
Plan objected to road closures. 
needed for future timber,local roads will be more chsn adequate 
to do the job and still Drotect resource needs. In most instance: 

First and foremost it needs to !e stressed that 

With the amount of new road 

temporary ur roads buiit with hydraulic excavators (rather 
than dozers7 do a much better job of protecting the resource 
than past practices. - 

In the DEIS reference is made "that roads probably cause 
more than 80 to 90 percent of the erosion and sedimentation 
Drablemr". These same references also eo on to say that "The 
ihief sources of erosion and sedimentation are r o d s  that dis- 
rupt or infringe upon natural stream channels, roads with steep 
gradients, and roads wkich lack adequate drainage facilities to 
prevent swift concentrated overland flow from their surfaces." 

Response to letter l l94 - F.H. Stoltze Land L (HcCubbins). pg. l g h  

2. Ihc utilization stmdords will bc Speciricd > n  Lhc rinnl F Y I . C S ~  P i a .  

3. We rill continue t o  use our system of public involvement and B U A ~ - C I ~ C C S  

and inform the Public OF sssceos r e  mas use. such 8s the g m r n  dot 
system. etc. 

State-of-the-art mirigation measures rill be incorporated into new 
activities BS they become practical on-the-ground. 
filter windrows. 

4. 
An example is 



Page 3 .  

We now have the equipment and techonolagy to better coni 
these erosion and Sedimentation problems. Another miti) 
measure which can be added to the list of mitigation prr 
on Page IV - 56  of the DEIS is to grass seed the whole 1 
prism on all local roads which are to be closed. 

31 
tion 
tices 
adway 

- 
One of my major concerns at this point in time is whether 

or not the Forest Service i s  going to have to re-do the DEIS 
to facilitate the 1985 Clean Water Act which w a s  just put into 
law by con ress. 
standards for  sources of non-point pollution such as forestry 
practices. 
Forest Service is going to have to answer to the Eovironmental 
Protection Agency for Water Quality the same as it now bows down 
to the Fish and Wildlife Service for Grizzly bear needs. 

The proposed plnn shows that 20.3 million dollars a year is 
needed to implement the plan. 
current direction. 
all interested parties using national farests lands I feel congress 
will not appropriate the needed funds and everythin will suffer 
accordingly, with timber harvest taking the brunt 02 the cost 
cutting measures. 
dollars from the $190 million dollars needed for the road con- 
struction program and turn right around and up the trails program 
for a chosen few to use. 

It i s  w.y understanding there is very stringent 

I guess I can see the writing on the wall - the 

- 
This is a 2 2  percent increase over 

While it is a noble gesture to want to appease 

We have already seen congress cut 50 million 

- 
R. Neil Sampan, executive vice president of the American 

Forestry Association testified before the House Agriculture Comnit- 
tee's forests subcornittee in June of this year. He stated "It 
is certainly not a question of whether or not the Forest Service 
knows how to properly manage forest lands, they are clearly the 
world's leaders in that science and art. The Droblem is that the 
American public simp1 
should be managed. 
confusine signals about how orofitable the forests should be. if 

does not agree on how the national forests 
d e  administration and congress have been sendin 

at all, and Gow much devoted'ta environmental qualit". Let's not 
pretend we can have it both wsys. 
use and environmental quality while still maximizing rtventles on 
a short-tern basis. Connress needs to take Strone 1radershiD 

We can't matiage f b r  ;ntltrple 

in forging a new social &sensus about the use oE the mitiaha1 
forests. eo  - 

194 b E-% 

Response to l e t t e r  1194 - F.H. S t o l t z e  Land 6 I h t C u Q b i n i ) ,  ps. 194b 

5 .  The N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t s  are governed by  l a w s  and r e g u l a t i o n s .  Khcn new 
i a x S  aod regulations a r e  passsd they a r e  u w a l l y  lncorporatcd i n t o  t h e  
managenent a t  t h e  FJrests  over t ime b y  ameodrants, ~ ~ p p l e m n t ~  or 

4 reYiSio"5.  

6. Tho C a l c u l a t e d  Dudget i s  t h e  e r t i m t c d  t o t a l  
r e s u l t s  shown I n  t h e  F ina l  E I S .  I f  those budgets a re  n o t  rcceivedn 
t h e  s c a l e  of op' frdt lon~  w i l l  be reduced accordingly, i f  Costs  c m a l o  
s i m i l a r  to t lmse p r o j e c t e d  181 the  OEIS.  Conversely,  i f  cost-saving 
e f t l c i c n i i e s  can be achlevsd. h i g h e r  p o t c n t l a l  r e s U I t S  c o u l d  bo 
a t t a i n e d  tor a given level  at lundlng. 

t o  produce tho p o t e n t i a l  

3 
7 .  NO rcsponse needed. 

6 

7 
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1 will conclude my cooments about the KooteMi Plan with a 
statement made by Ben Stout, former dean of the University of 
HontaM'S School of Forestry. 

that it s not horrendous to cut trees. The industry needs a 
timber supply it can count on." 

"My God - there is a lot of land out there - if you 

Sincerely, 

E-97 

Response to l e t t e r  1194 - F.H. Stoltzo Land 6 I k C u b b l n s ) ,  p9. l 9 k  

8. No response needed. 

Forer ter 
F.H. Stoltze Land 6. L d e r  Co. 

FH: tk 



October 11, 1985 

KOOTENAI NATIONAL FOREST 
UONTANA 

Hr. Paul Leimbach 

4 5  

. - .. . . . 

Dear Mr. Leimbach: 

Thank you for supplying this office with a copy of the Land and 
Resource Management Plan and the Draft Environmental Impact 
Stateaent for the forest. 

Texaco does not support the Preferred Alternative J because it 

already contains over three million acres of wilderness. all of it 
vould designate additional wilderness in Montana. Montana 

in vestern Montana. The oublic served bv the Kootenai Forest is 1 
also close enough to existing wilderness’chereby eliminating the 
need for increased wilderness acreage. We support the adoption 
of either Alternative F or L as being reasonable alternatives 
vhich afford maximum opportunities for ail and gas exploration, 
These alternatives would provide the forest with increased 
revenue resulting from increased development of various 
eamodities an the Forest including reasonable exploration 
activities far ail and gas while also providing far adequate 
protection of sensitive resource values. 

Very truly yours, 

TEXACO INC. 

- 

Jfi. L%% 
G.  M. Barrow 
Land Department 

CMB:JE 

1 

E-98 

Respnse to  letter I 45 - Texaca USA, t i r s t  page 

I .  Alternat lver  F and L do provide the maximum opportunlty tor 011 md 
gas exploratlon but they do not provide any resolvtlon tor t h e  
wilderness ISSUB. 

m 
v) m 



I," 

(509) 534-9321 

.- 
E. 5603 T h i r d  Avenue 
Spokane, WA 99212 

c**..n-h**€an USBORAX 
October 8, 1985 

M r .  Jim Rathbun 
Forest Supervisor 
Kootenai Nat ional  Forest  

Libby, Hontana 59923 

Jill,: 

I apprec iate t h i s  o p p o r t u n i t y  to rev iew and connent on the Kootenai 
Nat ional  Forest  P lan and D E I S .  
a t  t h i s  l a t e  date, but as you a re  aware, our 1985 d r i l l i n g  program a t  
Rock take d i d  n o t  leave me much t ime du r ing  the s u m r  f o r  rev iewing 
the proposed Forest a c t i v i t i e s .  

As you know. the Kootenai Na t iona l  Forest  i s  r i c h l y  endowed w i t h  world- 
c lass  minera l  resources. p a r t i c u l a r l y  s i l v e r  and copper. 
have a l ready been d iscovered a t  M t .  Vernon (Tray), Chicago Peak, and 
Rock Lake. 
the manner i n  which m ine ra l  issues a re  addressed i n  the p lan  and O E I S .  

n t .  3 ,  BOX 700 

I apologize f o r  submi t t ing our conments 

Major deposi ts  

I would l i k e  t o  comen t  on some concerns I have regard ing 

I .  - 
Withdrawal f rom minera l  e n t r y  i s  an impor tant  Tssue ,  b u t  no t  the on ly  

requ i red  by mining a c t i v i t i e s  
and west sides of the Cabinet 
far an o r d e r l y  development of 

one o f  concern. 

no t  appear t o  be f u l l y  addressed i n  the O E I S .  

A second impor tan t  issue i s  t h a t  access and land use 

I .  - 
Withdrawal f rom minera l  e n t r y  i s  an impor tant  Tssue ,  b u t  no t  the on ly  I 

requ i red  by mining a c t i v i t i e s  must be assured, p z r t i c u l a r l y  on the e a s t  
and wit si&=< of the Cnhinet Mountains. now does each a l t e r n a t i v e  orovi i :  --I' one o f  concern. A second i m p o r t i n t  issue i s  t h a t  access and land use 

~~ ~~ ~~ ~~~ 

far an o r d e r l y  development of the known m i n e r a l ~ r e s o u r c e s ?  This 
no t  appear t o  be f u l l y  addressed i n  the O E I S .  

2 .  R l t e r n a t i v c s  

Wilderness n d d i t i o n s  and b a s i c a l l y  preserves and conserves t r u l y  unique 
resources w i thou t  c l o s i n g  l a r g e  areas t o  r e c r e a t i o n  and resource develop- 
wnt. 
based on know and p r o j e c t e d  minera l  resource values. 
Wilderness i n  the upper Rock Creek drainage on the west s i d e  o f  the Cabinets 

A l t e r n a t i v e  J ,  the Proposed Act ion,  is well conceived w i t h  r e 9 a r r  

Hawever, reveral propored U i l de rne rs  add i t i ons  should be m d i f i e d  
F i r s t .  add i t i ona l  

does not Seem approp r ia te  cons ide r ing  the c u r r e n t  d i r e c t i o n  o f  the 
Rock Lake operat ions.  T h i s  area was s p e c i f i c a l l y  l e f t  Out by the 
Act of 1964 t o  a l l o w  access t o  the min ing p roper t i es  a t  Rock take. 
on the east  face O f  the Cabinets, the area between Leigh Creek on 

E-'39 
ReSpOnSe LO Letter 140 - U.S. Borax. r i r s t  pngc 

I .  Access and land use required by mining a c t i v i t i e s  OD lands o ~ e i )  to 
nineral entry is pmvided far by l a w .  

It is :rue that the DEIS does not s p e c i f i c a l l y  address "haw each 
a l t ernat ive  Pmvides f o r  an orderly development of minerals ." 
However. t h e  inramation i n  the DEIS t&en 8s BII aggreg~re does 
provide cdequste information for t h i s  to be determined. 
measure For an OppDrtunity for deveiopmr nt  i s  nccess. 
cf lands i s  addressed under each a l ternat ive  i n  t n a f  acres of 
rithdraval and res tr i c ted  eccess are given.  

E I ~ e p t i o n s  for m m e i v l  exploration ape a Cong~essionai prer,ogotive. 

2. 

The key 
A c c e s s i b i i i i y  

3 .  
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and Treasure i b u n t a i n  on the n o r t h  should no t  be p a r t  o f  a U i l de rne rs  
add i t i on .  
area. 
B u l l  Lake would a f fec t  an area o f  good p o t e n t i a l  f o r  bur ied s i l v e r  and 
copper deposits. 

The h i g h l y  minera l ized Snowshoe Fau l t  trends through t h i s  
Third. Wilderness add i t i ons  on the Cabinet ves t  face j u s t  eas t  0 1  

I Bebider tne aoow tnree suggested m o l f i c a t i o n s  t o  A l t e r n a t i v e  J cancernlng 
tne U i l oemess  aao i t i ons ,  o f  eq ia l .  11  not more, inprtdnce I S  tne a m o m  
O f  lands DmOOIed t o  be ranaoed t o  vrov ide mdoless rec red t l on  oppor t l ln l -  
t i e s .  AGii. the upper Rock-Creek drainaqe and e s s e n t i a l l y  the e n t i r e  1 4  

I east  face o f  the Cabinets i s  proposed f o r - t h i s  land use w i thou t  cons ide r ing  
access and land use requ i red  by f u t u r e  mining a c t i v i t i e s T A r e a  Plan 
on the Cabinets now beino oreoared by the U.S.F.S. 01"s data c u r r e n t l y  
being co l l ec ted  by the U: i. iureau b f  Mines i n  spikane should be con- I 
sidered i n  t h i s  matter. I 

__ 3. Affected Environment 

The p lan  and OElS should have: ( 1 )  a n a r r a t i v e  and s u m r y  o f  e x i s t i n g  
min ing operations; ( 2 )  a sumnary of Rajor unrnined minera l  resources w i t h i n  
the f o r e s t  (e.g. Chicago Peak Ag-Cu, Rock Lake Ag-Cu); and 
past  mine operat ions and cu r ren t  exp lo ra t i on  and development t h a t  my y i e l d  
add i t i ona l  minera l  reserves (e.g. Snowshoe F a u l t  proper t ies.  Hunt O i l  p r o j e c t ,  
h s e l c o  p r o j e c t ) .  

( 3 )  a SumMrY O f  

These p roper t i es  should be shown on a mp and c r i t i c a l  data on commdi t ies,  
size, production, reserves. and l o c a t i o n  should be s m r i z e d  i n  tab les.  

4. A c t i v i t i e s  and The i r  E f f e c t s  

mre thomughly  reviewed i n  the plan. 
product ion begins a t  Rock Lake o r  Chicago Peak? W i l l  spec ia l  wi thdrawals  
be requ i red  t o  p m t e c t  the f o r e s t  near areas o f  product ion? When can develop- 
ment or product ion reasonably be expected t o  begin? Access requirecents (road? 
and power supply) f o r  developrent  and t h e i r  i v a c t  on the f o r e s t  should be 
revieued. 
development? These types o f  quest ions should be considered i n  t h e  DElS and 
they i n  p a r t  are being considered i n  the U.S.F.S. Area Plan fo r  the Cabinets. 

I n  s u m r y ,  the Kootenai Nat ional  Forest  conta ins some major developed and 
developing minera l  resources. 
doubtedly f i n d  mineable Ag-Cu deposi ts  i n  the near fu ture.  
300 m i l l i o n  tons o f  Ag-Cu ore i n  the Revett Formation have a l ready  been 
developed, i nc lud ing  the Troy deposit, to date i n  the Kootenai Forest. 
Sedimentary basins con ta in ing  s t r a t a  s i m i l a r  t o  the Revett Formation e l se -  
where i n  the w o r l d  have been found t o  con ta in  rmre than one b i l l i o n  tons o f  
ore. 

An t i c ipa ted  or  p o t e n t i a l  development of minera l  resources should be 
__ 

How much area w i l l  be af fected if 

HOW does each considered a l t e r n a t i v e  impact or a f fec t  Poss ib le  

In addi t ion,  f u r t h e r  e x p l o r a t i o n  w i l l  un- 
Approximately 

0 
E-IO0 

Response to L e t t e r  140  - U.S. Borax, page 40. 

3.3. NO C O n t i i C t  i s  an t i c ipa ted  w i t h  cont inued mlneral e x p i a a t i o n  although 
scheduling and operational Costs  may be af fected.  
made and t h e  mineral proponent ilsheE to pursue developmnt ,  the 
p r o j e c t  w i i l  probably r e q u i r e  an € I S  5 i m i I o r  to the c u r r a n t  proJects 
I n  the R a k  Creek area. Any i d e n t i t l e d  conflict w i t h  a proporod 
mineral p r o j e c t  can be addressed In t h e  p roJec t  €18. 

i t  d i scove r ies  are  

3b. See 3a above. 

4 .  Mineral development options are be ing  p rov ided  i n  the area5 that you 
mentioned, although i t  may not  be In the precise t o m  t h a t  you r o u i d  
recommend. 

5 .  

6. 

5 

1 1 )  A n a r r a t i v e  ~ u r m r y  01 existlng mining opera t i ons  appears on page 
I l l -  51 i n  the DEIS .  12) A generallred ~ummary at known 
m l n e r a l i z a t l o n  appears on page I l l -  51  I n  t h e  D E I 8  also. 
considered 05 pmspec t l ve  far f u t u r e  minera l  a c t i v i t y  arc o u t l i n e d  an 
Page 111-51 I n  t h e  DEIS.  D iscuss ion o f  h i s t o r i c  p roper t i ss .  although 
relevant to a geologist,  m y  be of l i t t l e  b e n e f i t  t o  t h e  l a y  reader. 

13) Areas 

The d e t a i l  t h a t  you a r e  suggesting i s  mre approp r ia te  i n  a m i n e r a l  
developrent proposal EIS. 

6 
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Jim Rathbun 
Page 3 

development w i l l  a f fec t  other non-mineral resources and uses o f  the 

U.S. Borax a u l d  be w i l l i n g  upon request t o  provide m r e  speci f ic  data 

Thus. the  forest  plan and DEIS should sumr i ze .and  review nwre 
tharoughly the mineral resource s i tua t ion  and estimate how fu tu re  

forest. 

to a id  i n  mating a mre detai led mineral resource appraisal. 

Thank you for considering these matters. 

E-101 

Response t o  L e t t e r  I40  - U.S. Borax, pg. 40b 

No response needed on this page. 

Sincerely. 

9 % , # 4  
Thomas A. Henricksen, 
Assistant Mnager/Geologist 

TRHlkw 

, 



19 

CLAYTON W. WILLIAMS. JR 
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E-102 

Response t o  letter I 1 9  - ClaytM W. Williams, Jr. ,  f l r r t  page 

1. t& response needed. 

2. m r s ~ p ~ n ~ e  nssbed. 

Septeher 5 .  1905 

Forest Plan 
Kootenai National Forest 
Route I. Box 700 . ~~ 

Libby, Muntana 59923 

RE: Proposed Kootenai Forest Plan and 
Draft Environmental lmpact Statement 
Northwestern Montana 

Gentlemen: 

Thank you for furnishing copies of the Draft Environnental Impact Statement 
(OEIS) and Propwed Forest Plan for the Kootenai Nationel Forest to our 
office. The forest staff is to bs conmended for  the conpletion Of this 
gargantuan effort. Although the materials are hardly a substitute for light 
s u m r  reeding, we nevertheless reviewed them at length and are pleased to 
provide you with our comments. 

Clayton W. Williams, Jr.  is the o m e r  of an interest in so- 100,000 acres nf 
oil and gas leases within the Kootenai National Forest. The reason far Ih.. 
William' interest in this area is simple: we believe that the northres ern 
portion of Monteno offers  the potential for tDe discovery of more substantial 
hydrocarbon reserves than does any other onshore geoloqic province in the 
forty-eight contiguous states. The evidence which lends credence to such 3 a 
statement is extremely limited at present; however, wells drilled in western 
Montana within the last two years are indicative of our industry's 
Nillingness to risk millions of dollars i n  the future to test this potential. 
As you night expect, activity has fallen precipitously since Harch of this 
year ,  when the Comer V.  Surford decision was handed dow. At such time as 
this case is favorably resolved, however, we are confident that seismic and 
drilling activities will be resumed and will continue at B high level in 
northwestern Hantana for many years t o  come. I t  is therefore of grea 
importance to Williams and other parties *ho awn vested o i l  and gas lease 
rights on the Kootenai to be assured that such rights may be exercised to the 

2 
extent permitted by applicable laws and regulations. 1 
Under the Proposed Action alternative, only about 215,000 acres, or roughly 
9,)s: of the Forest, are planned to be withdram from oil and gas leasing. We 
have no particular qiiarrel vith these figures. R cloc-ep Study of the 
specific management standards for each of the variaue Uanagemnt Arcas, 
however, is extremely alarming. 
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Page 1 4  
September I ,  1985 

According to the managerent standards, 675,070 acres. or  almost 3 K  of the 
Forest. will be subject to Milderness uithdrarals and mandatory no surface 
occupancy stipulations. This constitutes an area o f  over 1.000 square miles 
rhich will be effectively closed off to exploriition. Furlher, D t o l d  of 
1,796,400 acres, or over 78% Of l h c  forest, Hill be subject to wildeciwss 
withdrawale, msridatory no surface occupancy stipulations, end discretionary 
m surface occupancy stipulations. This constitues an area of over 2,800 
square miles, which is ebout 2% o f  the size of the entire State of Montana, 
and only  slightly smaller than the combined land areas of the States (lf 

Drlawsra and Rhode Islsnd. ( I  should slso point out that YO are B bit  
uncertain as to the accurscy of these figures', inasrnuch 89 the Hanagescni 
k e a s  set forth +the Proposed Forest Plan do not correspond with those on 
the Managerent Area Hap in B couple of instances)., 
oil and gas lease stipulations," which themselves con 
and give substantial discretion to tho Forest staff. 

In 

488,840 BCPCS, or less than 22% of the Forest. We strongly feel that 
restricted oil and gas leasing on over 78: of the total lands in the Forest 
should be reconsidered. 

Achittedly, the interest of the oil and gas industry in the direction in 
which the Kootensi seems to be heading is only one of many interests to which 
the Forest Service must be responsive. We regret, however, the very limited 
extent to which the DElS and the Proposed Forest Plan addressed the oil and 
gas potential of the area, and mre importantly, the concomitant impacts 
which B major discovery m u l d  hsve an both the biologics1 and emnanic 
enviromnt of the Kootenai and the State o f  Montana as a whole. In our 

and wildlife habitat, end time necessary for  reclamation. In economic t e z  
B major hydrocarbon discovery would result in the injection of hundreds of 
millions Of d~llars into the depressed regional economy and the federal 

exceed the estimate for the m s t  optimistic alternative considered in the 
f f 1 S .  We would thereiore Suggest that more attention be given to this 
potential (both its positive and negative implications) as the planning 
process continues. 

wave forward. We are convinced, however, based upon our own experiences and 

cooperative manner. 

Thank you for the opportunity to c a n t  on this matter. I t  is our hope that 
this dialogue will continue and that our concerns *ill be given thoughtful 
consideration. 

Rzsponse to letter I 1 9  - Clayton W .  Williams, Jr., pg. 19a 

3. The purpose of an E1S is to display e n v i r o n m n t a l  e l f e c t s .  The 
proposua plan will a l l o r  m r e  opportunity for oil and gas ~ x p i o r ~ i i ~ j ~ ~  
l l h n  $me of iha other a l t o r n u t i u u 5  but  I n  doing 10 I f  w i l l  requicc 
sane special consideration Isuch as tlming o f  ~ p e ~ ~ t i o o s ,  e t c . )  to 
protect threatened and endangered species. e t c .  
considerations are  "cy being experlsnced rith minerel exploration aild 
it I s  logical to presume that similar r e t r a l n t r .  will a v o l v r  for oil 
ana gas exploration whenever a F l a n  of Operation i s  presented for 
approval. We feel It I s  important for the o i l  ana gas i n ~ u s t r y  to b e  
owore of tha complex enYllOOmental ond multiple-resauce rranagrmnent 
Eituatian on the KWtenal  when they prepare Plans of Operation. 

Thsse special 

4.  The anaunt of B n v l r U n m m t a l  Ilrpact for an oil an6 gas discovery v u r s u . ~  
a timber S a l e  can Only  be measured On a case-by-case hasir. Hlthout 
a l l  the 5pectflcS, r e  cannot state thet one t y p e  of i r t l v i t y  w l I I  be 
nore or le55 impactive than the other. 

5 .  \le agree that I f  a major hydrcarbon discovery a c u r r c d ,  a significant 
e~onrnlc effect would take place. 
still uncertaln and the Final Forest Plan can only  ec-aate the 
opportunity for exploratlan. 
in the f u t u r e ,  tho Plan can be reBSsesSed. 

But the r l m l n a  ana pr00aDility is 

I f  51gniflcant conflicts becmne apparun~ 

6. NO response needed. 

R A W c j l  
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Response to l e t t e r s  148 L 313 - CLLbInet Backcountry Horseman. f i r s t  Page 

1. Ihe f i gu res  shorn in the t ab le  repreSCnt average annual t a rge ts  r h i c h  
accamdare YOUP decadal l'equeors. 

A 401 IncreaSe would be des i reab le  bur that remains 8 congressional 2 .  
prerogat ive.  

3 .  Road c losures in O r d e r  to be e f f e c t i v e  must have an a c t i v e  enforce lent  
pcogram. Personnel from b o t h  the  Scate and the Forest S 2 ~ i E e  
cwperare in t h i s  e f I o r t  and do (L large p a r t  of t h i s  Job w h i l e  
c a r r y i n g  out o t h e r  duties on the Forest. 
has also been B b i g  h e l p  w i t h  the enforcement problem by turning I n  
v i o l a t i o n s .  

S i g n i f i c a n t  i nc reases  i n  funding w i l l  s t i l l  r e q u i r e  congpessional 
approval. 

In recen t  years the  pirbl:: 

4. 

5. The area -spec i f i c  i n fo rma t ion  and recommendations supp l i ed  by your  
m u p .  i n c l u d i n g  a copy of the map. has been forwarded t o  the 
respective Ranger D i s t r i c t s  for use in t h e i r  annual Recreation and 
T r a i l  Uaintenance planning. 

To: Forest Suyerviror 
L w t e n a i  Na t iona l  Forest 
Route 3. Box 700 
Libby,  Montana 59923 
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P p i o r i  t r  # I  

A c t i . , i t i e s  by T i m e  P c r i c . d ) .  Under  . f a c i l i t i e s .  t h n  m i l e s  o f  t r a i l  
On p a q e  I 1  and 12 O f  t h e  W.lFPF T a b l e  11-1 ( F r o i r c t r d  

~~~ .~ .~ . . . . . . . . ~. 
r * c o n s ! r u c t i n n  i'_ I i r t e d  A I  : 1985-1975 a t  7.5 mi le : ;  195.6-ZOO5 a t  
7.5 m i l e s ;  2005-2015 a t  I O  m i l e s ;  2015-2025 a t  12.5 m i l e s ,  c t c .  - 
t h i s  i s  lud*crou=  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  ou?door r e c r e d \ I o n  p e t e n t i l l  of t h e  
a p e s  a n d  r e n s i d e r i n g  p r e s e n t  u s e .  The p r e s e n t  s r s t e m  ha: a h i s t o r i  o i  
undtrfundinq - t h e r e f o r e ,  the  s y s t e m  o f  t r a i l s  i s  I n  shamble;. The  
p r e s e n t  h i g h - u z e  t r a i l s  n e r d  t o  b e  r r c a n s t r u c t r d  a n d  o t h e r  t r a i l s  n e e d  
d e v e l o p m e n t  i n  o r d e r  t o  d i i p u r F e  i m p a c t .  CSCH s t r m 9 1 I  u r g e s  t h a t  
t h ? s e  f i g u r e s  be P e v i z e d  u p w a r d  f o r  e s c h  t e n - y e a r  p e r i o d  a m i n i m u m  o f  
5 i i a i l e i  p e r  y e a r  o r  a minimuts of 50 m i l e s  p e r  t e n - r e a r  P F P ~ O ~ .  T h i s  
f i f t y  ! n i l e  f i g u r e  E h w l d  cover  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  a n d  new t r a i l  
con: t r u c  t i  on. 

P r i o r i t y  1 2 
Pase  A7-1  a p p e n d i x  7 fiinding I t e r ,  18 . l r a i l  tmalntenance. .  T h i s  f i g u p c  
ihows S91,UUU f o r  F f  1984. T h i s  f i g v r .  h a s  proven  t o  b e  f a r  b e l w  t h r  
r e q v l r c d  dollars " c e d e d  f o r  e a c h  d i s t r i c t  by th- t i m e  i t  i s  d i v i d e d  
b P t w e e n  t h e  d i s t r i c t s  Of W4F. CBCH f e e l s  t h i s  n e e d s  t o  ha.:* a $minimum 
I n C P I L i e  o f  4UL t o  m e e t  t h e  n e e d s  Of  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t s .  

Priori t y  U 3  
P*OC A7- I  A p p e n d i x  7 f u n d i n g  i t e m  19 'law * n f o r c c m e n t ' .  B e i n 2  a 
l ogg ing  c a m n U n i t r  t h e  logging a c t l v i t i  c o n t i n u e s  t o  a c c e s s  d e e p e r  i n t o  
t h e  I i t l l e  r o a d l e - 6  a r e a  l e f t .  CPCH f e e l s  that  t h e  c l o s e d  r o a d  s y s t e m  
i s  an a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  l o s t  t r a i l s  and \ h i t  road c l o s u r e  i 5  a m u s t .  In 
o r d e r  t o  make t h e  r o a d  CIOSYPI WOPY t h e  l a w  e o f o r c r m e n t  funding n e e d s  
to  b e  I n c r c a z e d .  CDCH w o u l d  I i h c  t o  see a d r a s t i c  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h i s  
b u d g e t  I t e m .  We f e e l  t h a t  t h e  bud9ct.d f i g u r e s  n e e d  to be d o u b l e d .  

Priori t)l 1 4  
Paoc 3 KNFPP A p p e n d i x  67-1 i t e m  37 ' T ~ i i l  Const ruct ion/  
R e c o n s t r u c t i o n ' .  l f  $32,000 sh-s t h e  r e s u l t s  of p r e s e n t  poor 
m a i n t e n a n c e  e x p e r i e n c e d  i n  t h e  L ibby reglon t h i s  f i g u r e  i s  w o e f u l 1 1  
I n a d e q u a t e .  CBCH h e r e  again see5  1 n t v d  for a d r a s t i c  increase i n  
t h i s  f i g u P e .  ble f e e l  t h a t  S 9 6 . 0 0 0  i s  a m i n i m u m  b a s e d  on o'lr 
e x p e r i e n c e  i n  OUT a r e a .  T h i s  %should a l l -  e n o u g h  d e l l a r s  t o  f i l t e r  
dnun t h e  t h e  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  IeucI r c s u l t i n p  I n  n e e d e d  i m p ~ o ~ e r n ~ n t i  a n d  
P P C 0 " l  t r v c  t I C " .  - 

A I 

- 

- 

C0nc.rn HI 
S b e l  don uoun t a i  n : 

S h e l d o n  a n d  o u t  k c w a r d  E l v r  U o u n t a i n ,  Al.xander. F l e e t w o o d .  
F r m  Lsbbr o n t o  t h i s  m o u n t a i n  s ~ s t m ;  a c c e s s  f r O m  L ibby  ~ C P O S I  

n u a d  H5d O l d  T r a i l  11843 See 5 .  1 5 ,  15. 14,  I t ,  26 
a i l  r o a d s  t o  be g a t e d .  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 
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- 
c o n c e r n  * 2  
Swede n o u n t a i n r  

Fr -  L lbbr  O n t o  t h e  P i d g e  s r s t c m i  acccsz frm L i b b y  ICPOSS 

A l l  rarda t o  b e  gated. - 
Champion l a n d s  O n t o  I ' i cMI l I i an  R i d g e .  

c o n c e r n  Y 3  
Grunbauer to Sc.n.rr M o u n t a i n ,  

o ld  t r a i l  e x i s t s  and n e e d s  t o  b. r...trblirh.d. 

c o n c e r n  u4 
F r m  Upper Cedar  out P i r m r n t c r  t o  P a m t n t e r  T r a i l  s v s t r m :  

T h 8 r  t r i l l  "a* * x i s t s .  - 
c m c e r n  *5 
Parmenter  T r a i l  onto C e d a r  C r e e &  Road  s m t . m i  

T h i s  I C C I S S  Iervrs t h e  P a r m r n t r r  t r a i l  srrttm on t h e  torn s i d e  O f  

t h e  Flaurr P O l n t  T r a i l  t o  r o a d s  fran C e d a r  C r e e k .  I t  allors f o r  a 
loop r i d e .  

c o n c e r n  P* 

- 

jl - . . . . - - . . . . - . .. . . - . . , . 
ihould b e  re.%tabl ish.d through logglnp 

C o n c e r n  R7 
Old T P ~ I I  61 

Rc.s tab l i sh  P 2 9 9  near Barren P e a & .  M a i n t a i n  the  r r r t m  t o r a r d  
Bear LaY.r. L o ~ p i n p  . c t i v i t i r s  S h o u l d  P i t s t a b l i s h  t r a i l  aEC.ss a n d  
Qat.d roads be  a s t a n d a r d  long-term PPactiC.. - 
c o n c e r n  *E 

Lallocca a n d  Q u a r t z  would b e  d.sirabl.  f o r  long-rang. p lan . .  

C0"C.P" n 9  
Lauertncc M o u n t a i n  - East B r a n c h  B i Q  Cr..K$ 

Th is  a r e a ,  t h o u p h t  s c h e d u l e d  fo r  l o p p i n g ,  s h o u l d  b. d e v e l o p e d  
v r l n g  I t e d  r c l ' d s  and rtcjlahlish-d t r a i l  I C C ~ S S .  T r a i l s  i n  west  
B r a n c h  'o+ B i g  C r c r Y  a n d  tiardcn R i d g e  a r e a  should be  s c h e d u l e d  f o r  
f u t u r e  m a i n t e n a n c e .  T r a i l  Y261 h a s  p o t e n t i a l .  

A t r a i l  rrrtem f r a  Libby t o  T r a y  v i .  Chin. Basin. F l r p r t r f f ,  a n d  

- 

- 
c o n c e r n  1 1 0  
2itgl.r ~ l o u n t i i n  A?..: 

i n l r r r s t  f o r  ma in tenanc .  a n d  p r o t e c t i o n .  
O a t c d  POads a n d  o l d  t r a i l  s y s t e m  Cs tab l i shm.n t  w o u l d  hi.,. m o d e r a t e  

~ 

6 

I 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

Response t o  l e t t e r 5  G48 L 313 - Cabinet BaCkCountry HOr~enan, pa .  d &  

6 .  So* response I S .  

7. Se? respcnre 25. 

a. see response 35. 

9. See response f5. 

IO. See responra 15 .  

I I .  Sec response 1 5 .  

12. See response 15. 

13. See rssponre ?5. 

14. See response 15. 
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concrrr, n i l  
Gold C r e e k  t o  T h i r s t y  M o u n t a i n  - Webb M o u n t a i n :  

T h i s  3 e m i - p r i m i t i v r  a r e a  has  h l p h  i n t e r e s t  f o r  r * . r t ab l i rhm.n t  of 
I n  o l d  t r a i l  s y s t e m  t h a t  e x i c t e d  I n  t he  1730's a n d  1940's.  T h i s  w o u l d  
work w e i l  for  a l o o p  o f f  t h e  P.S.PVO~~ a r e a .  

C o n c e r n  HI2 
H c G u i r e  C r e e k ,  S a i t t o n  a ? * * ,  I n c h  U a u n t a i n :  

S.mi-pPimative as-.. c o u l d  have  l o o p  t r i i l  S Y S ~ F ~  ur inp  c l o s e d  
read9 and  t P a i l S .  T r a i l  ICLFSS fo r  10 P l i l p  t o  P s c k  Gulch a n d  l o o k o u t  

- 

on H c G u i r e  c o u l d  be i n c l u d e d  In t h i s  s y s t e m .  - 
concern n t 3  
o v e r a t  I i 

ConnCCtoPs f o v  1oep ~ o s i i b i l l t . 5 .  

COnCcr"  w1. l  
P c l i c k  R idge :  

Keep  a t  s c m i - p r i v a t r  srktem. M a i n t a i n  p ~ e s c n t  t r a i l s  a n d  c o n n e c t  
t h e  t r a i l s  a long P u l l  R i v e r  a t  t h e  base o f  H a m i l t o n ,  S t a r ,  Napoleon, 
a n d  r e l i c t  U o u n t a i n  T r a i l .  

C o n c e r n  W15 
Whole M c U i I l i m  R i d g r  Sys tem f r o m  Libbf t o  TcepeTTony FeaK ( e n t i r e  
r idpr top): 

T h i s  c o u l d  e x t e n d  UP L a k e  C r e e l  t o  S i l v e r  B u t t s  a n d  p - e ~  l i n t  
r o a d  t o  T h m p s o n  Falls. ( L i b b y  t o  Thanpson  F a l l s  T r a I I  or L l b b i  t o  

T r a i l  s y s t e m s  o f f  e n d s  of  t h e  r o a d s  s h o u l d  b? d e s i g n a t e d  as 

- 

- 

T r o u t  m e e k  Rout.) - 
Concern 1116 

l o g g i n g  p c o j i c  t s .  
6 1 1  t r a i . l s  be P C I 5 t a b l i S h e d  on logged areas a t  t h e  e n d  of thost - 

concern ni7 
If l o a d 5  m e  t o  b e  c t o s c d  t h a t  enforc.ment ef t h o s e  CIOSUPIS b e  

f u n d e d .  - 
C O I I C C P "  118 

A n y  newly r o a d e d  a r e a s  d e t e r m i n r d  t o  have ! w i l d l i f e  v a l u e  m u t t ,  
RCH-I f e e l s .  have  g a t e d - r o a d  s t a t u s  or c l o s e d - r o a d  s t a t u s  to  g i v e  t h e  
w i l d l i f e  the  5.Cur i tY i t  needs .  - 
Concern #I9 

.t.t"C. 
C a b i n e t  f a c e  f r i n p e  a r e a s  should have  l o w - i m p a c t  r o a d  b u i l d i n g  

- 
concern n2u 

C a b i n e t  f a c e  f r i n g e  ~ P P L Z  sha l l  have c l o s e d - r o a d  s t a t u s  i s  soon as 
t h e  logging ~ O n t ~ a C t  i s  EIoEed. - 
conc.rn 121 

s c h e d u l e d  t o  h a v e  USFS ~ 1 . ~ 5  2 s t a t u s .  
A l l  f o r e s t  t r s i l s ,  w i t h  t h e  e x c e p t i o n  O f  manways, s h a l l  b e  

- 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2Q 

25 

E-106 

Rzspose to  l e t t e r s  $46 b 31s - Cabinet Backcomtr.{ Horseaan, P Z .  4% 

15. See rar>onsc # 5 .  

16. See responsi C5.  

17. See response 1 5 .  

18. See response t 5 .  

19. See rcsponse $ 5 .  

20. Sac response I S .  

21. Wig agree. 

22. lie egroa.  See iianagezent Area Presc r ip t i ons  I O ,  11, 12, 13 and 1 4 .  

23. Roods YIII be const ructed t o  the l o r e s t  poss ib la  5:andard to met the 
p a 1  ot t he  I.lana~enant Area prescr lpt ion.  

Read c105ures are a par t  c t  the  parznt h n a g c r e n t  k e a  prescr ip t ion.  

D i r e c t i o n  IFSM 2353. R-1 Supplecent 92. Issued h p r i l ,  1986. 

2 4 .  

2 5 .  T h i s  recommndatlon 15 consistent w i t h  r%mt Forest  Service :lanual 
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I concern 1122 
T r a i l  heads s h o u l d  b e  e s t a b l t s h e d  f o r  a t r a i l  en O l d  Highi.iay 2 

between L i b b y  and T roy  ( s h o u t  an 0-  or ?-m i le  Z t re tchV  p a s t  Koe tena i  
F a i l s  end ino  a t  S a u a q e  L a k e .  IJe Y P Q ~  the  F o r e s t  Service t o  work  w i t h  
the H i g h w z v  Department t o  the  two e x i t i n g  s e c t i o n s  Of  O l d  
H i g h w a r  2 t o g e t h e r  and P P ~ ~ ~ T Y P  t h i s  h i s t o r i c  o l d  road .  

a t r a i l  r i ' s t e r n  s h o u l d  be deve loped  c o n n e c t i n g  Guar tz  C r e e k  T r a i l  
w i t h  I l o u n t  BaldY c o n t i n u i n g  on t o  Nor thwes t  Peaks  Scenic area  a.nd 

canc..rn e23 

perhaps  e n d i n g  n e a p  t h e  Canadian i i n e  a t  B u r % e  L a k e .  

I Concern 1124 
t r a i l  sys tem Chou ld  be deve loped  th rough  the Pete C r e e Y  Meadcwc 

f o l i c d r i n o  the  Pe te  Creek Road s o u t h  t o  the  Yaak Road. then wes t  t o  
P h e a s a n t  C r e e k ,  t h e n  s o u t h  t o  L i r i z i l ~  P o i n t ,  and on t o  RoderiCY 
Mounta in  and on t o  P leasan t  V i e w  Moun ta in  and then no r thwes t  to 
S k ~ o k v r n  Mnunta in  and f i n a l l y  w e s t e r l y  b a c k  t o  S Y I v a n i t r  R a n g e r  
station. 

Concern H25 

50" th t o  Cros; Moun t a i  n .  

con<:ern 1126 
The t P a i I  t o  .Teepee Moonta io  t o  Windy Pas; s h o u l d  b e  m a i n t a i n e d  t o  

a USFS leuel 2 t r a i l  5i.stem. T h i s  system c o u l d  b e  extended t o  t h e  
Nor thwcs t Scenic arc a. 

A ~ c l n n e c t i n g  t r a i l  5 h o u l d  be e s t a b l i s h e d  s o u t h  from L i n e  P o i n t  

26 

21 

2a 

29 

30 

a t r a i l  5YStem #up Feeder Moun ta in  t o  Guns igh t  Mounta in .  across  
Concern W27 

F e r r e t  Creek t o  T e e p e e  Mounta in .  

I n  the K e n e l  t y  Moun ta in  Area - the K e n e l  t Y  Moun ta inmcK i  I l o p  
M o u n t a i n  T r a i l  a c r o 5 5  t o  F r i t z  Peak and frm t h i s  SYctPm 
v a r i o u s  l o g g i n g  r o a d s  - t r a i l r  s h o u l d  be deve loped and m a i n t a i n e d  a t  a 

concern  w e  

USFS l e v e l  2 s tandard .  

concern  1120 
I n  the Eur.%a w e .  - the Pdorman IMountaln T P a i I  t o  Indrpendencc  

Mounta in  t o  I n d i a n  Creek  t o  S t .  C l a i r  Peak t o  Glen C r e e k  t o  Road H9124 33 
- t h i s  s r r t e m  s h o u l d  h a v e  t h e  t r a i l s  rec r tab1 ish .d  and m a i n t a i n e d  t o  a 
USFS l c v c l  2. 

rh. ~ l i b ~ ~ i t e r  Ridge T r a i l  s h o u l d  be r e e s t a b l i s h e d  and brought  up 
concern n30 

t o  USFS I c v e i  2. 

C O n C C r n  *31 I 
1.11. Wdm II21PS r o a d  $ - . ~ t e m s  s h o u l d  connPCt t o  t h e  t r a i l  wh ich  

Connects IJha le  or  Lock Cabin and Tuchuck Mounta in  T r a i l  system s h o u l d  
be deve loped and m a i n t a i n e d  t o  USFS l e v e l  2 .  

&spon;o +a I o t t d r i  # 4 3  L 313 - Cilhinet 3 a c k l i Y n t r y  lbrseiian. 1'4. 4 6  

26. See res?onsi! E .  

27. Sea respansz J5. 

26. :to respoiiss $ 5 .  

29. See n s p o n s e  f 5 .  

3c. soc re..onse 25. 

31. See r c s y o n s l  # 5 .  

32. SSC response $ 5 .  

33. See respcnse s5 .  

1 4 .  5ru response g 5 .  

35. See response 1 5 .  



The t r a i l  fran E l k  Mounta in  tn U v n s h i r t  

1 "  t h e  D a v i s  1IOUntdin area  t h e  l o g g i n g  i s  aCceptah le ,  b u t  CBCH 
f e r 1 5  t h a t  t h e  t r a i l  s h o u l d  bc ~ e e i t a b l i ~ h ~ d  a f t e r  l o g g i n g  

concern  1133 

concern  n34 
I n  t h e  S i l v e r  B u t t e  the  t r a i l  f rom b l l e n  Peak t o  t h e  H i m r s  

C r r e K  T r a i l  s h o u l d  be r e e s t a b l i s h e d  and Connected t o  t h e  t r a i l  sys tem 
fran S i l v e r  B u t t e  Pass t o  Carsyon C r e e k  T r a i l  SYS~PBI .  

r? t r a i l  slslem fran B l a c K t a i l  Mounta in  s h a u l d  
e t e n d i n g  s o u t h  dawn S p r i n g  CreeK t o  t h e  V e r m i l l i o n  

C O ~ C F ~  1135 

A l l  t r a i l s  Proposed do  n o t  have WPi t ten  ~ l g h t s  O f  w a y  across 
P r i v a t e  lands .  The Forest  Service Shou ld  t P y  t o  g e t  

c o n c e r n  1132 

re .s tab l  i shed.  

and 1 1 1  nsiu r o a d s  s h o u l d  be Scheduled for C I O S Y ~ ~ .  

C r r e K  t o  the Se'3en P o i n t  HoUnta in  LooKout.  

Concern U36 

w a y  f o p  t h r  t P a i l s .  

E-108 

48sponsa to l o t t e r s  646 d 313 - Cabiner i a c k o u n ~ r y  brac. ran.  ?g. 

36. SEG response $ 5 .  

37. soc rssponsa $ 5 .  

38. sce rcsponse P5. 

39. see response f 5 .  

40. Ue agree. 
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October 28.  1985 

.Po: Xootenai National Forest Superuisol 

From: Bradley Chase. Director 
canyon cos1irion 

REI lootenai Draft  Forest PlanIDEIS 

Plaaoe enter t h e  fv , l loring coments in t h e  official public records 
for t h e  above documents8 

1 )  CCP is extremely concerned about tho proposed -0ver-Lill. with 
- 

regard t o  tinbar harvest. The 78) increase in logging roads eve= 
the next 50 years is incred ib ly  unreasonable. if n o t  blalsntly 501 

CCP s t r o n g l y  OPPOSES CONSIDERATION of adding 10 .692  milea of new 
logging roads to the  Xootenai Forest i n  tho Final PlanIFEIS.  This 
proposal is an extreme. not o m  of rsa?onableness eons i r ten t  with 
anulronmntal  l a w s .  - 

2 1  CCP SUPPORTS A M R E  RESPONSIBLE AND CERTAINLY MORE REASOWIRLE 
annual timber sale level of 173 million board feet. This would 
maintain levels closer to sus ta ined  yield and historic cutting 
l eve ls .  Sustained y i e l d  and h i s t o r i c  Cutting levels arm realistic 
indicators of raasonablenesa for the future: the  ptopoaed 78I - 
increase in logging roads appears to be some sort of scam t o  
push exploitation t o  its f a r t h e s t  realms. - 

3) Subatanfivo DEIS/Forest Plan comnenls submitted by the EPI and 
the  IID-YP must be exhib i ted  and RESPONDED TO in the final documents 
The FEIS should indicato where in documents (Page references and 
footnotes) t h a t  the  Forest has specifically responded Lo then* 
substantive sommenfs as well as a l l  others. The Forest does 
have the iigbt to ignore substantive colrmontr Suomitted by e f f e c t e d  
agencioe. and MUST respond by significantly adjusting the prefer red  
.It*r".li".. - 

I )  Support registered l o r  Wilderness protection for Trout Creek area 
of the Clark Fork River; and for Pellick Ridge of t h e  wild S c o t c x  
area. - 

5 )  Adverse inpacts on uildlifa such as Elk caused by the lncred ib la  
proposed lncraaass in roads and logging activity have been inads- 
quafely mentioned and discussad in the  DEIS. - 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

5. 

6 
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Response to Letter X127 - Coal i t ion  f o r  Canyon Preserva t ion .  first Page 

1. The DUS did not  pmpase  10.692 miles of new m a d  as s t a r e d .  
pmposDl w a s  for 4.690 miles of new mad.  
COI)StmCtiOn w a s  noted. nonetheless. and t h e  P ina l  F m e s t  Plan has 
reduced the  dies of new mad cons tmct ion .  

H i s t o r i c  harves t  l e v e l s  am n o t  a l w a y s  a good i n d i c a t o r  OF t h e  f u t ~ ~ r e .  
m e  fol lowing t a b l e  i n d i c a t e s  the pain t :  

n e  
Your concern for new m a d  

2 .  

K C U I W A I  NATIONAL F U R 4  TIUBt37 SOLD I W D  HAAVFSTEG (rnmbf] 

Fiscal  Year Sold Harvested 

1979 206 185 
1980 176 156 
1981 2611 162 
1982 221 
1983 245 
19811 212 
1585 224 

131 
181 
198 
180 

Average 221 170 

The t a b l e  i n d i c a t e s  thet the average harves t  is do- but  the t rend  for 
t h e  -ut harvested is increasing.  Thio upward t rend  is expected to 
continue. 

3. R o d  bui ld ing  is an eFfeCt of managing land  For t imbrr  pmducr ion .  I f  
timber is to be harvested then m a d s  are necessacy. The needed r o d  
miles  shorn UIP not  " ta rge ts"  or  "guuls". but  e s r l o n t e s  of needs given 
today 's  technology. me need for m a d s  w i l l  be c o n t i n u a l l y  reassessed 
as the t m m p o r t a t i o n  system is developed so t h a t  only those  necessery 
t o  m a n s g e  t h e  land base are ever b u i l t .  FOP the  most p a r t .  the  roads 
c a l l e d  for (LIP t o  be cons tmcted  i n  ereas t h a t  BTC not  def ined  OS 

"madless" .  This means t h a t  while 9008 mads e x i s t .  addi t ions1  roads 
are needed i f  timber s tands  are t o  be harvested.  Hel icopters .  
long-span skyl ines  and o ther  yarding techniques m i c h  reduce the Lots1 
miles of needed road am t o  be used  whem appropr ia te  and the 
est imated road milewes teke t h i s  i n t o  account. The most dicect  way 
t o  reduce the  needed m a d  miles i s  t o  reduce the  sire of the land bese 
which is managed with timber production 89 a goal  I t h e  regl t la ted or 
s u i t a b l e  timber bane). 

See page 127a for responses to 14. X5.  N5e end 16 
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Response t o  Letter a127 - Coa l i t i on  f o  Canyon P rese rva t ion .  pg. 127a 

4. See the E m  leLteP Y49 i n  t h e  appendix. 
the M D W  ms you have ind ica t ed .  We b e l i e v e  that all o f  t h e  comments 
have been adequately aaaessed and t h a t  the F i n a l  Forest Plan 
r e p r e s e n t s  a balanced approach r0 r e s o l v i n g  lLll of  t h e  issues. 

Wilderness h w  been recommended on B s i g n i f i c a n t  p o r t i o n  o f  P e l l i c k  
Ridge (See t h e  Fores t  P l an  map). 
been rscomnended f o r  a S i g n i f i c a n t  po r t ion  of  T m u t  Creek because of  
w i l d l i f e  and mineral  p o t e n t i a l ,  

NO le t ter  w a s  received from 

5. 
P r i m i t i v e  Recreat ion (madless) has 

5a. See 15 sbove. 

6.  E f f e c t s  on e l k  vas addressed i n  t h e  DUS on pages IV-15. IV-53. and 
IV-58. 

Wilderness has  been recommended on D. s i g n i f i c a n t  p o r t i o n  of  t h e  Ten 
L&es Area and t h e  Cabinet  HOuntLLlns Addit i ions.  Wilderness has  not  
been recommended f o r  Tuchuck and Thompson-Seton because of  t h e  need t o  
do a d d i t i o n a l  s t u d i e s  on g r i z z l y  bear management. See t h e  Record of 
Decisim f o r  the Flathead Nat ional  Fo res t  Plan - North End Roadless 

7. 

h a s .  Pg. 10. 

8. Roadless  management h w  been designated f o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  po r t ions  of 
Roderick. Cata rac t .  Galens (canyon Creek). Northwest Peaks and 
Robinson Mountain. 

See t h e  "Old Gmwth h t l l y s i s "  in the F i n a l  EIS 

Old g-th has  been designated a long  r i p a r i a n  areas i n  many l o c a t i o n s  
where it e x i s t s .  

m e  old-gmwth timber des igna t ion  has beM removed from t h e  regulated 
timber base. 

9. 

9a. 

9b. 

7 1  CCP supports roadless .  "on-motorized mnagamant f o r  rho following 
r l l d  areas i n  t h e i r  cntiralyr 
Canyon PoakINorthrest POOkIRObin~On Hountain. 

Roderick Munta in lCa la ra sk  Creek/ 

- 
81 Support r eg i s t e red  f o r  permanant conrarvat ion of no le.* than 1 5 1  of 

the  Xootensi 's .Old Grouth. fororf. MI- .Old Growth. should be - 
maintained along r i p a r i a n  areas. A 1 1  .Old Growth. areas should - 
be rslnrved from t h e  timber base. 

Rlwrian pro tec t ion  appears  to be totally lacking in t h e  OEISIForest 
Plan as i nd ica t ed  by t h e  € P I ' .  a c t i o n  t o  rate XOOLmai'S Plan L I S  having 

This is clear evidence that tho proposed roading inc reaaas  must be- 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  moderated to achieve a level mereby r i p a r i a n  ars=- 
Can be protected.  A 501 incroase i n  sediments i n  Xootonai Forcst 
raters is  entirely unacceptable  and muat be mitigated according to 
enviro-ntal requirements. 

- 
9 1  

the r o r s t  rater q u a l i t y  rating of *"tans's t O "  na t iona l  f o r s a t  plan*. 

- 
101 A 1 1  PIoviSions of NEPA regulation6 found in 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 

-s t  te implimented i n  the PEIS f o r  the ~oresr plan. - 
Thank YOU v e r y  much f o r  a w r o p r i a t e l y  r e g i s t e r i n g  the above public  
comments on the l o t r o n a i  National Forerr DEISIPorest Plan. 

Si"Cerely. 

bLXL-J C 3 L - L  

Bradley E. Chsae. Director  
canyon Coalition--lusiociated organizat ion 
National Pazks L Conservation Xssosiat ion 

7 

8 

9 
9s' 
9' b 

10 

10 a 

i 11 

10. me =A's letter (X49) d i d  not mention anything to us about  a lack o f  
r i p a r i a n  PmteStiO". 

loa. We are n o t  aware of  B 501 increase i n  sediment y i e l d  on t h e  Kwrenai 
National  Forest .  Nonetheless. your concern f o r  i n c r e w e d  sediment has  
been noted and new m a d  Construct ion has been moderated. 

We b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  i n t e n t  of  t h e  N W A  r e g u l a t i o n s  have been met. 11. 
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October 25, 1985 
OF WILDLIFE 

Hr. James Rathbun, Forest Supervisor 
Rootenai National Forest 
Route 3, Box 700 
Libby UT 59923 

Dear Jim, 

Please consider carefully the following comments regarding the 
Rootenai Porest Plan on behalf of Defenders of Wildlife. As you 
know, we've maintained a strong interest in Rootenai PoresC over 
the years, particularly in regard to the management of threatened 
and endangered species; we submitted extensive comments regarding 
the prerioco draft plan in 1983. T h e  fo1:oving c o m m e n t s  
primarily regard your grizzly bear habitat management program. 

It's encouraging that the 1983 draft forest plan has been 
strengthened in several ways: certainly the fact that bears now 
receive supportive o r  compatible management emphasis in all 
alternatives, and that all alternatives purportedly meet recovery 
goals is a major improvement. What is more difficult to discern 
is whether these new management allocations will really make the 
necessary difference o n  the ground. We are very concerned that 
the amount of monitoring proposed in the plan will not be 
adequate t o  insure that the compensation measures proposed to 
offset the impacts of intensive timber management will be 

The plan's faulty yield tables and unrealistic price trends 
a l s o  serve t o  pit grizzly recovery and timber management as 
competing resource uses. The current assumption in the plan is 
that every additional board foot of timber that's Cut increases 
the present net value. We believe a more realistic evaluation 
would reveal that timber harvest on some of the marginal sites-- 
particularly on the steep slopes o r  in dense lodgepole stands-- 
actually decreases the PNV. To the extent many of these marginal 
areas are critical t o  grizzlies, the propceed alternative may 

Finally, w e  are completely supportive of the Rootenai Forest 
proposal t o  implement an augmentation program to more rapidly 
recover the bears in the Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem. Certainly it 
must be recognized that expeditious recovery of threatened and 
endangered species benefits everyone--those whose primary concern 
is protecting bears as w e l l  a s  those whose primary concern is 
making a living from OUT public lands. Having species listed for 
a long t i m e  means those restrictions necessary to maintain 
existing populations will remain in place; if numbers ace 
extremely l o w - - a s  the are in t h e  Cabinet-Yaak--these 
restcictiom may be signiAcant. With an active recovery effort, 
however, everyone can benefit. Increased numbers mean increased 
management flexibility, and the delisting of a species can signal 

- 

adequate. -. 

present unnecessary conflicts. - 

NORTHERN ROCKlESOrFICf. 1534 HELENAAVENUE. MISSOULA. MCNTANA 59801 *14UldS494l 
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WASHINGTON, K 2W36 (2021 659.9510 
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E - I l l  

Response to Letter X223 - Defenders of Wildlife. first page 

1. Your concern. as well as many other publics. s h u t  the adequacy of the 
monitoring plan has been noted. 
the Final Forest Plan for the COnCernD that YOU have raised. 

See the Honitoring Plan section of 

2. Ihe timber velues have been reanalyzed. but the original values were 
used in the development of the Final Plan for comparative purposes. 
Appendix B of the Final U S  shows that using an updated set of base 
timber values and road costs along with more recent projected real 
price increases results in B smaller suitable timber base when only 
the minimum management requirements are applied. Ihe Final Plan has jl 

smaller suitable base than this for B vwiety Of reasons discussed in 
the EIS. lhere 19 no assumption in the Plan that 811 timber thst 15 
cut generates on incrrnse in PNV. The suitoble laiid linse -lien PNV is 
maximized (Alt MI is 304.0W acres smaller thon the suitoble bnue when 
timber pmduction is maximized (Alt L). mirs your belief that timber 
harvest on marginal sites actually decreases PHV is Correct and was 
displayed in the DEIS. 

3. No response needed. 



0 

a return to a more normal management scenario. ny only criticism 
of the plan's augmentation proposal is that it doesn't emphasize 
enough that federal agencies are required to e manage for 
the recovery of threatened or endangered species. - 

0 

4 .  h y  dcvrlopmcntal activities pmnosed within idenified grizzly habiLnt 
must meet the  Cvmulstive EFfecLs Annlysis Crlteris. In procciCe.  thls 
usually result9 in sppmrimately 8% of an m e a  beir,g affected at any 
one tine. 

3 

E-112 
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Response to Letter 1223 - Defenders Of Wildlife. p g .  22% 

- 
Ae a consequence of the proposed 1983 Kootenai draft plan, the 

Forest Service received a jeopardy opinion from the U.S. Flsh and 
Wildlife Service, primarily because the alternatives failed to 
meet grizzly bear recovery goals and because much of the occupied 
grizzly bear habitat did not receive a supportive allocation. 

With the current plan, these problems appear corrected, 
although it isn't displayed in the plan such that even a careful 
reader can be sure.  Most notably, the alternatives ace not 
geared towasd any specific grizzly bear numbers; instead, all 
alternatives purport to meet the Cabinet-Yaok recovery goal of 4 5  
bears. Thus it's not clear what constrains higher bear numbers, 
just a s  it's not clear what factors contribute t o  lower bear 
numbers. 

Similarly. vhile the 1903 plan only had l J %  of the occupied 
grizzly habitat in supportive allocations, the curlent plan has 
100% of the occupied habitat in either supportive OT 
allocations. The premise of the .compatible. allocations is that 
compensation will take place in these areas to offset the impacts 
of timber harvest. 

This might be a reasonable approach if a small percentage o f  
t h e  important grizzly habitat had an a l l o c a t i o n  w h e r e  
compensation w o u l d  be necessary t o  offset problems caused by 
timber development. But given that the Cabinet-Yaak already has 
such a limited amount of high quality, secnre grizzly habitat, it 
doesn't seem reasonable to road and develop large amounts of high 
quality habitat and then attempt to compensate for that loss. 

According t o  the plan, fully 210,000 acres  of the 628,000 
a c r e s  of Situation 1 habitat on the Kaotenai National Forest 
would be available for scheduled timber harvest and roadbuilding. 
Of the 199,600 a c r e s  of Situation 2 habitat in the CYE, 127,000 
would be open to intensive timber management. 

AS the plan States in Appendix 0 ,  the management direction for 
Situation 1 habitat is that grizzly habitat maintenance and 
improvement and grirzly/human conflict minimization will receive 
the highest priority. It's stated flatly, .Management decisions 
vi11 favor the needs D E  grizzly bears when gzirzly habitat and 
other land use values compete.. 

W h i l e  it s e e m s  realistic to c o m p e n s a t e  for occasional 
degradation of habitat on s m a l l  portions of the forest, it 
doesn't s e e m  reasonable t o  t r y  and c o m p e n s a t e  f o r  road 
construction and security loss on fully a third of the most - 

2 

4 



critical grizzly habitat on L ~ C  forest. S d c L  c n m p e n s a t i ~ n  is 
premised on the assumption th;t closlng IOQLS alzne mitigates for 
security losses caused by roadauilding. Yet cleacly even closed 
:=ads have an importanr ~ m p a c t  on grizzly security. a s  these 
roads then become super-trails for hikers, hunters, bikers, etc. 
And it certainly must be recognized with e v e n  the most zealous 
enforcemenc pcogrxn--and the budget for m~nitoiing roAd clus~ces- 
certainly doesn't reflect a z e d l ~ u s  program--use 1 1 1 1  take place 

Further, it's completely u n c l e a r  from reading the plan how the 
rimber/gcizzly prescriptions will adequately i n s u r e ,  bear 
recovery. While road cloouies and timing of act&vities were 
mentioned, t h e s e  a c t i o n s  a l o n e  won't c o m p e n s a t e  foi t h e  
cdmulative loss of security. On the Flathead Forest, a numOer of 
specific changes in the cimber program were made t o  enhance 
grizzly recovery. Picst of all, special bear management areas 
were established--oatside of designated wilderness--designed to 
enhance grizzly populations. While this acieagc was removed from 
the commercial base, timber halvest still is an option, but only 
if such harvest demonstrably enhances specific grizzly needs. In 
this way. rhe forest guarantees that management decisions are 
driven bv aiitrlv reauiremcnts rather than d need to meet timber 

despite road closdres. - 

It's not readily obvious in the Kaotenai plan whether actual 
timber yields are any different o n  timber-grizzly allocations; 
they don't read as though they are. Again, on the Flathead these 
allocations result in approximately a 259  reduction in timber 
harvest, a necessity if large blocks of undisturbed land are t o  
be maintained. In Situation 1 habitat, logging is limited t o  3 
consecutive years, with one entry per drainage in a decade. For 
both situation 1 and 2 habitat, reentry cannot occur unless 40% 
o r  more of the drainaqe is maintained either as hidins o r  thermal 
cover and blocks of s;curity cover of 5.000 acres or -larger must 
be maintained adjacent t o  cutting units. I found no such 
constraints in the Kootenai plan; if I missed them, please 
advise. 

Similarly, the conetraints on clearcut size in key grizzly 
habitat areas did not seem to reflect the Situation 1 habitat 
philosophy of the grizzly coming first. Your EIS notes carefully 
that small clearcuta present the most favorable habitat situation 
for bears, yet these small clearcut limitations aren't clearly 
built into the intensive timber management in Situation 1. such 
a limitation should be incorportated as a standard. 

- ~~ 

I" sum, it appears the plan overemphasizes the importance of 
forage to bears while underestimating the importance of security 
o r  cover. Given the projected increases in road mileage and the 
extensive miles of roads planned for Situation 1 habitat, 
security will become the m ~ a t  important grizzly concern on the 
XOOtenai Forest during the next decade. It may become critical 
to maintain area6 where humans can go only with great difficulty- 

E - I 1 3  
Respanse to Letter HZZ3 - Defenders of Wildlife. p g .  223b 

5. Road closurrs. in combination rich monitoring and additional research. 
rill a l l  be needed to insure the recovery of the grizzly bear. This 
includes gaining public acceptance for threatened and endangered 
species recovery. 4 

5a. See Item 1'4. above. 

6. The final Forest P l a n  rill have the 1e-t amount of lend p l m n c d  for 
roads and timber harvesting in grizzly habitat. IL will also have the 
largest amount of land planned for roadless recreation in grizzly 
habitat which should pmvide the highest amount of security 8s you 
suggest. ?he percentage of road miles planned for Construction in 
grizzly habitat in the first decade is appro~irnstely 22%. TP.is is 
almost equally divided between Situations I and 11. 
roads will be closed to public use. 

5 

All of  these new 

5,e 

6 

3 
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NO evidence has been introduced to support a contention that 
food is a limiting factor o n  the Kootenai, yet the uninfoimed 
reader might assume that given the emphasis an timber harvest in 
key grizzly habitat. While it's often asserted that timber 
harvest can improve grizzly habitat, the documentation for this 
is meager, particularly for areas where populations are already 
present. 

It's also a notable omission that there's no discussion of 
U l E X U L A S  - ed m w m g a t  as an alternative for timber harvest in 
key grizzly bear habitat. Thus it remains U n c l e a r  whether such 
an approach would be beneficial or not. 

- 

- 
s B I z z L x R E A a l i m K E w m ~ m G O I D E l . l N e S  . . . . . . . . . 

On the whole, the grizzly bear atandards and guidelines a r e  
direct and adequate. We do have questions, however, as to why 
some of the key elements of the grizzly manaqement D r o g r a m  are ~. 
guidelines rather than standards.. 

For instance, careful silvicultural treatment would Seem 
mandatory f o r  timber harvest in Situation 1 habitat; maintenance 
of travel corridors, leave islands and spacing between units 
would seem like a given, or else the Porest Service wouldn't be 
living up t o  the s p i r i t  of t h e  S i t u a t i o n  1 allocation. 
Therefore. it's not clear at all why this is simply a guideline 
rather than a more-difficult-to-overlook standard. 

Similarly, the direction seems rather fuzzy on road management 
in general and on open road densitv sDecificallv. Given that 
this is so critical to your grizily management program as 
proposed, the public needs strong assurance that roads will be 
closed--bv DhvSlCal barriers where necessarv--and that road 
densitie; ;ill n o t  exceed .75 rniles/ae;tion~ except in 
extraordinary circumstances. 

Finally. it's not clear why the specific grizzly management 
issues regarding operating plans and special use permits are 
stated as guidelines rather than standards. All of the concerns 
listed an page 0-26 are significant and should have forest 
supervisor approval before there is any deviance. 

Defenders o f  Wildlife fully agrees that augmentation is not 
only appropriate for the Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem, and feels that a 
D C O Q T ~ ~  should be started as soon as oossible. Certainlv the 
Lopilation is so l o w  that recovery miiht take a very long-time 
without some assistance. It should be recognized that the 
Endangered Species A c t  of 1913 directs federal agencies t o  "use 
all methods and procedures necessary'--including reintroduction-- 
to bring species to the point where they can be removed from the 
list. 

While we are w e l l  aware of some of the political liabilities 

I 

7 

a 

9 

10 

E-Ill 
Response to Letter Y223 - Defenders of Uildlife. pg. 2 2 3 ~  

7. Many OF the forage plants preferred by be(LP9 grow best where timber 
cmopieS ape light or absent. 
closing Limber canopies Cmwd Out bear fmds over time. One Y ~ Y  of 
reversing succession is thmugh timber harvest. This method is m o m  
desireable in many locations than alternative methods. such aq fire. 
because it can improve bear habitat while Supplying timber products. 
In Order for logging to improve bear habitat. the proper harvest and 
post-hervest treatment methods musf be used and security must be 
provided through mad closu~es. 

Uneven-aged management rag discussed in Lhe DEIS. 
as B research need in the Forest Plan. 

Thmua natural plant succeSsim. 

8 .  It has been added 

9. Sone elements have been changed in the final Plan  frorc guides to 
standards. Orhers were kept e3 guides to allow Sufficient flexibility 
to adapt projects to site Specific needs. The bottom line. however. 
is that no BctiViLieS will be permitted which adversely affect grizzly 
bears OF their hebitat. rhether influenced by standards or gvidelinrs. 

An analysis of possible augmentation is presently underway. 
discussion in the augmentation section of the Forest Plan. 

10. See the 
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of proceeding too rapidly, n e  would urge the Forest Service to 
keep this issue moving expeditiously. - 
v==+P? 

The adequacy of proposed recovery Strategies can only be 
fairly assessed if good monitoring takes place. Because it's so 
difficult to determine actual numbers of bears, this can be very 
difficult. Nevertheless, the Forest Service needs to make a 
sipnificant investment in keeping their cumulative effects 
analysis process accurate and up-to-date. 

We would strongly argue that the Kootenai Porest should adopt 
a written policy that will reduce management activities when they 
cannot be properly monitored. In other words, if the Forest 
chooses to undertake high l-2vels of timber harvest in Situation 1 
grizzly bear habitat, adequate monitoring must take place to 
insure compensation is working. If the monitoring can't be done, 
the timber harvest should not be undertaken. - 
xlEK!raaLesarrnparre!ayQs . .- 

. . . .  . . .  . .  . .  
We strongly support the comments made CBEC regarding the 

economic assumptions of the Xootenai Plan. We agree that greatly 
overestimated timber prices and optimistic yield tables seriously 
f l a w  t h e  p l a n  a n d  place different resources in greater 
competition than they should be. 

Correcting timber yields and values should logically lead to a 
broader range of alternatives, Options that would logically 
include less timber harvest and roadbuilding in Situation 1 
grizzly habitat. It's both poor resource management and faulty 
economics to recommend timber sales on marginal lands when they 
are 50 important to the grizzly. 

Policy changes in the regional office during the past yea. 
make it c l e a r  that below cost sales should be avoided in those 
circumstances where significant benefits can't be demonstrated. 
We feel strongly that it more realistic numbers were used in the 
plan. there would be far less pressure on Situation 1 grizzly 
bear habitat, and the wholesale  compensation program wouldn't be 
necessary. Simply put, it's more cost-efficient to conserve 
grizzly bears by protecting the existing habitat than to COnSeCve 
bears by degrading the habitat with below-cost timber sales and 
then engaging in costly compensation programs to make up for the 
lasses. 

It simTly doesn't make sense that the PNV of the forest should 
increase with every board foot of timber that's cut--that doesn't 
reflect reality. I n  areas with steep slopes or low-valued 
species, it's obvious the c o s t s  m a y  outweigh the returns, in 
which case it uould increase the P N V n o t t o c u t t h e t i m b e r .  

10 

11 

12 

11. Added Wlicy 5catements h w e  been included in the Standards sect ion of 
the Plan. 

The timber values and yields have been reanalyzed as rLq1185ted by 
Randy O'Toole (CHEC). 
higher than the more recent projections. 
used in the development of the f i n d  Plan far coopar.~cive purposes. 
me emects OF using the more recent base timber velues. price 
projections and road costs are described in Appendix 8 .  The timber 
yield tables were found Lo still be a~pmpriate. 

h e  standards tar harvesting in MA'r 14 and 12 are Stated in The 
prescriptions (Chapter 111) and in the Grizzly Management Guidelines 
in the Forest Plan Appendix 8. 
of the grizzly be-. AS Stated i n  $ 4 .  above. the Cumulative Effects 
Analysis w i l l  be used on a project-by-project basis. 

12. 
I n  general. the timber values were found to be 

The original values were 

A11 of these standards are supporrive 

5 
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The Rootenai Porest Plan unnecessarily commits too much 
critical grizzly bear habitat to intensive timber development and 
roading. Correcting timber yields and values should result in 
more protection for important grizzly bear habitat while 
increasing the PNV. The figures used in the plan s e r v e  to 
accentuatp  a conflict that isn't as large as represented in the 
plan. Standards and guidelines should be strengthed for key 
parts o f  grizzly m a n a g e m e n t  s u c h  as road closures a n d  
Silvicultural prescriptions. A strong monitoring program-- 
predicated on adequate funding--needs to be built into the final 
plan. And finally, a grizzly augmentation program should be 
undertaken as quickly as the Forest Service can move through the 
process. 

Adoption of these  recommended changes will result in a 
stronger plan. Such a plan would not build so many roads into 
key grizzly bear habitat at a lose, it would firmly represent 
that permanent road closures would be part of any timber harvest 
in Situation 1 habitat, it w o u l d  c o m p l e t e l y  assure that 
Silvicultural techniques would preserve key grizzly habitat 
components, and it would adopt a monitoring program that would 
shut down resource uses if the funds weren't available to 
adequately evaluate them. 

223 e 
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Response to Letter X Z Z j  - Defenders of Uildlife. pg. 223e 

Sincerely, 

' 12 

12 

13 

Bank Fischer 
Northern Rockies Rep. 

6 
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E-117 

Kespcnre t o  L e t t e r  :)IO - Gal1a:in i : i I C i i f e  Assw.,  f i r s ?  l"s" 

1.  l h c  i - i a jo r l t y  o f  t h e  Trout Cr.  r o a d i e 5 5  aras nas besn assignateti  f o r  
roadless nmsgeneat. See t h e  FCrcSt P l e n  wp. 

The rajori:y of P e l i i c k  Ridga ha5 3een recormended i o r  i;iIdLrne5s. 
So+ t h e  Forest Plan m?. 

The t i a j o r i t y  3 f  thaSe roadlass w e a s  have  been 4cii;nJteo roadless. 
SEO t h a  Forest P l a n  map. 

The old-grouth t l i iber  colipanent has been r a i s e d  $0 10; end h a 5  be6n 
removed from the regu la ted  t imber  base. The I n v e n t o r i e d  010-growth 
timber war 11% t o t a l  a v a i l z b l e  on the  F r r e s t ,  50 ii 156 l e v e l  was n o t  
feas i  b l e .  

The t lnber hamest  l e v e l  of  173 mrbf rqrcscnts an e a r l y  per iod o f  
tu1 I produtlon and a l a t e r  period of  low production I n  the  rood 
p r M u c t 5  industry f o r  the  lllft 10 yeare .  
be on t h e  incresse and t h i s  t rend 15  oxpucted to Continua. 
t h i s  m f l s l p o t e d  Increase, the f i e x l b i l i t y  t o  prov ide  for  a h ighe r  
t i s b o r  s a l e  level  i s  b r i n g  retclnod. Sco the  Chart below. 

2. 

3 .  

4.  

5. 

The harvest  l e v e l s  appear t o  
Because o f  

XNF TIIBER CUT and SOLD (mnbfl  

Fiscal  
Y . 3 H  cut so14 

1976. 216 200 
1977 23 6 197 
1978 191 154 
1979 1 85 2 6  
im 156 176 
I981 I62 264 
1982 131 221 
198) i el 245 
1984 148 212 
i oe5  180 224 

P.v;raga 179 205 

Includes t he  T r m s i t i o n  Quarter 

6. Sec the ne:; road i c n s * r ~ c ~ i o n  f i ? x a s  i n  the  Fcrest Plan.  
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Respowe t o  Let ter  l28l - Great Bear Foundation, f i r s t  page 

1. We m e  ac t ive ly  working t o  acquire p r iva t e  lands with key grizzly 
values i n  order t o  prevent future  subdivision of t h e s e  hab i t a t s .  The 
Bull River Valley i o  the highest  p r i o r i t y  Forest-vide and some lands 
have already been acquired there .  

Timber removal i t s e l f  is not necessar i ly  bad. and can be mod. f o r  
g r i zz ly  bears. 
can adversely a f fec t  bears. Therefore. we are holding road standards 
down t o  the lowest possible and have i n s t i t u t e d  an aggressive mad 
closure progmtc i n  gr izzly hab i t a t .  

Unrestricted mading and associated human a c t i v i t i e s  



2 

E-119 Response to Letter U281 - Great Bear Foundation. pg. 281a 

2 .  'me resort proposal i s  being handled 85 a seperate issue o u t s i d e  t h e  
Forest  Plan.  
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Response to Letter P2bl - Great Bear Foundation. pg. 28 lb  

3. The Final Forest Plan reduces the r e y l e t e d  timber l a n d  bosc bel"* the 
level of the Proposed Action primari ly  LO insure  s u f f i c i e n t  o ld  growth 
timber hnbitots. mis hes the effect of  reducing the need for miid 
c m s t ~ ~ i c t i o n .  The volume of  timber planned for  removal i s  the same bs 

the Proposed Action because our analysis indicates  t h a t  this is. the 
most e f f e c t i v e  way to contribute to soclal s t a b i l i t y  i n  the impuct 
-a. 

The Final Forest Plan minimizes the area of marginal land scheduled 
f o r  timber h s r v e s t .  

4. 



261 c 

? 

6 

7 

I 

E-121 

Response to Letter W281 - Great Bear Foundation. ps.  28lc 

5 .  The F i n a l  Fores t  P lan  vi1.l make more timber lwn i l ah le  for ha rves t  i n  
t h e  nex t  ten years t h w  WRS c u t  over the  lwt  t e n  years without 
j eopa rd iz ing  the  ~ e c o v e r y  of t h e  g r i z z l y  population. 

Since younger t imber s t ands  produce more volure over B given rime than 
do Old-growth Stands.  s h o r t e r  r o t a t i o n s  permit more volume t u  he  
produced per acre over tinie. 
technology allow improved u t i l i z a t i o n  of t h i s  ma te r i a l  so the  end 
r e s u l t  is more lumber ava i l ab le  for na t iona l  markets over time. These 
s h o r t e r  r o t a t i o n s  do e l imina te  the w t e n t i a l  for  q u a l i t y  cond i t ions  
f o r  o l d - g r w t h  timber dependent species so the  F ina l  Plan provides 
more old-growth timber h a b i t a t  than the  Proposed Action and does 50  
without  any p lans  for w e n t u d  h s m e s t  of those areas. 

6. 

Impmvements i i i  wood process ing  

7, I t  is impor tan t  t o  peirlize t h a t  due t o  na ture1  processes .  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
f i r e .  only B smal l  p a r t  of the  Fores t  has  ever been i n  old-growth 
cond i t ions  a t  any one t i m e .  
acreage can he considered "old-growth". Managing t.his ere8 f a r  
non-declining yield with r o t a t i o n s  of 250 years  or g r e a t e r  ~oulr l  not  
produce volumes s u f f i c i e n t  to keep the m i l l s  in t h e  wen opera t ing  mid 
many more j obs  would he lost than if smaller t i m b e r  is used. 

Currently ebout 11% of t h e  F o r e s t ' s  



E-I22 
Response to Letter X281 - Great Bear FMLndstion. pg.2lld 

8. RefoPeStstion aimed at generating old-gmwth employment Wtentisl 
would not produce significant remits unci1 O Y ~ P  200 years in the 
future. 



October 30, 1985 

Ur. Jases f a t h b u n ,  S u p e r v i s o r  
R m t e n a i  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  
P.O. BOX 700 
Libby, MT 59923 

war J i m :  

A t t a c h e d  are t h e  Comments o f  t h e  I n l a n d  F o r e s t  Resour~e  
Counci l  on the  Koo tena i  N a t i o n a l  P o r e s t  D r a f t  Plan and Envi ron-  
mental  Impact S t a t e m n t .  

If all o t h e r  t h i n g s  were equal, w e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  the p roposed  
p l a n  and timber sa le  program wmld be a d e q u a t e  to  meet i n d u s t r y ' s  
raw material needs  over the n e x t  decade .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  t h e  two 
n e i g h b o r i n g  n a t i o n a l  forests have z e d u c e d  the i r  sale p r o g r a m s  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  i n  t h e  new p l a n a .  I n  view of  t h i s  c i r c u m s t a n c e .  
t h e  Kootena i  must p r o v i d e  a d d i t i o n a l  timber a t  least  t h r o u g h  t h i s  
p l a n n i n g  c y c l e  i f  t h e  d e p e n d e n t  i n d u s t r y  is t o  be m a i n t a i n -  
ed. The best way t o  o b t a i n  t h i s  i p  t o  implement  A l t e r n a t i v e  K. 

We b e l i e v e  t h e  Kootena i  h a s  done  a good job of  i n t e g r a t i n g  
elk, grizzly b e a r  and o t h e r  w i l d l i f e  management i n t o  t h e  overall 
plan. We also were g l a d  t o  see that  t h e  f o r e s t  d i d  n o t  t ry  t o  
make q u a n t i t a t i v e  p r e d i c t i o n s  of s e d i m e n t  y i e l d s  a n d  t h e i r  
impacts  on f i s h  a t  t h i s  level. The d a t a  a n d  model ing  t e c h n i q u e s  
s imply  a r e  n o t  that  good. 

I n  g e n e r a l ,  t h e  d o c u m e n t a t i o n  appears t o  be t ho rough  and  
we l l  done .  We have n o t e d  those d e f i c i e n c i e s  we were able t o  
""COVeI .  

t h e  d e p a r t u r e  a l t e r n a t i v e .  I. 

~esponse t o  Letter 1138 - Inland Fopest Resource council. f i r s t  page E-123 

1. A l l  National Forests i n  t h i s  mea (Flathead. Idaho Panhandle. Kwtenai 
and Lolo) ere PmPOSing to Cut more volume under t h e i r  Plans than has 
been cut on those Fores t ' s  in the lest 10 yeam (1976-19851. 
average c u t  over the l a a t  ten years yes 606 KMBF per yea= vs 736 HHBF 
per year i n  the Plans. 
u t i l i za t ion  standards we considered. The Kootenai National Forest is 
proposing to make available 89 much BS 202 KMBP (regulated) plus 20 
W F  (unregulated dead lodgepole pine) plus 11 m F  (unregulated - 
other) far a t o t a l  of 233 KMBF per year O V ~ P  t h e  life of the plan (see 
pege 111-1 of the D r a f t  Plan). 
179 HneF per year w a s  Cut (182 HneF per year sold - not counting 
volumes returned t o  U.S. ovnership under the Federd  Timber Contract 
Payment Modification Act of 1984). 

The 

mis is an increase even when changing 

I n  the las t  cen years an average of 

I. 



Nr. James Rathbun, Supervisor 
October 30; 1985 
Page TYO 

Thank you for the chance to comment, and we will be folio*- 
in9 UP with you once the comment period is closed. 

Sincerely, 

Executive Vice President 

Attachment 

RGR: Ik 

cc: Regional Forester 
Everett Twle, W.O. 
Montana Congressional Delegation 
Senators McClure b Symme 
Representative Craig 
GoveInOr Schwinden 

Wayne Ludeman (NFPA) 
Montana Wood Products Association 
Kootenai National Forest Planning Committee 

Doug nacC1eery 

m 

hl 
P 
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E-125 
Rerponse to L e t t e r  I138 - In land Forest R B S O Y T S ~  Council ,  p g .  l%aa 

No response needed  on t h i s  page. 
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2. 

3 .  

4. 

5 .  

6 .  

0 
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Analysis of mill capacity and hietoric tinbor aupply trends 
* h a  that the timber industry in Region One is facing a 
Potential timber llupply crieie within the next 10 to 15 
Years as a result of past Forest S e r v i c e  timber * a l e  
Policy. The data show that the Region will have t o  re6u.m 
its historic role a8 the region's leading timber producer 
and increase its timber eale program to at least 1 .8  billion 
b a r d  feet per year (programmed sell) simply to maintain 
existing mill capacity. The data ala0 show that the 
Region'a national forests have the productive capability t o  

Even though the proposed action probably would meet indus- 
try'e needs under normal circumatances, because the two 
adjacent national forests are contempliting substantial 
reductions in their timber programs in the new plana. the 
Kootenai will have to offer more timber' than ie pcoposed. 
The best way to d o  this would be t o  implement Alternative K, 

T h e  analysis provides no rational grounds for taking 
productive timberlands aut of the Suitable land base t o  meet 
roadless recreation objectives. We suggest that the Forest 
allocate no tentatively suitable forest 1.068 t o  road les s  
recreation and delete the roadless areas on the east side of 
the Cabinet Wilderness from the wilderness recommendation. 
Intensified management of existing Wilderness and nonproduc- 
tive roadlees lands outside Wilderness will provide the best 
balance between roadless recreation objectives and timber 1 do 80 .  

the departure alternative. 

production needs. 

The scientific literature suggests that the major source of 
conflict between timber harvest and big game management 
actually involves the potential adverse, impacts of timber 
harvest roads rather than the impact bf timber harvest 
iteelf. The Kwtenai has done a good job of dealing with 
this isme, particularly as it relates to elk. 

The forest a150 has done a g o d  job of integrating manage- 
ment of threatened and endangered species into the overall 
resource plan, particularly as it relates t o  grizzly bears. 
The grizzly bear population goals set by the State of 
Montana will have to be addressed in the final plan, but the 
Forest Service's only obligation is t o  manage for a recover- 
ed population. A n  additional environmental analysis will be 
needed before proceeding with an augmentation plan. 

The weakness and limitations of sediment and fish models 1 1s 

2 

3 

4 

4 s  

5 

properly noted. The increased timber sale program s h w l d , b e  6 
accompanied t o  increased mitigation and mnitoring t o  offset 
sone of these inherent weaknesses. J 

ii 

land 'est UIc: 

2 .  Our analy9is is documented in the Forest Planning Records in n paper 
enLiLled "Development of ReBwn5e to Public Co-nts - Timber Supply 
Situation". It is a180 Susmsrized in Appendix 0 of the EIS. mis 
analyaia focuaes on the five-county secondary impact area (Lincoln. 
Sanders and Flathead Counties in Montana; Bonner and Boundary Counties 
in Idaho) and s h m 9  that timber volmes harvested can remain at the 
level of past years even i f  the harvest from private lands declines by 
25 percent given fhe harvest volumes called for in the Forcst plans. 

see ~csponoe to #I above 3 .  

4 .  No response needed. 

4e. Ye disagree on the wilderness recommendation on the east side of the 
Cabinet Mountain Wilderness. 

5. NO response needed. 

6 .  m e  Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and the Forest-Wide standards heve 
been modified to address this concern. 
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7. I n f o r m a t i o n  in the DEIS  is 
e f f e c t s  o f  meeting v i s u a l  
p o t e n t i a l  timber production 

clear lv  . j u n t l f i = d , - - m e q r r a E ~ ~ e  o a t t a i n i n g  t h i s  sustained 
level is not c lea r ly  d e a c r i b e d .  Znd tho s f f e c t e  of maintain- 

operating sales. 

Ing I t  are not adequately described. 

E. T h m  t o  provide E\ of the forsat i n  

E-127 
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7. Management Areas 16 and 17 give emphasis to  v i ~ u s l  quali ty.  
Management A r e a s  pmduce timber volume Ion a volume per decade bas is )  
m t  a b u t  88% and 86% . respectively.  of t ha t  pmdueed fmm MA 15 
( t i m b e r  emphasis). Ssle preperstion costa may be s l igh t ly  higher than 
f o r  M 15. f o r  example. 
s h e l t e w d  cu t t ing  is used ra ther  than clcorcurting. 

me importance of old-growth is d e s c r i k d  in deta i l  i n  Appendix 17 of 
the Plan. A review of applicable l i t e r a tu re  indicates t ha t  8 mininun 
of 8 to 10 percent or available wild l i fe  habi ta t  Should Provide 
Old-growth conditions ("Relationships Betreen Hole-Nesting Birds. 
Forest Snags. and Decay i n  Western Larch-Douglas F i r  Forests of the 
Northern Rocky MounteLns', B.R. McClelland. Ui99oula. MT, University 
of nmtana PhD 'Ihesis. 1977 and "Old-C-th Forests: A Necessary 
Element of Multiple Use and Sustained Yield National Forest 
Management". G.P. Judsy in Fnvimnnental Law. Vol 8. 497-522). Tile 
Proposed Action celled Cot- old-gmuth a t  thhe 8% level.  In  OTdW t o  
reduce t h h e  risk inherent in mansginp a t  the very minimum level. the 
Final Plan c a l l s  fo r  management a t  the 101 level. m e  Final Plan a150 
remove9 MA 13 from the remlulated base SO t ha t  the Pmcess Of a t ta in ing  
and maintaining the old--th is gpeotly simplified. 
t h i s  m e  addressed i n  Appendix 8. 

n e s e  two 

Sale Operation Costs would be higher because 

8. 

The e f f e c t s  of 
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C O W N T S  OH TkIE KCOTRlRI FOREST 
DRAFT IAND UANAGWENT PLAN 

FROH THK 
I N L A N D  FOREST RESOURCE COUNCIL 

TIMBER NEEDS 
T h e v o l u m e  Of timber needed from the Kootenai National 
Forest over the next decade to sustain the dependent industry was 
developed by the Council's staff from an analysis of past 
relationahins of the reaional timber sale  roara am to the indust- 
and the tiit& supply and demnd aituatioi. -The details of this 
analyaill are in Appendices A and B attached. To our knowledge, 
no sidlar work has been done by the Forest Service. 

The timber management objective of the proposed plan is to 
provide 202 million board feet of green timber annually. Region 
One Timber Sale Program Statistics show that the programmed 
financed sell for fiscal years 1974 to 1983 averaged 203 million 
board feet annually with an actual annual sell for the ~ a m e  
period of 187.8 million board feet or 92\ of the program. 

. .  
In summary. our analysis shows that th? present regional 

industry was built around the Forest Service timber sale program 
in the late 1960'8 and early 1970'0; haever, m c h  of the mill 
capacity aerved by the Kootenai was in place prior to then. In 
1972, the regional eale program was slaahed drastically by over 
500 milliOn board feet in'response to NEPA, wilderness withdraw- 
als and other environmental controversies. Since that tine, -the 
regional sales program has averaged abollt 1.2 billion board feet 
annually. 

However, regional log consumption did not diminish and has 
averaged around 2.4 billion board feet since 1969. This indi- 
cates that although s o w  mills have 
diminished proportionately. Regional log..coneumption& l98 was ,. 
2.9 billion board feet. 

mill capacity Iq not - ~ ,  
. .  

' , ,. 
, For the ten year period of fiscal years 1964 t o .  1973 the 

timber sale offerings on the Kootenai UaeUtjLjhal. ForaC,avCraged . 
196 million board feet annually. O m e n 9  t b f s e d ;  the 
potential yield went from 164 to 234.2 million.,~dl$Se~LRegion .. 
between actual volume Sold and 

reflect the increased cost of Foreat Service sales in response to 
environmental requirements. 

regain ita historic position in the regional timber supply 
The Council's basic position is that the Forest Service 

system. However. the Kootenai appears to be unique among 
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9. See response 12 above. 

m 

N 
m 
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Region One nat iona l  fores t s  in t ha t  it has e s sen t i a l ly  re ta ined  
I t 0  h i s t o r i c  mala program l e v e l - .  I f  a11 o the r  t h i n g s  were 
equal, w e  bel ieve  tha t  the proposed plan and timber a a l e  proqr& 
wculd be adequate t o  meet induatry'o needs. Unfortunately, the  
t w o  fo re s t s  adjacent t o  t h e  Rootena i  have reddced t h e i r  s a l e  
p rogram s u b s t a n t i a l l y  i n  tha .new p lans .  This amunta t o  20 
d i l l i o n  board f e e t  on the Flathead and 35 d l l i o n  board f e e t  w 
t h e  Idaho Panhandle, and' much of .t)I.-l- u.C . f z m  +h. 
Banner8 Parry area immediately a d j a o w  ta CRa -6, ID -4- 
O t  thim circumstance, the Kootenal n o ~ r o v l d .  Y b t i U l  ti-r 
a t  l e a s t  t h r a s h  t h i e  planning cycle i f  t h e  dependantindustry 1. 
to  be  mnintained. The bes t  way to obtain t h i s  is t o  implement 
Alternative K,the departure a l t e rna t ive .  This a l t e rna t ive  w i l l  
p rov ide  t h e  t imber  in t h e  s h o r t  run t o  keep dependent m i l l s  
operating while providing the  same l eve l  of other resource uee 
and protection as the  propoeed action. 

We a r e  concerned tha t  the Koctenai Plan wae developed i n  a 
vacuum with no appreciation for what w a ~  happening on neighboring 
f o r e s t s  or pr iva t a  land. The f i n a l  plan s h m l d  include thim type 
of a n a l y s i e  which we b e l i e v e  w i l l  c l e a r l y  ahow, the  need f o r  
addi t iona l  timber now. 

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  thore ehould be strong .e.phaaia i n  the  plan. 
' f i n a l  BIS and Raoord of E+ziaioa.aa to  the tam yaar..n?turs. of t h e  
plan and the f l e x i b i l i t y  of i t a  implemntation. For e x a q l e , . i t  
nhculd be #tresmed tha t  a l lauable  sals quan t i t i e s  represent the  
annual  average  program over t h e  l i f e  of t h e  p l an  end can -be  
exceeded i n  any given year. 

- 

- 
ROADLESS A R E M  

Over l a b , O O O  acres  a r e  being proposed f o r  addition to tho  
Wilderncsa Preservation System On the  fores t .  Generally, we have 
no problem with thcas  proposals except for those land- on t h e  
e a s t  a i d s  of t h e  Cabinet Wilderneas.  Of t h e  5 0 , 0 0 0  acres of 
n a t i o n a l  f o r e a t  l and  i n  t h e  propoasd a d d i t i o n ,  approximarely 
2 2 , 0 0 0  a C 0  cona ids rad  mui tab le  f o r  producing t imber.  L O C a l  
i n d u s t r y  repr . sonta t ivas  b e l i a v e  t h a t  t hose  lbndm could be  
operated economically a t  some p o i n t  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  and should 
renain i n  tho s u i t a b l e  land b a n e .  The dimcussion of this timber 
resource i n  these  areas on DBIS Page c-60 does n o t  appear t o  
adequately assems these  opportunities.  W e  urge t h a t  t h e  sl1oc.a- 
t i o n  of these areas t o  the  Cabinet Ui1derns"si b s  'Fe6Gal"ated i n  
the  f i n a l  plan and tha t  loca l  induatry be consulted regarding the  

. po ten t i a l  ope rab i l i t y  of these areaa. - 
In addition. the  barndocis* O f  the propo.ed Scotchman Poaka 

area appsar n o t  t o  have been l a i d  ou t  in a r e a d i l y  l o c a t a b l e  
manner. T h i n  meem par t i cu la r ly  tzue along both the  north and 
south boundaries of the area. 

I n  t h e  p l a n .  196.180 a c r e s  are a l l o c a t e d  to  road leas  

- 

3 

LO 

11 

12 

13 

14  
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10. See response X I  above. 

11. See Chapter I1 of the FEIS. the Fina l  Plan and the Record of 
Decision. 

Tho lands being mcommended for wilderness do contain sone tentarively 
suitable tlakrland b u t  the access costs and geographic location ma*e 
t b m  rprrlly .uit.bls Cor wilderness. 

12. 

13.. wo -*Fat@. -. 
. .  
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recreation (M 21. Ye question these allocations and ask that 

The plan indicates that 402,000 acres o f  tentatively 
suitable land Was removed a 8  'land not appropriate fO? timber 
production.' There is no indication aa to how much of this is in 
Management  rea TWO. The final documents should show clearly the 

The DEIS Table 111-8 estimates that demand for semi-- 
primitive "on-motorized recreation will be 41,000 RVD'e  for the 
first decade. However. there is nothing t o  indicate how much of 
this w w l d  be provided by existing and proposed wilderness and 
other parts of the forest where development w m l d  Dot OCCUr. In  
view of what appears in the documents and the need for flexibil- 
ity to provide additional timber, w e  must question this specific 

they be reevaluated for the final plan. 

trade-off involved with this prescription. 

allocation. 

Such allocations must be reviewed generally in light of the 
follaring: 

1. Data presented in the 1985 RPA Program DEIS indicate 
that current and projected demand for land b s s e d  
recreation in the uorthern Rockies is the lowest of all 
regions Of the country. Total outdoor recrestion Use 
in 1982 w a s  lower in Region One than in any other 
region in the lower 48 states; less than half Of levels 
recorded for the other Rocky Ncuntain regions and less 
than 30 percent of l e v e l s  recorded for the West-EOaSt 
regions (Appendix D). The RPA data a l s o  show that 
Region One has more classified Wilderness and primitive 
acreage (at the tine the asseasent was prepared) than 
any other region in the country: nearly as much as both 
west-Coast regions combined and four t i m s  as much as 
the two eastern regions. - 
Recent (and impending) wilderness legislation w i l l  
change this situation somewhat; nevertheless. the 
basic relationshi!= still holds. Compared t o  other 
Forest service regions, ~ e g i o n  one I s  especially 
remote from w j o r  population centers, has an abundance 
of existing Wilderness, and relatively 1- recreation 
pressure. The RPA statistics strongly suggest that 
providing an abundance of roadless recreation opportun- 
ities in Idaho and Montana Will not contribute signifi- 
cantly t o  the recreation needs of the average working 
person in Detroit, Atlanta, or LOS Angeles. It Could,  
however, have a severe  economlc impact on the Uontllna 
and Idaho citizens who depend on the national forests 
for their living. 

I" our view, the forest's analysis provides no rational 

- 

Reswnse to Letter #138 - Inland Forest Resource Council. pg. I381 

14.  About 232 Of the tentatively suitable timberland that is unsuitable in 

which have varying LlDOYntB of M 2 .  are  described in the €IS. 

R e  projected demand for madless recreation is adequately Supplied. 
me alternative ro the roadle9s designation would be a "Minimal Level 
Management" that would be essentially the same (Is a roadless 
designation ( i . e .  no deuelopmentl. For the most part. timber 
management w a s  not deemed Feasible due to the high c w t s  OF accessing 
M d  logging these lmds. 
I'e-eCreQtion change in the future. areas cen be reconsidered for 
inclusion Or removal fmm the regllleted timber base. 

the Final elan is in 2 .  me tradeorfa between the elternatives. 
14 

15. 

Should market canditions O r  demands Tor 

16. see reSpOnSe xi5 above. 
15 

16 
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grounds for taking productive timberlands out of the 
suitable land base t o  meet roadless recreation objec- 
tives. . . especially given the much greater risk o f  
significant adverse economic impact of local timber 
dependent c o m m u n i t i e s  i f  timber supply f r o m  t h e  
Kootenai is inadequate to offset reductions on neigh- 
boring national forests and leads t o  mill C ~ O O U T ~ S .  

2. The vast majority of the Kootenai's total projected 
recreation use in the preferred alternative between now 
and 2030 will occur in a roaded environment (DEIS Table 

- 

1 1 - 2 4 ) .  

This corresponds with our view that d e w n d  for roaded 
recreation opportunities will increase a greater 
rate t h a n  demand f o r  roadless recreation a 4  the 
nation's median age increases. W e  believe that the 
a c c e s s  p r o v i d e d  b y  timber sale roads will be an 
increasingly important component of the  ores st's 
recreation opportunity base, including semi -primi tive 
motorized. Given the potentially severe a d v e r e T  
economic impacts o f  timber harvest reductions on 
neighboring national forests plus the lack of document- 
able need for additional roadless recreation capacity, 
we suggest that the Kootanai allocate no tentatively 
suitable lands to roadless recreation . . .especially 
none of the Foreet'e more highly productive sites. 

Given the inherent weaknesses of the Region's recrea- 
tion demand computer models, w e  believe that projec- 
tions beyond 50 years are virtually meaningless by any 
statistical standards. If anything, given recent state 
population trends, w e  suspect that t h e  Region's 
recreation demand projectiana may b e  overstated. 
However, even if w e  accept the demand projections at 
face v a l u e ,  the fact remains that the Kootenai can 
probably meet its recreation objectives for the 
forseeable future and still meet the timber needs of 

- 

the industry. - 
we recognize that some of the tentatively suitable 

n o t  b e  e c o n o m i c a l  to manage for intensive timber 
production (or even t o  log under current economic 
conditions). Nevertheless. they could produce timber 
over  extended rotations with '"low intensity" manage- 
ment, especially i f  the Foreat Service can successfully 
reduce the cost of preparing, administering, a n d  
operhting national forest timber sales. We believe 
that keeping the suitable land base as large a s  
possible w i l l  b e  a key element of minimiring the 
potential for conflict between timber management and 

lands allocated to roadless recreation management may 
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17. Much of the land designated far roadless management is expensive to 
acces8 and uneconomic for *"stained yield timber production. If 
these lands were designated for timber mansgement. they would not 
pmduce economic timber sales and Contribute to the health of the 

17 local timber industry. 

17s No response needed 

18. See b l  and 117 above. 

19. See #lj above 

20 The final Forest Plan has attempted to designate the most productive 
and econornicslly suited timberland for timber production. n o s e  lands 
that have not been designated for timber management can be reanalysed 
in ten years when the Forest Plan is revised. 17 n 

10 .' 

19 

20 
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other I B B O Y ~ C L )  management objectives. 

W e  recognize that roadless recreation use will increase 
in the future. We believe, hwever, that the Region's 
existing Wildexness areas ,  along with roadless nonpro- 
ductive lands outside Wilderness, w i l l  provide adequate 
opportunity t o  satisfy this demand. The data in the 
DEI5 do not a l l w  an analysis of that potential, but 
we suggest that it be done and shown in the final Plan. 

We believe that intensified recreation management of 
the Wilderness and nonproductive lands rather than 
extensive additional set-asides of commercial forest 
lands, will provide the best balance between recreation 
and timber management objectives. T h e  nation's 
Wilderness System includes millions o€ acres that are 
rarely. i f  ever, seen by people. Judicious expansion 
of trail systems. recognizing other uildeinesa values, 
could significantly increase the System's o v e r a l l  
recreation use capacity and help reduce the impact Of 
recreation on over-used areas. Public education. t o  
increase public awareness of Wilderness ethics and 
low-impact camping techniques. w o u l d  a l s o  help. A 
system t o  collect fees from wilderness users to help 
pay for these wilderness management activities may 
be appropriate. (The 1985 RPA document stated that 
the Forest Service currently recovers less t h a n  8 
percent of the costs incurred in providing wilderness 
recceation opportunities.) 

- 

- 
3. W i l d e r n e s s designation is an intensive single-use 

allocation that severely limits the Forest Service's 
flexibility t o  meet its multiple-use mandates, includ- 
ing recreation. wildlife production. and endangered 
species recovery. It should be limited in its applica- 
tion. Opportunities to manage for timber and wildlife 
habitat are foregone when lands are formally designated 
a s  Wilderness, and little can be d o n e  t o  improve 
habitat for TLE species. Similarly, the mandate t o  
preserve wilderness values limits the agency's ability 
t o  increase the recreation capacity o f  designated 
Wilderness lands. These k i n d s  of limitations put 
additional pressure on the remaining non-wilderness 
lands to meet recreation and wildlife objectives. 
generally at the expense of timber harvest. 

Extensive Wilderness (and roadless management) alloca- 
tions also concentrate the impacts of a given level of 
timber harvest on a smaller land base. OUT experience 
has convinced us that this would, in turn, lead t o  
even nore pressure from anti-development groups t o  
reduce the Forest's timbex harvest even further. These 

0 
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20 21.  No response needed. 

2 2 .  No response needed. 
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reasone, plus the increased fire hazard and difficulty 21). N~ ri'sporwe ncedcd 
of controlling insect epidemics, diseases, and noxious 
weeds. all araue aaainnt additional extensive wilder- 
ness designati;" an-the Kmtenai. - 

4. W e  h a v e  serious reservations about t h e  position 
(cornonly advocated by preservationist groups) that the 
national forest's contribution to the region's economy 
would be greater if the Forests reduced timbei i:aivest 
and emphasized roadleas recreation and tourism as a n  
alternative. 

T h e  C ~ u n ~ i l ' s u p p o ~ t a  m e a s u r e s  t o  strengthen the 
region'e tourism industry as a component of an o v e r a l l  
economic growth strategy but not at the expense of the 
high-paying timber induetry jobs we already have. In 
our opinion. there is no economic justification for 
limiting timber harvest on the Kootenai to provide 
additional recreation employent. - 

WILDLIFE 
Our review of the scientific literature suggests that the 

major source of conflict betveen timber harvest and big game 
manaaement actuallv involves the ootential adverse irnoacte of 
Limbic harvest road; rather than th'e i&ct Of timher'harvegt 
itaelf. The Kmtenai has done a good job of dealing with this 
issue, particularly 8 8  it relates to elk. As the Montana Elk-- 
Logging Study notea, sone of the best opportunities to improve 
elk habitat and expand populations are in the forested mountains 
of western Montana. The forest's aggrtsaive approach to road 
management goee a long way t m a r d e  ensuring the compatibi1,ity Of 
elk and timber management. 

Most biologists agree that timber harvest can, in fact. have 
beneficial effects on forage production and, a8 a result, improve 
elk habitat productivity where den96 timber stands inhiDit the 
growth of understory shrubs. grasses and forbs.1 The scientific 
literature a l so  showa. on the other hand, that the increased 
i t c c e a s  created by open roads can have a major effect on elk 
behavior. habitat effectivenesa. and the vulnerability of elk to 
ht2ntecs. T h e  nontana Elk-Legging Study noted that roadn.  "and 
the people and traffic associated With them" have a more signif- 
icant i n f l u e n c e  on elk security than *Cost other factors com- 
bined." Idaho researchers h a w  gone even further and stated that 
'"roads theosolvea are not at fault since c losed roads are often 

I 

lLeege. ThoiaB li. 1984. Guidelines for evaluating and 
managing Summer Elk Habitat in Northern ldaho. Wildlife Bulletin 
No. 11, Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 
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preferred by elk as travel*ays."2 These studieg clearly suggest 
that "elk security" is a :'people management" issue rather than a 
biological one. 

One Of the most significant results on the Hontana E l k -  
Logging Study vas the recognition that losses in. habitat effec- 
tiveness for elk can be (1) "at least partially mitigated" by 
imposinq strict desiqn and location standards d u r i n g  road 

- 

7 

c0"struction. and (TI  " reatly reduced through approprlate 
traffic -control and road 2 losures  (emphasis added)." m b l i i d  
Quidelinea for summer ranae mnaaebent in north Idaho state that ~~ .~~ ~~ 

"if roads are  closed colnpletely with barriers such as tank traps, 
immovable boulders, or Dridge removals. disturbance is reduced by 
90 percent."3 The Montana study concluded that areas with 5parse 
cover and low open road densities may provide as much security as 
the same s i r e  a r e a  with heavy c o v e r  a n d  high o p e n  road 
densities. It a l so  stated that "feu considerations i n  forest 
mnagenent appear to provide a better opportunity for immediate 
mitigation in the management of elk habitat than road closures." 
These studies strongly suggest that extensive areas Of security 
cover are not 'essential". even in hunted environments, i f  roads 
a r e  a g g r e s s ively managed t o  minimine harassment of elk by 
people. We believe that the road management program in the 
proposed action will adequately Deet the needs for elk security 
reviewed above. .,. 

: We 'also belieie the forest has done a good job of integrat- 
ing management of threatened and endangered (T 6 E) species into 
the overall resource plan. Given the rather stringent require- 
ments 'of the endangered species act, potential advecse effects 
have been minimized as much as possible. We appreciate the fact 
that the U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service c a l l s  the shots with 
regard to T6E species. but the forest has been able to work 
reasonably within this handicap. 

m n t a n a  developed its own g o a l s  foz grizzly bear populations 
within the Cabinet-Yaak ecosystem. These a c e  substantially 
higher than those designated by the Fish and Wildlife Service a5 
constituting a recovered population. In our view. the state's 
goals are a wish list which Cannot in reality be obtained because 
of resistance by the local population; however, they should be 
addressed i n  the final EIS. The state's goals notYithBtandingr 
the Kcetenai properly should base its grizzly habitat management 
program on the number of bears needed for a recovered population 
according to the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

. ,  . . .  

After the draft plan and EIS were completed, the 

2 See: Leege (1984). 

3 See: Leege (19841. 

24 

' 25 

~ - 1 2 9 e  

Reswnse to Letter 1138 - Inland Forest Resource Council. pg. 1381 

25. ne agree. we use these essmptionS. The coerficients match our 
perpective of this balance. 

In response to legal mandates and expressed Public desires. the intent 
of the Forest Plan is to be responsive to the Gcizily Beer Recovery 
Plan. 
bears in the recovery areas identified in the Recovery P l a n .  
recovered PoPUlaLion is reached in these recovery areas. * m e  bears 
will likely move beyond the recovery line into the expanded area 
identified in the State E X .  Potentially. total po~u1afi0ns Could 
exceed those needed For recovery, depending upon Scare management of 
hunting regulations and social ncceptemce of higher bear populations. 
Any discussion OF ultimate population levels is lergely rheoretical B L  
this time because research to date is insUFficienr to provide a good 
estimate 0 C  habitat Csptlbilify in the Cabinet-Yaak Ecosy~fem. 

26.  

This Will OECUP thmugh providing quality habitat for g r i r ~ l y  
When a 

m 



8 

The d r a f t  EIS a l s o  c o n s i d e r a  augmenta t ion  a s  a n a y  t o  
h a s t e n  recovery  of the  g r i z z l y  bear  popula t ion .  As the  f o r e s t  
probably ia aware, t h i s  i n  i t s e l f  i e  a very c o n t r o v e r a i a l  i s s u e  
a n d  a n  augmentation program should be subjec ted  to an environmen- 
t a l  a n a l y s i s  i n  i ts  own r i g h t  b e f o r e  it is implemented. 

A s  with e l k ,  t h e  proposed road management program w i l l  be a 
major f a c t o r  in the t o r e s t ’ s  a b i l i t y  t o  enhance g r i z z l y  b e a r  
reC0”eCy. 

WATER OUALITY/FISH 
The Kootenac is t h e  f i r s t  f o r e s t  t h a t  we have Been t h a t  

c o r r e c t l y  d i s c l a i m s  t h e  a c c u r a c y  of s e d i m e n t  and f i s h e r i e s  
modeling. Unfortunately,’ t h a t  d i sc la imer  i n  bur ied  on page 6-31 
in t h e  appendices. W e  s t rongly  urge t h a t  i t  be moved i n t o  t h e  
main body of the  DEIS and included wherever t h e r e  i a  d iacues ion  
f o  sediment p o t e n t i a l  and its e f f e c t  on f i s h .  

W e  a p p r o c i a t e  the €act that the p l a n  -y be vulnerable  to 
a t t a c k  by admit t ing t o  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of t h e  models. b u t  w e  
s u b m i t  t h a t  thim is 1) much bet te r  approach  t h a n  t r y i n g  t o  
q u a n t i f y  p r e c i s e l y  sedlment p r o d u c t i o n  and i t s  e f f e c t  on f i s h  
when thoae..numbera w w l d  be meaningless. 
,.: .: , \ , .. , . . ,  ._, , 8 . G i v e w t h o  m t a t i a t i c a l  r e l i a b i l i t y  of p r e d i c t i o n s  of sediment 
p r o d u c t i o n  on timh p o p u l a t i o n  t r e n d s ,  we recommend t h a t  t h e  
i n c r e a s e d  timber sale program advocated h e r e  be accompanied by a 
program of m i t i g a t i o n  and m n i t o r i n g  over and abcve t h a t  proposed 
i n  t h o  plan. .,In addi t ion .  an has been suggested by the  p lanning  
a t a f t  in a te lephona converBatian, t h e s e  m i t i g a t i o n  and m n i t o r -  
ing proc.3durs. could be mved up i n  t h e  p l a n  i t s e l f  t o  become 
p a r t  of tha. .anage.ant  area p r e s c r i p t i o n s .  

More d e t a i l  nesds t o  be included in t h e  p lan  and DEIS on t h e  
management of waterehsds where t h e r e  i n  s u b s t a n t i a l  p r i v a t e  l a n d  
or t h e  F o r e s t  Service is a minor l a n d  h o l d e r .  The o p e r a t i n g  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  is not c l e a r . .  

VISUAL OUALITY . .. ,.. ’ . . 
. .  We appcsoia te  t h e  importance of t h e  v i s u a l  q u a l i t y  issue o n  

the Kootsnai, ‘but’the DEIS does not adequate ly  d e s c r i b e  t h e  VW 
a l l o c a t i o n a  or the i r  t f t e c t a  in the propoaod a c t i o n .  The 
tCadaQff sns1y.i. d iacusaion In Appendix 0 COTreEtly dooa not 
i n c l u d e  a v i a u a l  q u a l i t y  HHR, so a l l  t h e  VW c o n a t r e i n t s  a r e  
a p p l i e d  by alternative.. Y e t  t h e  e f f e c t s  on P W  Of t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  
v i a u a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  appl ied  t o  the  p r e f e r r e d - r  any o t h e r  a l t e r n a -  
t i v e  are n o t  mhan.  The P w  of t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  1s $247 
m i l l i o n  10sm than the  MAX PNV benchmark (Run 114661). Bow much 
OF t h a t  is a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  a d d i t i o n a l  visual c o n s t r a i n t s ?  

We ara Concerned t h a t  t h e  F o r e l l t ’ e  a t t e m p t  t o  m i n i m i z e  
v i m a l  impacts  ha. t h e  p o t e n t i a l  t o  incraane a i g n i f i c s n t l y  t h e  

I 

- 

- . . . .  . 

- .:.  . . i  . . . . .  ; . . . .  . 
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Response to Letter Yl38 - Inland Forest ReSouPCe Covncil. pg. 138k 

27. 

28. 

we feel that the present location is adequate. 

nonitoring and Evalusri~n has been modified to better address this 
area and additional Standards have been added to the Plan.  

Additional prOviSions coverins this concern have been added t o  the 
Soil and Water Standards in tne Plan. 

The portion of the opportunity Cost of the Pmposed Action related to 
visual  q u a l i t y  constraints on timber harvest can not  be directly 
determined from the information i n  the EIS. An estimate developed by 
comparing the maximum PNV conwibution of Managaenc Are- w i t h  and 
without the visual constraint9 indicates that the PNU would increase 
by &bout 127 million if the COnStrainLS were removed. Thus about 11 
percent of the t o t a l  opportunity COSL of the Proposed Action can be 
attributed to the visual management issue. 

As noted i n  Y 7  above, nanagemWt are- 16 and 17 which produce timber 
m d e ~  the more z’estricfive v i6un l  q u a l i t y  objectives geflerare about 12 
t o  14 pgrcent le*% timber v o l w  pep decade than does Management Area 
15- 

16 
29. 

30. 

21 

28 

29 

30 

T * 
N 
u) 
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c o l t s  incurred by both the Forest Service and timher purchasers 
on the Kootenai. Constraining timber harvest activities to meet 
thi: visual quality objectives may not substantially reduce timber 
harvest v o l u m e s ,  but it will invariably increase the Costs of 
timber sale preparation and adminlstration, road design and 
construction. logging. slash disposal, and site preparation. 

Our experience suggests that inclusion of these kinds of 
management objectives has had a significant adverse impact on the 
economic viability of Forest Service timber sa le9  in Region One. 
As purchasers of national forest timber, our members have seen an 
increasing incidence of sales offered that they simply cannot 
afford to buy. The result has been an increasing incidence of 
unsold sales, reduced volume available t o  local mills. a n d  
growing accusations from those opposed to timber harvest that the 
Forest Service is giving away its timber and subsidizing the 
tinber industry. We anticipate similar problems on the Kootenai 
i f  the final Plan includes excessive constraints imposed on 
timber harvest t o  meet "on-timber objectives including visual 
quality. - 
OLD GROWTH 

The forest proposes t o  manage 89 of the Kootenai for old 
growth retention. While w e  agree that some old growth retention 
is rewired under the law and reaulations. the need to orovide 
8 %  in. old growth is not cleariy justified, the prohess o f  
attaining this sustained l e v e l  is not clearly described. and the 
effects of maintaining it are not adequately described. 

If 8% of the forest is t o  be maintained in old growth: 
i.e.. 250+ year old trees, the clear implication is that suhstan- 
tial additional acres must be in some type of recruitment 
Status. The public needs t o  understand the total implications of 
old growth retention and the Cost of that action. Obviously, 
this also is part of the $247 million opportunity Cost associated 
with the proposed action, but just h m  much is not disclosed. - 
CONCLUSIONS 

In summary, we believe that the proposed plan would be 
accentable from a timber suoolv standnoint were it not for the .. . 
situation created by the drop in s a l e s  programs on the adjacent 
national forests. Unlike other plans we have reviewed, however, 
a major reworking is not needed t o  meet industry's needs. We 
recommend that Alternative K (Departure) be euhstituted for the 
proposed action. 

Implementation of this alternative u m l d  be easier i f  some 
of t h e  allocations were reconsidered. Specifically, the alloca- 
tion Of 296,180 acres to roadless recreation should be reevaluat- 
ed. We do not believe such allocations can be justified from a 
recreation need standpoint. and if certainly w m l d  make addition- 
al. acres of suitable timber land available. While we generally - 

- 

Response LO Lerter t l j8  - Inland Forest Resource Council. p&. 1301 

3 1 .  see rCEponle xa above. 
32. See response # I  above. 

33. See response #I7 above. 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 
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10 

support the wilderness recommendations i n  the plan, we believe 
that reconsideration should be given to including the eastefii- 
additions to the Cabinet Wilderness. Finally, the visual q u a l i x  
allocations either Should be reconsidered or their effects 
documented more clearly. - 

The treatment of elk and grizzly bear management vas well 
done within the Context of applicable lava  and regulations. This 
a ~ n e a c s  to be a d e l  ~ l a n  denanstratino that wildlife and timber .. 

I 
management can coexist. 

111 a plan of this magnitude, the effects of operations on 
water quality must necessarily be vague, but techniques do exist 
which will allow alternative comparisons. The forest is to be 
commended for noting this fact, although i t  Could be a little 
more bolder in its presentation. To back up this known weakness, 
w e  recommend that mitigation and monitoring be intensified. - 

The documentation through extensive was well done and 
probably as tight as Could be made. The array ot alternatives 
considered w a s  good. The discussion Of inventoried roadless 
areas certainly should meet the requirements Of the Courts. A 
more thorough discuesion of the effects Of nanagieg 8% Of the 
forest for old growth is needed. 

areaa of water, wildlife and recreation to permit increased 
timber harvest: nevertheless, it appears that these tradeoffs 
would be minimal in the departure alternative. The critical 
contribution of the forest products industry to the region's 
economic base must be weighed against these potential inpa,cts in 
the decisions ultimately incorporated in the Kootenai final plan. 

W e  recognize that some tradeoffs may be required in the 

- 
:** 

34 
35 
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38 

39 

Ree~anse to Letter Yl38 - Inland Forest Resource iollrrcil.  0 8 .  138m 

34. No response needed. 

3 j .  See cespons;. Y4a above. 

36. See r.csponse X30 above. 

37. No response needed. 

38. See m ~ p o n s e  628 cbove. 

39. No response needed. 

3 
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Response to Letter a69 - Montane Logging Association. first page 

Our analysis indicnLes that a l l  of the National Forests surrounding 
the Koarenai (Flathead. Idaho Panhandle. and Lolo) are  proposing to 
sell more timber in their Plans than they have over the lest decade. 
me Foresf Plans show B total "Timber sale program quantity" of 736 
MMBF while 606 MMBF was sold over the last decade. Note that the 
volume Sold over the last decade excludes voIumes returned to U.S. 
omership under the Federal Contract Papent Modification Act of 
1984. The noted increase involves changing utilization Standards. buL 
even vithout these changes an increase is piillmed. 

The final Forest Plan has attempted t o  designate the most productive 
and economically suited timberland for timber production. Those lands 
that have not been designated for timber management can be reanalysed 
in ten years when the Forest Plan is revised. 

No L I ~ S P O I ~ S ~  needed 

Wilderness is one of the multiple-uses OF the national forests and 
Congress has reserved the prerogative of determining the amount and 
locacion of all Wilderness designations. Note that Wilderness 
designation is cornpatable with PeCPeBtion. the needs OF many types of 
wildlife. soil and water protection and visual quality. 

The commitment level is demonstrated by the amount of acres that are 
designated FOP the production of both timber and wildlife. These 
designations are Management Areas 11. 12. and 1 4 .  and total over 
two-thirds of the regulated timber b a s .  

MONTANA LOGGING ASSOCIATION 
P.O. Box 1716 

Kalispsll. Montana 59903-1716 
408-755-3185 

October 24, 1985 

Mr. James F. Rathbun 
Forest Supervisor 
Kootenai National Forest 
R t .  3 .  Box 700 
Libby. HI 59923 

1. 

2 .  

Drrr M r .  Rathbun: 

Following, please find the.coments of the Montana Logging Association with regards 3 .  

4. 
to the proposed forest management plan far the Kootenai National Forest. 

The MU\ rcpresenr over 600 independent logging contractors from throughout the 
timbered regions of Montana, half of which are directly impacted by management of 
the Kaatenai National Forest. Hontana's independent logging contracfor~ are respon- 
sible for the vast majority of timber harvested in this s t a t e ;  therefore. we are 
especially concerned about the proposed timber sale program for Region One as a 

productive timberland, we are especially interested in your timber management goals. 
whole and, because the Kootenai National Forest contains much of the Region's most 

From our admittedly biased perrpeccive the Kootenai Forest Plan's proposal 

stantial reductions in their annual timber sale pr~gran. ( 2 1  Further. the 

5. 

202 mmbf per year has 2 serious flaws: 

forest management without adversely effecting other resource values..a flaw which 

Grizzly Bears 

we have long felt that loggers and grizzlies can eo-exist ... we remain skeptical that 

both of the adjoining Forests, the Panhandle and the Flathead. are proposing sub- 

to maximize the commercial forest acreage upon which you can practice intensive 

appears to restrict the proposed timber sell by approximately 20 mmbflyear. 
Rarhbun. we cannor overemphasize our support for maxhizing inrensive forest 
management practices on every available comereial forest acre on the Kootenai 
National Forest. 

non-jeopardy opinion regarding the proposed plan and recovery (?I of the grizzly. 

loggers and grizzly researchers are comparible. 

(1) It fails to take into consideration that 

2 

We are pleased that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has issued a 

- 3  

Hr. 

Wilderness We oppose any additions TO the wilderness System simply because a vild- 
ness designation condenms all other resource values to management at "another" locality 
..thereby, increasing resource conflicts in those areas. 
beautiful wilderness system, most of which is deserving of protection; however, 
Montana also has enough wilderness! 
proaching when an informed public will demand re-evaluation of the commercial forest 
acres currently locked-up within the wilderness system. 

Montana has a vast and 

In fact, we dare suggest that the day is ap- 

4 

Fish and Wildlife 
life ~ O S O Y I E ~ S  and applaud the Forests comitmenf LO mitigating any adverse impacts 
of logging activity; however, r e  respectfully suggest that a similar commitment to 
habitat mhnncement will ensure that the Kootenai continuer To Rarimilc production of 

Ne appreciate the unparalled value of the Kootenai'r fish and wild- 

its abundant fish and wildlife resoyrces. lj 
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visual Quality and Roads The visual impact of logging is one of the fer trade-o fs 
which cannor be substantially mitigated. We cannot log and remain invirible...and 
we make no apologies for that simple truth. Logging remains today a proud industry 
with roots which date back to the first days of Montana's settlement. hdisrurbed 
visual quality is abundant within Montana'r existing wilderness and roadless lands. 

Roads are simply an indispensible management tool if we are to manage and protect 
our v a s t  forest resources...and the emotional "on-truths spewed forth by our de- 
tractors are worth little nore than your polite consideration. 3 
Soils and Watersheds 
properly designed, Constructed and maintained/managed will effectively protect the 
Kaotenai'r soils and watersheds. 

Smaller, dispersed timber sales accessed by roads which are 

Mr. Pathbun. the preceding comments on re~ouzce values can best be svmmarired by 
the perception that Montana's forerrs are not IDW place where we work and/m re- 
crcate---Montana's forests are where we live. As such, we maintain a vested interest 
in protecting the forertr water quality, wildlife. fisheries and other re~ources while 
*e endeavor to provide employment opportunities which sustain our local eomnitiar 
and allow us to experience our quality of life. 

This nations expanding population, while inhabiting a fired land base, will forever 
place increasing demands on all the foreSt's resource values. 
sulting conflicts will require the reasoned minds of resource professionals who ars 
dedicated to the production of multiple benefirs. 

A5 a professional forester, I am somewhat disturbed by the misconception of the part 
decade that man is a visitor to the forest and nor an inherent parr of the environ- 
rent. me timber industry directly p F  
duces 50% of the economy of Montana's 7 western counties: however. in chore cowlties 
effected by the Kootenai National Forest that percentage ir exceedingly higher. - 
The timber industries detractoqs frequently downplay the economic impact of logging 
while simultaneously promoting unsubstantiated values of other resource values; hou- 
ever. they seldom mention the effects of their econoolic goals on the standard of 
living of local cornunifier. The opportunities they promote are frequently lower 
paying jobs (well under $lOlhour) while The jobs they would replace in timber and 
Dining are higher wage paying jobs (well over IlOIhour). 

The intent here is not  to criticize gro~ing industries such 2.5 tourism and recreation 
but to point out that people who can afford to tour and recreate must first have B 
decent job somewhere ...and ue in the logging industry prefer to maintain oar quality 
of life which includes well paying employment opportunities. 

Thank you for this opportunity to respond to the proposed management plan for the 
Ko~teiiai National Forest. Please feel free to contact this office should you desire 
additional input. 

Resolution of the re- - 
That non-truth must be vigorously denied. 

- 

Respectfully yours, 

Erecurkvs Director 
\ 

E-131 
Response to 1.etter N69 - Montana Logging Association. pg. 6 3 ~  

6 6 .  Visusl Quality is an assigned level in each Management Area where 
development may occur. 
when development happens and an acceptable level OF change is 
determined for the assigned level. 

It is recognized thilt visual change will occur 

I 
7. No response needed 

8 .  We agree that pioperly designed, Constructed Wuld maintaincd roads v l l l  
effectively pmtect the Kmrcnai's soils and watersheds. me 
MOnitaring and Evaluation P l w  has been modified t o  insure that S r s t r  
Water Qualify Standards will not be violated. 

a 

9. NO ~esponse needed 

10. No response needed. 

11. No pesponse needed 

LO 9 

11 
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MONTANA WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION 

30 October 1985 

James R. Rathbun 
F o r e s t  Superv isor  
Kootenai Nat ional  Fores t  
Route 3, Box 700 
Libby, MT 59923 

Dear MI'. Rathbuns 

Attached a r e  the  Flathead Chapter ' . s  comments upon the  Kaotenai 
Porest .Plan.  We hope t h a t  our comments, inc luding  the  m a t e r i a l  
i n  the  Appendix. w i l l  be of h e l p  t o  you i n  formula t ing  the  
f i n a l  plan. 

We have S t r e s s e d  O l d  growth p r o t e c t i o n  because we bel ieve  t h a t  
the  Kaatenai  has  the b e s t  p o t e n t i a l  for providing q u a l i t y  old 
growth of any n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t  i n  Monuma. We h o p  t h a t  You 
w i l l  g ive  s p e c i a l  Considerat ion t o  our views on old growth. 

S i n c e r e l y  , 

RICKARD A .  KUHL 
Chairman 
Flathead Chapter ,  Montana Wilderness Assoc ia t ion  

R'&-.,QG- u 
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Wilderness  

The F l a t h e a d  Chapter  s u p p o r t s  t h e  A l t e r n a t i v e  W 

w i lde rness  p r o p o s a l s  o f  o u r  S t a t e  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  S ince  t h i s  

proposal  is w e l l  known. we w i l l  n o t  go i n t o  i t  i n  much 

d e t a i l .  Maps and d e s c r i p t i o n s  are i nc luded  i n  t h e  Appendix. 

The main d i f f e r e n c e s  between the K a a t e n a i ' s  w i lde rness  

p roposa l s  and ours a r e  i n  T r o u t  Creek.  P i l l i c k  Ridge,  and t h e  

r o a d l e s s  c o u n t r y  a d j a c e n t  t o  t h e  North Pork Wildlands o f  the 

F la thead  (Tuchuck and Thompson-Seton). Look e s p e c i a l l y  a t  

t h e  boundary of our Thompson-Seton p roposa l .  We Support  

w i lde rness  f o r  a l l  t h e s e  a r e a s  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  areas 

being proposed f o r  w i lde rness  in t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  

of the d r a f t  p l an .  

. 

1 Unt i l  we see t h e  '"Report and P roposa l  far t h e  Ten 

lakes Study  Area,"  it is d i f f i c u l t  t o  comment w i t h  p r e c i s i a n  

upon t h e  W ' s  recommendations. We do s u p p o r t  w i lde rness  for 

t h e  Ten takes Study Area and Support  your p l a n s  t o  i nc lude  

some a d d i t i o n a l  w i l d e r n e s s  around t h e  edges.  We t h i n k  the 

Mount Warn area Should have wi lde rness  S t a t u s .  We a l s o  q u e s t i o n  

t h e  con t inued  encouragement of snownobile a c t i v i t y  i n  the Study 

#..rea. since t h i s  a c t i v i t y  makes it  h a r d e r  t o  ach ieve  c l a s s i f i e d  

w i l d e r n e s s  s t a t u s .  and say be c o n t r a r y  t o  t h e  i n t e n t  of the 

Montana Wilderness  Study Act. - 

E- I33  
Response t o  Letter $237 - Montma Wilderness A ~ s o c i a t i o n .  page 2370 

I .  The Wilderness recommendations i n  the F ina l  Plan arc  s i m i l a r  LO those 
O f  the Proposed Action except t h a t  a S i g n i f i c a n t  p o r t i o n  of the 
Pellick Ridge ares has been added to the Scotchman Peaks 
recommendation. 

me Ten L&es Montana Wilderness Study Act Area F i n d  Report and 
Propo5s1 recommends roadless recreation, but not Wilderness 
designation for the Mount Wam area. 

2. 

3. Snowmobile use of the  Study area is very limited. This use does not 
detract  from the Potential for future Wilderness des igna t ion .  

2 1 3 

1 



Comments On the Kaotanai F3reOt P l a n  Concerning the North?:" 
whitefish R a n g e ,  Ten L 3 k e s .  LaBeau and Elk Mountain 

- 
1) We appreciate 2nd ~ l i o p o r z  proposea designation o f  Ten L a k e s  

as a nildervess. e m e v e r ,  w e  see no viable reason f o r  t h e  

the Wilderness rec0rnmendat ion.  Any trap t r e e  a r e a s  on tne - exclusion O f  the Moult Warn lobe of t h e  roadless a r e a  f r o m  

flanks O f  Mount War? Could be provided HA 2 designations. We 
believe that vlldlands ZhgUld be olaces where nature Can - 
take its Course. When one C b 5 e r v e S  the damage done by man 
in the Williams, B l u e  S k y  and Stillwater drainages in attempts 
to stop spruce beetle infestations. the treatment aopears f a r  
l o ~ s e  a management than the natural c o u r s e .  We suggest a 
minimization Of these rreatmenta in t h e  higll and sensitive 
spruce basins a s  t n m e  on the flanks o f  Mount 'darn. 

believes that the grizz1.y can be  m o s t  Cost-effectively 
managed by simply giving the creatures sufficient space in 
which developments by m a >  a r e  excluded. Therefore, we 

suggest the HA 1 4 %  adjac?nt to Ten L a k e s  and the D e e p  Creek 
RARE 1 1  Should be M f i  2 (where inappropriate roading has 
occurred in the past) o r  Ma 8 (in unroaded a r e a s  adjacent 
t o  the Ten Lakes  and Thompson-Seton Wildlands). We would 
prefer M f i  8 in Williams, Blue Sky, Kopsi, Stahl. ClaIanCe 
and Stillwater drainaues. but unwise roadinu has Occurred 

- 
2 )  The Flathead Chapter O f  the Montana Wilderness fi550Ciation 

in these drainages in-the past. 
Suggest MA 2 desiqnations with Strict road closures. - ~n these diainaqes w e  

3) The Deep Creek RARE I1 8 1 2 8  Should have a MA 8 designation 3 

, the Thompson-Seton and Young-Nasukoin area  on the Flathead 
b e  fused into a Thompson-Seton Wildernes5, which includes 

National Forest and the Deep Creek area an the Kootanai 
Forest. 

are  already to within one-quarter mile o f  a v a l a n c h e  r h - i c l  on 
the south-southeastern flank on Mount Petery. These are 
prime b e a r  habitat. The road closure is 5 0  close to this 
pr ime  spring b e a r  habitat a s  to p l a c e  bears in undue jeap-  
pardy during hunting  season^. The road closure should b e  
moved f rom its present location, well down Deep Creek to 
provide additional security for grirz1.y and black b e a r .  

- 
0) NO further lagging should occur up Deep Creek. The roads 

- 
g) Those unroaded a r e a s  of the Kootanai portion of the LaBeau 

area Should remain unroaded (MA 2 ) .  Specifically, the lower 

divided between MA 2 and MA 3 designations, rather than given 
o v e r  entirely to HA 3. N O  new roads Should be ailawed on the 
northern fringe Of LaBeau 
The MA 13 (old growth) designation in the upper Fire L a k e s  
area  is Correct, this Stand of Old growth s h o u l d  be preserved 
with no Cutting OF roading. The Western flank o f  Ketoake - 
Mountain, which is in the LaBeau R A R E  I 1  Should have a MA 2 

big game forage.  sabspt T h e  a r e a  Should De p r e s e r v e d  a s  a 

Fire Lakes  and Srnokey lake5 a r e a  should be more carefully 

( s e e  16 and E t  5 e C  17 R Z B W  T33N).- 

designation. ue doubt cutting in th1s a r e a  will enhance 

buffer to the c o r e  o f  the roadless a r e a .  The Ketowke and 
Ketowke I1 timber s a l e s  are unacceptaole to us If these 
are  within the L a 8 e a u  R a r e 1 1  a r e a .  I t  is not apparant f r o m  
the legal descriptions given on these sales whether they a r e  
in or  Out of the Labeau roadless area. - 

2 

4 

5 
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4 .  

5 .  

6 .  

7 -  

8. 

9. 

10 
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The r aL iona le  behind the recommendations for Ten Lakes arc included in 
t h e  Fins1 Rep0r.t and Proposal  mentioned above. mese rccommendaLions 
have not been officially adopted by the Adminis t ra t ion and prrscnted 
t o  Congrcss so the ~ e p o l ' ~  is not y e t  available LO the p u b l i c .  Due LO 

t h e  Montana Wilderness Study Act. t h e  Ten Lakes Study Area is-not 
nddceSsed in t h e  ForesL Plan except  i n  terns of i ts  r e r e n t l o n  as n 
Study Area. We can not addres s  you '  conceims in thi. F o r e s t  P l a n .  

Two s i t u s r i m s  e x i s t  on t h e  f l i lnks  of M O W L  Warn. 
Occurred d u r i n g  t h e  1950'5 and t r a p  tree logg ing  d u r i n g  the 1980's. 
The e a r l i e r  l ogg ing  i s  ~ r o m  OYCP end now provides  excellent g r i ~ ~ l y  
b e a r  h a b i t a t .  Any f u t u r e  t r a p  tree logging will UCCLIP i n  Management 
Areas 12 or 14 where i t  i s  appvopciate .  We have no plans to salvage 
Management Area 2 which SUPPOunds Mount Wam. 

f u s ~  s p r u c e  loagiug 

See response X j  above. 

Designat ions i n  upper Williams. Blue Sky, Ropsi and Divide Creeks hove 
been changed from MA 14 to MA 2.  Deep. Stahl and Clarence Creeks have 
valuable timber sites and those areas have n o t  been changed. Refer to 
t h e  F i n a l  Plan map for d e t a i l s .  

See response Xl above 

The goal  Of MA 14 is to maintain or enhance g r i z z l y  b e a r  h a b i t a t  and 
reduce g r i r i l y lhuman  conflicts while  r e a l i z i n g  a programmed level of 
timber hawest. 
base  (MA 21. then g r i z z l y  bear h a b i t a t  would be r e t a i n e d .  b u t  t imber  
would no t  be ha rves t ed  and there would be l i t t l e  o p p o r t u n i t y  to 
enhance g r i z z l y  bear h a b i t a t .  

If t h e  area yere removed from the r e g u l a t e d  timber 

Any proposed t imber  sale would be eva lua ted  through an Environmental 
Assessment as to p o t e n t i a l  impact9 on g r i z z l y  bear or their h a b i t a t .  
If i t  w e ~ e  determined t h a t  p o t e n t i a l  impacts would r e s u l t .  t hen  
a p p r o p r i s t e  m i t i g a t i o n  measures such 85 road closure. riming of 
logging.  and changes i n  Cu t t ing  Units .  would be Prescribed to m&c t h e  
sale compatible  with t h e  g r i z z l y  bear .  

The des igna t ions  i n  Lhe LeBeau area remain unchanged 

MA 13 has been removed from the r egu la t ed  timber base 

This  ares is included in the Kecowke rimbcr sale p r c s c n t l y  
5-year p l a n .  I t  has  mountain p ine  b e e t l e  m f e s t a i i o n  i n  tiif cxrenslve 
lodgepole  p i n e  s t a n d s  and can be economicslly ha rves t ed .  
des igna t ion  is unchanged from t h e  Proposed Action. 

file 
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(6)  We a p e  w i t h  t h e  MA-2 d e s i g n a t i o n  f o r  Elk Mount- 

a i n  and t h e  a d j a c e n t  r i d g e l i n e  South  t o  Brush Creek  D i v i d e  

and m r t h  t o  Bowen Lake. The Elk Mountain c o u n t r y  is one 

of t h e  f e w  p o c k e t s  of r o a d l e s s  area i n  t h e  S a l i s h  Range. 

Both t h e  Koo tena i  and F l a t h e a d  F o r e s t s  shou ld  p r o t e c t  t h i s  

i s l a n d  of  r o a d l e s s  land &Wash i n  a sea of t i m b e r  deve lopment .  - 
(7 )  We s u p p o r t  M A 4 1  d e s i g n a t i o n  f o r  t h e  West and 

E a s t  Branches of t h e  Sou th  Pork of  B i g  Creek .  T h i s  area is 

o b v i o u s l y  t o o  w e t  t o  allow l a g g i n g .  The management p l a n  f o r  

t h i s  area s h o u l d  emphas ize  old growth  and r i p a r i a n  w i l d l i f e  

and i t s  boundar i e s  s h o u l d  e x t e n d  up t h e  d r i e r  s l o p e s  and  n o t  

be j u s t  a l i n e a r  s t r i p  along the c r e e k .  Widening t h e  bound- 

aries would allow a more d i v e r s e  h a b i t a t  component. The 

ROS shou ld  be  s e m i - p r i m i t i v e  nan-motor ized .  

Snags s h o u l d  be g i v e n  100 p e r c e n t  p r o t e c t i o n .  - 

0 
3 

13 

14  

E-I35 
Response t o  Letter 1231 - Montana Wilderness Association. page 237c 

13. NO response needed. 

14. We agree tha t  widening the boundary might add d ivers i ty  to the special  
management area. but the strembottom environment is COusidePed to  be 
the "Special Habitat" thot needs protection. The ROS for the Upper 
Big Creek Riparian Ecosystem is semi-primitivc nuit-mototized. Scc 
mu nu gem en^ Area 21 i n  t h c  f i na l  FoPeSt P l u n .  Snugs uri: i m o L ~ ~ : t c r l  
under the Cavity-Habitat Management Guidelines in Ajiperldix 16 io L l i ~  
final Forest Plan. 
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MA-2 bracement  Di rec t ion  
- 

The management d i r e c t i o n  f o r  MA-2 needs t o  be 

c l a r i f i e d  and made s p e c i f i c .  The R O S  i s  l i s t e d  as 

semi-primitive non-motorized (PFP.  111-91. Yet. except ions 

are allowed. including snownobiling on and o f f  roads ,  trail 

bikes  where es tab l i shed .  and even same roaded r e c r e a t i o n .  

In order  t o  prevent f u t u r e  misunderstandings and c o n f l i c t s  

between d i f f e r e n t  user  groups. all exce,ptions t o  the semi- 

pr imi t ive  "an-motorized ROS should be l i s t e d  i n  tne F i n a l  

Plan. Yhich trails and roads w i l l  be open t o  motorized use? 

Ymich a r e a s  can snowmoibles Operate i n ?  

Without t h i s  s p e c i f i c  information.  we Cannot Comment 

accura te ly  on the  proposed management. If t h e r e  are many 

motorized except ions,  it would be b e t t e r  t o  s e p a r a t e  t h i s  

management area i n t o  semi-primitive non-motorized and semi- 

pr imit ive motorized ca tegor ies .  

Also needing explanat ion is the  level of c o n f l i c t  

which must e x i s t  before snowmobiling is prohib i ted  (PPP. 111-9) 

How many encounters with a snowmobile on roads by s k i e r s  w i l l  

be considered too many? Why i s n ' t  a cross country encounter  

between a snowmobiler and a s k i e r  considered a c o n f l i c t ?  Are 

groomed snownobile trails going to  be permit ted? . - 
We are also confused as t o  w h a t  kind of s t a t u s  the 

Northwest Peak Scenic Area will have. Does MA-2 d e s i g n a t i o n  

f o r  t h i s  area do away with the Scenic  Area d e s i g m t i o n ?  Are 

any changes i n  management o r  p r o t e c t i o n  a n t i c i p a t e d ?  We supp-  

o r t  continuing the Scenic Area des igna t ion  f o r  t h i s  area. w i t h  

a semi-primitive. non-motorized R05. 

E-I36 

Response Lo Letter X23l - Montana Wilderness AssocIBL~O~. page 237d 

15. This hllI been c l a r i f i e d  i n  the Standards fa? Management Areu 2 .  

16. Northwest P e e s  is now i n  HanageoenL Area 21 and the Scenic Area 
designation 1s retained. 

15 

16 
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- - 
The D E E  a t  1V-63 a c l n a v l e d e e s  t h e r e  e x i s t s  c o o f i r a e d  e v i d e n c e  O f  

v r . i $c fa in  c a r i b o u  i n  t h e  n o r t h e a s t  corner of  t h e  'Yh i t e f i s i l  iinnge O f  t h 8  

'?agteqai  Forest. T h i s  area ". ..is f e l t  t o  represent  t h e  b e s t  p o t e n t i a l  

h a b l r a r " ,  

' I m t a n e .  The s t a t u 5  o f  m i u n t s i n  c a r i b o n  is t h l t  t h e y  may be t h e  rarest 
mamad i n  t h e  a d j a c e n t  43 s ta tes .  T h e r e  is currently B r i e i i t f o n  t o  t h e  

U.S. F i s h  and Y i l d l l f e  Service t o  annend :me S e l k i r S  endan.:ered S D e C i e B  

l i s t i n g  t o  i n c l u d e  c a r i b o u  i n  Montana. Yet the  Kootena i  Plan propasea 
o n l y  t h a t  " t h e  S t a t u S m d  range of t h e  c a r i b o u  w i l l  be  deiernined w i t h i n  
t e n  years', ( P r o p o s e d  F o r e s t  Plan LP?] 11-6). T h e r e  s a y  >e o n l y  a handful  
o r  caribou l e f t  on the K m t e n i l i  F o r e s t .  Ten years fr-:m ~ O Y  nay b e  t o o  l a t e  
Car ibou  and t h e i r  o l d  g r w r t h  h a b i t a t  need a d e q u a t e  p r o t e c t i o n  now. 

a!ld nay O f f e r  t h e  b e s t  Chance fur r e c o v e r y  O f  C a r l a " "  i n  

The K o a t e n a i  Forest lists r h e  moun ta in  c a r i h m  as a s e n s i t i z e  SpEcie.9. 

'I " S e z s i t i v e l !  s t a t u s  S i g n i f i e s  t h a t  n s ? e s i e s  i s  n o t  n u ~ l e r o u s  and t h a t  

e f f o r t s  will b e  made t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  ~ p e s i e s  and i t s  h a b i t a t  rro:., f u r t h e r  
de:radat ion u n t i l  f u r t h e r  knowledge of i t s  s t a t u s  c3n be eained" ( P A T  III- 
63).  F u r t h e m o r e ,  " c a r i b o u  a n d  t h e i r  h a b i t a t  needs r i l l  r e c e i v e  special 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  as more i n f o r m a t i o n  is g a t h e r e d  t h u s  n o t  r e d u c i n g  r u t u r e  

Options f o r  rnanegement Cor c a r i b o q "  (Pm 111-60, Gmphssis a d d e d ) .  Such 
p l + d g e s  t o  p r o t e c t  the species  and i t s  h a b i t a t  have  30 s u b s t a n c e  w i t h o u t  

a nnnagement p r e s c r i p t i o n  a n d  a q l e  f u n d s  S o l  m a n i t . r i n g  and e v a l u e t i o n .  

C l e - r l y  :he K o o t e n a i  Plan is d e f i c i e n t  w i t h o u t  t h e s e .  A t t a c h e d  i s  a 

i e n a e e ' i e n t  p r e s c r i p t i o n  used  f o p  c a r i b o u  i n  t h e  S e l k i r k s .  R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

lies ':!ith t h e  K O O t e n s i  . F o r e s t  t o  d e v e l o p  s u c h  a p r e s c r i p t i o n  for a h i s  

-- 

ra re  n a t i Y e  s ? e c i e s .  

T h e  DEIS at IV-62 claims t h a t ' b a r i b o u  s h o u l d  n o t  be adversely 
a f f e c t e d  by any a l t e r n a t i v e . . . g i v e n  t h a t  t h e  ' ! lhi ief ish Ran** i s  all 
gPiZzlY S i t u a t i o n  1 a n d  t h a t  p o r t i o l s  a r e  p roposed  f o r  n o n d + v e l o p l c n t ? .  

E - I 3 1  
Response t o  Letter 1231 - Montana Wilderness A ~ s o c i i t i o n .  page 237e 

17. I luring t h e  Past 3 y e a r s ,  tl iC KOOtenni  I la t ionsl  F11rvs1. has; u c L i v u i y  
p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  on interagency ef fort  t o  determine tho s t a t i i ~  of 
ca r ibou  i n  Montana. This  t a s k  h a s  now been completed. so ~ r f e r e n c ~  cu 
status determinat ion wi th in  ten years has beeu d e l e t e d  from t he  Filial 
Plan. &sed "DO" repeated a e r i a l  S U P V ~ Y S  d u r i n g  t h i s  t h r e e  year  
pe r iod .  t h e r e  is no evidence of B r e s i d e n t  ca r ibou  popu la t ion  w i t h i n  
Montana. Recent r e p o r t s  sugges t  t h a t  B frb ca r ibou  may con t inue  to 
use h a b i t a t  i n  and ad jacen t  t o  Montana. 

Any car ibou which may OCCULI on t h e  K m t e n a i  arc considered to be a 
s e n s i t i v e  species. and 8s such. w i l l  be managed t o  prevent  t h e i r  being 
f u r t h e r  endangered. This mitnagement Consists of 11 placement of 
potenrial ea r ibau  h a b i t a t  i n  t h e  Whitef ish range i n  Compatible 
management areas. 2 )  m a d  management t o  Drovidc h a b i t a t  s e c u r i t y ,  and 
3) conrinued interagcncy Cooperation i n  ca r ibou  management prograw. 
The Kootenai rill be responsive to DrOPOSalS to r e in t roduce  Caribou t o  
s u i t a b l e  h a b i t a t s  vhun and i f  Such ProPosa1s ere made by t h e  Montana 
Department of F i sh .  W i l d l i f e  and Parks. which is t h e  agency with 
primary legal a u t h o r i i y  i n  t h i s  mscter. 

17 

5 
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T h i r  9t,it;...ent ~ T ~ E U R ~ S  i n c o r r ? c r l y  (1) t h a t  arcis P ~ ' O ; C E B . .  f o r  "on- 

d e v e l a ~ a - n r  are s u i i i c i c n t  to meet c a r ~ b o u  n e e d s ;  (2) t h a t  h a r v e s t i n g  

:l.?kcr O U t S i C d  3 1  t h e s e  a r d b s  ( e . g . .  M A  11. 1 2  and 14) r i l l  n o t  

r e d u c e  f U r U r e  aa:.age=cnt o p t i o n s  f o r  cnriboui and  ( 3 )  t h a t  t h e  

016 ?,FJ"th h a b i t a t .  The g r i z r l j  g u i d e l i n e s  do n o t  p r o t e c t  314 g r o r t h  

h a b i t a t .  I n  f s e r ,  t h e  g r i z z l y  t i a h e r  j r e s s r i p t i m ,  :<A l i r .  a l lo:rs  

4a acre c ? e x c u t s  (PFP 111-57) .  and  the p o t e n t i a l  i s  h igS  t o  deErade 
O l d  ZrowDh h a b i t a t .  
p a r n i t s  Ui.restrrcte6 s n o l i i o b i l a  use,  a s e r i o u s  d i s r u p t i o n  cn ~ I ~ L Z T  caribou 

range. 

EliLLlY D i d e l i n e s  p r o t e s t  Ca r ibou  h a b i t a t .  Ca?ibOu recCire  S u f f i c i e n t  

S o l i t u d e  is a n o t h e r  i n p a r t a n t  s l e : r e n t ,  and M A  14 

The DEIS st,..Les "...munogezent f o r  c a r i b o u  n e r d s  S h i u l d  i i ive  

m>?l.?al e f f e c t  on o t h e r  Forest programs" ( p g .  IV-63); b u t  what rill 

t h e  m ? a C t  0: other  Forest pragraas be on t h e  f u t u r e  o f  t h e  c a r i b o u ?  

The Xootenai F o r e s t ,  h a v i n g  one of t h e  r a r e s t  inn igenous  cmnzals in 
t h e  U.S . ,  h a s  an o b l i g a t i o n  t o  t h e  American p u b l i c  t o  develop a prograe 
t n a t  p r o t e c t s  a-d - t h e  s p e c i e s .  

G r i z z l y  ?'ear 

- 
Land d e s i z n a t e d  as HA 1 b  c o n s i s t s  06 S i t u a t i o n  1 and  2 6:izzly 

h a b i t a t .  KA 1 4  g o a l s  i n c l u d e :  t o  m a i n t a i n  and e n h a n c e  a r i z r l y  h a b i t a t :  

ana,  t o  a s e i s t  in T C C O Y B ~ Y  o i  t h e  bear (PFP 111-57) .  However, t h e  T l a n  

e t ; . t eS  t h a t  ' W R Y  use will n x l a l l y  be a l l w e d  exce:>t seasonal r e s t r i c t i o n s  

occur  an areas s u c h  as s p r i n g  ranee or d e n n i n g  babi :a t  I' (PFP 11;-57. 
emphasis added) .  SeCUritY l e  an BSBen t i a l  fact=  for  r e c o v e r y  of t h e  

g r i z z l ?  b e a r ,  therefore seasonal T e s t r i C t i O n B  of ORV and  o t h e r  m o t o r i z e d  

v e h i c l e s  s h > u l +  be - on s p r i n g  range and  d e n n i n g  h a b i t a t .  

The Xontsna D e p a r t x n t  Of F i s h ,  ' w i l d l i f e  and Parks i n  t h e  D r a f t  

G r i z z l y  Bear PrOgr-tiC 11s ( p g .  47, June l9';5) h a s  c a n p i l e d  d a t a  f ~ a m  
GTudies i n  t h e  ::orthe=" C o n t i n e n t e l  DiYlde G r i z z l y  3ear Ec1sysZen 

which demons t r a t ed ,  t h e  i=pOrtanCB of  t i m b e r  a6 a g r i z z l y  bear h a b i t a t  

C m p o n e n t .  Timber (as re11 a 8  mesic 8 i t eS  and b u r n  s h r u b f i e l d s )  was 

s h o r n  t o  be d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  i n p a r t a n t  t o  bears i n  a l l  s t u d y  a ~ e a s .  

S t a d i d s  by HcLe l l and  (IJSDA Forest  S e r v i c e  lGBC G r i z z l y  sear n a o i r a t  

E-1 38 

Response to Letter I237 - Monrbna Wildernrss Association. page 237f 

1 8 .  We agree t h a t  s e c u r i t y  is an e s s e n t i a l  factor for t h e  I":CO\~CI'Y o f  t h e  
grllzly bear. Due to t h e  type of t e ~ ~ s i n  involved.  ORV u:ie is usua l ly  
un l ike ly .  i f  not imprac t i ca l .  t h e r e f o r  restrictions on use are usua l ly  
unneeded. The guidance f r r  MA 14 allow9 for r e s t r i c t i o n s  uhen 
needed. 

A l l  o f  t he  a l t e r n a t i v e s  mmngr Limber i n  ~ a y s  which c:m not produce B 
homogenous s t a n d  of 10 t o  15 foo t  high trees. S t m d s  i n  0 v i d e  
v a r i e t y  of age c l a s s e s  w i l l  OCCUP in t h e  futUTe. providirtg more 
d i v e r s i t y  than c u r r e n t l y  e x i s t s .  

Recent p u b l i c a t i o n s  i n d i c a t e  rhe t  timber ha rves t  can indeed enh;mr:e 
g r i z z l y  beer h a b i t a t .  
Timber Harvesting'. by Hike H o l l i s  and "Gl'izzly Rear l l a b i t ~ t  
Components Associated With Pas t  Logging P r ~ c t i c e s  On The Libby Ranger 
District .  Kootensi National Forest" .  by Alan Rratkovich:  both i n  
Proceedings - Grizz ly  3esr Habi t a t  Symposium. M ~ S S O U ~ B .  M T  May, 1905. 

Uneveneged management i s  gene ra l ly  not p r a c t i c a l  for  the reiisons 
o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  DEIS ( I V - 9 ) .  
i n d i c a t i n g  unevenaged management i s  more b e n e f i c i a l  t han  even aged 
man%'ement even if Such management could be accomplished. 
management guidance i n  t h e  plan allows unevenaged management ever) 
though the  aESumPLion is t h a t  even-sged manage men^ w i l l  generally be 
t he  PPBctical  BppmaCh. 

See "Enhancing Gr izz ly  Rear HnbltaL Through 

There i s  a pauc i ty  o f  r e s e w c h  

The 
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Sya?osiua.  ' : i s s o u l a ,  Xt., 19a5) shOved t h a t  t i x b e i  was t h e  number 1 
c o i p o n e n t  in e a r i y  s p r i n s  and in autumn. and t h e  number 2 c o ~ p o n e n t  
i n  l a r e  s p r i n g .  "Timber is used fo r  t r a v e l - s e a r c h  behavior . . .  

bedd ing  and f e e d i n g  a t  m i c m s l t e s "  ( W c l e l l a n d ,  1985). Forage.  
: h e r i a l  c o v s r ,  security. bedd ing  h a b i t a t  -- t imbered  area8 nay  

p r o v i d e  t h e s e  values i n  any combina t ion  Qr SlmUltaneOUGly. l e t  t h e  

K o o t e n a i  F o r e s t  d o e s  n o t  g i v e  t i m b e r  i t  due  we igh t .  T h e  velue of 
t i m b e r  t J  t h e  b e a r  is seen by t h e  Kmrenal  ( a n d  O t h e r  ? l a t i m a 1  Forests 

i n  Occupied h a b i t a t )  as p r i m a r i l y  one o f  h i d i n g  cover (PFP 111-58). 
Consequen t ly ,  it is g e n e r a l l y  a s s w e d  t h a t  r e d u c i n g  a diver -  Uncut  

foresf t o  a homogeneoua s t a n d  o f  10 t o  15 I O O t  h i g h  t rees  s t i l l  " m a i n t a i n ,  

t h e  i n t e g r i t y  of g r i z z l y  h a b i t a t .  The re  is 50  scientific e v i d e n c e  t o  

back up t h i s  far r e a c h i n g  a s s u i p t i o n .  F u r t h e r n o r e ,  c l e a r c u t e  u p  t o  
43 acres I n  61ze (P?F 111-58) a m  also assumed t o  m a i n t a i n ,  o r  enhance.  

g r i z z l y  h a b i t a t .  The re  16 no S C i e n t i f i C  svidence t o  back up t h i s  fer-  

r e a c h i n g  a s sumpt ion .  Fu r the rmore .  c l e a r c u t e  u p  t o  40 acres i n  s i z e  
(PPP 111-58) are also assumed t o  maintain. or enhance ,  g r i z z l y  h a b ' i t a t  

in S p i t e  of 5 C l e n t l f l C  d a t e  t h a t ' s h o r  bear8 qenerslly a v o i d  c l e a r c u t s  

(ep.. Zager. 19801, and In s p i t e  of r e c a m n e n a a t i o n s  (eg. ,  Zager and Jonke 
1983) t h a t  C l e a r c u t s  and methods Othe.r t han  c l e a r c u t t i n g .  such as 
jraup s e l e c t i o n  or i n d i v i d u a l  t r e e  s e l e c t i 3 n ,  be used when h a r v e s t i n g  

t i m b e r  in : r i z z l y  coun t ry .  

The DEIS a t  IV -16  diSCUSSetl t h e  p o s i t i v e  b e n e f i t s  of small clear- 
C u t s  t o  grizzlies. I f  t n e  VEIS r c c o g n i z o s  t h i s  as B b e n e f i t .  t h e  

HA 14  msnsqenent d i r e c t i o n  Should r e f l e c t  t h i s  and a CoPrespoDdingly - 
Smaller i a x l m m  c l e a r c u t  a i m  s h o u l d  be set .  A p r e f e r r e d  clearcut size 
t e n d s  t o  e n c o u r a g e  units a p p r o a c h i n g  t h a t  s i z e  (eg;. 40 acres). 

All a l t C r n a t i Y e S  p r e s m t e d  in t h e  U S  ape b i a s e d  t o 7 a r d s  even-aged 

management. F o u r t e e n  out of  1 5  a l t e r n a t l e e s  use e l e a i - c u t t i n g  on 93 t o  

100% o f  all acres logged!  Clearly, this i s  not a r e ' s o n a h l e  range of 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  as P e q u i r e d  by XEPA ( 4 3  CF9 1502.14(4). 

-he DiIS d l s c u s s l m  on c h J $ c e  of h a r v e s t  B y s t e n s  r e f l e c t s  t h e  

iootonai's i n h e r e n t  b i a s  t o : a r d s  even-aged a a n a g e n e n t  ( D E I S  IV-9). 
S r l D c t l J n  c u t t i n g  is n o t  s e n e r a l l y  c o n s i d e r e d  f t a p p r o p r i a t e "  even f o r  
r i p a r i a n  areae. or so i t  i s  c l a l ~ e d  (DEIS I V - 9 ) .  (For epproxiaately 
100 Ieet Iron . a t e = ,  l a n d  and s e c e t a r i i n  must b e  g i v e n  i j c c i a l  
a t t e n t i o n  t o  P P o t e c t  t h e  water res5Uce. a c C l r d i n 5  t o  !1F:A S e c t .  219.27(e) 
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C i t a t i m s  an aovzntaaes of uneven-aged ranagelent t o  t h e  ~ ' r i z z l y  b e a r ,  

t; O t h e r  v i l i l i f e  s p e c i e s ,  t o  recrei i t i3n values, t o  the  r a t a r s h e d  and 

:3 t h e  lon.?-t irn p r o d u c t i v i t y  of t h e  l a n d  are Aisslng from t h e  DEI5. 
n i s  i s  n o t  a ripraus e x P ? o r a t i o n  and J b j e c t i v e  e Y a l U a t i m  of 
P e n s o c a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  88 r e p u i r s d  by NEPA (40 CFR 1 5 0 2 . M a )  ) .  

I C  is also n o t  i n  C m p l i a n c e  w i t h  ::MI ( S e c t .  6 ( F ) ( i )  ) which 

r e q u i r e s  r i iot  c l - a r c 3 t t i n d  be used  o n l y  when d e t d r a i n e 3  t~ be t h e  

O>ti?tun n e t h s d ;  nor w i t h  t h e  ESA ( S e c t ,  2 ( c ) ( l )  ) which requiree t h e  

u s e  J f  .11 i e t h o d s  and p r o c e d u r e s  t a  d e l i s t  t h e . b e a r .  

There are ' . Y ~ Y S  t o  e o a p e n s o t e  f o r  t n e  S t n t a d  d i s a u v a n t a g e s  of  

unwen-aged  m n a g e n e n t  (DEIS I V - 9 ) .  For exuaple, g r o u p  s e l e c t i s n  cuts  

s a 2  be d e s i j - e d  t o  favor i n t o l e r a n t  S p e c i e s .  I m p e t s  r f  r e p e a t e d  

e n t r i e s  nay b e  l e86encd  by l e n g t h e n i n g  t ime  between e n t r i e s  and  by 

t h e  use of m a y  roads. I n n o v a t i v e  approaches t o  f o r e s t  management are 
needed  f o r  t i m b e r  h K v e S t  in g r i z z l y  c o u n t r y .  HA 14 falls s h o r t  of  t h e  

.ark, and  a p r e s c r i p t i o n  t h a t  fa<:oP8 t h e  needs of  t h e  b e a r ,  as ye- 

q u i m d  by S i t u a t i m  1 g u i d e l i n e s .  s h o u l d  be deve loped .  A t t a c t e d  is a 

s u g g e s t e d  managelient p r e s c r i p t i o n  for t i m b e r  h a r v e s t  in S i t u a t i o n  1 
h a b i t a t ,  based on C u r r e n t  s s i e n t f l i c  d a t a  and  r ecomaenda t ions .  

The d r i v i n g  force of  any  a s p e c t  of managenent  t h a t  a f f e c t s  t h e  

b e a r  s h o u l d  be r e c o v e r y  (ESA S e c t  2[c)91) ), n o t  just main tenance .  

S t a t e - o f - t h e - a r t  managenent t e c h n i q u e s  ape n o t  an o p t i o n .  They are 

a r e q c i r e - e n t  (ESA s e c t .  3(3) ). - 
Old  Growth: 

Only in t h e  l as t  10 t o  15 y e a r s  of s c i e n t i f c  research  and I i t h  t h e  

passage of F e d e r a l  La-- (as UFPA and  NmA) has t h e  : l a t i o n a l  F o r e e t  e y s t e ,  

r e a l i z e d  i t s  h i o l o - ; i c a l  and l e g e l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  assure an a d e q u a t e  

a n d  C o n t i m e d  s':?ply o f  t h e  old gro-i th  re-:our.ce. Given rhe s p e e d  d t h  

':hich t h i s  l i n i t a d  ~ ~ s a u r c e  is be ing  d a n l e t e d ,  30 ceq l i t t l e  a f f o r d  t o  

aas3 mi:ta:;es. The Old  Gr0::th and C a v i t y  H a h i t z t  ! i i n i . 4?ne l t  S u i 2 e l i n e s  

r e p r e s e n t  a s u b s t a n t i a l  e f f o r t ;  b U t , u n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  many o f  t h a  p o s i t i v e  

c a n n e p t s  never leave t h 3  c o n c e p t u a l  s ta .ge an2 b e c i t e  nana re . l en t  d i r - c t i o i  

l e  ars m e t  C o n C i m i d  l i t h  th?se and O t h e r  serious s h o r r i o r i n ~ s  a6 

f O 1 1 0 ! Y S .  
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237 i E-141 
Re~porise tu  Letter 1231 - Montane Wilderness AssocinLion. pvgr Zjli 

19. Msncigemenf Arc" 13 (Old Gmuth)  has  lh:w removed From t h e  rcgr~loted 
timber base. 
t h i 9  mwagcmcnt area because harvest  w i l l  not  OCCUT.  

I : i ln i -on ?:e an::i:~u!n dah o f  o l d  Pra':th 

a6 s t a t e d .  " t h e  larger t h e  b e t t e r "  LPfP A 16-10). Hoxevrr, t h e  mini ium d i a n e t -  

BP give:. f o r  large snags is 20". '.Vhile there  is no upper l i m i t  f o r  
d i a n e t e r ,  a l l t h i n n s  b e i n g  equal, t h e  l a n d  manader is n o t  l i k e l y  t o  
s e l e c t  snags larger t h a n  t h e  minimum r e q u i r e d .  A l a r g e r  d i a -  

n < t e r  class ( 5 0 - 4 0 " i ~  is needed l o r  cavity n e s t e r s  such as t h e  p i l e a t e d  

v o o d p e c t e r .  TO q u o t e  f r o 3  a :.;arch 12, 1985 l e t t e r  from iir. 3 i l e y  LlcClel land 

'78 endorse therecmmendatim t h n t  nO m 3 X i m c m  d i n m b e r  f o r  snags be s e t ;  and 
Timber mnrlagerncnt g u i d e l i n e s  are 110 longer  nccessery 1'w 

t o  NF Supervisor Zdgar E. Brannon:"Co-*or!rer~ and I now have  a r e c o r d  of 
more t h a n  90 a c t i v e  p i l e a t e d  woodpecker nests  and m o a t s ,  ... t h e  mean 

dbh o f  t h e s e  t kees  i e  30 inches . . .  A f e w  n e s t s  are in t r d e s  20 i u c h e s  

or 
long-term.  Our o n l y  2 s a p l e e  01 p i l e a t e d s  n e s t i n g  in t r e e s  (20 i n c h e s  

dbh ended  i n  n e s t  f a i l u r e . . .  A t  t h e  c u r r e n t  time t h e r e  are many 20 inch 
o r  smaller larch. y e t  few p i l e a t e d s  s e l e c t  rhem. P i l e a t e d e  s e l e c t  e/ 
o l d  g rowth  because o l d / o l d  growth p r o v i d e s  h a b i t a t  ? i t h  a h i g h e r  

p ? o b a b i l i t y  of euccessful n e s t i n g  a n d  long  term s u r v i v a l .  They are 
"programmed" t o  neke t h a t  c h o i c e  a f t e r  C e n t u r i e s  o f  e v o l v i n g  With 

o l d  growth." 
Reeults of t h e  Koate.iai Forest% 1983 o l d  growth f i e l d  S Y T Y B Y  

(PFP A 17-4 - A 17-6) showed t h a t  s t a n d s  in t h e  30-4O"t dbh class are 
t y p i c a l l y  in H a b i t a t  Group 1 (?,arm - m i s t ) .  "S tands  i n  t h i s  group o f t e n  

b o r d e r e d  atPeam COUPBBS Bnd had large numbers of  t rees  J0-40"+ dbh." 

These s t a n d s  Were r e g a r d e d  as "classic" m i r e d - c o n i f e r  o l d  g r o l i t h ,  

and showed h i g h  levels O f  p i l e a t e d  a c t i v i t y  and Of O t h e r  c a v i t y  n e s t e r s .  

I t  seems reasonable t h a t  t r e e s  i n  t h e  30-40'y dbh class are an i m p o r t a n t  

o l d  g rowth  component on t h e  K o a t e n a i  Forest. C e r t a i n l y  tiiey are p a r t  

o f  t h e  n a t u r a l  d i v e p s i t y  of t h e  F o r e s t .  For t h i s  reason alone t h e y  

s h o u l d  be m a i n t a i n e d ; .  "Hanagement p r e 8 s r i p t i 0 " 8 . . . s h a l l  preserve and 

enhance the d i v e r s i t y  O f  p l a n t  and animal Communitles...sa t h a t  i t  is st 
l e a s t  as g r e a t  as t h a t  whish mould be e x p e c t e d  in a n a t u r a l  f o r e s t . . . "  

(36 CFR 219.27(6)  .).. 

, e v e n  smaller, but  t h e  ninimum Cannot be Cons ide red  8 U i t a b l e  i n  the.  ', 

O u i d e l i n e s  s h o u l d  be mandatory 

MnCh 01 t h e  p o s i t i t ,  d i r e c t i o n  p r o v i d s d  t o  t h e  l a n d  manaser is 
i n  t h e  Corn o f  g u i d e l i n e s ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  s t a n d n r i s  (PFP 116-5 t o  Al6-1:;. 
Hoaesar, because t h e s e  r e c o w e n d a t i o n s  are s e t  f o r t h  t o  m i t i g a t e  t h e  erfecl 

O f  t i m b e r  h a p v e s t ,  IIEPA - them t o  be i s p l e a e n t e d  Or h a r v e s t i n g  Can"( 

take p l a c e  ( 4 0  CFR 1505.3) .  T h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  management d i r L C t i 0 n  s h o u l d  be 
made mandatory.  9 
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237 j 
moun: of 012 zTo"th 

The 0215 a t  111-61 s t a t e s  t n a t  " A p p r a x i o r t e l y  2 W  i roueh ly  58 s p e c i e s 1  
o f  a l l  m i l d l i f e  87ecies found on t h e  F o r e s t  f i n d  p r e f e r r e d  h a b i t a t s  i n  Old 

gro ' r th" .  '?e b e l i e v e  t h i a  figure u n d e r e s t i m a t e e  t h e  number of  s p e c i e s  

t h a t  b e n e f i t  from a i d  gro'?ith ( s e e  following d i s c u s s i s n ) .  R e g a r d l e s s ,  

r e  hare  s t r o n 5  reservations that s ' i f f i c i e n t  o l d  g r o r t h  16 b e i n g  plannsd- 
for t o  meet t h e  n e e d s  o f  r i l u l i f e ,  t h e  p u b l i c ,  o r  ?IMA regularisns on 

d i v e r s i t y  ( 3 6  CFR 219.27(&) ). 

(see  Je r ry .1933 ;  IPNF EIS, "Old Grwth  Managenent"); w h i t e t a i l e d  d e e r  ( J e r r y  

1 9 3 3 ) ;  and noose ( J e r r y ,  19811. ArgUaentS t h a t  o l d  g l ' 0 r th  h a b i t a t  B B r Y e 8  

o n l y  8s cover f o r  c e r v i d a  have been c h a l l e n g e d  by e v i d e n c e  t h a t  o l d  growth  

h a b i t a t  p l a y s  B s p e c i a l  role by p r o v i d i n g  f w d  Cover SirUltaneOuBly 

( and  h e m e  h a s  been termed survival cover- by L i F o u l e t t e ,  19811. For example 
research on tb effects of l o 6 g i n g  in w i n t e r  range of  w h i t e - t q i l e d  d e e r  

in t h e  n o r t h i r o  Rockies sho.ied t h a t  d e e r  p r e f e r  o l d  gra:vrh not  on ly  

because Of i t a  t h e r n a l  a d v a n t a g e s ;  O l d  grOYth h a b i t a t  g e n e r a l l y  ac- 

c u l v l a t e s  lese anow and p r o v i d e s  greeter ease of 3OVemcnt. 'These 

f e a t u r e s  r c a u l t  in h i g h e r  u e e e b i l i t y  o f  a v a i l a b l e  forage. T h i s  role of 
Old g ro ' l t h  h a b i t a t  i e  crucial on h i g h  m01 ranges. ( S e e  f a r  example Wright 

0m:ssions fro. t h e  Old g r a t h  species list i n c l u d e  s t  lerat :  c a r i b o u  

& 1983.) 

Man). sp3cies u t i l i z e  Old growth f o r  a t  l e a s t  a p a r t  of  t h e i r  l i f e  
c y c l e .  The * O r t h e m  a e g i o n  "whi t e  pape r"  On "Old-Grovth F o r e s t e :  Uanaging 
f o r  l i l 3 l i f e "  ( E n ~ g e r ,  1978; USDA F o r e s t  Sereice ,  pg. 7) assembled d a t a  

shewine  of 373 f o r e s t - r e l a t e d  ape6D&' .p  t h e  N o r t h e r n  RegionJ 
I& were a s e o c i a t e d  w i t h  Old-Sr3wth for e i t h e r  f e e d i n g  or r e p r o d u c t i o n .  

OP both" ( e m p h a a i s  added) .  As e x p r a s s e d  by &isClel land (1985: l a t t e r  t o  

E.S. 3raonon): "One Often  h e a r s  t h a t  animal s p e c i e s  found i n  Old growth 

p r e f e r  r a t h e r  t h a n  require s u c h  h a b i t a t s .  The p r o p e n s i t y  t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  

h a b i t a t  or .I ' i t a t  coaponen te  BB e i t h e r  p r e f a r r e d  o r  required is, in 
many cases. i l l a q i c i l  and r i t h o u t  s c i e n t i f i c  writ. I f  Cepecies s e l e c t  

lor oli g r o 4 t G  ... one must B S E U ~ B ,  unless t h e r e  is compelling e r i o e n c e  t o  
t o e  c o n t r a r y ,  t h a t  pressures of n a t u r a l  selection favor t h a t  c h o i c e .  

The ssle t i o n  is a s s o c i a t e d  '21th a p s c i e s  fitness. ... Uinlmum v i a b l e  pop- 

u l a t i o n s  canno t  be s u s t a i n e d  16 o n l y  aar:insl h a b i t a t  i s  prc" i r ed .  

haze COD many c o ~ c I u s i o o ~  On s h o r t  tez-9 Ohaervat iona."  

I le 

The K m t e n a i  Old ,Growth G u i d e l i n e s  (PFP I 17-9) s t a t e :  "A review 
o f  a p p l i c a b l e  l i t e r a t u r e  on l i l d l i f e  species and t h e i r  h a b i t a t  n e e d s  

i n d i c 2 t e d  t h a t  a of 3-10 p e r c e n t  d available wildlife h a b i t a t  

10 
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s i w l d  p r o v i d e  o l d  gro-rth C o n d i t i o n s  ( H c C l e l l a n d ,  1978;  J u d a y ,  1978) 
a t  any g i v e n  time." T h i s  s t a t e m e n t  c o u l l  m i s l e a d  t h e  r e a d e i  t o  conc lude  

t h a t  X c C l e l l a n d  ami Suday  e n d o r s e  a minimum f i g u r e  of  8% Old grovith. 

T h i s  i s  n o t  t h e  case. TO o u r  knowledge S u i a y  (1973)  d o e s  n o t  reeommcnd 

amounts of  ol.!. gro ' s th ,  and MsClel land (1079  and 1980) recacncnded 1W ae 

ai a b s o l o t e  ninimum. ( F u r t h e m o r e ,  aan-bing !or t h e  r l n i n u o  i s  n o t  
a c z e p t n b l e  i n  t h e  lo?g term.) 
n o t e  t o  t h a  s c i e n t i f i c  and o t h e r  80u1.ces r e l i e d  upon f o r  c o n c l u s i o n s "  

( 4 0  CiR 1502.24). J u s t i f i c a t i o n  O f  t h e  8% f i g a r e  i s  r e r u i m d .  

NEPA r e q a i r e s ' b r p l i c i t  PefdTenCe  by foo t -  

- 
Has t h e  K o o t e n a i  e v c l u a t e d  vthethep 8-103 Old gro,.vth i s  SUf: ic ient  

t o  s u p p o r t  s p e c i e s  t h a t  may a l r eady  be below minimum v i a b l e  populations 

a6 s e n s i t i v e  s p e c i e s  and a p e c i e s  o f  concern ( c a r i b o u ,  f i s h e r ,  

wolverine)? Seyond w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t ,  o l d  g rowth  p r o v i d e s  f a r  m o r s .  

I: p roduces  f i s h e r i e s  h a b i t a t .  t h e  h i h e s t  q u a l i t y  n a t a r ,  and i t  

e l h a l c e s  p r 3 d u c t i u i t y  o f  t h e  l a n d  v i a  r i c h  s o i l s  and m y c h o r r i z a l  

fungi ( J u d a y ,  1978) .  I t  DIfelS unique, h i g h  q u a l i t y  r e c r e a t i o n  and 

s c e n i c  value ( J u d a y ,  1 9 7 8 ) .  O l d  gro*th p r o v i d e s  a l a o s t  a l l  o f  t h e  

m u l t i p l e  use PeqUiremCrtB. Has t h e  Koo tena i  e v a l u a t e d  whe the r  8-1m 
is s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  t h e s e  purposes? Moreover. is t h i s  amount onoush t o  
m e e t  t h e  desand  f o r  t h e s e  m u l t i p l e  uses? Old grmuth i s  gone fx-c 
t h e  m a j o r i t y  Of Our N a t i o n ' s  f o r e s t s .  I n  t h e  N F H A  o f  1976 ( S e c t .  2 ( 6 )  ) 

Congress f m n d  t h a t :  " t h e  Forest S e r v i c e . . . h a s  b o t h  t h e  r e G p o n a i b i l i t y  

and an o p p o r t u n i t y . . . i n  a e a u r i n g  t h a t  t h e  - m a i n t a i n  a n a t u r a l  

T O I I O U T C O  c 3 n s e P v a t i o n  posture t h a t  w i l l  meet t h e  r e q u i r e i e n t s  o f  OUI 
peop le"  ( e m p h a s i e  added) .  

c o e p l e t e ,  t h e r e  i s  a b i o l o g i c a l  and l e g a l  o b l i g a t i o n  t o  p r o t e c t  what 

l i t t l e  o l d  g rowth  is l e f t .  

As t h e  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  o l d  growth i 6  n e a r l y  

- 
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20 .  Management Area 13 (Old Gmwth) has  been inc r ra sed  i n  s i z e  so fha r  
about 10% of t h e  Fores t  land below 5.5W f e e t  i n  e l e v a t i o n  w i l l  be i n  
o l d  g m u t h  cond i t ions .  Our inventory i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  B t o t a l  of sbouc 
11% of t h e  Fores t  l and  below 5.5W reef i n  e l e v a t i o n  is currently i n  
"old growth" cond i t ion .  Old growth h a b i t a t s  have never been ex tens ive  
i n  t h i s  ere* due t o  natural P ~ O C ~ S S ~ S .  p a r t i c u l a r l y  fire. 8s d i s m s s e d  
i n  Chapter Ill of t h e  DEE. 

The b e s t  a v a i l a b l e  evidence Suggests t h a t  &IO% o l d  growth is 
S u f f i c i e n t  for w i l d l i f e  needs. P u b l i c  i n p u t  l ed  us t o  i n c r e a s e  o l d  
growth t o  t h e  101 level t o  reduce t h e  r i s k  of uaneging a t  t h e  bare 
minimum. There is l i t t l e  l a t l t u d c  a v a i l a b l e  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  size or 
Management Area 13 f u r t h e r  e t  t h i s  time because e x i s t i n g  i n v e n t o r i e s  
have only i d e n t i f i e d  111 of t h e  Fores t  land below 5.5W feet elrvstiori 
t o  be i n  m old-growth timber cond i t ion  t h a t  meets t h e  w i l d l i f e  
h a b i t o r  needs of t h e  dependent s p e c i e s .  La t i t ude  i s  being p r e ~ e r v e d  
to provide add i f ione l  old-growth timber i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  The F i n d  
Forest P l a n  retains 34% of a l l  t h e  mature timber (exc111sive r?  
Lodgepole P ine )  i n  an unregulated Limber s t a t u s .  

0 
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?.>re i n f ~ m a t l o n  1s needed - 

l a t a  p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  DZIS and Plan an > l d  g r s u t h  B E P B ~ S ~  is 
C m f l i b i w  and s ~ n r r r d i c t o r y :  11 Old  Srcmth acreage f i p r e s  are q i v e n  

15 t h e  >E15 a6 143,553 a c r e s  on pg. 11-79 and 177.000 acres on p g .  A - I O .  

2 1  On pg. ~ 6 - 2  (PFP), t h e  A p e  C h $ s  D i s t r i b u t i o n  is s h o w  co r  t h e  p r e a e n t  

anti future f 3 r e 6 t ;  b u t  " f u t u r e "  is n o t  d e f i n e d .  3) T h i s  Age Class 
3 i s f r l b U t i o n  t a b l e  snons t h a t  t n e  f u t u r e  f o r e s t  rill have  o n l y  4 6 , 3 9 3  

Of p u t a t i v e  Old 6rO";th (160+) on s u i t a b l e  lsnas. The p u b l i c  

3aY n o t  u n d e r s t a n d  what happened t o  t h e  O3,OOO a c r e s  31 Old g r w t .  

a l l o c a t = d  t o  I l A  13. I t  s h o u l d  be  made clear t h a t  t h e s e  a c n e  vi11 be 

h a r v e s t e d  and r e p l a c e d  by u r e g i i l a t e d  (or u n s u i t a b l e )  a c r e a g e .  4) The 

DEIS Should d e p l a l  a clearer p i c t u r e  of t h e  p r e s e n t  and f u t u r e  s t a t u s  

J f  Old grr)*th acreage.  B B p .  f o r  t huae  Old gro,8,th acres D o t  a l l o c a t e d  

L O  o l d  8r3,vth management which rill be  h a r v e s t e d  first. I n f o n a t i a o  
s h z u l d  i n c l u d e :  A o r  zany acres  e x i s t  n o r ,  above  a n d  be lo , :  5,330 f e e t , "  

o f  r e g u k t e d  o l d  g r o v t h ;  s f  n n r e q u l . t e d  o l d  g rowth ;  and ,  of n o n a l l o c a t e d  

Old qro- i th  r l t h i n  the con;erc ia l  t i m b e r  base?  'fiat w i l l  t h e  p i c t u r e  

130k l i k e  i n  f u t u r e  d e c a d e s ?  H31 many acres of  r e g n l a t e d ,  u n r e g u l e t e d  

ind n o n a l l o c a t e d  o l d  g rowth  are  r i p e r i e n ? "  

n o n a l l o c a t e d  o l d  g r O l t h  are scheduled 
p e r i o d ?  

Holl many acres or r iparia-  

Cor h e r v e s t  r i  t h i n  t h e  p l a n n i n g  

- 
Ylldernssa ereas should n o t  be consldsred souroes of o l d  growth. 

Slnce the  mamgement g M l  In  wlldernsss  1s t o  l e t  t h e  forces of 
natura  predomlnate,natural f lre  may consume old growth a t  any time. 
To put Out flres t o  save old groxth would be cont rary  t o  the  Ul ldemess  
A c t .  An adequate amount of old growth (15%) should be planned IO? 
Outside of c l a s s i f l e d  wilderness. The old growth present  In wilderness  
Should only be Considered a temporarY bonus. 

to punrantee an adequate amount of old growth. Unrortunately.  I t  says  
b e c a u s e  wilderness  old growth cannot be cont ro l led  t h e  amount of old 
q-owth in a dralnage may d l p  below 8%. 
except in t o t a l  wilderness  dralnages.  
w ~ l d e r n e ~ ~  old growth as prt Of t h e  old growth 1nVentor)l. 
1. 

The PPP (PII-6) seems t o  recognize t h e  l n a b l l l t y  of wilderness  

Thls S l t u e t l o n  1s not acceptabl  
The s o l u t i o n  1s t o  avold count l r  

Acreaqe b e l o n  5.3iX)feet is genera117 ConsldePed t h e  most u a e f v i  
f o r  * i l i l l i f e .  

2.', Frequently, t h e  b e s t  o l d  g r w t h  ... r e a c h e s  i t s  h i q h e s t  v a p ~ e  f o r  
'ai1Clife  .?hen in close pP93 imi ty  to r i p a r i a n  zones ( H s c l e l i a n d .  19771" 
(Pip A 17-2) .  - 
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Old Bmuth  ww on ly  inven to r i ed  OD l and  below 5.5W f e e t  i n  e l e v a t i o n  
becauns h a b i t a t s  steve t h a t  e l e v a t i o n  w e  not Considered tho  most 
u s e f u l  for  w i l d l i f e .  
r011ovs: 

?be inventory and F i n a l  P l an  d e s i m a t i o n s  are 08 

Lands below 5.500 f e e t  * 1.859.030 acres 
Inven to r i ed  Old G m w t h  i Z D 5 . W  acres 

Management  res 13 - 126.000 acres 
Other non-timber mgot = 60,000 acres 
Managed f o r  timber i 19.030 

Thus. a t  l e a s t  912 of the  inven to r i ed  o l d - g m r t h  Limber will remain 
through t h e  l i f e  of the plan.  mi9 186.wO acres P e p r e s e n t s  25% of 
ell t h e  mature timber. exc lus ive  of Lodgepole Pine (729.000 acres). 
Date on t h e  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  o l d  g m u t h  t h a t  is in r i w r i a n  are- is not 
a v a i l a b l e .  however. many of the d e s i g n s t i o n s  ere i n  s t r e a m s i d e  
l o c a t i o n s .  See t h e  F i n a l  Forest Plan map for S p e c i f i c  locations or 
HMagemenC Area 13. 

There is a smell m o u n t  of i nven to r i ed  o l d  g rov th  below 5.500 f e e t  i n  
Wilderness. 
n o t  p o s s i b l e  t o  p m v i d e  15Z o l d  g m r t h  i n  t h e  near future. but t h a t  
Option ill being preserved f o r  the  f u t u r e .  See Rcsponso I20 .  above. 

As i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  inven to ry  d a t a  p r e s e n t e d  above. i t  i s  

12 
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2 e s l z c r x z t  S t a"ds  - 
l e  E u ~ ~ C r t  t h e  folio-in: manajTll1ont d I P e C t i - n e  in t h e  C a v i t y  ' S a 5 i t a l  

Gu i ; e l ines :  1. ,"Due t o  Ul% need t o  p r o v i d e  a C 0 1 t i I I U O U 6  Supply O r  Snap6 

over  t i m e ,  and in l i g h t  of  i h e  f a c t  t h a t  m a s s  of  a d e q u a t e  diameters nay 

n o t  be produced in t h e  future under norsal r o t a t i o n e ,  t h e r e  is a need 
t o  d e s i d n a t e  green t r e e s  as s n a g  r e p l a c e n e n t s "  (PFP A 16-4); and 

2 .  a c k m x l i - d g e n i n t  t h a t  t o  a c h i e v e  goad snag d i s t r i b u t i o n  me:.ns t o  

s c c 3 ' m t  ,*for acreaee c u p r e n t l y  devo id  o f  snag s / r e ? l a C e n . ; n t s s c h  as 

r o i d / c l e a r l n :  zones and p a s t  C u t t i n g  u n i t s "  (PFP A 16-41. 
The need f3r. r e p l i c e n e n t  s t a n d s  f o r  o l d  r r m t h  S t a n d s  unde r  l o n e  

r o t a t i e n  ?anage?en t  (HA 13) a l s o ' h a e  been r s c p p i z e d .  Rep lacemen t  

S t a n d s  h7Ve n o t ,  ho::ever, been desi:n+ted. N O T ~ O Y B P ,  s t a n d s  T i i l l  be rk- 

p l z c e d  a i t h  b b e p  in an u n r e w l a t e d  ( o r  u n s u i t a b l e )  l a n a g e n e n t  Are3  

( l e t t e r  f rom Kootenai Plrnnin.5 S t a f f ,  Koo tena i  F o r e a t ,  O c t .  7,  1985) .  

U n r e g u l a t e d  ill's are 2,3.5,7,3,10.18,19 and 29. Timber i n  t h e s e  XAS is 
u n s u i t a b l e  f o r  h a r v e s t  and  is p r i m a P i l y  low PmdUCt iYi ty ,  l o c a t e d  on higl  

e l e v a t i o n s ,  on s t e e p  s l o p e s ,  011 i n  w i l d e r n e s s .  The l o g i c  i o =  r e p l a s e n e n  

s t i i nds  i s  ;3 re?lase t:.e h a b i t a t  l o s t  when t i e  o l d  g r o i l t t  '.E h l r v e s t e d  

IPF? 111-53) .  How can t h i s  be done on l a n d e  of  low p r o d u c t i v i t y ,  a t  

h i g h  O l e v a t i o n 5  end on s t e e p  s l o p e s ?  " F r e q u e n t l y  t h e  b e s t  old g r w t h  
occurs on t h e  z0 . t  p r o d u c t i v e  timber .ite...iMcClelland,l9:7),, (PFP A 

17-2) end "most s t a n d s  above 5,500'. ..are n o t  s u i t a b l e  f o r  r e p r o I ~ c t i o n  

of m 6 t  o l d  g r o r t h  a s s o c i a t e d  wildlife s p e c i e s "  (PFP 17-3). Xo? t h e n  ha 
i t  been d e t e r i i i n e d  t h a t  t h i s  is equivalent h ? b i t a t ?  The Zlan s t a t e s  t h a  

r ep lacemen t  s t a n d s  a i l 1  be r e d e s i g n a t e d  HA-13 ( p g .  111-53). Eon can a 

b l a n k e t  a s sumpt ion  be s a d e  t h a t  l a n d s  d e s i g n a t e d  unsuitable now can be 
made s i t i t a b l e  in t h e  rut*? 

: r*c t cd  s i l v i c u l t u r a l l y  t o  s t i m u l a t e  o l d  g r o r t h .  

ruidence t h i s  : r i l l  s f i inulate  old Srowth and I t  ,ray be d e t r i m e n t a l  

(see  d i s c u e s i m  on Th inn ing  Old Gro:,th). '7111 r.?ese r a ? l a c e r e n t  s t a n d s  

b e  *ai:natad i n  c u r r e n t l y  u n r e g u l a t e d  (or u n s u i t a b l e )  managesent  area 
a l l a c a t i ~ : n s ?  I f  eo ,  '*hat res?onse is t ;  b e  e x p z c t e d  on t h e s e  g e n e r a l l y  

POOP t 'nbar  p roduc ing  lands? The p u b l i c  needs mope i n f o r i a t i o n  on t h e  

p l a n  for r a p l a c s n e n t  s t a n d s .  

T..e g u i d e l i n e s  ( A  17-13] i n d i c a t e  t h a t  r e ? l a c e m e n t  s t a n d s  ,.fill be 

Hw:!ever, here l e  no 

A5 01; :;O!!th har;?Sti:,E 03 :oil c1-:1_31 icn , ls  .UtSlde of  ::A 13 
15 j r a c e e d i n z ,  tnbrs IS a need tJ  d e s i z i a t e  107 s t a n d s  t;,:it rill be b e s l  
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23. Designation of o l d  growth replocement Stands is no longer necessary 
because HBnagement Area 13 has been removed from t h e  r egu la t ed  timber 
base. 
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s u i i e d  t o  re?lsce M A  13 e t i n d s .  The b e i t  r ep lacenen :  s t i lndS rould DO 

S t a n d s  i r i e d i e t e l y  idj-senr t 3  long  m t u t i o n  s t a n d s .  This :gold 

i x r -  se t h ?  value O f  10"; r 0 t r t i . n  s:ands due t o  h a b i t a t  "sag= o v e r l a p  
9nd by pr0Yidin: a c l i m a t i c  b u f f e r  (Harris, 19841. The N o r t h e r n  Regio? 
w h i t e  p a p i r  on 011 ..ro":ti) mzn .:esnt ~Hargsr, 1?78) i i d i : a i i s  t h a t  on t h a  

LO10 F o r e - t  "For 10 p e r c e n t  of t ho  area t a  remain in o l d - g r o l t h  a t  any  one 

t i l e ,  a t  l e a s t  23 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  area must be i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  2 5 0 - y e x  

r o t n t l x . "  A correspond in.;:^ a p p r o p r i a t e  acre ge for t h e  Xoo tena i  F o r e s t  

s h m l d  be i n c l u d e d  i n  the 250 y e a r  r o t a t i o n .  

H a m i s  (1984) tn h i e  r e c e n t  book "The i 'ra5lcented F o r e s t "  h a s  a p p l i e d  

island biogeography c o n c e p t e  and e n h a u s t i v e  r e s e a r c h  d a t a  t o  t h e  problems 
of 010 growth m,;nsse3ent. H e  a r r i v e d  a t  a management schee3e which p r o v i d e  

l o n ~  r o t a t i o n  management s t a n d s  around an e x i s t i n g  care of  o l d  g r w t h ,  

a b  i l l u s t r a t e d  below: 

HReplncemenc Stand 
( I n  t h i s  scheme. harves t ing  
would be L C  320 gears. 
w i t h  e n c r i e s  3 5  y e a r s  
apart )  

Numbers ind ica t e  or<er 
of harvesting 

:Ye propose t?at such  a aanagement scheme be used for t h e  K m t e i a i  F o r e s t .  

DeFin i t ion  of 013 GrmTth 

R e g : l a t e d  o l d  growth 1 6  on  a 250 year r o t a t i o n ;  h w e v e r ,  i t  i s  assuse 
t i s  t o l d  gro'wth s t z m t s  a t  160 y e a r s  (DEIS 11-79, 111-62). 
a (ross o v e r e s t i n a t e  of t h e  m o u n t  of t r u e  o l d  g r o I t h  p r e s e n t  on t h e  fores 
I t  also OYsreS t ioCtes  t h e  t r u e  011 growth t h a t  remain io t h e  :UtUre, f o r  
a l t h o u g h  s t a n d s  a r e  Tlonned t o  be h a r v e s t e d  by c o n d i t i o n ,  n o t  a p  ( P W  I11 
53). t n e  01185t stanas an tile i o r e s t  ' . T i l l  p r o b a b l y  a l r e a d y  be c u t .  elim- 
i n a t i n g  t h e  o l d / o l d  g r o : t h  Conpmen t .  The O l d  Growth G u i i e l i n e s  do 

acknwnladge that ecolo. : ical  C h a r a C t e r i s t i C S ,  and n o t  j o s t  ?$e, zre ne- 
i :.wary for CIaSiif yinq old gr0-rth. Ho'vever, t h e y  se t  the laser H a l t  
a t  an u n r e a l i s t i c a l l y  youna age, and t h e y  f a i l  t o  recognize Lbe major 

e c a l a j i c a l  d i f f e r e x e s  amone v a r i o u s  aaes of 015 gr0":th ( s e e  J u d a y ,  1979).  

T h i s  p roduces  
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"A s t a n d  01 20 i 1 - h  l a r c h ,  190 y e a r s  Old, woclr? be o n l y  oi o i c i n i l  S u p p o r t  

f o r  !any old g o w t h  a s i o c i a t e d  . i l d l i f e .  . . S t m d s  ? d t h  t ree  components t h a t  

BE 300 y e a r s  o l d  and o l d e r  be much more valuable a6 h i b i t a t  Cor 
c a v i t y - n e o t i n i  w l l d l i f e  an6 zany o t h e r  y i l d s  and species." Consequen t ly ,  

i h c  K o o t a n a i  P l a n  12115 t o  assure an adequete SUpplY O f  t r u e  016 grovrth-. 

in : iA 13. A s  it S t a n d s ,  t h e  Y F P  d o e s  no: g i v e  enough i n f o r 3 a t i o n  O n  

u n r e w l a t e d  old gra?!tb (PET A 17-12) t o  Conclude h e t h a r  t h e s e  a l l o c a t i m s  

nould 7 r a o i d e  SUCI'i.:ient o l d / o l d  grw::th a t  all e l e Y a t 5 l n s  an? : i s b i t a t  t gpee  

S i ' r e n  t h a t  much of  tiiis a c r e n j e  i s  a t  h i g h  e l e v n t i m s ,  ' ie arc  d o u b t i u l  

t h a t  t h e  u o r r g u l a t i d ' o l d  g r ; r t h  vlould meet t h e s e  C r i t e r r a .  

%he P l a n  n t  111-53 s t i t e s  t h a t  in J>. 13 " f i m l  h a r v e s t  will n o t  ac.:ur 
u n t i l  t i e  s t a n d ,  beEduse of  i n s e c t s ,  d i s e a s e  or c a t a s t r o p h e  : v i 1 1  n o t  

p r o v i d e  o l d  s r o r t h  CharaCtd r iS t iCS .  F i n a l  h a r v r s t  i s  expec ted  t o  occur 
a t  a b o u t  253  y e a r s  f o r  an average s t . n d ,  but t h e  h a r v e s t  age a i l 1  be 

d e t d r a i n e d  by st;nd c o n d i t i o n  and e f i c c t i v e n e s e  a5 o l d  gri:,th, n o t  age." 

n i l a  -!e s u p p o r t  t h e  Conce7t o i  n o t  h a m a s t i n g  ol t i  I r w t h  unless i t  is 
s h o r n  t o  no l o n g e r  b e  "ef:ective's. by nssumhg an u n r e a l l s L i c a l l y  low 
a v e r a ~ e  h a r v e s t  age of 250 y e a r s  Forplan w l l l  OYereat i3late  t h e  m o u n t  O f  

t i s b e r  t h a t  can be c u t  noli  ?.nd in t h e  . f u t u r e .  
- 

D e d i x t e d  Old Gron th  

"';le need t a  rrcognize d i ? a r s i t y  :!ithi" 012 gr3;:th 20.1 t o  . . e rpe tua te  

r h i e  iiedd c o u l d  b e e r  be s i t i s h e d  b:. ~ i i e  d e a i i a t i o n  

s t a n d s  w i t h  o l d / o l d  g r o o t h .  . .That  i s  a n ' e s 8 8 n t k . l  p a r t  of fo:-e;t d i v e r s i t y '  

( V c d e l l a n d ,  1985:. 
o f  r e n n a n t  s t a n d s  O f  Old 5ro::th. These  s t a n d s  c m l d  ba s x r i s u n d e d  by 

5t:;nds w i t h  lo": r o t a t i o n  i l a n o s e i e n t  a f t e r  t h e  6c:1ene propoaed by aar r i s  
(:P84). 
aqe definition. I t  :ou1< i ssure an e q u i t a b l e  d i s t i i b u t i o n  Of a l d / o l d  grow 
t h r s 3 p h o u t  h a b i t a t  t y p e s  and e l e v a t i o n s .  N a t u r a l  old ?ro':!tii in ; t he=  

mana,e.ent a1lo:at ion;  (PFP A 17-12) may n o t  have an e r , u i t a b l a  d i s t r i b u t i o !  

Dedicat in:  01: p : t h  s t a n d s  no7 m u l d  also asi is t  l a n d  mma~ers i n  t h e  

f u t u r e  nhan t h e  pressure t3  h - r r v e s t  r o e  r e c n i n i n g  o l d  

i3=?"se. 

Dedicat in:  ole :?Ovth s t a n d s  would r e s o l v e  d i s c r e p a n c i e s  over 

w :%111 be 

D i s t r i b u t i o n  

'#e s u p p o r t  t h e  Koatenai';  p r o p o s a l  f o r  a r ep resen t : t i on  o f  015 g r m ~ t h  

a3eni the d i f f e r e n t  h a b i t a t  t y p e s .  Holever ,  old :r;':tiI 6t..?nds s h o u l d  be 

?laxnee  in d i s t r i b u t i o n s  and i n t d r c o n n c c t e d  a r c h i p e l a g o s  t o  rcduce t h e  

d z . ; e r s  o f  i s o l a t i o n  (Harris, 1984). The e f f e c t i v e  s i z e  o f  8'1 o l d  

15  
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25. Management Area 13 has been dedicated t o  o ld  growth. 

24 

25 



o r  p l a n l e d  f o r  salvage, pulping o r  i n t e m e d i a t e  b a r v a s t , : '  
Holrever. t h e  MA 1 3  p r e s d p f i o n  ( P f ?  111-53) s ta tes  t h a t  "Precamncrcial 
t h i n n i n g  and  one  comsereial t h i n n i n g  may OosuT t o  produce luge trees 

o f  s u i t a b l e  epacing in stands d e s t i n e d  to become old growth." This 
s r v t e m e n t  Shon ld  be modi f i ed  t o  read. .."may Occur only if i t  can be 
d e n m s b t e d  t h a t  t h i n n i n g  i s  not d e t r i m e n t a l  t o  o l d  g m v t h " .  N o t e  

t h a t  the IPYF DEIS (p3. 36,  "Old Growth Management") s ta tes :  
l lTninning  d e t r i m e n t a l  t o  Old gl'owth" ( e m p h a s i s  a d d e d ) .  

' l o r s t  case A n a l v i s  - 
P l a n n i n q  for M adequate  amaunt and/or d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  o l d  g rawth  

clearly i n v a l v e s  a h i3h  deSPee of ~ ~ n t r o u r r ~ y  ( 4 0  CfR'1503.27 ( b ) ( + )  1 ,  
u n c e r t a i n t y  and unknoun r i s k s  (40 CFR 1 5 0 8 . 2 7 ( b ) ( 5 )  ). 2rrors i n  

p l a n n i n , a  may c a w e  t h e  loss o r  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  significant scientific 
o r  h i s t o r i c a l  reS>UI.Ces (40 CfR 1502 .271b) (8 )  ). Because a!' t h e  

s c i e n t i f i c  u l e e r t a i n t y  and gi?s in r e l e v a n t  i n f 3 m a i i a n  a b o u t  Old 

g r o l t h .  a Imst case analysis is r e q u i r e d  (40 CFR 1502 .22 tb )  ). - 
16 
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26. See t h e  Final P l m  map 

27. Management Area 13 has heen removed from the regl l la ted timber baSe 

28. A t  least 91: of e x i s t i n g  old srowrh r i l l  he ratained through the 
p lann ing  per iod thus  t h e  loss of t h e  resource w i l l  nut occur. 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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Riparian P r o t e c t i o n  

On Deep Creek. recent  lagging  i n  the r i p a r i a n  zone 

29 

30 

31 

has been c a r r i e d  d o m  t o  t h e  s t ream with no buffer .  I t  

appears t h a t  bul ldozers  were i n  t h e  stream. These prac t -  

i c e s  are c o n t r a r y  t o  Best Management P r a c t i c e s  f o r  water 

q u a l i t y  and should n o t  be permit ted i n  the F i n a l  P l a n l s  

scheme f o r  r i p a r i a n  management. 

Given the high w i l d l i f e  va lues  of r i p a r i a n  a r e a s .  

r i p a r i a n  p r o t e c t i o n  needs s t rengthening .  According to  the  

PFP (111-6). dozer  s c a r i f i c a t i o n .  s k i d  trails. and landings 

may a l l  occur i n  r i p a r i a n  zones. It would be better to  

adopt a p l a n  similar t o  the Flathead Fores t .  where most Of 

the r ipar ian zone is taken o u t  of t h e  regula ted  timber base 

and managed f o r  old growth and w i l d l i f e .  This r i p a r i a n  old 

growth can serve as the  connect ing s t r a n d  between the  present ly  

s c a t t e r e d  s p o t s  of designated o l d  growth. 

w i l l  ensure the b i o l o g i c a l  t r a n s f e r  necessary t o  produce 

high q u a l i t y  old growth. 

This connect ion 

17 
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29. The Forestvide standsrds hnd t h e  Hoilitoring and Evaluotian P l a n  have 
been modified to insure t h a t  Sta te  Water P u a l i t y  Standards w i l l  not be 
violated. 

30. See the Riparian Area Guidance i n  C h a p ~ e r  I1 OF the F i n a l  P l a n .  

31. see 130 above. 

0 
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M o n i t m i m  P l a n  

- 
Moni to r ing  w i l l  p l a y  a key role i n  g u i d i n g  f u t u r e  

management a c t i o n s  and resource development  whatever  p l a n  is 

adopted .  

mon i to r ing  program. resource development  shou ld  be c u r t a i l e d  

o r  s topped  u n t i l  t h e  m o n i t o r i n g  p l a n  is funded  adequa te ly .  

T h i s  S t i p u l a t i o n  shou ld  be p a r t  of t h e  F i n a l  Plan. 

If money is  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  fund  a comprehensive 

- 
The e s t i m a t e d  C o s t  of t h e  proposed  m o n i t o r i n g  p l a n  . 

(CPPP. I V  4-12) seems a b s u r d l y  low.  

per y e a r  t o  conduc t  summer r ange  t r a n s e c t s  on e l k  popu la t ions .  

Only $900 is t o  be s p e n t  d e t e r m i n i n g  p i l e a t e d  woodpecker 

p a p u l a t i o n  t r e n d s .  If some m o n i t o r i n g  c o s t s  are b u r i e d  in 

t h e  g e n e r a l  budge t ,  t h e s e  sums s h o u l d  be shorn so t h a t  t h e  

p u b l i c  c a n  judge  i f  t h e  amounts  a r e  r ea l i s t i c .  

Only $300 is a u t h o r i z e d  

- 
We a r e  conce rned  o v e r  t h e  v a r i a b i l i t y  a l lowed  in some 

mon i to r ing  i t e m s  be fo re  a c t i o n  i s  r e q u i r e d .  

woodpecker p o p u l a t i o n ,  u sed  as an old growth  i n d i c a t o r .  is 

a l lowed  t o  d e c l i n e  10 p e r c e n t  f rom an a l r e a d y  dange rous ly  low 

level of 40 p e r c e n t  of i d e a l .  J u s t  how many b i r d s  would be 

l e l t ?  Would t h i s  P o p u l a t i o n  level be v i a b l e ?  Al so .  why is 

t h e r e  a c o n c e r n  if t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  i n c r e a s e s  10 p e r c e n t  over 

t h e  40 p e r c e n t  l e v e l ?  What a c t i o n  would be c a l l e d  l o r ?  

Would Old growth  be  C u t  t o  r e d u c e  t h e  p i l e a t e d  woodpecker 

popu la t ion?  

The p i l e a t e d  

We c o u l d  cite o t h e r  examples i l l u s t r a t i n g  our concern 

over  t h e  v a r i a b i l i t y  a l lowance .  A b e t t e r  e x p l a n a t i o n  of  

1.9 

32 

33 

34 

E-150 
Response to Letter X237 - Montana Wilderness ASSOCie.tion. page 2 3 7 r  

3 2 .  Monitoring i s  not planned IIL B separate budget item. Insteed 
monitoring w i l l  be iocorporelcd i n  the regular wOPkload. Thus. timber 
sa l e  monitoring needs w i l l  be incorporated i n t o  Costs normally 
associated a i t h  sa le  design and road engineering. 

3 3 .  The Draft Plan included only the additional Costs expected beyorid t h e  
costs  already regulaily involved. The F i n d  Plan devotes the space t o  
the requirement lor  monitoring and shows no costs. 

The Monitoring and Evaluation Plan has  been modified. 3 4 .  
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v a r i a b i l i t y  and how it w i l l  be interpreted by managers needs 

t o  be made a par t  of the monitoring plan. Surely.  i t  is not  
intended t h a t  w i l d l i f e  populations or h a b i t a t  acres should sink 1 3 4  

below minimum v i a b l e  levels before c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n  i s  taken. 

1 9  
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34.  see previous page 
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Hany o f  t h o  s u g g e s t e d  management a c t i o n s  i n  t h e  p roposed  p l a n  

w i l l  need  b road-baaed  p u b l i c  s u p p o r t  and u n d e r s t a n d i n g  i f  the r e s u l t s  

are t o  be  s a t i s f a c t o r y .  I f  s n a g  r a t a n t i o n  and road  c l o s u r e s  are going 

t o  work, p e o p l e  must u n d e r s t a n d  why these p r a c t i c e s  b e n e f i t  w i l d l i f e .  

O the r  examples  o f  management a c t i o n s  r e q u i r i n g  g e n e r a l  p u b l i c  awareness  

and  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  are r e c r e a t i o n  management and  n a t i o n a l  f i r e  p r o g r a m  

i n  w i l d e r n e s s  areas. R u l e s ,  r e g u l a t i o n s ,  and l a w  e n f o r c e m e n t  w i l l  n o t  

produce  compl i ance  by t h e m s e l v e s .  To  o b t a i n  the n e c e s s a r y  compl i ance ,  

M i n f o r n a t i o n  and e d u c a t i o n  program i s  needed .  Despite t h i s  need ,  n o  

such  program i s  d e s c r i b e d  in the p lan .  

A d e f i n i t e  commitment t o  an e d u c a t i o n  p rogram n e e d s  t o  ba made 

and dollars a l l o c a t e d .  I f  d o l l a r s  can be b u d g e t e d  foe f u t u r e  mon i to r -  

i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  they s h o u l d  also be b u d g e t e d  f o r  e d u c a t i o n .  The p l a n  

s h o u l d  d e s c r i b e  t h e  f u t u r e  e d u c a t i o n  p rogram and provide an estimate o f  

i t s  cost. 

. The seeds o f  s u c h  an e d u c a t i o n a l  e f f o r t  have been p l a n t e d  i n  

the R e g i o n a l  I o f f i c e  i n  c o o p e r a t i o n  w i t h  s u c h  qroups as t h e  WdA a n d  

Back Count ry  Borsemen. The F o r e s t  P l a n  s h o u l d  ill- t h e s e  seeds t o  

germina te .  - 

E- I52  
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35. Although not Speciricslly budgeted for i n  the ibrest Plan. an On-golng 
infomation program is part of the day-to-day operation of the 
Forest. News releases.  d i s t r ibu ted  t o  a broad based media. with 
follow-up a r t i c l e s .  are done on a regular b a s i s .  

We d i s t r ibu te  brochures and pamphlets to the public and spec i f ic  
educational meterials are available on ~ e q u e s t .  I n  addition. members 
of the S t B F f  and sub-staff  frequently ~ i v e  presentations to  s e w i c e  
o rgmi la t ions  and other groups loca l ly  and Stcte-wide. Schools are 
routinely viSited by Forest employees who provide environmental 
education and d i s t r ibu te  educational materials. 

TO get public involvement OP gain compliance on high p ro f i l e  i s sues ,  
media intemiews are given. mailings sent out and public meetings 
held. 

35 

i 
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Range of A l t e r n a t i v e s  

237 u 

We do no t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  range of t h e  management 

a l t e r n a t i v e s  i s  adequate  (DEIS 11, 10-11).  The 15  a l t e r n a t -  

i v e s  do show v a r i a b l e  mixes o f  t imber .  w i lde rness .  elk. P W .  

and v i s u a l  q u a l i t y .  but  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f t e n  seem u n r e l a t e d  t o  

the s p e c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and values of t h e  land.  The 

f i g u r e s  used f o r  t imber  p r i c e s  and budget  l e v e l s  are a l s o  

u n r e a l i s t i c a l l y  high.  The o v e r a l l  t imber  b i a s  is c l e a r ,  

g iven  t h a t  a l l  b u t  two of t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  have h i g h e r  t imber 

y i e l d s  than  t h e  past d e c a d e ' s  ave rage  r e e l a t e d  s o l d  volume 

of 170 W .  And. one O f  t h e  two e x c e p t i o n s  is t h e  c u r r e n t  

d i r e c t i o n  a l t e rna t ive - - -p robab ly  because of more r e a l i s t i c  

budget c o n s t r a i n t s .  

Kootenai r e s o u ~ c e ,  v a r i o u s  average t o t a l s  for o l d  growth below 

5500 f e e t  should have been inc luded  i n  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

Since q u a l i t y  o l d  growth is an important  

We propose t h a t  a t  l e a s t  three o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  be 

developed and compared t o  t h e  proposed i l a n  through FORPLAN 

runs.  

The first a l t e r n a t i v e  would a d o p t  our wi lde rness  p r o -  

p o s a l s .  b u t  would Otherwise be t h e  Same as t h e  proposed plan. 

The r e s u l t  would show t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  one var i ab le - - - the  Al t e rn -  

a t i v e  W wi lde rness  p roposa l .  

The second a l t e r n a t i v e  would use t h e  proposed plan as 

a base.  bu t  i t  would a d o p t  our w i l d e r n e s s  proposals  and our 

recommendation f o r  o t h e r  s p e c i f i c  r o a d l e s s  a r e a s .  T h i s  

a l t e r n a t i v e  would remove t h e  r i p a r i a n  zone from the  r e g u l a t e d  

t imber  base and devote  i t  t o  o ld  growth and w i l d l i f e .  A 15 

21  
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3 6 .  me Final Plan includes more land i n  Meiliegemeor Ares 13 ( o l d  g r o ~ ~ h j .  
The Final Plan includes essentially all the lands Proposed f u r  
Wilderness by the IIWA I n  ei ther  Management Area 8. 2. 29 or some orher 
undeveloped designation. There is no significant difference between 
these ManBgement A r e a s  i n  the FORPLAN model. Significant exceptions 
to t h i s  are on the north face of Pellick Ridge (Scotchman Peaks). m d  
a portion of Trout Creek. Alternative H included all areas With 
Wilderness potential  i n  Management Area 8 (Proposed Wilderness). 

m e  potential for additional o l d  gmvth is discussed above. 

Appendix 8 OF the EIS describes the results of using different 
economic data both w i t h  e FURPLAN "1" Similar Lo the Final P l s n  and 
w i t h  Alternative M .  The Forest budget is $19.2 M i l l i o n  (excluding 
purchaser credi t )  for  the Final P lan .  

me three alternatives pmposed are all well within t h e  range of 
alternatives explored i n  t h e  EIS except f o r  the 15% old growth 
pmposal which is not now Possible. 
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percent  per drainage old growth goa l  f a r  lands under 5500 

f e e t  would be adopted. No wilderness  old growth would be 

counted toward t h i s  goal .  Pull winter  h a b i t a t  p ro tec t ion  

f o r  big game would be adapted. 

f o r  timber h a r v e i t  i n  S i t u a t i o n  One g i r z z l y  h a b i t a t  could 

a l s o  be used. 

Our management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  

The t h i r d  a l t e r n a t i v e  would c o n s i s t  of the proposed 

p lan  being run w i t h  lower. more r e a l i s t i c ,  stumpage prices. 

and a more r e a l i s t i c  budget c o n s t r a i n t  of approximately 

520 m i l l i o n  per year .  These more r e a l i s t i c  economic f i g u r e s  

could also be used with any o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

By u s i n g  the  v a r i a b l e s  suggested above i n  var ious  

mixes. we bel ieve t h a t  a b e t t e r  range of management a l t c r n -  

a t i v e s  would be developed. lending  t o  a b e t t e r  plan.  - 

36 
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36. see previous page 
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NORTH FORK WILDLANDS 

231 w 

Flathead 6 Kootenai Forests 

Reconmended Wildernesa: 110.600 

I. Description 

Walk so f i ly .  and keep'your eye peeled f o r  a climbing tree. 
i s  g r i zz ly  country, mybe the  b e s t  i n  Montana, hard aga ins t  
t h e  border  Of B r i t i s h  Columbia and j u s t  w e s t  of Glacier National 
Park and the scenic N o r t h  Pork Flathead River. The proposed 
wilderness i s  ccnprieed of t h ree  areas. Tuchuck, Mount Hefty, 
and Mount Thompson-Seton, t h a t  are separated by pr imi t ive ,  
i l l -advised  logging roads. mst of the  a rea  l i e s  on the  e a s t  
slope of t h e  Whitefish Range, on t h e  Flathead National Forest. 
and drains into the  North Fork Flathead. A smal l . sec t ion  w e s t  
Of ' t he  d iv ide  is on the Kootenai. 

Elevations range from approximately 3500 f e e t  n e a r  T r a i l  Creek 
t o  7820 f e e t . a t  the  summit of Mount Thompson-Set=. Other 
prominent s d t s  are Tuchuck, 7724, Th-, 7180, 'and Hefty, 
7585 f e e t  high and jus t  500 yards sputh of the 4 9 t h  para l l e l .  

Extremely ho t  fires swept through t h e  area i n  1910, 1917, and 
1929, denuding a cms ide rab le  amount of land and c rea t ing  the 
conditions that resu l ted  i n  la rge  stands of doghair lodgepole 
pine. In the  l a t e  1970s and ea r ly  1980s. the mountain pine 
bee t l e  k i l l e d  la rge  tracts of lodgepole. Some pockets of o ld  
growth .Douglas f i r  and la rch  are found i n  the eas te rn  sections.  
High elevation areas axe almost exclusively whitebark pine and 
a lp ine  l a r ch  associated with beargrass,  hucklebecy ,  Indian 
paintbrush, and mountain heather. 

Whale and T r a i l  Creeks, major t r i b u t a r i e s  df the  North Fork and 
important spawning stzeams, dra in  m a t  of the area. 0-r a dozen 
subalpine lakes sparkle i n  g l a c i a l  cirques. 

11. Wilderness O u l i t i e s  

Without question, t h i s  is the most valuable w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  on 
the Flathead. One of the  densest  concentrations of g r i z z l i e s  
eYer s tud ied  res ides  here, t h r iv ing  under mother Nature's timber 
management plan. The endangered gray wolf roams these  woods and 
ia i n  the process of re-establishing i t s e l f  i n  i t s  na t ive  range. 

23 

1985 Roadlees N e t  Acres: 110.600 

This 
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Over the yea r s ,  mountain caribou, nearly ex t inc t  i n  the lwer I 0  
s t a t e $ ,  h a s  been s ighted  an occasion. The endangered bald eagle  
f inds  s h e l t e r  here. 

Less exot ic ,  but no l e s s  imporrant, are the herds of e l k ,  
densest  on the Glacier View Ranger D i s t r i c t ,  w h i t e t a i l  deer,  
and trophy mule deer. Other species include black bear, wolverine, 
bobcat, cougar, pine -ten. and Canadian lynx. 

T r a i l  and Whale Creeks are among the four most important b u l l  
t r o u t  spawning streams i n  the N o r t h  Fork Valley, and are a l s o  
important for cu t th roa t  t rou t .  Changes i n  -off or sedimentation 
regimes could ha- s i g n i f i c a n t  adverse impacts upon the b u l l  
t r o u t  population i n  the Flathead Basin. 

These spawning grounds take on addi t iona l  importance i n  view 
of the impending development of a ' g i a n t .  twin open-pit coa l  
mining operation sir a i r  miles north of the border a t  Cabin 
Creek. 0.S. s c i e n t i s t s  be l ieve  t h a t  the venture---which has 
received a Stage Two go-ahead f r m  the  gove-nt of B r i t i s h  
Columbia---would probably have a disasteroua impact upon Anwall 
Creek, the m o s t  important s p m i n g  stream for b u l l  t r o u t  i n  the 
Elorth Fork. m e  loss of B w e l l  Creek as w e l l  as T r a i l  and Whale 
Creeks would do i r r epa rab le ,  unacceptable, damage t o  the b u l l  
t r o u t  resource. 

Wilderness designation would provide the highest  l e v e l  of 
pro tec t ion  for this resource. 

.More than 75 milas of trail, much maintained by sportsmen, 
provide outstanding oppor tuni t ies  for ge t t ing  away from it  a l l  
i n  so= vary wild  country. Several  caves near the TUCbuCk campground 
. l u re  spelunkers. 

111. Resources 

The d r a f t  folest plan for t h e  Flathead National Fores t  i d e n t i f i e d  
approximately 2l,OOo*acres of the  North Pork Wildlands as being 
s u i t a b l e  for t imber management. Many of these  s tands  a m  almost 
pure lodgepole pine. I n  the  l a t e  1970s and ea r ly  1980s. the 
endemic mountain pine bee t l e  k i l l e d  mast of the o lde r  trees. 
Exis t ing  s tands  are of l i t t l e  commercial value f o r  s a w t i m b e r .  

H a r v e s t  00 these lands has been deferred u n t i l  the mid-1990s. 
although the acreage remains i n  the timber base on which the 
allowable m u a l  c u t  is calculated.  

A suppl-nt to the d r a f t  f o r e s t  plan,  expected t o  be i s sued  
i n  June, 1984. proposes defer r ing  o i l  and gas l eas ing  u n t i l  the 
mid-1990s. The p o t e n t i a l  f o r  recovering hydrocarbons in econamic 
amounts is, a t  this time, impossible t o  quantify. Eternal 
os t imis t s  i n  the  o i l  indus t ry  describe th is  area as being the 
Saudia A r a b i a  of North America. On the  o ther  hand, D r .  David 
A l t ,  the h ighly  respected geologis t  a t  the univers i ty  of Hontana, 

With  the addi t ions  t o  t h e  proposed Ernest  Thompson-Seton Wilder- 
ness, t h i s  f1gu-e increases t o  approximately 28.000 acres. See 
t h e  io l lox ing  area description. 

24 

E-1% 

R C S P O ~ S B  f o  L e v e r  YZ31 - 1.bnfana wi lderness A s i r c i a t i o n ,  pago Z 3 1 x  

No response needed tor t h i s  pagc. 



I 

231 Y 
I 

cautions that t h i s  is an unt r ied ,  highly speculative area. 
Inves tors ,  he w a r n s ,  might ge t  b e t t e r  odds a t  a gaming house 
i n  Reno. 

Haxdrock mine ra l i za t im .  is, i n  p rac t i ca l  r e m ,  considered 
to be 'nonexis ten t  on this section of the Flathead National Forest. 

The v i lde rness  values of the N o r t h  Fork Wildlands far outweigh 
the l imi t ed  ccmmodity values of the timber resource, and of 
a hydrocarbon resource that may no t  exist. 

The proposed boundary coincides with the roadless boundary. 

Iv. Boundary Rationale 

v. 
Flathead and Kootenai National Fores t  data bases, repor t s  
from an-the-ground inspec t ions  by conserva t ion is t s ,  North Fork 
Salvage Sa le  appeal record, the data ba5a of the Flathead 
Coal i t ion ,  the Final Rsport of the Flathead River Basin 
Enviro-ntal I m p a c t  Study, and the FFEEIS data base. 

.1 
- 

t.. 
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ERNEST THOblPSON-SETON WILDERNESS (Proposed) 

F la thead  and Kootenai Nat ional  F o r e s t s  February. 1985 
Roadless  Inventory Uni t  01483 
1983 N e t  Roadless Acres, 57.090 FNP. 19.950 KNp 
Recommended Wilderness, 77.040 

I. DeseriDtion 

The proposed E r n e s t  Thompaon-Seton Wilderness is named 
f o r  E r n e s t  Thompson-Seton. the  turn-of- the-century outdoor  writer. 
ar t is t ,  naturalist. and co-founder of the  Boy Scouts of Amrica .  

The proposal  encompasses a c o r e  of r o a d l e s s  a r e a s  in the 
n o r t h - c e n t r a l  Whitef ieh Range, w e t  of Glacier Nat ional  P a r k m d  
the  Scenic  North Pork F la thead  River .  I n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  of Locke 
L&ko;t. the  Thompson-Seton, Deep Creek, and Young-Nasukoh road- 
l e s s  areas f u s e  t o  form a x i l d e r n e s a  of cons iderable  s i z e  and 
great importance t o  the rare wi ld l i f e  r e s o u r c e s  of nor thwes tern  
Montana. 

F o r  the  most p a r t .  the  w i l d e r n e s s  is above 5000 f e e t .  
Major peaks include 8086-foot Nasukoin Mountain. h i g h e s t  in the  
m ~ e .  Lake Mountain. 7814 f e e t .  C l e f t  Rock. Huntsberner Peak. 
Akiikkka Peak, Mount.L&is ( k d  f o r  Dutch L e w i s .  t h e  p r i n c i b l  
c h a r a c t e r  i n  Thompson-Seton's w e l l  known StoFy, * K o o t a d  t o , R r a g  
.~ Ram..which is s e t  i n  the  r e g i o n ) .  the Krag, Whitef ish Mountain. 
t h e  mighty Kr inklehom.  and of c o u r s e ,  Mount Thompson-Seton. 

Huntsbergsr  Lake. t h e  Whale Lakes, Nasukoin Lake. and 
the  jewel - l ike  Chain Lakes, which descend a s e r i e s  of  hanging 
v a l l e y s  beneath t h e  cl i f fs  of Lake Momtain .  a r e  the major badies  
of water .  S e v e r a l  nameless l a k e s  and s p r i n g  pools a r e  found 
on the high mountain a lopes .  

As t h e  r e s u l t  of e a r l i e r  f o r e s t  p r a c t i c e s .  the  major v a l l e y s  
( S t i l l w a t e r .  Deep. W i l l i a m s ,  BlueSky. Whale, and Shor ty)  through 
which flow the  s t reams draininn the  area have been l o a e d  t o  the  
base of the  s t e e p  slopes; The-roadless areas a r e  t h u s r e s t r i c t e d  
t o  t h e  h igh ,  s t e e p  e lopes  a l o n g  the  backbone of the  range and the  
r i d g e s  which extend from t h e  axis. 
c u t t i n g  t o  d a u  inc lude  t h e  North Fork of Deep Creek. the  upper 
Deep Creek B a s h ,  and t h s  East Pork of Fitzsimmons Creek. 

s t a n d s  of wesurn red cedar  at t h e  lower e l e v a t i o n s .  
is t h e  predominant f o r e s t  t yp .  
by avalanche chutes  and a s s o c i a t e d  s h r u b  c o r d y i t i e s .  

Bash which have escaped 

Vegeta t ion  rangen from alpine communities t o  r i p a r i a n  
Spruce- f i r  

The s t e e p  t e r r a i n  is c h a r a c t e r i z e d  
At s e v e r a l  
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l o c a t i o n s  i n  the nor theas te rn  l e e s  of the h igh  peaks, suba lp ine  
l a r c h  forms a f o r e s t  where it is the dominant t r e e  and a t t a i n s  
a r e s p e c t a b l e  s i z e .  I n  autumn, these stands t ake  an  a b r i l l i a n t  
golden hue. F o r e s t s  dominated by genuine old growth spruce and 
subalp ine  fir a r e  found i n  packsta whish ware n o t  burned by the  
wi ld f i r e s  of the 1920's. b j o r  f i r e s  I n  1926 and 1929 l e f t  v a s t  
openings on the high s l o p s  of mount r o w  and Huntsberger  Peak. 

Access from the North Fork s i d e  of t h e  d iv ide  is p o s s i b l e  
from the  Trail Creek. Whale Creek. o r  Red Meadow Creak Roads. 
V i s i t o r s  approaching from the west u s u a l l y  take  the Graves Creek 
Road. A l l  e n t r i e s  r e q u i r e  d r i v i n g  fair d i s t a n c e s  ov.er c h a l l e n g i n g ,  
unpaved roads.  

proposed area. The impact of these ways *as examined by the  
F o r e s t  S e r v i c e ,  an agency w i t h  an eye f o r  p u r i t y ,  dur ing  the  
p r e p a r a t i o n  of the d r a f t  Plathead Nat iona l  F o r e s t  f o r e s t  plans 

.Some respondents  ob jec ted  t o  t h e  i n c l u s i o n  o f  o l d  
roads  and c u t t i n g  u n i t s  in t h e  r a a d l e s s  inventory.  
These I n t r u s i o n s  do h p a c t  the  natural  i n t e g r i t y  
of  the  areal ho*Bver. it is f e l t  t h a t  these  impacts  
can  be lessened w i t h  t h e  and boundary adjustments .  
A f t e r  boundary adjustments .  the a f f e c t  of human a c t -  
i v i t y  in the area would be minor and ~ t u r a l  i n t e g r i t y  
judged t o  te high.' 
p l a n  s u p p l s m n t a l  D d t  Environmental Impact S ta tement ,  
pge C-151.) 

S e v e r a l  low s tandard ,  alder choked ways i n t r u d e  i n t o  the 

(Fla thead  Nat iona l  P a r a s t  f o r e s t  

C o n s e r v a t i o n i s t s  have rev ised  boundaries  t o  enhance the 
aren ' s  wi lderness  i n t e g f i t y  and manageabi l i ty .  
lV of this fact s h e e t .  Boundary Rationale: 

Please see Seetion 

11. Wilderness Q u a l i t i e s  

In the  lower 48 s t a t e s .  the  rarest endangered mammal is 
probably t h e  mountain car ibou.  Immediately after World W a r  11, 
backwoodsmen f r e q u e n t l y  encountered this c e r v i d  i n  the  remote 
high bash  of the n o r t h e r n  Whitefish Range. Commodity product-  
i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  encroached on t h e  c a r i b o u ' s  h a b i t a t  d u r i n g  fol low- 
ing  years .  and the  animal was s i g h t e d  l e s s  f r e q u e n t l y .  
late 19708. some opined that t h e  car ibou  was gone from t h e  -e--- 
whereupon the  e l u s i v e  c r e a t u r e  suddenly reappeared, Local  r e s i d e n t s  
o c c a s i n a l l y  glimpsed the car ibou  i n  t h e  deep woods v e s t  of Pole- 
bridge. and the  t a c k s  of car ibou  have been p e r s i s t e n t l y  s i g h t e d  
i n  the  snows of the  high count ry  of Ten U e s .  

i n  the  

Caribou need o l d  growth hab i t a t  such a a  is  found in the 
Habitat  mapping hi@, remote SpNce  b a s h  of Thompson-Seton. 

m the nor thern  Whitef ish R- reveals a r i c h  S U D D ~ V  of the  c a r i b o u  
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northern Whitefish Range. espec ia l ly  the  Thompson-Seton region. 
could very well harbor a remnant h e r d  of mountain caribou. 

g r i z z l y  tear. The bear has thr ived  on Uother Nature's Proven 
management scheme, which p r w i d s s ' a n  optimum mix o f  avalanche 
communities. mature f o r e s t ,  and open r im generated hab i t a t .  

Thompson-Seton is  also prime h a b i t a t  f o r  the threatened 

sightings of the Rocky Mountain gray wolf. an endangered 
spec ies .  have increased i n  r ecen t  years. According to the PNP. 
"Bio loz is t s  believe the North Pork of t h e  Flathead River drain- 
age is-the moat l i k e l y  loca t ion  in the R o c k y  Mountains f o r  
re -es tab l i sh ing  a viable  gray  WOW papulation. 

Other w i ld l i f e  spec ies  include Canadian lynx. black bear. 
wolverine, marmot, mule and whi te ta i led  deer, and golden eagle .  
Whale Creek. whase pe l luc id  waters o r ig ina te  in the undisturbed 
highlands of Thompson-Seton. is an important b u l l  t r o u t  spawning 
stream. Trout f i s h e r i e s  are found in seve ra l  of the lakes. 

Recreation oppor tuni t ies  abound. Approximately 26 miles 
o f  trail provide access to  most major physiographic f ea tu res .  
The summits of Nasukoln Mountain. Mount Thomuson-Seton. Lake 
Mountain, and the  Krin*lehorn provide spec tacular  vievii of 
Glac ie r  Na t loMl  Park. the C a b - h t  Uounblns  Wilderness, and 
the snow-capped Canadian Rockiee. T r a i l  maintenance has obviously 
been conducted with a decent n a w c t  f o r  the rdmay0r"s d o l l a r .  
f o r  nowhere i s  there  found a f o o t  or  horse tread-which is b e r e f t  
of challenge. 

Preserva t ion  System would provide the highes t  possible pro tec t ion  
f o r  the unique and p r i c e l e s s  w i l d l l f e  values found here. 

Inc lus ion  of t h i s  unique area in the National Wilderness 

111. pesources 

(A) Hardrock minerala. So far as is known, none e x i s t .  
The p o t e n t i a l  f o r  recovery of hardrock ores  is considered t o  be 
very l ox  t o  nonexistent.  

(E) 011 and gas. Approximately 29.000 ac res  have been 
leased. The remainder are within the  proposed g r i z z l y  management 
a rea .  and the Flathead National Poreet now ulans t o  w i t h d r a w  the 
unla&ed lands from mineral en t ry  f o r  a t  l e a s t  10 years  while t h e  
e f f e c t  of gas and o i l  a c t i v i t y  on the  g r i z z l y  and o the r  rare and 
t hma t sned  8 c i e s  is studied. Some seismic a c t i v i t y  has occurred. 
A t  p resent ,  &cres t  l n  t he  area is specula t ive .  The U.S. Geologic 
Survey r a t e s  the  upper Whitefish Range as having -zero t o  la' 
o i l  and gas po ten t i a l .  A t  best. p o t e n t i a l  would be moderate. 
I n  any case, the  region's ex t raord inary  w l l d l i f e  and wilderness 
resoume8 f a r  o u h e i g h  p o t e n t i a l  hydrocarbons t h a t  as y e t  e x i s t  
only the the imaginations of the rhapsodically opt imis t ic .  
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(C) Timber. The Plathead National Fo res t ' s  por t ion  of 
the proposed wilderness conta ins  approximately 14.000 acres of 
po ten t i a l ly  su i t ab le  ( 1 . e . .  capable of producing a t  l e a s t  2 0  
cubic ' fee t  of wood f i b e r  per acre pe r  year )  timberland. A l l  
b u t  3300 acres is x l t h i n  the  proposed g r i zz ly  management a r e a  
where logging would be defer red  r o r  a t  least 10 years whila 
the e f f e c t  of wide scale vegeta t ion  disturbance on the  &rizaly 
would be s tudied .  Most of these stand8 a re  on s t eep  s l o p s .  
Forest  Service planners r epor t ,  -and timber management cos t s  
are generally high.' V i r tua l ly  none of t h e  Kootenai portion 
of the a rea  is su l t ab le  f o r  timber nanagemnt. In  the draf t  
Kootenai f o r e s t  plan. the area i a  a l loca ted  f o r  nonmotorized, 
pr fn i t lva  recreation. 

~n ana lys i s  of the impact of wilderness on the scheduled 
harvest f o r  the first decade suggests t h a t  the allowable Cut 
would be reduced bv amroximate lv  0 . 5  MMEF. o r  0 . 5  wrcent .  The 

~~~ ~ ~ 

long term sus ta ineh  yi;ld would be riduced-by 2.3-pircent ii 
logging proves t o  be f e a s i b l e  in the  gr i sz ly  maMgement area. 
Such f e a s i b i l i t y  Is no t  now proven. 

IY. Boundarv Rationale - 
Por the most part. the boundary xaa es tab l i shed  a t  

or mar the 5000-foot s l s v a t i o n  in order  t o  s t r i k e  a balance 
between pro tec t ing  invaluable w i l d l d s  and making ava i l ab le  
f o r  harvest productive timberlands which can be managed 
commodities i n  an environmentally sound manner. 

.Along T r a i l  Creek Canyon, the boundary a s  moved 
northward t o  form a r e l a t i v e l y  smooth l i n e  across  seve ra l  
drainages whose impacted amas were found hy ground-truthing 
crews to  bn rap id ly  fading from not ice .  Two purposes are 
served by loca t ing  the boundary in this manners (L).poaching 
i a  rendered mast d i f f i c u l t  by depr iv ing  poachers of motorized 
t ranspor t ,  and (2) management c o s t s  are l o w r e d  because t h e  
managing agency rill have far  fewer miles of boundary to l oca t e  
and patrol. 

In t h e  Nasukoin sec t ion .  the boundary bas adjusted on 
t h e  -a adjacent  t o  the  S t i l l w a t e r  S t a t e  Fores t  t o  include 
a burned over area which the  f o r e s t  plan had a l loca ted  t o  
primitive recrea t ion .  The northern s e c t i o n  of the Nasukoin 
region is coinc ident  w i t h  the old Nasukoin g r i zz ly  bear manage- 
ment area which mysteriously disappeared from Fores t  Service !zaps 
severa l  e a r s  ago ( g r i z z l i e s .  however. have no t  disappeared from 
the landy. 

Uere &e Congress w i l l i n g  t o  c loas  roads a t  the mouths 
of the ElueSky. Kopsi. and Williams Creek drainages. and t o  
c loes  the Wale  Creek Road a t  a po in t  approximately three  miles 
east of Masonry Peak, the  s e c u r i t y  of the  proposed wilderness 
could be tremendously increased. -- 
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ProDosed Additions t o  the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness 

Kootenai National Forest 
1983 ~oadless N e t  Acres - 76,700 
Recommended Wilderness - 33,000 

'I. Descziption ana 
Cabinet race E a s t  (HI: T h i s  400 acre addition borders the north 
-ts, with Sharxon Lake being i n  the  northwest 
comer. W i t h  s t eep ,  mcky sloFes t h e  use is Ught.  Pishemen use 
Sharron Lake. 

Cabinet Pace N e s t :  T h i s  6 , 8 6 6  acre western addition =:-ten& from 
near Swe.nscm's d g e  south t o  the d d d l e  Pork of the Bull River. 
The specracular scenery of the s t eep ,  rocky .c l i f f s  s igna ls  lw 
commcaty r e ~ o u ~ c e  potent ia l .  me area is a high w a t e r  producer 
w i t h  a v s r t i c a l  r e l i e f  of over 4,000 fee t .  Access is d i f f i c u l t , .  
the terrain rugged. These s ide  hills are mostly r i z z l y  hab i t a t ,  
w i a  cri t ical  w i n t e r  range for mountain goats i n  %e carp  C r e e *  
area., and m o u n t a i n  sheep i n  t h e  Ibex P e a l  area. 

Chippewa Creek: 
of B u l l  Rivar is an important r ec rea t iona l  entrance t o  the Wilderness 
The area contains bighorn sheep, goa ts ,  mule deer and gr izz ly  
habitat .  
increasingly scarce resource on the Kootensi National Forest. 

M c K a  creek This 7,301 acre addi t ion  aba ts  the southeast  comer 
*&mess south of Rock Creek, extending t o  louee Swamp 
Creek. The roadless area is cri t ical  f a l l  g r i zz ly  bear range. 
The Goat Ridge 'area, prime h a b i t a t  for mule degr. Swamp Creek 
is a good spot t o  f i l l  one's c r e e l  v i t h  f a t  brook and cu t th roa t  
t rou t .  

Cahinet Face E a s t :  This 17.357 acre eas te rn  bu t t r e s s  t o  the Wilderness 
averages 2 miles i n  width and extends some 15 miles from the nor theas t  
comer  of the  Wilderness south t o  Leigh Creek. At t rac t ions  include 
n11018=ous hiking trails .  spec tacular  scenery. which adds a rnagnificant 
backdrop t o  Libby, and a vide va r i e ty  of w i l d l i f e ,  including g r i zz ly  
bear. The Corntry ranges from 3,600 f e e t  to 7,000 f e e t  i n  e leva t ion  
With steep. sparsely, vegetated slopes. 

11. Resources 

These proposed addi t ions  are s t e e p  and rocky with 1w timber po ten t i a l .  

This 1,047 acre addition nor th  of the East Pork 

The r i p a r i a n  old grmth f o r e s t  in Chippewa Creek is an 

33 
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Rasporisu to Let te r  1231 - I loo tana  k ' i i d c r n e s s  855CCiat ion.  page 2 3 7 1 1  

NO r e s ~ o n ~ e  needed tor t h i s  page. 
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Response LO Letter X231 - Montana Wilderness As~ociation. page 2 3 7 ~ ~  
 rea as with mineral po ten t i a l  have generally been excluded. Watershed, 
scenem,  w i l d l i f e  recrea t ion  and wilderness are the exis t ing  use5 
and paramaunt va1ue.s. 

111. Boundam Rationale 

39. Almost the ent ire  Cabinet Face Additions Area you have mapped has been 
designated for wilderness or roadless management. See the Forcst p l a n  
map. 1 

Adjustments exclude s t a t e  and p r iva t e  lands and resolve mOSt 
po ten t i a l  conf l ic t s .  
e s s e n t i a l  and logical e x t e n s i a s  of the  Cabinet 's  boundary. I f  
c l a s s i f i e d  as w i l d e r n e s s ,  these addi t ions  would grea t ly  enhance 
the depth, so l i t ude ,  w i l d l i f e  pro tec t ion  and recrea t iona l  
value of the  ex ie t ing  cabine t  Wilderness. In par t i cu la r ,  the 
17,357 acre Cabinet E a t  Face addi t ion  i s  now advocated for 
protec t ion  based on new data shar ing  high wilderness value with 
minimal resource Conflict .  The growing pressure 00. gr izz ly  
bears and wilderness from mineral explora t ion  and other actiTitiss 
lend increased urgency t o  these  addi t ions .  

The remaining 33,000 acres  of wildlands are 

IV. Sources_ 

Roorenai National Forest  dam base,  m i t e  and area spec i f ic  
w i l d l i f e  stltdies, and reports from on-the-ground inspections by 
conre rvauon i s t s .  ... 

39 1 

34 
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Proposed Additions to the Cabinet Mountains Wildarnesa 

E-I66 
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MONTANA WILDLANDS COALITION 
P.O. h 8 2 O . .  ~ . o t  Hal-. Montana 59695 

PROPOSED SCOTCHMAN PEAKS WILDERNESS 
Koorenai Nalional FOresc (Area 1-662) 
1981 Roadless Net Acres, Uontalip: 
Recommended Wilderness: 

1. D e s c r l p ~ i o n  
The l a r g e s t  and perhaps w i l d e s t  remmmc of our unpiotecred wilderness  h e r i t a g e  
itill surviving in norchwertern Montana. Scorchan's in t r u l y  an island in P 

sea of development. 
bounded on t he  EQSL by Lighcaing Creek and om t h e  vest by t h e  Bull River. Moat 
of the rugged. a l p i n e  scenery.  was l e f t  by glaciers. Clroslc glacial c irques  
dorainare t h e  upper r eaches  of Rose Cree*. Deep placiarioo is e s p e c i a l l y  ecrik-  
i n g  In Savage Creek. The relief veries from the a lp ine  L d L  of S c o t b a n  No.1 
(7.W9 f a e o  t o  2,100 Lest a t  Lighrn ins  Creek. 
v e r f i c a l  relief and regulnr Pacific maritime influence combine to create PO YD- 

usual ~IXLY~C of s m r k  alpine torrain 2nd lush. tmperate umlley fluoro. 
Just over ehe deep Cirque hendval le  of Ross Creek are hillsfdes o f  a l p i n e  vrge- 
r a t i o n  elopirig i n t o  the U ~ S L  Fork of Slue Creek. 
beurooth and B i l l i a r d  Table Uountalns d r a i n  through @ I d e  h i l l  perks  and v n r e r f d l s  
LO the e a s t  fork of B l u e  Creek. The U-shaped valley of che South Fork Rosa Creek 
carves through green meedow8 and rock slides t o  t h e  main Rose Creek. me scoured 
headlaads B f  ROB. Creek give way t o  stand. of large ceda r ,  henlock and uhice pine. 
PS t h e  creek fumbles through a tangle of nose-eouersd boulders  and d e v i l ' s  Club 
en lts way t o  t h e  6Cenic  Ross Creek ceda r  grove -- p e r h a p  t h e  oldest  and largest 
s t a n d  of weifern red ceda r  in t h e  world. P i l l i c k  Ridge r i p s  rocky south d o p e s  
nearly 4 , 0 0 0  leet t h e  Clark Fork and lawar Bul l  Rirrr valleys. 

64.417 acres 
60.000 acres io Montana ( a p p r g l h r r l y  80,000 acre5 toral l  

Located i n  t h e  west Cabinet  &bunrains, Scorchman's is 

The rugged Lopography. r ap id  

The backsides  of d i s r i n c c i v e  

11. Wilderness  Attr ibuLeS 
The n a t ~ r a 1  i n t e g r i t y  and appearance is e r r r emc ly  high chroughouc the e n t i r e  
roadleas area. w i t h  t h e  Sgu- Peak lookout being the  only IILC'UC~YTC. U i c h  <he 
rugged topography. dense ~ e 8 e c a t l o n .  deep valleys. and lack of concentrated ~. ~ .. ~. .~ ~~ 

recreational use , t h e r e  sri oucefanding opparruniriea for s o l i t u d e  and p r imic lve  
recreation. There are feu miles  of cons t ruc t ed  tra i l s  and no u i n l i n e  tra i l s  
i n  t he  area. 
wlldernesa experience. e i t h e r  for high quality backcounrrp huot iog f o r  elk, d e e r  
and $oats i n  t h e  f a l l .  o r  f o r  ski nouotsineering in t he  vinrer.  S t i l l  l iun iv iog  
In t h i s  brPath-takiDg s e r c i n g  i e  a small populncion of <he threatened giizzly. 
l h e  pror lc t ion  of Pillick Ridge is key t o  t he  survival of the g r i z z l y  i n  r h i r  i t  
provides  an i r r . p l ac t ab le  g r i z z l y  travel c o r r i d o r  betvaen t h e  hea r t  of Scotchman's' 
md the ad jacen t  Cabinat  Mountains u i lde rnesa .  As an ind ica t ion  of e c o l a g i c n i  
d i v e r s i t y .  s C I C ~ L  scudy documented <he e x i n f m e e  of 130 separate w i l d  flower 
s p e c i e s  I n  t h e  arc.. 

The rugged couocry and lack of recreation LCCCSB provides  a r r u e  

36 
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R~~~~~~~ to Let te r  1237 - IKantena Wilderness A s s 3 i i d t i o n .  pago 2 3 7 i i  

NO rcsponsc needed far t h i s  p a p .  
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LmporCanc f i s h e r i e s  include L i L t l c  Spar Lake (brook trout), Rosa Creek and Blue 
Creek. Alfhougli about o o b f a u r r h  of  the ar- eovld be canfatively s u i t a b l e  
r inber l rnd ,  more than 901 of t h i s  rors l  is located on dopes greatnr than 552 
i n  the P i l l i c k  Ridge area. 
such 8s w i l d l i f e .  scenic and r e c r e a t i ~ n .  combine t o  make c-ercial logging mar- 
g i n a l  a t  bes t .  Tescing has sh- r a t e r  qualicy from the wild. p r i s t i n e  drainages 
of S c o t c h a n ' a  t o  be among the purest  i n  Hontana. Potential for ccono.ric copper/. 
s i l v e r  d e p o s i t s  is highest io rhe Rots P o i n t  n r u , v h l c h  is discussed b e l m .  

1V. Uoundary Rariomle 
The entire roadless  area. beenuse of large sire and even eonflgurar ion.  lend8 i t-  

landforms. Because of t h e  Cmpact DILY~. o f  the are., m a d l e s s  laodd. on the p e r k r  

cedar grove, w h i l e  relaring randless  l a d s  in thc D r y  CreekICub Creek areas 

ASILRCO has previously u p l o r e d  and abandoned t h e i r  ~ 1 . h  i n  P i l l i e k  Eidgr due t o  
low mineral POLUILIII .  Wilderness is t h e  highear and best use o f  t h e  

s e l f  to wilderness management. h e  boundary 1s large ly  defined by topography and 

ter are v i t a l  in order  to maintain security far w i l d l i f e .  
acres have been de le ted  f r D  the original "A l te rna t i ve  W" boundary based on ex- 
tensive oegociatlaas with ASARCO. Ihc j o i n t  Montana Wildlands CoiliriooldSARCO 
boundary a=sure,s v i r a l  rarernhed p ro teec ion  f o r  the e c o l o g i c a l l y  unique Ross  Creek 

may prove h p o r u n t  t o  extendin8 the l i f e  of ASARCO's Troy P r o j e c t  e t  Ut. Vernon, 

S C O C C h h ' . .  

Road costs  would be O U L I P ~ ~ O Y S .  Ocher CorUlCraincs, 

A p p ~ ~ ~ I p I c d y  1,000 

FACT: Ooly 2.8% o f  the K O O L W ~  Fores t  i s  cvrrcot ly  ptocacted 
.red io an avuage of 20.1% wilderness  om Mooonor's 

~ e s ~ o n s e  to L e t t e r  x237 - Montana Wilderness Associat ion.  page 231 jJ  

40. Host of your Scotchman Peak pcopossl except  for the  norrheaat  s i d e  of 
Pelli& R i d s e  has been designated for Wilderness 01. madless 
management. 
Ridge importent  enoush to exclude the %rea from Wilderness 
designat ion.  

We consider  t h e  timber values on B poFtiOn Of  Pel l i ck  

See the Forest  P l a n  map. 
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MQNTANA WILDLANDS COALITFIOPJ 
P.O. BoaB20~- Er.L H d a u ,  Montan. 59699 

Proposed Trout Creek Wilderness 

11 .  Wilderness A f c r i b u t e r  
The rugged tupogmphy.  and  h i g h  n a t u r a l  intepriry of Trout C r e e k  o f f w  ~ u c s f i ~ t d i n g  
i o i i t u d c .  Primitive reccearion. m o s ~ l y  in cha  form of h u n r i n g  and  h i k i n $ ,  XU 

enh=nc=d hy the size and eonfb.urrcion of Lhe ares. The scen ic  r r r e n m - s i d e  
t ra i ls  lead t h e  v i s i t o r  t o  r h a i l w  s u b a l p i n e  has ins  w i t h  t h r e e  m a l l  l a k e s  a d  
a v a r i e t y  Of w i l d  f l o w e r s  a d  b e r r i e s .  
a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  lover r e a c h e s  o f  T m u L  Creek. 
r p r e m  w i t h  excellent ~ C C C S I I  from neaFby fore.? roads u h i c h  h e l p s  t o  d i s p e r s e  
w e .  t h e r e b y  r a h a n c i n g  r o l i r u d e .  Once off  r h e  r i d g e c o p s .  b e c a u s e  of Lhc CY"-  

eaueneas Of tlir r o a d l e s s  area, s u r r o u n d i n g  devdopmenrs are nor an lnrrusiun. 

me Trout Creek  area i s  b e s t  k n o m  for its exceptional e l k  h a h i t a r  a d  o t h e r  YYL- 

s t a n d i n g  u i l d l i f e  V~IYIS. I t  is e s r l m a t e d  c h a r  t h e  area could p r o v i d e  some 9.500 
RVD's of vi ldcrncrr  recreation per y e a r .  
a u i r n b l c  for t i m b e r  p r o d u c r i o n .  t h e  108BEm "auld have LD a n c h o r  t h e m s e l v e s  to 
t h e  steep s lopes or else grov longer l e g s ,  Over 9OI of r h i i  t i m b e r  l a d  is 
l o c a t e d  an s l o p e s  in excess o f  552. me Forest SLrYice c o n c l u d e s  c h a t  " road  con- 
?rrrucrion w i l l  be  d i f f i c u l r  and  c o s t l y . "  

High q u a l i r y  wilderness  f i s h i n g  is a l so  
Irovr C r e e k  has a good t r a i l  

111. RE90YTEr.I 

A l t h o u g h  much o f  t h e  area i s  r c n r a r i v e l y  

IV. Boundary F a c i o n a l e  
The p r o p o s e d  boundary  is c i n i l y  manageable  s i n c e  che  area  consist^ of d r a i n a g e s  
v h i c h  are completely roadless. The " i r a t e  l ine ' .  d i v i d e  LO t h e  w e i t  forms 
h e a d w a t e r s  of  these clear,  r u s h i n g  streams. 'Io improve  t h e  boundary .  the 
along t h e  v e r y  low s t a n d a r d  Granite C r e e k  m i n i n g  access "road"  s h o u l d  be  i n c l u d e d .  

E- I70 
Response to L e t t e r  1237 - Honcma Wilderness AssoCiBtlOn, page 23711 

41. Most 05 the T m u r  C r e e k  are= ercepr Cor t h e  eastern lobe hffi  been 
designated for m e d l c r s  m a n a p e n l .  
w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  m a n a g e m e n t  end the mineral  p o t e n t i d  i a p o r r n n r  enough 
t o  exclude t h i s  area from Wilderness des ig l lat ion.  See the ForcsL Plan 
map. 

We consider t h e  Wtentiel  fat 
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:%nageaent Prescr lp t lons  - namtaln  Carlbou b b l t a t  

I d a h a  Panhandle Uational Porest 
( s e l k l r k  Ecosystem1 

Manaqemnr Area 8 - acres1 

u r i b o u  Habitat 

Oescription: 
Managenent Area 8 consists of those lands w i t h i n  caribou hab i ta t  on the Kaniksu 
that are Considered key hahitats 
series that  a re  6 , ~ s ~  m a n  40 percent slope. 

Key habi tats consists of Subalpine F i r  

Manaqement Goal: 
%!anace to  achieve optimum caribou hab i ta t  reouiremnts.  

Resource Management 
Element Pract ice ( M I H L  

TIMBER Timber Harvesting 
(unregulated) 

RECREATlON Dispersed Recreation 
h n s g e m n t  

Visual Management 

WlLOLliE AND Road Operations 
FISH 

Habitat Improvement 

RANGE Range Management 

' 40 

Standards and Guidelines 

Timber harvest permitted where 
necessary to  maintain o r  improve 
caribou habi tat .  PmdUCtiVe 
fo res t  land c lass i f ied  as nnsui tabl i  

Manage towards p r im i t i ve  and semi- 
p r i m i t i v e  non-mtorired. 

Manage appmxinately __ acres 
fo r  retent ion.  and acres for 
o a r t i a l  re ten t ion  v ~ m a l ~ t v  .~ .~ ~ 

object ive.  The m i n i n g ' a r e a   kill 
be nunaged for  modif icat ion and 
maximum modification. Rehab i l i ta t i i  
of ex is t ing  areas tha t  do not meet 
adopted N O  i s  permitted. 

Local mads generally closed througl 
physical closure and law enforcemen 
Seasonal closures as needed. 

Maintain a l l  ex is t ing  old-growth 
habi tat .  

If feas ib le  and desirable i n  less 
than mature stands thin to  simulate 
old-growth ecosysteu6. 

U t i l i z e  avai lable forage f o r  l i v e -  
stock ComenSurate wi th demand. 
cost  efficiency. and w i l d l i f e  
needs. No new allotment. 

E-I12 
Rewonge to Letter h231 - HontMa Wilderness A3sociacion. page 237nn 

42. see rrswnse #17 abve 

42 
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nanagement Area 8 Continued 

Rerource Management 
Element Pract ice  (HIH) 

LANDS Land Adjustment 

FAC lLl1 IES Road Construction 
& Reconstruction. 

PROlECllON I n i t i a l  Attack 

S t i  - Guidelines 

Consider land acquisi t ion and 
r e t e n t i o n  for key caribou h a b i t a t  
nanagemnt. 

Generally no new local m a d  con- 
s t ruc t ion .  A r t e r i a l s  and c o l l e c t o  
constructed as needed to access 
adjacent  areas. 

Rapfd and a9gressive f ire sup- 
pression to  minimized w i l d f i r e s .  

42. See response # I 7  above. 

42 
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M a n a s a n t  Area 7 
(- acres)  

C a d  bou/Timber 

Oescri Cion 
-‘-&G&&nc Area 7 c o n s i s t s  of  lands on the  Kaniksu w r k i n g  c i r c l e .  I t  Is 

composed of product ive  timber lands wi th in  car ibou h a b i t a t  tha t  are i n  t h e  
Cedar Hemlock s e r i e s  or Subalpine Fir s e r i e s  on y r e a r e r  tnan 40 percent  slopes, 

Manage t o  maintain or enhance Caribou h a b i t a t  requi renent r .  while  achleving lo\ 
to roderaw lewis of  inves tMRt  i n  timber management. 

Uanaqement toa lr :  

Rcsovrce Nanagcment 
E l  enwit P r a c t t c e  ( M l H L  Stdndards and Guidelines 

TIMBER Timber Harvest ing Even-aged and uneven-aged regen- 
e r a t i o n  systems wi l l  be used. 
Uneven-aged regenerat ion s y s t e m  
are r e c o m n d e o  i n  Subalpine Fir 
s e r i e s  t o  w i n t a i n  a continuous 
f o r e s t  cover. Use i n t e n a e d i a t e  
harves t  c o m n s u r a t e  with t h e  
leve l  o f  investment. and as 
necessary t o  simulate  old-growth 
ecosys tW6. 

- 

Unsuitable  Lands 

Refores t a t i o n  

Timber i t a n d  
Improvement 

This management a rea  conta ins  
a c r e s  of “onfores t  and. non- 

ZGZerc ia l  f o r e s t  Ian>.-- 

P lan t ing  as needed t o  meet s i l v i -  
c u l t u r a l  ob jec t ives  a s  prescr ibed  
i n  t h e  s tand  s i l v i c u l t u r a l  pre-  
s c r i p t i o n  Reforest  with s p e c i e s  
compatable with car ibou h a b i t a t  
needs.. Reforestat ion of  c u r r e n t 1  
nonstocked lands c o m n s u r a t e  v i  t 
Cost  ef f ic iency  i s  permit ted.  
Rehabi l i ta t ion  o f  cull Stands 
and s tagnated  s tands  mmnensurate 
with cost e f f i c i e n c y  I s  permit ted 

Maintain s tocking cont ro l  COR- 
memura te  with the  leve l  of manag 
ment i n t e n s i t y  and w i l d l i f e  needs 

RECREATION Dispersed Recreation Manage f o r  roaded na tura l  appear i  
and semi-primitive motorized 
recrea t ion .  

42 
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Response to Letter 1231 - Uontma WildenieSs ASSOCiaLion. page 237pp 

42. See response H17 above. 
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Hanaqement Area 7 Continued 

Resource Management 
Element Pract ice ( H I H I  
RECREATION Cont. Dispersed Recreation 

Managemnt Continued 

Visual Management 

WILDLIFE AN0 Habitat Improvement 
FISH 

Road Operations 

43 
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Standards and Guidelines 

Res t r i c t  m to r i zed  use when 
needed for caribou Protection. 

Within th i s  area acres w i l l  
he managed as retent ion and 

partial retention. Rsnahing area 
w i l l  be managed for m d i f i c a t i o n  
and maximum m d i f i c k t i o n .  Rehabi- 
l i t a t i o n  o f  ex is t ing  areas tha t  do 
not meet adopted YO0 i s  permitted. 

Yanage to  achieve 213 o f  second 
order drainages remin ing  i n  mature 
and old-growth stands that  have a t  
l eas t  40 percent t m n  closure. 
S t r i ve  for 113 o ld-youth ,  1 /3  
mature sawtimber w i th in  Management 
Area. 

To achieve the above mentioned 
goal, regeneration harvest per 
decade should be l im i ted  to  the 
fo l lowlng area: 

acres w i l l  be managed as 

Old-Gruwtn 
Series nature Immature 

52 Cedar Hemlock 6% 
Subalpine F i r  31 . 3% 

- 
Retain and manage established 
t rave l  corr idors eature timber. 

no harrest OF mad construction 
should occur wi th in  5 mi le  o f  
l aps ,  bogs, or fens over t acres 
i n  size. 

Local mads generally c l o x d  throu! 
physical closure and law enfortemel 
Seasonal closure as needed. 

A r te r i a l  and col lectors nay DP 
closed. 

E-I75 

Response to Letter W231 - MontBna Wilderness Aasociatioii.  page 2 ~ 7 ~ ~ ~  

42. See response 117 above 
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Hanaqanent &rea 7 Continued 

231 r r 

Resource 
Element 
RANGE 

WATER 

LAND 

FACILITIES 

PROTECTION 

Management 
P r a c t i c e  ( M I H I  

Range Management 

S o i l  and Water 
P r o t e c t i o n  

Land Adjustment 

Road Construct ion 
6 Reconstruct ion 

I n i t i a l  Attack 

Standards and Guidelines 

U t i l i z e  ava i lab le  forage f o r  
l i v e s t o c k  c o m n s u r a t e  with demand. 
c o s t  e f f ic iency ,  and w l l d l i f e  
needs. NO new a l l o m n t s .  

Refer t o  Bert b a n a g m n t  P r a c t i c e s  
Handbook Appendix 124. 

Consider land a c q u i s i t i o n  and . 
r e t e n t i o n  f o r  caribou h a b i t a t  
management. 

Road cons t ruc t ion  thmugh l i g h t l y  
stocked na ture  s tands  should be 
l imi ted  to those ins tances  i n  which 
no o t h e r  access  t o  closed-canopied 
s tands  i s  ava i lab le .  Snow m a d s  
are encouraged where w s s i b l e .  

Rapid and aggressive f i r e  SUP- 
prer r ion  t o  minimize w i l d f i r e .  - 

v. 
Flathead and Kootenai Nat iona l  F o r e s t  data bases. on-the- 

ground Lnswct ions  by c o n s e r v a t i o n i s t s .  data from the Montana 
Department Of Piah .  W i l d l i f e ,  and Parka. and v a r i o u s  r e p o r t s  in 
the  s c i e n t i f i c  l i t e r a t u r e  on mountain car ibou.  ' 

42 
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A? PEND I X I 
GRIZZLY BEAR GLIIDELII 'ES -- MANAGEMENT P R E S C R I T T I O N  -- 

Euqested Grizzly Sear lianayement Prescription f o r  Management 
Situation 1 Habitat 

- 
A .  Selection Cutting 

1. Selection Eutting (individual tree s e l e c t i o n  or group 
selection) is preferred.'. (It takes only 2 to 5 years 
after Selection cutting for recovery far the Dear.") 
I f  selection cutting is used. Omit point D. below. . 

8. Clearcutting 

1. If clearcutting, Jonkel recommends 5-10 acres as the - ideal size.'' (Generally, bears avoid large clearcuts. 
even when they contain preferred bear If 
topography i? rough and if access is low, clcarsvt size 
can be greater, but with written justification.2' 
lealey recommends 10-20 acre 

Provide "leave patches" 'or t1mber1~3. (ror security, 
beddina and reeding) .  

2 .  

3. Provide Uneven edees on cutting units" (increases the 

"edge effect,,). 

4. :linimimc SCerirlcation (scarification destroys some 
important bear foods e s 9 .  b e r r i e s ) .  Nealcy recommends 
no more than 20s of the land should be  cari if led^.: 
Jonkel recommends no more then 40 to 60% Sceriiication 
depending on topography. access. cover.  etc." 

Broadcast burning 01- '0 51fe treatment 1s preferred 
ovep scarification1. (to encouraae piant recovery). 

5 .  

b5 
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43. An Environmental Assessment (PA1 w i l l  be prepared to cover  each Limber 
sale. 
Area guidance in Chapter I l l  OF the forest Plan. We cons ider  the 
spec i f ic i ty  i n  your proposed prescription to be u m e ~ e s s a r y .  See 
response 618 above. 

The vi will address those items mentioned i n  the  Management 
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6 .  SFringerll - c l c a r c ~ t s ~ ' "  (These arc Impor t an t  
as cover for t r a v e l .  bedding and feeding). 

7 .  S t r i n s e r s  along ( f o r  effective v l s u a l  Cover -- 
100' t o  600' .  w i t h  w r i t t e n  documentat ion j u s t i f y i n g  

c h o i c e 2 ' )  

a. Leave s t r i g s  or s e l e c t i o n  g .  ma* each  side of 
ephemeral  B'. ( t h i s  p r o t e c t s  feeding areas; 
increases edge effect). 

9 .  m e r e  t r e e  removal has been excessive  and recovery 1s. 
- slow; replant b e a r  f o o d s  end c o v e r 2 ' ,  e s p e c i a l l y  in 
recognized b e a r  use areas o r  a r e a s  of h i g h  p o t e n t i a l  
( m i t i g a t i o n  fo r  p a s t  c l e a r c u t t i n g ) :  

C .  s e l e c t  o r  C l e a r c G t t i n g  

1. Minimize %disturbance and compactlon: use brush 

b l a d e s  and l i g h t  equ ip tmen t  ( t o  encoura&a p l a n t  
r e o o v e r y ) . l .  

2 .  & a d j a c e n t  e u n t i l  r e c o v e ~ y  of road & cover f o r  
t h e  bear'. ( abou t  2 t o  5 y e a r s  for s e l e c t i o n  c u t t i n g 2 . ;  

r o u a h l y  10 t imes  l o n g e r  for c l e 6 r c u t t i n a  dependina on 
how i t ' s  done, where i t  is, e t c . )  

0. Roads 

1. '%e of snow roads  i s  p r e f e r r e d  ( t h i s '  aypids  c o n s t r u c t i o l  
of new roads. t h e r e b y  increasing s e c u r i t y ) .  The n e x t  
c h o i c e  FS temporary road5  and skid trails. 

2 .  J o n k e l  recomnends horse l0qsi nrr Whenever possible2. 
(aVOiL!s  COnStrUCtlOn O f  new roads: a l s o  good far 
s e l e c t i o n  c u t t i n g ) .  

46 
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43. See ~ s ~ e  237ss above. 
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3. O b l i t e r a t e  ( r i p ,  seed or otherwise  render  unusasle) 
temporary roads  berween major loqging e n t r i e s  ( t h i s  is 
t h e  most  e f f e c t i v e  method o f  road c l o s u r e ) .  

3. % In P i l ' S t  100 yards Of Side roads'. ( f o r  Visua l  
b l a c k ) .  

5 .  - f i rs t  100 yaPds of access roads inac t iGe  a f t e r  
logging- (use a l t e r n a t i v e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  f o r  
a d m i i s t r a t i v e  PUPpOSeS, e g . ,  t r a i l  b i k e s ,  mountain 
b i k e s .  e t c . )  

9- - 

6 .  Avoid loop roaas'' (encouraees  numan a c t i v i t y  and' 
illegal m o r t a l i t y  of bears ) .  

7 .  I'se p r t a a l e  b r i d g e s  wherever poss ib le  (an easy ,  

inexpens ive .  e f f e c t i v e  met'od t o  close r o a d s ) .  

8 .  Always P e S t r i f t S  p u b l i c  access during currenf 
a c t i v i t i e s ' .  ( s i g n  closures should be adequate) .  - 

Footnotes:  
1. ZAGER, P . E .  a.id C . J .  JOEXEL. 1983. YanaSing C-Pizzly Beer 

H a b i t a t  i n  t h e  Porthern Rocky Mountalns. 3 .  F o r e s t r y .  
01:524.  

2 .  JOr' l iEL. C . J .  1985. Personal  communication 
3.  ZACZR, ? . E ,  1983.  The I n f l u e n c e  of Logging and H i l d f i r a  

On Grizzly Bear Habi ta t  i n  Ioi-thwestern Montana. Ph.d. 
t h e s i s .  nniv. ~ o n t a n a .  127pp. 

Q u a l i t y  and Es t imat ing  Consequences of  Impacts an 
G r i z z l y  Bear Hhbl ta t  O u s l i t y .  ' 1 ~ 3 1  F o r e s t  Serv ic?  
.*Orthern Region. Cont rac t  :JO. 11-1200 

4 .  K U L E Y .  E.P.  1977. Yethod lor Developing GPizzly Habi ta t  

0 
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MONTANA WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION 

November 1, 1985 

Jeoes R. Rsthbun 
Forest Superviaor 
Kootenei National Forest 
Route 3. Box 700 
Libby. UT 59923 

Dear !I<. Bathbum: 

Enclosed a r e  additional commeots of the Uontana Wilderness 
Association on the Kootensi Foreat Plan. Please consider these 
a s  additional to the Flathead Chapter/Hontsne Wilderneea 
Association commente. The council of the nontana Wilderness 
Association full, endoraes the Comments and requests of our 
Flathead Chapter Issues Committee. 

I rovld elso like to exprcsa our appreciation for the excellent 
cooperation we have received in working an the Kootenai Plan from 
IOU and ,our planning .teff. 
dialogue (1s you work to finalize the Kootenei Forest Plan. 

We look forward to continuing this 

Sincerely, 

President 
Montana Wilderness Association 

P.O. Box 635 Helaas. Montana 59624 * (406) 443-7350 
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PERSPECTIVE 

Only about 4% of the Kootenai National Forest ia currently 

Protected a s  wilderness. I f  citizen proposals for Trout Creek. 

Scotchman's, Cabinet Additions and Ten Lakes are adopted intact 

about 1 2 Z  of the Kootenai would be conserved as wilderness. Far  

from being B representative C ~ O ~ S - B ~ C L ~ O ~  of the Ioorenai. the 

wilderness " s l i c e  of the pie" would generallt be made up of 

U n s u i C a b l e  or difficult Sites. This 12% would include much of 

the steepest. most difficult, and least productive public lands 

O R  the tootensi. A large block of mineral claims have been 

substantiated ieside that 12%. 

We are not suggesting that the Forest should make decisions 

based on a percentage target. Ho*ever, the overall picture on 

che Iootenai lends a valuable perspective to consider. 

The relatively small area of the Kootenai proposed for 

wilderness would contribute a much larger share of diversir, and 

u n i q u e n e s s  to Montana's wilderness land heritage. There are no 

other wildlands in Montana like the Scotchman add Cabinets. 

Montana has e greet deal of badlands and sagebrush. s c r u b  

lodgepole and juniper but very little like the remaining old 

growth farests of the X o o t e n a i .  T h e  unique diversity of this 

sprawling state which straddles both sides of the continent's 

E-162 
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No response needed fop this Qase 
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divide is more than anywhere else st stake O R  the Lootenai. 

Because of its natural richness. some l a n d  management 

S Y C C ~ S S ,  and the presence of wild reservoirs. the Kootenai also 

makes a very significant contribution to the diversity and health 

of Montana's big g a m e  wildlife, and fish ~ ~ S O U T C ~ S .  Old-growth 

forest users constitute a unique component of the Kootenai's 

wildlife contribution as do certain fish. (white Bturgeon and 

native rainbow). Harlequin ducks, bald eagles. Yaak-Cabinet 

g r ~ n r l y ,  possibly mountain caribou end grey wolf. and the 

loofensi's exceptional moose. black bear and bighorn populatiors. 

Members of the Montana Yilderness Association believe tha 

the Kootenai's natucal abundance can  provide B healthy volume 

timber and also conserve wild resour~es. A balanced forest 

aanagement plan which I n c l v d e s  a healthy dietributian of vndev 

loped lands Mill provide a measure of atability thaL may enhar 

the succes8  of multiple use management on developed lands by 

providing a ~ e s e r v o i r  of ~ e c u r e  habitat and undisturbed rater- 

sheds. 

MONTANA'S SACRIFICE FOREST? 

In o r d e r  t o  get closer t o  B healthy balance. r e  advocate 

that the final plan take B much more cooservative approach to 

l o n g  t e r m  forest management. T h e  Koarenai  is a relatively 

productive foresr and w e  believe it can  9uote.i" a higher 

allowable cut t h a n  any other forest in Hontsna. However. we 

reject the nation that the Kootenai National Forest be treatel 

B 'sacrifice forest.' Thio Kootenai sacrifice forest notion : 

E-183 

Response to l e t te r  Y301 - Montana Wilderness Assoc..  pg. 3Olb 

1. we C0"C"P 

2. Our analysis. as summarized in Appendix 8 .  indicates that timber 
volumes available For harvest in the f i v e  counties in this area 
n o t  decline in the next  decade from v ~ l ~ r n r s  harvested in lasf drcode 
unless the contribution from private lands decluies by more than 25%. 
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i m p l i c i t  i n  t h e  November 1st A P  a t o r , :  

T h e  I n l a n d  F o r e s t  Resource C o v n c i l  s a i d  i n c r e a s e d  
l u m b e r i n g  on t h e  K a o t e n s i  F o r e s t  i s  o c e d e d  i n  l i g h c  
of a p r o p o a e d  a n n u a l  r e d u c t i o n  o f  20 m i l l i o n  b o a r d  
f e e t  in t h e  F l a r h e a d  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  and  p r o p o s e d  
r e d u c t i o n s  o f  35 million b o a r d  f e e t  D p a r  on f o r e s t s  
in t h e  I d a h o  P a n h a n d l e .  

T h i s  c o n c e p t  i s  n o t  f o u n d e d  i n  a c t u a l  resource c h a r a c t e r i s -  

t i c s .  and  values of t h e  l a n d s  i a  q u e s t i o n .  A s  s u c h  i t  h a s  00  

p l a c e  in d e v e l o p i n g  l o n g  r a n g e  management p l a n s  f o r  p u b l i c  

forests. F u r t h e r m o r e .  t h e  p r e s s i n g  need  t o  increase t h e  

s l l o u a b l e  cut is h a r d  t o  srallo* i n  l i g h t  of  t h e  huge b a c k l o g  of 

s o l d ,  b u t  u n c u t  t i m b t r  on t h e  K o o t e n a i  and t h e  recent t u r n b a c k s  

" h e r e i n  i n d u s t r y  a c t u a l 1 1  p a i d  t h e  government  t o  t a k e  s t u m p p a g e  

o f f  t h e i r  h a n d s .  (Please mote  t h a t  t h e  'reduction" r e f e r r e d  t o  

on t h e  F l a t h e a d  was in f a c t  a p a p e r  r e d u c t i o n .  A c t u a l  h i s t o r i c  

c u t t i n g  l e v e l s  f o r  t h e  l a s t  1 0  gears would be m a i n t a i n e d .  T h e  

F l a t h e a d  a l s o  has L) s u b s t a n t i a l  volume of b a c k l o g g e d  t i m b e r . )  - 
The d r a f t  p l a n  p r o p o s e s  s u b s t a n t i v e  increases  i o  Limber  

sales, and a l s o  l o a d i n g .  over h i s t o r i c  l e v e l s .  I n  order t o  c h e c  

t h e  f o u n d a t i o n s  upon which  t h e  p r o p o s e d  I o o t e n a i  F o r e s t  P l a n  is 

b u i l t  t h e  n o n t a n a  W i l d e r n e s s  A s s o c i a t i o n  c o n t r a c t e d  CHEC a n a l y i s t  

R a n d a l l  O 'Toole .  A s e c o n d  s o p i  o f  O ' T o o l e ' s  comments are 

e n c l o s e d  f o r  y o u r  r e f e r e n c e .  . -  

TIMBER 

1)  P r e d i c t e d  g r o w t h  o f  s e c o n d - g r o w t h  t i m b e r  a p p e a r s  r o  be 

i n f l a t e d .  

What d o c u m e n t a t i o n  e x i s t s  t o  j u s t i f y  i n c r e a s e d  g r o v t b  i n  t h e  

b a s a l  ere8 of s t a n d s  and  r e d u c t i o n s  i n  tree m o r t a l i t y ?  

Resmse to letter #3ol - Uontana Yi1derne.s AJSOC. .  pg. 301c 

, 3. me Final Plan proposes t o  make sva i lab le  233 W F  (202 HHBF 
r e s l l s t e d .  25 W F  dead lod~pole  pine. 6 W F  Other p m d u c t s )  per 
Year over the next decade (Appendix 11 of the Final Plan) .  
unchanged f m m  the Pmpoased Action. 
average of 182 W F  per  year  hru beM sold (reduced LO LLCCOY~L for 
buy-back). 
decade. Fms D timber perspect ive.  me Final  Plan c a l l s  for up LO a 
28; increrue i n  sale volume over sale l e v e l s  of the  last decade. 

The Final Plan est imates  t h a t  an average of about 231 miles  of new 
mad rill need to be constructed each year  for the  next  decade LO 
S U P P D ~ ~  the  p o t e n t i a l  l eve l  of timber harvest .  Over the  1 s t  ten 
ye- 157 miles of m a d  vas c - t n t t e d  each year  1.0 S Y P P O P ~  the  
h i s t o r i c  harves t  levels. 
c o m t m c t i o n  an a a i l e s g e  bas is .  
c o m t m c t i o n  is II funct ion of "here. when and how much t i m b e r  is 
harvested. m e  mad miles shorn i n  the U S  are n e t t h e r  tRrKets 07 

goa15. bot es t imates  of needs given tcday'S technology. me need lor 
roads rill  be cont inual ly  reessessed L L ~  the transpOrt8tio)n s y s t e m  is 
developed so t h a t  only those mads necessely t o  m m g e  the Forerr  are 
ever b u i l t .  me Final Plan includes (1 goal to minimize t h e  -mt of 
mad conSti-nction. 

m e  timber y i e l d  t a b l e s  used i n  the Forest  Planning p m c e s s  have been 
reviered and val ida ted  by comparison t o  e x i s t i n g  stands on the Forest  
and by running s e l e c t e d  stands thmuKh the latest Version of 
P m g m s i a .  me l a t e s t  version is the s ta te -of - the-ar t  procedure far 
-th p m j e c t i o n s  and has been revised severs1  rises since the y i e l d  
t a b l e s  were developed. 
projec t ions  compare fevarobly t o  the latest -4 and to valrues of 
e x i s t i n g  s c n d r .  
BtteDpt hru been made t o  j u s c i r y  or explain each one. 
vol-es pro jec ted  ape re rumable  based Y W ~  the comPariSms and do not  
warrant rev is ion  of the tables .  

Culmination ages we- l l lao  checked on the l a t e s t  Prognosis runs and 
found t o  be i n  the 70 01 130 year  range. 
t o t a l  cubic  foot yie lds  o r  only serchantable  cubic  foot y i e l d s .  
mePefDre. the ro ta t ion  ages Used in the  Forest Plan are coMidered LO 
be within NmA requirements. 

C-parison Prognosis runs are avs l lab le  for review at the Kootenai 
National Forest  Supervisor's Off ice .  

This  is 
In  the l a c  decade (1976-1985) an 

m e r e  were 179 KUBF ac tua l ly  harvested in the 1 s t  

This would be a 511 i n c r e a s e  i n  m a d  
Note that the  amount of mad 

'%. 

n e  cesults r h a  thst the yield t a b l e  

m e r e  are rooe variences i n  s tand  a t t r i b u t e s  Bnd no 
me t o t a l  

mis held true using e i t h e r  

3 
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What docvmenration does the forest have t o  show that reduced 

mortality. and thus increased stocking of timber stands o v e r  

natural levels will o c c u r  without subsequent reduction i n  growth? 

2) The Plan predicts increases in growth from precommercial 

and commercial thinnings that greatly exceed F o r e s t  Service 

reports o n  actual growth resulting from thinnings (Technical 

Report P N Y  - 135). 
3 )  There appear to be major errors in the calculation of 

culmination of mean annual increment CUAI used to set rotation 

ages. 

Our analysis indicates that the forest rotation a g e  for the 

Cootenai should be well o v e r  100 years rather than the 70 year 

figure used in the plan. What documentation does the Forest have 

to svbsrantiate u=e of shortened rotation ages? 

Projected growth raten. yield tables and calculations of 

rotation ages m u s t  be carefully and accurately substantiated to 

insure that increased cutting levels should even be considered. 

Proposed cutting levels may be sustainable o n  a "on-declining 

basis. Thus proposed sale levels may actually consitute a depar- 

ture from "on-declining. even-flow sustained cutting levels. 

W e  ask that projected growth rates, yield tables. and justi- 

fications f o r  adjustments in rotation ages be carefully and 

accurately substantiated before increased cutting levels ere e v e n  

considered. T h i s  would be consistent with National Forest Manu- 

gement Act regulations 219.l(s)(l) end 219.16(a)(2)(ir). 

I I n  t h e  event the evidence does not s u b ~ t a n t i a r e  the draft 

1 
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plan'. sale levels, the proposed increases would appear L O  

f r o m  Sustatined rield scheduler. __ 
Should the Forest choose t o  depart from sustained yield. 

documentation must be carefully laid out to show how this depar- 

L u r e  will enhance other multiple use v a l u e s  on the forest. (NFUA 

219.16 (a)(3)(i-iv)). Given the current surplus of some 800 

million board feet it would be diffleulr LO justify B departure 

from sustained yield for "Community Stability". 

Departures fram sustained yield are standard practice on 

Montana 's  Pviv8tely owned timberlands. T h i s  results i n  a strong 

rrend toward a boom and bust economy that can devastate c ~ m m u n i t y  

stability even in reletively productive areas like Northwest 

Montana. Industry is on record supporting departures from 

sustained yield to increase cutting in the n e x t  10 j e e r s .  - 
Members O f  the Montana Yilderoesa Association support a more 

Conservative approach to public land management on the Koorenai. 

Harvest levels should not exceed the historic level of 170 mmbf 

snnualli. Won-scheduled harvePt should not exceed 15 mmbf 

annually withoat a reduction in scheduled harvest. Future 

increases  in cutting levels could be considered i n  light of 

better data and other resources in the next planning period. - 
The current backlog of timber on the Kootenai i.q sufficient 

to make up the difference between 170 ombf and 217 mmbf for about  

17 years. The backlogged timber is also enough. averaged out 

o v e r  10 g e a r s .  to exceed industry's proposal for cutting 237 mmbf 

ennually o v e r  the next decade. - 

4 
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~esponse to letter 1301 - nuntana wilderness ASSOC.. PK. 301e 

5 .  A departure harvest sequence is not pmpoeed 

6. The timber volumes msde available in the next decade under the Final 
Plan are a t  the same level ag POPtPayed in the Proposed Action. The 
best available data indicates that this level can be sustained 
indefinitely. 
Contribute to c o m m i t y  stability 89 dlscossed in Appendix B of the 
=IS. The ""on-scheduled" harvest is technically called "unregulated" 
and includes volumes such a5 deed lodgepole pine which is not included 
in the yield tables. 
affect the long-term SUStllined yield harvest levels. 

This level. without future decline. r i l l  e150 

Removing this mime from the Forest can not 

7. The backlog of timber sold. but not yet cut is an important factor 
which allows industpy to adjust wickly to changes in lumber mrkets. 

5 
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TIMBER VALUES - 
T h e  recent t u r n b a c k  o f  m i l l i o n s  o f  b o a r d  f e e t  o f  K o o t e n a i  

F o r e s t  s t u m p p a g e  u n d e r l i n e s  a n o c h e r  m a j o r  area t h a t  n e e d s  t o  be 

c o r r e c t e d  in t h e  final K o o t e n a i  P l a n .  - 
Timber prices u s e d  i n  t h e  p l a n  a r e  n o t  a c c u r a t e .  T h e s e  

p r i c e s  a r e  b a s e d  a n  a u n i q u e  boom p e r i o d  o f  t h e  l a t e  1970's t h a t  

is n o t  l i k e l y  Lo repeat i t s e l f  f o r  t h e  f o r e s e e a b l e  f u t u r e .  - 
I n d u s t r y  h a s  a c t u a l l y  p a i d  t h e  g o v e r n m e n t  t o  rake back 

t i m b e r  s o l d  d u r i n g  t h a t  same p e r i o d .  What s t r o n g e r  e v i d e n c e  

c o u l d  e x i s t  t h a t  t h e  t i m b e r  p r i c e s  u s e d  i n  t h e  p l a n  are n o t  

r e a l i s t i c ?  The K o o t e n e i  d r a f t  was n o t  y e t  c o m p l e t e  when o t h e r  

Region  I f o r e s t s  were a l r e a d y  a c k n o w l e d g i n g  t h e  n e e d  t o  r e - ~ u n  

e l t e r n a t i v e s  w i t h  r e v i s e d  t i m b e r  prices and rrends. 

Why d i d n ' t  t h e  K o o t e n a i  r e v i s e  t h o s e  prices befare p r i n t i n g  

t h e  d r a f t  i n  o r d e r  t o  g i v e  t h e  p u b l i c  t h e  m o s t  a c c u r a t e  p i c t u r e  

of t h e  t r a d e o f f s  i n  f o r e s t  management?  

C a l c v l a r i o n s  of P r e s e n t  Net Value uied t o  s e l e c t  B p r e f e r r e d  

s l t e r n a t i v e  and t h u s  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  e x t e n t  o f  t h e  t i m b e r  b a s e  a r e  

t h e m s e l v e s  b a s e d  on i n a c c u r a t e  t i o b e r  values. I n d u s t r y  h a s  

d e m o n s t r a t e d  by t h e i r  e c t i o n s  t h a t  t h e s e  p r i c e s  do not r e f l e c t  

reality. - 
W e  ask t h a t  you rerun management  a l t e r n a t i v e s  w i t h  t h e  most  

r e c e n t  s t u m p p a g e  prices. and r e s h a p e  ,our f i n a l  p l a n  i n  l i g h t  o f  
\ 

t h e  results. - 
We are also c o n c e r n e d  t h a t  t h e  d r a f t  p l a n  d o e s  n o t  C o n t a i n  a 

broad  range of management  a l t e r n a t i v e s  a s  r e q u i r e d  b r  NFHA 

( 2 1 9 . 1 2  f - g ) .  T h e  s t a t e  o r g a n i z ~ t i o n  s p e c i f i c a l l y  a s k 8  t h a t  you 

6 

3 
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8. See response 117 above, 

9 .  me e??ects of e l t e r n a t i v e  base timber values.  p r i c e  projecrion5 nod 
road c o s t s  are discussed i n  Appendix B of the FEIS. 

IO. The Sui tah le  timber base i n  the F ina l  Plan is  smaller than the 
Suitable timber base determined only on t h e  basis of the updated 
economics (see Appendix B of fhc F E E ) .  The PtlV decl ines  about 80:. 
but  t h i s  dec l ine  occurs for all alternatives and doesn't effect 
relative COmpBriSOnS. 

Our analysis shows t h a t  the  effects of changing s~urnpage pr ices  do not 
warrant reshaping the Final Plan. 

m e  th ree  a l t e r n a t i w s  proposed are 011 w e l l  within the rimge O? 
alternatives explored in the  EIS except for B 15% old growth propusel 
which is not  poss ib le .  

11. 

12. 
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r u n  the three alternatives suggested by the Flatheod Chapter 

YO1Y"teerS. - 
The Draft Plan does not appear t o  document why even-aged 

management is best-suited to the Kootenai's Multiple-use goals. 

'NFMA requires that: 

219.27(b) Silvicultural preacription requirements 

(b) Vegetative manipulation. Uanagement prescrip- 
tions that involve vegetative manipulation of tree 
c o v e r  for a n y  purpose shall -- 
I )  Be best suited to the multiple-use goals esrablis- 
hed f a r  the area with potential environmental. biolo- 
gical. cultural re8ource, aesthetic. engineering. and 
economic impacts. a s  stated in the regional guides and 
forest plans. being considered in this determination: 

2 )  ADaure that lands can be adequately restocked as 
provided in paragraph ( c ) ( 3 )  of this section, except 
where permanent openings are created f o r  wildlife 
habitat improvement. vistas. recreation uses and simi- 
lar practices; 

3 )  Not be chosen primarily becavae they rill give the 
greatest dollar return or the jreateat 'output o f  tin- 
bar. although these factors shall be conaidered; 

4) 
residual trees and adjacent stands; 

5) Avoid permanent irnpairmemt o f  site productisit, 
and ensure conservation o f  roil and water resources: 

6 )  Provide the desired effects on water quantity and 
quality, wildlife and fish hahitst. regeneration of 
desired tree species, forage production. recrea' t ion  
u s e s .  aesthetic values. and Other r e s o u r c e  yields; and 

harvesting requirements. and total costs of prepara- 
tion. lagging. end administration. 

HWA asks  thet You 1 )  reconsider the blanket prescriptions 

Be chosen after considering potential effects on 

7) Be practical i n  te rm8 of transportation and 

for even-aged management and document the rationale based on 

301 g 
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13 

13. ~ n e ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ e d  management is not  preCcic31 1.01- fhC reexm 
in the DEI5 (1"-9). There is a p w e i t y  of research 

indicating uneven-aged management is more beneficial t h M  even-aged 
managment even if such management could be accomplished. 
management guidance in the plan a11015 uneven-aged management even 
though the 8ssUmption i5 that even-aged management will generirlly he 
the practical  approach. 

The 

7 
m 

m 
m 
- 
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- these N F H A  requirements for y o u r  choice. 

Planners projected that timber prices would rapidly i n c r e a s e  

a t  rates originally predicted for the 1980 R P A  program. Major 

a n d  probably permanent changes i n  the lunber/houslng/bunking 

indusrry have led to changes in projected price trends too. For 

example. the 1985 RPA program predicts moth smaller price in- 

creases o v e r  the n e x t  few yearn, and even these projections m a y  

be inflated. according t e  R P A  planners. A d a m  and H a ~ n e s .  

HYA a s k s  that you rerun alternatives with no price trends. 

- 
SCOTCHMAN WILDERNESS 

The wilderness recommendation for the wild Scotchman would 

seriously diminish the integrity of the existing wild area. 

It is difficult t o  understand why the Forest propoees  to 

delete the entire Pillick Ridge area. 

The boundaries of the Citizen wilderness proposal. along thi 

Bull River Valley at Napolean. Star end Henilton G u l c h e s  make 

good sense on  the groumd a s  stated on page C-7 of the DEIS: 

" A  considerable portion of the Ioatenai National Forest portion 0 1  

the Scotchman Peeks area has remained roadleas to the v e r y  peri- 

meter of it9 landform. making much of the ares ides1 i n  terms of 

boundary mane$ement. This boundary could he enhanced further 

with the inclusion of some older spruce logging areas such a s  

those i n  Dry Creek. The roadleas area i n  its entirety is of a 

sire and coofiguration which. should it hecome B wilderness. 

should be relatively e a s y  to manage." 

The Pillick area includes valuable bighorn and elk winter 

13 

14 

15 
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14. As described in Appendix B of the FEE. the efrrct of updated pr ice  
trends (1985 RPA trends) Y.%% rested. 
price trends at all. 

A test w e s  not run using no 

15. The original boundary devel0pi:rl for the Pellick Hidgu p o i ' ~ ~ < m  isc 
Scotchman Peaks w t l s  based upon data indicating high m ~ n e r d  p o t e r l t ~ e l  
for chat area. MOE recent data indicates that the area has moderrre 
potential for mineral development. 
been added to the Wilderness Prowshl in the Final Plan. 

Yuch of the Pellick Ridge area has 

8 
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range which would benefit from roadlese security and maintenance 

of forest canopy. Wilderness allows the option for allowing 

natural fires to o c c u r  or i n  some cases. prescribed ignition. It 

is also a vital link for wildlife travel between the Scotchman 

and the Cabinets. The wildlife value of the Scotchman Wilderness 

would be greatly reduced by cutting off its most valuable travel 

link t o  the Cabinets. 

T h e  steep foresred areas of Napolean, Star and Hamilton 

Gulches also contaio excellent old-growth forest. The steepness 

of the terrain, sceeic values, and need for riparian and wildlife 

protection combine to make lagging a poor management choice. It 

is 8 perfect opportunity t o  dedicate old growth. preserve high 

scenic values and maintain DO exceptiomal. intact wilderness land 

a r e a .  The wild Scotchman i s  one of the most biologically diverse 

lands i n  Montena. 

The occurence of over 130 different types of wildflowers is 

indicative of this. It is essential to maintain the diversity 

and unuaual integrity of the existing wild Scotchman that the 

entire Plllick Ridge a r e a  including Napolean. Star and Hamilton 

Gulches be conserved 8s wilderness. Cutting out second rate 

mineral claims for Borax or leaving "timber option." open for the 

Cabinet District Ranger will seriously impair a v e r y  valvsble 

rildland resource. That is precisely the type of mistakes that 

were made in drawing the original boundaries for the Cabinets. 

- 

- 
The wild Scotchman also received overwhelming public Bupport 

for rilderoesa in Rare 11. Over comments in f a v o r  of 

wilderness were received -- the highest number to our knowledge 

9 
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15. see p r e ~ ~ ~ u s  

16. See response to X15 above. 

17. See response to 115 above. 

15 

16 

17 
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roadless area in Region O n e .  Whet rationale does the 

Forest provide for disagreeing vith the public? 

Volunteers of the Montana Wilderness Association have rarked 

for over 16 q e a r e  to keep the Scotchman wild. (Enclosed is a n  

a r ~ ~ c ~ r  f r o m  a recent issue of WILD MONTANA.) 

We are disappointed i n  the Forest recommendations for the 

Scotchman. It is difficult t o  see a convincing rationale for 

deleting the Pillick Ridge area, founded on the actual characte- 

ristics and resource values of this lend e r e a .  Ue hope you rill 

take this opportunitq to carefully re-examine the rationale 

behind y o u r  decision. E v e n  ASARCO has endorsed e m o r e  complete 

Scotchman wilderness then the US Forest Service. 

- 

- 
CABINET MOUNTAINS 

Hontana Wilderness Association wholeheartedly supports the 

'tootens1 recommeadatione for additions to the Cabinet Mountains 

Wilderness. These additions rill greatly' enhance the depth, 

solitude, biological diversity. wildlife and recreational values 

of the Cabinets. Although sizeable timber exists in the Cabinet 

Face East addition n e a r  Libby. it i s  generally steep a n d  diffi- 

c u l t  terrain with exceptional "on-commodity values. Loss of thi: 

wildland resource to roading and timber development would 

Substantially degrade the existing wilderness values. Note that 

trailheads and signs a r e  often located on the peripherq of the 

proposed addition. Many people already consider this to be part 

of the Uilderness. - 
Further south MYA supports the roadless designation for the 

E-191 
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17.  See response X15 above. 

18. See response X15 above. 

19. No response needed. 
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Cabinet F a c e  East from Leigh Creek t o  Lhe West Fork of the Flsher 

R i v e r .  Y e  ask that y o u  upgrade the Hansgement Prescription L O  

HA19 nom-motorized. - 
W e  suppart Lhe Llltn Peak HA2 prescription and are PBTtiCU- 

lorly pleased with p l a n s  to c o ~ s ~ l i d s t e  public ownership in this 

area. Ye support roadless management for t h e  Canyon Peak HA2 and 

ask that it be upgraded to M A 2 9  non-motorized. The adjacenr H A ' S  

I 1  and 5 n e a r  Twenty Pest. 14, 10, 19 and, where not roaded. HA 

- 

18 a r e a s  should be included in one HA29 roadless unit. - 
Likewise the Cataract Creek roadless unit ahould be kept as 

large a s  it is b, blending adjacent HA's  5 and 1 0  near Water 

HI11, HA'a  19.18 end 2 from the Vermillion River side to Vermil- 

lion Peak. Intact roadless lands are a vanishing resource on the 

Kootenai of increasing valve ea roads and timber developmeot 

increase even further. The Forest should not reduce these 

remaining wild area* without darn good reason and many of the 

aforementioned lands a r e  v e r y  steep and difficult for derelop- 

aent. Roadless values outweigh difficult timber sites. - 
TROUT CREEK 

Trout Creek is one of the WLIL vital wild areas left on the 

In combtoation with outstanding solitude ,and wildness Kootenai. 

Trout Creek i s  known a s  the "elk factory of the Iootanai." The 

d l d  ares includes invaluable elk calving areas. Security is 

vital in these Sensitive areas. It also provides OpportuniLies 

later in the year for high quality hunting. Such hunting oppor- 

tunities should be given 21 great deal of "eight OD a forest that 

11 
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19s. This area is designated BE NA 2 (seni-primitive non-motarired) with 
specified seesonally-open mads. 
RquiPementS for mining access m&e the "primitive" designation 
imPPBCtICa1. 

The existing roads and legal 19 n 

20. No response needed, 

21. The combination of wildlife values and the location of the area *!2 
overlooking the highway leads u9 to conclude that MA 29 is D O L  

BPPP0pPiBe.e. 

22. Again. wildlife values and the lack of solitude in the areas 
surrounding the Cataract Creek drainage lead us to conclude that M 29 
19 not appropriate there. 
remain unmaded although some limited timber harvest and burning FOP 
wildlife habitat improvement may OCCUP. 

Ye have essentially retained the land designations of the Proposed 
liction. 
babe end MA 19 is also not in the timber base. MA 12 is retained LO 

allow manDgement activities which maintain ot enhance summer m d  f a l l  
big g e m  habitats 90 that this area rill remain the "elk factory of 
the Kootenai". 
which lacks the solitude generslly associated with high wilderness 
qual i ty .  
the TCOUL Creek area as having high wilderness and wildlife values. 
M 29 in combination with the designations mentioned above retains 
much Of the wilderness value while providing the Opportunity for  
wildlife habitat maintenance and impmvemenr. 

21 MA'S 2 ,  5 .  10, 18 end 19 rill generally 

23. 
MA 13 (old-gmvth) has been renoved Ccam the regulated timber 

The MA 16 portion is M area overloJkfng the highway 

Ue generally view TWO exiscing m a d s  were placed in UA 3. 

22 

23 
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plans t o  be crisscrossed by over 10,000 miles of logging roads. 

The Forest has recognized its importence in the M A  29 roadless 

designation far the western portion of the wild area. However 

roading, logging andfor mining of the roadless lands north of 

woodchuck Peak rill degrade the existing wild values and wildlife 

security of Trout Creek. 

O v e r  ninety percent of this area i s  located on slopes of 55% 

or  steeper. Road co9rs rill be high 8s evidenced by Cabinet 

District plans to use capital investment funds to road this area. 

Use of such funds to build roads where none belong will provide 

powerful evidence that Congress should eliminate such funding. 

UYA council member Dan Bein. is collecting examples, such 8 s  the 

Small Frye and Hope sales. of the use of taxpayer road building 

funds LO the detriment of forest resources other than timber. We 

have asked the Cabinet District to keep Y B  abreast of any and all 

management actions which may further reduce this wild enclave. 

Ye ask that you keep the entire roadless area intact and 

recommend it for wilderness in UA 8 including MA'S 19. 1 3 .  16 and 

12. 

The prescription for HA 12 is to provide security for impor- 

taut big game areas by compatible management of timber and roads. 

M A  19 i s  for a r e a 8  "very steep and costly to road." 

What can provide better security for big game than wilder- 

ness? Why should r e  pay to road extremely difficult wilderness 

quality lands? 

Please reconsider the total value and combination of wild 

E-19: 
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23. see 

23 
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E-194 
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CesourCeS in the Trout Creek propoaed wilderness. Ye believe 

l o u r  recommendations are crucial h e r e .  

Note that only wilderness designation c a n  provide protection 

for wildlife and wildlands from mining develpment. 
- 

XOQTENAl FALLS 

We commend the F o r e s t  far designating this last m a j o r  rater- 

fall of the Northvest a speclal management a r e a .  E v e r 7  effort 

you c a n  make to officially recognize this unique treasure will 

aid Uanrana citizens t o  prevent its tragic lass. 
- 

OTHER UN1QUE AREAS 

Roderick flountain We recommend the entire Roderick Uountain 

roadless unit b e  upgraded to UA 29. including the big game winter 

range HA 1 0  a r e a s  and UA 2 from the Indian and Chief Peaks area 

including the North Fork of 17 nile Creek to Independence Uoun- 

tain. MA 17 near Sylvanite should also be included in roadless 

HA 29. 

Dividing this wild area into B variety of COamgemeDt areas 

makes it less valuable and more difficult to manage. The natural 

integrity of this wildland and opportunities for solitude were 

rated by the Forest as quite high. Ye ask that 7 0 "  keep these 

values intact in the final plan. - 
Robinson Uounrain roadless area should be kept intact and 

- upgraded to M A  29. 

Mount Pend Oreille wild area shovld b e  conserved intact and - - ~  
- upgraded L O  MA 29. 

We underline the Flathead Chapter's question: What happened 

13 

23 

24 

25 

26 

21 

28 

23.  See second page previws 

24. No nesanse needed 

25. me 8-a designated 85 M 10 is considered to have highec wildlife 
values than msdless recreation values. mus the designation 
pemitting manipulation OF habitat. pcinarily through burning. is 
retained. We generally View this area having high roadless 
recreation values in combination with high wildlife values. 
md 10 designations allow management of both. 

This area has OpParTuniLieS for snowmobile use which cnn be retained 
rith u 2. 

The MA 2 

26. 

21.  We Feel M 2 adequately protects this area while permitting B wider 
range of uses than M 29. 
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to the North West Peek Scenic Area? W e  support keeping it wild. 

HA 2 9  would be better protection than HA 2. - 
Riparian ilreas As pointed Out by the Flathead Chapter of 

W A .  riparian protection is not provided by the proposed plan. 

Ye deem this to be most important and ask that you change this in 

the final plan. - 
Old Growth Conservationists from all over the state concur -- 

with Flathead Chapter Chairman Dick Iahl's corer letter 

emphasizing the prime role of the Koorenai National Foreat to 

conserve  Hontans's old growth forests. The Kootensi has done 

more then any  other Uontana forear to inventory and establish a 

management prescription for old-growth forest lands. In fact, a s  

far as we know. E other forest in Honrana has done this. We 

believe the Kaotenai deserves a great deal of credit for the work 

done thus far to manage for this unique resource. In light of 

how little information still exists about the old growth 

T ~ E O Y T C ~ ,  w e  urge the Forest to walk lightly. - 
In order t o  keep management options open. high quality old 

growth should be given lowest priority for timber harvest in the 

nert 10 years. This should be i n  D stated forest msnsgement 

goal. T h e  Current backlog of timber supplj ahould help remove  

any immediate pressure to rapidly liquidate old g'rorch. Antlcl- 

pared and actual high mortalitj in lodgepole pine may also add 

another reason t o  80 slow on high quality old-growth since the 

v a l u e  of Lodgepole will not wait long. 

Furthermore. r e  ask that the Forest dedicate old-growth 

E- I95  
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28. Northwest Peaks is now in MA 21. 
retained. 

Ihr Scenic A ~ e n  designation IS r e  

29. 

30. No response needed. 

See the riparian area guidance in Chapter 2 of the Final Pian 

29  31. MA 13 has been removed from the regulated rimher base and increased i:, 
size 50 chef 10; of the lend below 5.500 Feet i n  elevation lI 
dedicated to old-growth. m e  inventory and Final Pian designations 
are a5 follo*s: 

= 1.859.000 acres Land3 below 5.500 ferr 
Inventoried Old-growth = 2Og.OOO acres (11111 

Management Area 13 = 126.000 acres ( 7 % )  
Other "on-timber Mgmt = 60.000 acres I 31) 
Managed for timber = 19.000 acres 1 1%) 

30 

31 

As indicated by the inventory detil  above. it is not possible to 
provide a 15; level of old-gmwth timber today. The option to provide 
increased amounts of old-growth Limber in the future has been retained 
in the Final Forest Plan. 
exclusive of LOdgepole Pine. in the unreglllafed timber category. This 
includes the 186.W acres of Old-growth timber management. shorn 
above. 

I t  retains 341 of all the mature timber. 

14  
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management areas, and r e m o v e  them from the timber base. MU4 

urges you to adopt a m o r e  conservative approach thac includes a L  

l e a s t  152 of the Forest's inventoried high quality old-growth. 

Dedicated atends should include m o r e  riparian lands belou 5000 

feet f a r  the highesr qu8lity combination of multiple U s e  manage- 

ment ( i . e .  water quality. wildlife, recieetion, old g r o w t h ) .  

Please refer to the Flathead Chapter of HUA Issues CommitLee 

cements on o l d  growth. - 
'dater Qualit1 The draft 1982 Kootenai P l a n  projected B 

doubling of stream sediments. It is not clear how rater will 

fair i n  the recent draft. However, the dramatic road building 

scheme gives cause for great concern. E P A  has given the Yootensi 

Plan the lowesc marks f a r  water quality of an,  forest in liontana. 

Hou d o  70" intend t o  change this i n  the f i n a l  plan? - 
The lack of protection for riparian areas may serve to 

further aggravate water quality problems. UNA opposes Clesr-cUC 

logging, bulldozer scarification and locating landing areas in 

streamside areas. 

These type of activities may w e l l  cause detrimental changes 

- affecting weter temperature, condition (sediments) and trout 

habitat. The lack o f  a protected buffer around streams m a y  

aggravate problems o f  sedimentation from t h e  enormous amount  of 

roads on the Forest (present and planned). NFMA requires stream- 

side protection and w e  feel the present proposal does not meet 

those requirements. - 
wildlife Ye commend the Forest plan f o r  developing a n  elk 

model which includes Security of s~rnmer range a s  B limiting 

15 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

E-!% 
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31. see PrrYioUS 

32. Stste-of-the-art methods far predicting sediment dellvery to streams 
are not very good so we have reduced our celiancr on those modl:ls and 
focused on insuring that problems do not occur in tho field. We lhwc 
added items to the monitoring and evaluation plan and the Fores tw~de  
standards to insure chat State WBWP Quality Standards will be 
attained. 

33. Refer LO the Riparian Area guidance in the Final Plan 

34. See responses #32 and #33 above 
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important roadless a r e a s  such 8 s  ~ r ~ ~ t  Creek. Roderick nounrain 

and others. I t  is not clear how the proposed plan will increase 

elk populations. however. To our knowledge no clear documenro- 

Lion exists that demonstrates that logging improves elk habitat. 

It i s  clear that roads degrade habitat, a n d  that the Forest 

proposes to build an additional 244 miles  of road per y e a r .  

- 

- 
Members of the Montana Wilderness Association also support a 

carefully planned program of augmentation to help c o n s e r v e  and 

restore the Cabinet-Yaak grizzly population to healthy levels. 

W e  feel a u g ~ e n c s t i o n  is particularly necessary i n  the Southern 

Cabinets in light of proposed mineral developments. 
L 

ROADS 

In the last few years. the Kootenai has made an excellent 

Start of pursuing road closures t o  increase wildlife security. 

MWA feels that road management is essential on the tootenai and 

that new innovations such 8s temporary road systems that a r e  back 

bladed and revegetated are necessary to improve the manager 's  

ability to mitigate nome impact from timber practices. Snow 

roads might ala0 be Considered as another tool. - 
Road mansgement. however. is not II substitute for roadless 

management. Beckcountry valves in aforementioned wild a r e a s  m u s t  

be kept intact. - 
However, building an additional 4.600 miles of roada con- 

flicts with nearly all forest resources end multiple uses. except 

timber. With 6.000 miles of road already in place. it is hard to 

16 

35. Projected increases in elk habitat potential will cesu1L from 
I factor. We urge that you g i v e  this additional conrideration i n  

providing B proper balance of cover. forage and security. 
Cover-forage Patios can be adjusted toward Lhcir optimum levels v i a  
tiabec harvest. 

35 -_ 
36. The m a d  miles shorn in t h e  EIS are nrither targets or goals. but 

estimates of needs given today's technology. The need far roads will 
be continually reassessed as the tmnsportotion system is developed so 
that only those roads necessa~y to manage the Forest ace ever built. 
The Final Plan includes a goal LO minimize the mount of road 
construct ion.  In addition. the guidance for each managemer.t area 
includes derails on road use PeStriCtiOnS that ere designed LO provide 
secure habitat and minimize the impact of roads on elk habitat. 

Appendix 8 of the Final Plan discusses augmentation. 

Such options For road manegemenr exist and may be used where 
eppropriate. 

36 

37. 

38. 

3 i  38a. NO response needed 

38 

38 a 

39 



s e e  B pressing iieed for m o r e  recreational roads. Wildlife 

doesn't henefit by roading, in fact, animals a s  birds 

(cavity n e s t e r s )  and fish a r e  adversely affecred. 

__ 

It should be recognized that additional roads a r e  single- 

purpose, f o r  timber only. With this in mind. more innovation 

w i l l  be needed t o  address the r e s o u r c ~  conflicts inherent in 

Koutenui p l a n s  t o  build thousands of miles of additional roads. 

Recreation The prescription for MA 2 should distinguish 

hetween m o t o r i z e d  and non-motorized uses. With the overwhelming 

predominance of roads a l r e a d s  on the Iootenai. and thousands more 

planned, the Forest should emphasize ~on-mot~rized use in t h e  

remaining wild areas. Solitude is en important resource and 

public lands are the only place people can expect to find it. 

This is not the c a s e  with motorized use. 

We e n c o u r a g e  the Forest to identify t h o s e  areas where 

motorized use is appropriate and limit o f f  road use t o  those 

areas. Please refer to the enclosed letter on this subject of 

former Lewis and Clark Superintendent G e o r g e  Engler. - 
We also encourage the Forest to idencifr and c o n s e r v e  

remaining apportunicies for lor-elevation easy gradient trails. 

porticularli where these would be available f o r  use by elderly. 

and those rho require manual wheelchairs TO 8et around. Host o f  

these type o f  trails have likelr been lost to road-building 

through the sear-. However some opportunity me7 exist to relo- 

c a t e  cutover trails. Ross Creek Cedars trail 18 a n  example of 

this trpe of trail. - 

E-I98 
Hrsponse t o  letter X 3 O l  - Wontana Uilderness A S S O ~ . .  p s .  3019 

i9 39. We agree that fhcre is no need for more roads far' di:;w?rscd recreiltlc.' 
"*e. 

39a. Wildlife generally does not benefit from roading per' sa. however. 
'9 a noted in the respanse to X35 above. timber harvest can benefit 

wildlife end roads are generally necessary for  TranSpOTtation O f  logs 
M d  machinery. 

39b. Resource conflicts associated with roads are discusar:d ~n the EIS. 

40. Due LO terrain end tree cove? most of NA 2 is inaccessible LO ORV 
users. Host OHV use that does occur involves over.sno~ vehicles in 
areas iior frequented simu1tmeOUSly by other types Of r e C 1 - e O t i O n i S t E .  
The guidance for MA 2 in the Final Plan generally resolves conf l ic ts  
i n  favor of non-motoriied uses. 

9 b  

41. We have made no specie1 provisions in the Forest P l a n  for t h i s  type of 
facility. This type of rrZill is senerally considered in SitUBfionS 
Such 84 a t  Ross Creek (as you noted1 or near developed campgrounds o r  
Other special interest ares. 

4 1  

1 7  
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The F i n e  Plan Ulwr s sale level d UP to 233 HllBF (2a2 HHBF 
regula ted .  25 IWBF dead lodgepole pine, 6 W F  o t h e r  products) p e r  
year over the  next decade (Appendix 11 of the  Final  Plan). 
level over the 1 s t  decade. adjusted f o r  buy-back. was 182 M m F  pep 
year .  
amolmt to 28%. 

1. 

The seir  

i f  all the VOlilme available were sold.  t h h e  increase  would 
of this 233 W F  Per Year. abaut 20 HMBF would be deird 

lodgepole pine (as noted above) and 78 HNBF vouid be from "lodgepole 
p i n e  rOmsts" (92: of the 233 WF), 

As. discussed i n  Chapter 111 of the  IFIS. t h e  timber program is  
estimated LO have returned e net  loss of over $2 mi l l ion  i n  1985 

The t imber  y i e l d  tables were revised p r i o r  t o  t h e  development o f  the 
DEIS ar J u l y  1985 although documentation was not developed unci1 
recently (Addenduo to Timber Yield Table Coeff ic ien t  Documentation, 
Park. nay 23. 19861. This documentation also addresses  some of t h e  
C-IILS belw and excerpts  a m  pmvided where a p p m p r i a t e .  

The F o r e s t  Plen I s tested with B new s e t  of economic d a t a  which 
included: - b s e  Pr ices  l i n k 4  to  t rensact ion evidence d a r e  for the  

ye- 1975 through 1984 - pr ice  Pmjec t ions  used i n  the 1985 RPA p m c e s s  - mad costs adjusted Ear real cost decreases experienced 
.ince 1978 

The e f f e c t s  are disCuSsd in  Appendix 8 of the m;lS 

The F i n d  Plan maximizes timber pmdvction i n  the f i r s t  decade t o  
attain t h h e  same harveEt levels or the Pmposed Ac:ion. This w u  dolle 
Pr imar i ly  for l o c a l  C o m i t Y  s t a b i l i t y  as discussed in Appendix B of 
the FEIS. If the f i r s t  decade regulated volume were not  maximized a t  
202 W F .  II level of 194 M E F  would maximize PNV using t h e  o r i g i n a l  
economic date .  
Regardless of the economic data  used. maximizing timber pruduction 
subjec t  LO "on-declining y ie ld  will generate 202 HMBF per  year  or 
regulated volume i n  the first decade. 

7he new economic d s t e  would have had a more s i g n i f i c a n t  ef fec t  iE the 
Plan had used (I m e t  deal  of economically marginal land. 
F ina l  P lan  has 1 . 2 6 3 . W  acres i n  the regulated timber base which Is 
less than the I.337.oM acres d e t e r a b e d  to be economically 
harves tab le  under the n e  economic data .  
APPendir B o f  the E I S .  

2 .  

Then- ecmomic data  leduces t h i s  t o  185 mBF. 

I n  f a c t  the 

For d e t a i l s  refer to  

(continued on next papel 
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7-r l i s l d  Tables 

FOlest planners  vaed a Computer program c a l l e d  prognosis  eo p r e d i c t  future 
t rmber  yields .  Planners msda two modit isat ion.  to Frognosis  r N c h  s i p n i f i -  
clntly increased its p r s d l c t i o n s  of r lmber  growth. ~ l a n n s r s  .Is0 modified 
the  Prognosis resul~s which f u r t h e r  i n c r e r a c d  F o r t h  pzediction. in yowqar 
t lmbor s tands.  

CBEC uses fou r  -rules Of reason' t o  teat whether rimbsr y i e l d  table .  are 
sound. P i r a t ,  e x i s t i n g  stands of matura t i m b e r  should not be predl0L.d t~ 
g r o w  faater than they heve h i s t o r i c a l l y  grown ir\ rhs p a r .  
are paat t h e i r  dqs of maximum annual  rlrowth, so growth rates should be 
dec l in ing .  

Second, unmanaged sscond-growth s t ands  should wt be p r e d i c t e d  to g r o w  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  f a s t e r  than e x i s t i n g  stands have groun. Afte r  s eed l ing8  are 
e e t a h l i r h c d ,  such s t a n d s  r e c e i v e  M more manaqement than natural s t ands  hav 
received,  M there la "0 leason LO expsct that second-growth stand. should 
gr0" any fa*f*I. 

Such . a n d .  

Third.  managsmant of second-qrarrh should not bs p r e d i c t e d  to produce huge 
increaser i n  g r o w t h  ratell over unminaqed stands.  Rose iong-fcm re sea rch  
seudfes  show that thinning. do n o t  i n c r s s a e  t o t a l  growth l a a t  is. g r o w t h  D 

trees over 0 inches i n  diametmrl. Thinning= can 1ncrea.a c b  volume of 
merchantable tlnber I t h a t  is, t h e  ~ l v l n e  of trees over 7 or SO i nches  i n  
d i ame te r )  by 20 or 30 percent. 

mstly. 3ecDnd-grr)rLh y l e l d  t a b l e s  should be p r e d i c t s d  to reach t h e i r  age 
of maximum a v e c a ~ a  annual growth ( .culmination of mean annual increment. ~r 
C I I I I I  at the same age Or i a t e r  than is p r e d i c t e d  i n  pub l i shed  y i e l d  t ab lea  
uslnq similar u t i l i z a t i o n  s t anda rds .  Th1.l is i m p r t a n c  Docauls t h e  Wationa 
Forest HanaqemaLnt A c t  INFIIA) r e q u i r e s  t h a t  s t a n d s  of t i m b e r  M L  be harve r t e  
u n t i l  rhmy have reached t h i s  age. 

m e  moren*i  y i e l d  t a b l e s  f a l l  t h r e e  of these fou r  t e s t a .  

L-200 
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2. 
( C 0 " l )  

Conversion of s t a g n a t e d  lodgepo le  p ine  s t a n d s  "85 modeled as havln6 c 
s i g n i f i c a n t  COSL and "0 Financ ia l  return u n t i l  t h e  new S t M t  1s 
harves t ed .  The s t e n d s  are OfLen SLams ted  st B size t h a t  is no t  
commercial a l though  some velue cou ld  be d e r i v e d  from the sale of olni l? 
p m d u c w  ( w s c s  e t c . ) .  The returns fmm converting t h e s e  SCandS is 
obv ious ly  poor. The Proposed Act ion called for c o n v e r t i n g  70.WO 
acres over f i v e  decades to reduce risks 189soCiBted wi th  f i r e  and 
insec ts  and d i s e a s e ) .  improve w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  and retum t h e s e  lalcr 
t o  Limber product ion.  The Final Plan  calls For conver t ing  these  (IC:.L~ 

over  a 1W y e a r  pe r iod  and PW "85 found to be maximized when JZ.oCC 
acres were cut over t h e  n e x t  50 yems. There i s  no conversion tare<:  
e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  t h e  10 year l i f e  of t h i s  p l an .  

See also the response to #I  above. 

3. Uneven-aged management is generally n o t  p r a c t i c a l  For the reasons 
o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  DEIS IIY-9). 

The ~ a n g e  pmgmm on t he  Kootenai NF is q u i t e  smell dire t o  C C O ~ O ~ I C  
problems a s s o c i a t e d  with o v e m i n t e r i n g  f a c i l i t i e s .  t e r r a i n .  later 
sources and so on. The c o n s t a n t  PmgpsuD t h a t  is addres sed  i n  t he  €IS 
is about  as much I L ~  w e  ever expect t o  see and i t s  impacts  are minimal 
as no ted  i n  t h e  EIS. To s i m p l i f y  t h e  antilysis, a l l  g r a z i n g  Values 
yere pemoved fmm the FORPLAN model and P W  w a s  a d j u s t e d  accordingly. 

The monitoring and evl l luat ion p l a n  has  been modif ied 



P r c d i N d  Growth o f  H a t w e  T i l h r :  
planners  d i v i d e d  the Polest into  three f o r e s t  types:  
f e r  IIIC11, lor si te  mixed conifer lMC21, and lodgepole p ine  ILPPl. Mature 
stands of MC1 average 160 y e a r s  old.  MC2 130 yea r s ,  and LPP 100 years.  

R1 make t h e  y i e l d  t a b l e s .  XWLenai 
b q h  s i t e  mixed coni- 

Table One 

Exis t ing  Volumes and 

K0Oten.i Harional Forest 
P r o j e c t e d  Q o h  Rates of Mature Stands 

(CubLC f e e t  per acre1 

1111 1112 LPP 
current volume 4 .320  2 .180  2 .910  
H1stOrir: annual m o n h  27 2 1  29 
Pred ic t ed  annual IO-year growth 23 14 -85 
Pred ic t ed  annual %-year growth 19 IO -14 

Table one rhovs  kha t  m l l C u r ~  t imber  r tnnda have h i s t o r i c a l l y  morn e t  M 

average rate of 20 t o  30 cubic f e e t  Of merchantable  t imber  each year. 
y i e l d  t a b l e s  for mixed c o n i f e r  stand. predict t h a t  growth ~ a f e l l  w i l l  d e c l i n e  
over time. The t a b l a  for lodgepo le  pine p r e d i c t  t h a t  mush of t h e  lodqspols  
-- which 14 considered 'high risk. owing Lo Its age - rill die  i n  the next  
ten yea r s .  Growth aftsr t h a t  rime on ly  p a r t i a l l y  makes up f o r  this losa. 

I n  SUO, Lt appea r s  that Prognosis did not make unduly high p red ic t ions  of 
future growth rates in mature ntandn. 

PrcdiNd Grovtb of w s d  Second-Qowth Timber; 
growth t i m b e r  has  reached t h e  age of e x i s t i n g  m a y e  r imbar ,  it La pred ic t ed  
LO have grown f a r  more r o o d  than existing s t a n d s  have today. As shown in 
cable  t w o ,  nC1 stands are expec ted  to m o r  60 pe rcen t  more rood than exiotlno 
3tands. and MC2 second-growth is pred ic t ed  to more than double the per- 
formance o f  er iaf ing  Limber. 

Horeovcr, t h e s e  r a p i d  growth rata. are expected to mnrinvs long a f t e r  t h e  
VorLh  rates of existing Stands  have dropped o f f .  
second-mouth a i r e d  conifer s t a n d s  r each  the age of existing stands, t h e i r  
growth 1s expected to  remain greater than t h e  h i s t o r i c  growth rates of 
exx*f ing  s t ands .  

LPP second-growth is not expec ted  to mow as fast  a f t e r  age 100 as 
existing stand. have h i s t o r i c a l l y  grown. 
m o r t h  rates of e x i s t i n g  IPP .rands LTe s u p p s s d  to b. negat ive.  

Modif icat ions to P r o g n O s ~ S  may L C C O Y ~ ~  for the r a p i d  growth of second-growth 
compared to e x i s t i n g  s t ands .  Planners decided that the basal  area of s t ands  
should be a l lowed  to grow 25 percen t  faster than Prognosis o r x g m a l l y  p r c  
dicled.  Basal area l a  a s s - n t i a l l y  the s u r f a c e  area of a l l  stumps i f  a .rand 
Ware Cut a t  4-7/2 f e e t  a b v e  t h e  ground. 

The 

By t he  rims second- 

I n  t h e  f i f t y  yea r s  after 

Remember, however. t h a t  p red ic t ed  

0 

4 

0 
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4 .  E x i s t i n g  s t a n d s  have average volumes t h a t  are much lower than 
p ro jec t ed  y i e l d s  for r egene ra t ed  S tands  wi th  no management. Analysis  
of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  s t a n d s  r e p r e s e n t e d  in t h e  mature g m u p ~  show B r ide  
range of v a r i a b i l i t y .  
 electively logged in t h e  past. 
t h e  s t a n d  were removed l e a v i n g  mature s t a n d s  o f  smaller ar,erage 
d i ame te r .  
f i r e  or  i n s e c t  OCCUrance some time d u r i n g  t h e i r  h i s t o r y .  
cases t he  s t a n d s  were included i n  t h e  mature group because o f  t h e  aJe 
of t h e  largest remaining trees. F i r e .  logging and. to some extenr.  
insects r i l l  be excluded from t h e  new s t a n d s  so it is expected t h a t  
volumes would be h i g h e r  than cur~enf e x i s t i n g  s t a n d s .  
 volume^ are i n  l i n e  wi th  t h e  e x i s t i n g  volumes on t h e  b e t t e r  s t ands  111 

t he  e x i s t i n g  mature groups.  

A b a s a l  area growth m u l t i p l i e r  of 1.25 was o r i g i n a l l y  used to adj, ,sr  
growth of small trees i n  managed S tands  t o  8 more r easonab le  rate.  
Subsequent to t h e  development of t h e  y i e l d  t a b l e s  u s i n g  Prognosis  
Version 2.0. B new ver s ion  (3 .3 )  OF Prognos i s  "8% developed.  Several 
managed Stand gmups were rerun using t h e  new version which contained 
r ev i sed  small tlpe gpovth models. Cornperison of t h e  new results t o  
t h e  o r i g i n a l  runs Showed t h a t  growth rates p r o j e c t e d .  beginning abolit 
age 50. wece even h i g h e r  than  t h e  O r i g i n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  u s i n g  t h e  basal 
apes m u l i t p l i e r .  These increases ranged From 4.6% a t  age 50 t o  19% at 
age 80. 
t a b l e s .  
developed later i n  long term P r o j e c t i o n s  exceed t h e  maxim- s p e c i f i e d  
for sites. 
p r o j e c t i o n s .  These r e s u l t e d  i n  minus a d j u s t  ments o f  2% to 4.5% 
beginning a t  a b u t  age 170. 
management' regimes Of new s t a n d s  shou ld  y i e l d  88 much volume BI 

e x i s t i n g  po le  and immature Stands at t h e  Same age. 
original y i e l d  t a b l e s  d i d  iiot meet t h i s  and were a d j u r e d  
Bccardingly.  
and 60 yea r s .  
growth of emall trees d e l e d  in v e r s i o n  3.3. me rate o f  Bmuth 
a f t e r  age 60 "89 l e f t  t he  same 8s the original t a b l e s  Since embedded 
growth f u n c t i o n s  f a r  larger trees appea r  to be Personable.  

This is  expected since many o f  t he  sfilllds 
I n  must cases. t he  l a r g e r  trees in  

Other  Stands have developed two S t o r i e d  s t r u c t u r e s  based On 
I n  ba th  

P ro jec t ed  

mese Percen tages  were used  t o  a d j u s t  t he  o r i g i n a l  y i e l d  
h a l y 9 i 9  Of version 3.3 runs also r evea led  t h a t  b a s a l  ereas 

There fo re ,  ad jus tmen t s  were made to  level out t h e  ou tyea r  

A n  L)SsUmption YE also nsde t h a t  t h e  "PO 

Many of the  

T h i s  m o u t h  d i f f e r e n c e  w a s  d i s t r i b u t e d  between ages 40 
Resu l t an t  y i e l d s  correspond f avorab ly  to i nc reased  

0 



Planner% a180 reducod tree m o r t a l i t y  i n  ~ ~ o q n o r i s  to 0.1 parcent of the 
*Land bstreen ages 15 and 25. 'Chill allowed orand= vh lch  may have been 
overstockad to remain OuersLoEksd -- with no reduct ion i n  grovth. 

By i nc reas ing  hall1 area movth. p lanne r s  allowed much f n s r e r  diameter  
growth. By redncing mor t a l i t y .  plannezs e f f e c t i v e l y  increased the assumed 
s tocking capaci t ies .  IR reillty, it in unliksly that diameter  growth would 
remain high a t  the high stocking l a v e l s  which result. 

The t o t a l  stocking capac i ty  OC a f o r e s t  sire is not mush gxeater than t h e  
actual stocking of t h a t  .ire IC Lha area has been undisturbed f o r  many 
years. Unless t h e  etandn r ep resen ted  In BooLenni Limber Inventor ies  have 
been S l y n l f i c a n t l y  d i s tu rbed ,  t h e r e  is no rearon to e x a c t  t h a t  ~ ~ c o n d -  
q r o r i h  stands rill grow much more timber than 15 found is e x i s t i n g  stands of 
the same age. 

CTorth m-9 scam In-sire O ~ a ~ e r t :  Planners pred rc t sd  even _ re  r ap id  
grow~h of stand% which are managed using precommercial and C O ~ ~ E I C ~ ~ I  t h i n -  
n ~ n g s .  ,%* shorn I n  table t h ree .  mixed c o n i f e r  scanda r ece iv ing  pcecommer- 
c i a 1  ihinninq Only a r e  expected to grow 25 percent IaQfer than stands re- 
caivinq DO CreaLDenLB,  and p recomnerc i a l ly  thznned LPP s t ands  grow ovcr 4 0  
percent faaLer than un t reb ted  stands. 

The results of preconmercial  and commercial Chinnings Combined axe even more 
aaarlnq. nC1 stands which are Chinned t h r e e  times nea r ly  double their 
growth. A l l  stands which are thinned tw ice  increase growth by aWuL two- 
Lhirda or =axe. NOXeover, e x l s t l n g  MC1 and LPP atands which are 60 y s a r r  
old ale predicted t o  grow 20 t o  30 p r C e n L  f a s t e r  if they are thinned once. 

Tne longest studies of t he  aftecca of rh inn ings  on growth ra ter  have bean 
done &n t he  Pac i f i c  Northwest. These s t u d i e s  have been i nco rpa ra t ed  i n t o  a 
c ~ m p ~ t a r  called rmugias-r i r  s i m u l a t e d  ~ n t ~ n a i v a  mnaqement IOP-SIUI. 

4 
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4 .  The y i e l d  Cables were developed using an e a r l y  ve r s ion  of PmgnosiS 
(CODL) knd emper i ce l ly  ad jus t ed .  There #as no a t t empt  t o  a d j u s t  ell stand 

a t t r i b u t e s  throughout t h e  regimes to match expected stand developmeill 
Cha rac t e r i i l r i c s .  
volumes. The t a b l e s  were v s l i d a t e d .  BS B r e s u l t  of p u b l i c  Comment. as 
desc r ibed  i n  the following paragraphs;  

Ind iv idua l  Stands were selected fro= e s t a b l i s h e d  growih PIOLS t h a t  
were considered r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  t h e  h a b i t a t  pcoducf iv i ty  groups.  
These stends were p r o j e c t e d  u s i n g  t h e  p re sc r ibed  t r ea tmen t s  used in 
t h e  y i e l d  Cable development with che la tes t  v e r s i o n  af Progn0si.s 
(5.1). Growth adjustments  to t h e  model were made 5 0  i x d i v i d u a l  S L m d  
n t t c i b u r e s  Compared LO Regional Stocking Yie ld  Tables. Si t e  Index 
Curves. m o r t a l i t y  P ~ B U ~ C S  from s t u d i e s  and 50 on.  The resul ts  compare 
favorably to y i e l d  t a b l e  volumes used in t h e  development of t he  Forest 
P l a n .  lhe fol lowing r e h l e  d i s p l a y s  the comparable volumes: 

Emphssis vas on ohra in ing  Peesonable p r o j e c t e d  

Tab le  P l a n  Vol Ver 5.1 Yo1 P r o d u c t i v i t y  T m  
C l B S S  NiYoher -- lmbfl 

UixCon I NO mMegemcnc 1 18.1 23.3 
PCI Only 12 39.6 40.5 
m b l m  6 41.0 40.4 
r n L 2 L T ' S  9 41.2 48.9 

HixCon I1 NO management 2 21.8 27.5 
Pm 4 29.3 30.6 
PCI 6 Cl  7 32.3 31 -5 

LPP NO lcMeSement 3 10.7 9 - 7  
PCI 5 19.2 21.6 
PCI 6 CT 8 23.3 24.3 

f u r t h e r  v a l i d a t i o n  was done by l i k i n g  the projected volumcs LO 
s t a n d i n g  volumes BcrUal ly  e x i s e i n g  an t h e  Forest. I n  t h e  HixCon I 
 POU UP. the t o p  s t a n d s  fro0 each  Ranger DirrricL were t o t a l e d .  These 
Stands accounted for 96 W0F on 2406 acres. far nn average of 40 
NBFlacre. 
generated by t h e  y i e l d  Cables depending wan vllnagement regime. 

For the Mixcon 11 group t h e  snme procedure was Used. Total  volume vas 
38.6 W F  on 1132 acre9 f o r  an average of 34.1 MBF/acre. 
compares t o  t h e  h ighes t  managed volume pPedicCed i n  t h e  Pion of 32.3 

This C ~ P I I P ~ S  t o  t he  rmgc of from YJ.6 to 41.2 MBFIacrr 

This 

HBF/aCre. 

lhe lodgepole pine gmup is based on stands where t h e  p l u r a l i t y  uf 
basa l  wee8 is lodgepole .  Samples of t h e  h i g h e s t  volume s t a n d s  on 
h a b l t a t  types where lodgepole  w i l l  be managed in t h e  future were 
averaged. The weighted average was 23.0 Wflacre  compared LO t h e  19.2 
LO 23 .3  m%F/acre pred ic t ed  i n  thc  Fores t  P l a n .  

m 
N 
0 
N 
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~ e v i e r  of t h e  Draft Xoorenal Forest P l a n  and EIS P 9 e  5 
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Response t o  l e t t e r  d 3 O l  . Montana Wilderness ASSOC. LCHEC). p g .  301" 

4 .  Overall o w  analys is  shows that the pPediCted y i e l d s  c l o s e l y  march 
(cont l  those developed using the latest s ta te -of - the-ar t  technology and t h a t  

they are d s o  cons is ten t  with actual s tands  measured on t h e  ground. 

Culmination age5 were also checked on the  run5 made with the  l a t e s t  
pmgnosis version and they were found t o  be i n  t h e  same range as those 
used i n  the FO?~PSL Plan (bas ic ly .  70 t o  120 years). 



_- 
Table F O u  

Prognosis Yzcld T a b l e  and Adjwtcd Yield Table 
High S i t e  It1x.d Conifer, Existing l O - Y e u  Old Stands 

l v o l a = *  in thousands mC subis feet, 
PA1 and M U  growth In cvblc feet1 

w. 
20 
30 
.O 
50 
60 
70 

90 
100 
110 
120 
130 
140 
150 
160 
170 
180 
190 
200 

no 

Proqnol 
"01- 

.45 

.sa 

.lo 

.e9 
1.1n 
1.66 
2.08 
2.61 
1.16 
3.71 
4.31 
5.00 
5.60 
6.20 

,IS Y I  
PA1 
21 
9 
16 
19 
29 
40 
42 
55 
53 
55 
63 
66 
60 
60 

.Ids 
MA1 
23 
18 
10 
18 
20 
24 
16 
29 
12 
14 
36 
38 
40 
41 

hdjual 
"0 I a= 

.45 

.54 
1.10 
1.80 
2.72 
3.14 
3.50 

4.13 
4.45 
4.95 
5.41 
5.94 
6.41 

1.82 

Led Yields 
P l I  LUI 
23 23 
9 I8 
56 28 
70 36 
92 15 
42 1 5  
16 44 
32 41 
31 61 
32 40 
50 41 
52 42 
47 41 
41 43 

6.81 61 43 6.90 49 43 
7.43 62 44 1.17 27 41 
1.90 41 44 1.62 45 42 
8.40 50 a4 1.92 30 42 
9.00 60 45 8.10 10 . 11 

Table four shorn that  planner. Increased gJ'orth berrecn ages 40 and 69 b' 
three to three-and-one-halK tines. Thm Pro,ymosi~ volumes b not Catch UP 
r i c h  the adjusted V O I u m e P  u n t l l  age 110. 
also assumed thaL a l l  l odqewla  pine would d i e  by aqe 120. The result 1s 
that C I I M  -kea placo l C  '9' 60, 
FORPLAN to harVeLL t l m b s r  before age 70. 

planners b a e d  the asaumprion that unmanaqad stands reach CHAS on tablee In 
Technical Bulletin 101, Technlcl l  Bu l l e t in  630, and other nOlDi.1 y i e l d  
tables whish represent all tree. In Lha stand Over a half inch i n  diameter. 
However, the y i e l d  data i n  POWLIUI represents Only  Crees Over S I X  (for 

and then on ly  because planner* 

although planners bld DOC really a l l o r  

lodq.pal* pine1 Lo OeYe" [for orher ap.cIe.1 in diametsr. 

E-204 
Response to l e t t e r  X301 - Montena Wilderness Assoc. (CIIEC). pg. 301u 

4 .  The original documentarion included a discussion of ages a t  which 
( C O I I L I  culminstion Occurs based upon tota l  cubic f m t  production. 

tables developed rith Prognosis did not Culminate at these ages. 
w e s  recognized a t  the r i m  the tables we= developed that there was B 
pmblem in the Prognosis growth mode18 for small trees end the long 
ten pmjections did not slow gmvth t o  corrrspond LO nomd stand 
development. 
The tables were adjusted to r e f l e c t  reasonable culmination ages. 
T e s t s  using later Pmgnosis models c o n f i n  the earlier adjustmenrs and 
Show that culmination ages ace very nearly the same using either torel 
cubic f m t  volmes or  merchantable cubic foot volumes. 

The yield 
I t  

These two Factors result i n  a delay in culmination ago. 

Copies OF the comparison model -9 and the nxibting stand data 
B m a r i e P  are available For review a t  t h e  Kmtenei NBLiona1 Forest 
Swervisor~s office. 

Copies OF the comparison model -9 and the nxibting stand data 
B m a r i e P  are available For review a t  t h e  Kmtenei NBLiona1 Forest 
Swervisor~s office. 
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4 .  See the discnssion on the preceeding pages. 
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Such dl pr06edu.e would datermine I C  tne basal area growth and morCallty 
adlustmenta made by p lanne r s  a r e  appropriate .  rt may also h e l p  determrne 
the a48 of C M l i  and, i f  any plats have hc.0 thinned, t h e  s F f * s t . r  of 
i n t m r i u .  -n.qemcnt. 

Shaf t  of SYCh a procedur., t h e  lDOtrnLi y l a l d  rab1.a must be conaidered 
h iqh ly  .pculariva and unrallrblt. It is llksly Zhht us. of t h e  YncoIreCfed 
y l s l d  tabla. i n  t h e  rlnal  PI." rill v u l t  in a .erlou. falldown I n  futur. 
harves t s .  

- 
l'- Valmes 

KooLenal  planners based clmkr v r i u e s  OD hiqh bld price.  r ece ived  f rom 
s e l e c t e d  Llmber aalcs s o l d  h t r e e n  1974 and 1980. Information f rom t h e r e  
sale8 was U*ed t o  dsvelop t h e  stumpage p c i c r  equa t ion  shorn  on page 8-46 of 
ths EIS. Plammrs also p r o j e c t e d  that Llmbsr p r i c e s  would r a p i d l y  incraano 
a t  lata0 o r i s i n a l l y  p r e d i c t e d  for the 1980 W A  Program. 

Y e t  t imber  vilucs have fallen s i n c e  1980. sajor and prmanenr chanqea i n  
banking and savings and l o i n  i n d n s t r i e s  i n d i c a t e  that prices rill n o t  reach 
t h a  late-1910s levels again soon. man thovgh housing market. !lave partial- 
l y  recovered In t h e  lase t w o  years ,  increasing t i m h r  product ion i n  t h e  
Soucheart  and Canada h a s  prevented of cecovery of Y e a t o r n  L i n k r  mdlr i i rs .  

one r e s u l t  of these change. i s  that t h e  1985 RPA Program P r e d i c t s  much 
.mallor price insrca... over tha n c n  f s r  pars. nore recent work by 
Adam= and Hame.. rho nada ell t h e  RPA pro jac t lons .  l n d i s a t a r  t h a t  even t h e  
1985 RPI project ion.  are o p t i m i s t i c .  

one major Input  Into t h e  ~ L u m p q e  pric.  q u a t i o n  "led by p l anne r s  is the 
p r i c e e  pa id  for 1umb.r. According to data provided by llrqion 1 e s M o m i s L s ,  
lumber p r i c e s  for timber s o l d  by the Uxrtenai bstveen 1915 and 1919 rveraqe 
$451 pcr  thoYsand board feet. Dvrinq t h e  y*a.rs 1900 thrOu?A 1901. p r i c e s  
averaged only $369 per thousand. Sneering these values into t h e  a t u n p 9 e  
p r l s e  equat ion Indlcatei l  a s N m p 9 e  p r i c e  dssreaaa of nea r ly  30 pe rcen t  
assuming Cracror 10gqing. 

A more recent erumpage p r i c e  eqYatioc davelopsd by the Regional O f f l c e  i nd i -  
cates tha?. t h e  m t c n a l  Plan eqnaLlon &es not even acc:urr te ly  p r r d i c i  
p r i c e s  b id  iincm 1980. Given the came i npu t s ,  the n e w  equat ion,  baaed 0" 

sales s o l d  between June 1980 and June 1984, produce. values over 20 p e l c e n t  
lesa than the equa t ion  used m t h e  lorest Pian. 

Table f i v e  sho re  the stump4qe price3 vscd i n  mRPpLIN f o r  m a s t  eXiPt lnq 
t imber  which il to he harves t ed  in t h e  nerc 10 years. Except on t h e  
extremely BLeap lands. mired Conifer  s t a n d s  ale expected to sell for 5 8 0  to 
nea r ly  $130 pr  thousand b a r d  feet, and lodgepole pine s t a n d s  arE expected 
LO sell for $40 to $80 per thousand. 

MEC reviewed 1984 and 1985 timber sale reports to determine actual sale 
prlces .  t imber  values - as measured by BLatlaf iCaI  
h iqh  b i d  p l m  purchaser road credits -- 
board fret. Most  of t h e  t l m h r  sold on s lopes  under 60 percen t ,  I n d l s a t -  
'"4 t h a t  prices assumed by p lanne r s  are muEh greater from recent experience.  

I n  Cbas* t w o  years .  
averaqed less than $16 per thou3and 

E-206 
Response t o  letter #301 - Montana Wilderness  1 9 4 0 ~ .  ICHEC). PB. jOly 

4 .  

5 .  

See the discussion on t h e  p recccd ing  pages 

The eFIeCLs OF a l t e r n a t i v e  base tisober values and pr ice  piojecrior:~ 
are d i s c u s s e d  i n  Appendix B OF the FEIS. 
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Rsriiar of che Draft I m t e n a l  Forest Plan and EIS P9* 9 

T ~ m D c r  811- reports list b i b  by spec ie s .  using planners' e(ICIPaLes of Lhe 
percentage of each s p e c i e s  I n  each f o r e s t  type, CHEC found Only di amall 
d i f f e rence  I n  values between forest type,. Mixed c~nlfer types averaged $37 
p r  thoahand b a r d  f e e t  wh i l e  lodgepole  plne averaged 134  p r  thousand. 

Mixed C0nif-r  1 
Hixed C o n i f s r  2 
Lodgepole Pine 

Slope: (40. 40-60\ >60( 

126 84 7 
113 72 10 
83 43 -25 

F O W u  p r i c e s  are p.1 thousand cubic f e e t .  Thcrs 
vaIues were c a l c u l a t e d  by a s ~ ~ m i n q  4.5 'ward f e e t  per 
cubis foot In mlxcd c o n i f e r  and 3.5 b a r d  Cast p r  
c u b i c  feet in lodgepole  plne.  

Wweser. table f i v e  makes clear t h a t  r h c r e  are m a p r  d l t f s r e n c e s  In timber 
v a l u a  betreen s t e e p  and g e n t l e  slopes. planners esclmate that lodqcpole  
plns  on s lopes  over 60 percent haia a negative value, and when <.cent reduc- 
tloos in rlnber values me conaidered even mixed c o n i f e r  timbex On these 
* lops  must have a negative value today. 

C X K  examined ssuernl timber *ale. and found evidence ?hat foresL nundqers 
ee l1  timber on very  steep slopas only by "Erma-subsidizing" It w i t h  rimbcr 
on wntle slopes.  The qen t l e -e l aped  timber was s o l d  at a IoreT value to 
give purchase r s  an lncsnrlve to t a k e  kh. s teep-sloped timber. 

For example. the 1985 Pink Itountaln sale lncluded 15.12 mlllllen board f a c c  
of r i&r  selling fOT an ***rap of 121.70 per  thousand. Eighteen pe rcen t  
of the sals r equ i r ed  s k y l l n s  yarding.  cosrlng an e s t l m a t e d  $86.21 p r  tho&- 
rand, 78 p r c s n r  used tractor yardlng ~ o s ~ l n g  $47.40 per  Zhonaand, and t h e  
rcmaimllng 4 parcent requlrcs high-lead ya rd lng  corLinq $53.82 per thousand. 

This means t l m b e r  cost an ausraqe of 153.78 to yard. $32.43 1a.a than the  
skyl ine portions of the sal.. Since t h e  *ale r ece ived  only 121.70 p r  
thousand, t he  s k y l i n e  porrlons coat 510.73 per  fhoUaLnd. If these  units hac 
h e >  d c l e t c d  from the ash, rmceiptri would have been n e a r l y  130.000 greater 

Simrlrr result. were found rILh ano the r  1985 8.1.. t h e  Pinkham Hami l ton 
sale. This  .ah lncludad 8.2 mllllon b a r d  f e a r  of L i m b e r  uhlCh IaCaIVed 1 
hi*. bid of 124.97 per  Ulouaand h r d  feet. Four yaxdlnp ry.cems WIT. used 
Uec-31  (81  prcenr  mst inq 139.30 par thousand LO 1091, hlph-laad 0 . 7  
mrcent at 1146.73 to log), r k y l l n e  110.6 percent a t  183.081. and -swing" 
( 0 . 1  P'C.RC .t $97.57) .  

E-207 

Response t o  letter 1301 - Montma HilderneSS ASSOC. (CHECI. pg. 301r 

5 .  see response 8 1  above. 
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Response Lo l e t t e r  X3Ol - Montan8 Wilderness Assoc. (CHEC). p8. 3Olna 

5. We generally ~ g r e e  with your, conc1usion9 about commcrcial t h i n n i n g .  
The option to commercial t h i n  removed rrom tlw FORPLAN model 
because we expect t h a t  t h in  t reatment  will n o t  occur very often. 1: 
may. however. occur in some tnstances where  sale a m l y s i s  m d i c a f e i  
t h a t  lt i o  an appropr fa t a  management tool. 

m e  road co9ts used i n  the €IS yere developed based upon the 1978 cost 
guides and erpressed i n  1978 dollars as was all the economic d a r s .  
These costs were redeveloped &sing t h e  1985 cost  guide.  A real cost 
d e c l i n e  118% seen a9 displayed i n  the Following t ab l e :  

Land Class Orig ina l  EsL New Estimate 
19781/aile l985$/mlie 1978$/nile 

DeP ('lox 127.500 $14.700 $22.6W 
E m  40-602 f34.500 $18.100 127 . W O  
Brk )601 $84.MX) $54,500 183,500 

These new road COSLS i n  1978 d o l l a r s  were used i n  Lhe comparison of 
o ld  and new economic d a r s  desc r ibed  in Appendix B. 
comparing t h e  o r i g i n a l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  to the F i n e l  Plan.  the Original  
Costs were r e t a ined  in the development OF the F i n a l  P l an .  The budget 
displayed in Appendix 7 OF t h e  Draft and Final Plan i nc ludes  an 
adjustment so that the expected road c09fs ere better portrayed. 

For consistency i n  

rn 
N 
D m 
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c roa r - subs id i e s  can be avoided by b u i l d i n g  roads wi th  appropr i a t ed  funds. 
The e f f e c t  is  s t i l l  t h e  same: t h e  Forear S e r v i c s  rill loss money to access 
t h e  timber. 

planners overestimates of t l m b e r  values  had a map' e f f e c t  en FOWLIN. 
~ x c e p t  for the c u r r e n t  d i r e c t i o n ,  
large i n c r e a s e  i n  programmed t i m b e r  ha rves t s .  XlLecnaLive F, whish focuses 
OD big garno management, p m p a e a  a f i v e  percent i nc rease .  and all o t h e r  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  p r o p s e  a?. least a 23 p r c e n t  i nc rease .  
posed even larger i nc reases .  

every a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  the EIS prOpDSea a 

MOsr tenchmarks pro- 

Correct ing the timber p r l c s a  would change t h i s  draoiakicaily.  M o s t  Steep 
lands, many ro*dles(l area*. and .ODIC of t he  lodgepols  pins  type would be 
s l i m i n s t c d  from tha n u i t a b l e  t i m b e r  b.ee unless conetrainfs r e q u i r a  that 
they be included. 
IS a result. b C h  t h e  s u i t a b l e  timber base and programmed h a r v e s t s  would 
f a l l  by a Iargs percent i n  many a l t s m a t i v e s  a n d  benchmarks. 

Of the 1.8 m i l l i o n  acre8 i n  t h s  t e n t a t i v e l y  a d t a b l e  timber base, closs to 
0.3 m i l l i o n  are c-dlesa. Of t h e  remainder ,  over 80.000 LII On SlOpeS Over 
60 prcenc and an a d d i t i o n a l  420,000 are M slope9 over 40 percant. 
leaves about 1.0 m i l l i o n  a~res, f a r  1.6. than are considered s u i t a b l e  i n  M y  

Commercial  t h i n n i n g  would be s e l e c t e d  mush less often.  

ThrS 

.Itsrn.ti"s in the EIS .  

Reducing timber price.  rill  also h i v e  a sajor sfKect on the trade-offs 
between resources and value. i l1uetrat .d  i n  f i g u r e a  8-3 through 8-11, 
I l ihough 
complets ly  u n r e l i a b i a  becanso o f  t h e  u n r e l i a b i l i t y  of t h e  d a t a  rued  in PDR- 
PLW . 
For example, f i g u r a r  8-3, 8-5, and 8-7 show .readi ly  dac l in rng  prIS.nt nmt 
values ( R N I  1s viome.1 quallzy Ls Lmproved and acre% ded ica t ed  -.a rrldrrnc*s 
or F i z z I y  tear manaqsment are increased.  w i t h  COriected t i m h c r  VaiY**, t h e  
economically optimal timber harvest leuel would be much lower than found by 

the a n a l y s i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  by these f i g u r e s  is  comnendablc, it 1. 

planners. 

me present net value might  d e c l i n =  I f  prima t i m b e r  l ands  were removed from 
the  L i m b a r  base for Yi.ual q u a l i t y ,  r i l d s m e s ~ .  or F i r s l y  bear. Byt as 
more acre. -- or less prime t imber  acres -- axe rem0Ve.d from the L i m b e r  
hama, total economic valu. ehou ld  insreaea.  

ligur. 8-9 .how. i n c r e a s i n g  P W  a. i n c r r a e l n q  amount. of l o d g e p l e  pine is 
.old In the next 10 years. and f i q r e  8-10 s h o w  i n c r a a s i n q  RN with more 
rwds.  Both of these f igwe .  may ne& major m d l f i c a t l o n s .  Once Wain.  
.om roads and m0.e lodgepole  Baler may b. worthwhile .  bu t  t h e  optimum 
point  is  far 1.8. t han  s h o r n  i n  theaa fiqu... 

Planners mhould correct D t h  t i m b e r  vniuea and t imber  p r i c e  trend. and r e m  
*.lacred FOWLW runs to de te rmine  i f  the effects of the.. changes Ir.  
s ign i f i can t .  I t  they are, am CHEC predict.. t hen  a l l  a l t e r n r r i v o s  should be 
rerun and new .Ifernafiv.s should M dea1gn.d to respond to t h e  =hangs. i n  
".I"... - 

E-209 
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5. As d i scussed  i n  Appendix B OF the FEIS. Ye agree t h a t  C e r t a i n  lnnds 
t h e t  would have heen economical to h a r v e s t  w d e r  t h e  o r i g i n a l  
economics would not be economical t o  h a r v e s t  under the new economics. 
A s  you note. t h e s e  l a n d s  tend to be t h e  less produc t ive  l a n d s  on 
steeper slopes. 
under  the new economics. howeve=. 005t of t h i s  l and  w.w excluded from 
t h e  S u i t a b l e  timber base i n  t h e  Proposed Action ( and  the  F i n a l  Plan) 
far B v a r i e t y  of Other  ~ C B S O ~ S .  

The economical ly  op t ima l  t imber  h a w e s t  dmpped  from 262 MMBF/year to 
240 WMBFfYear ( r e g u l a t e d l  i n  t h e  f irst  decade (see Appendix B OF t h e  
FEIS). This compares to 202 HMBF/yeap ( r e g u l a t e d )  i n  the  F i n a l  P l a n .  

About 147.WO acres become uneconomical to h a r v e s t  

5 
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Revlev of t h e  DTafL -Lena> For.aC Pian  and E I S  -9. 12 

(Mor PIobl- mtb rlrber ~ 

MEC found **vera1 o t h e r  problems w i t h  t imber  pozrions of t h e  XmCanii  Plan.  
Although Lhsae problems rill  ha". loa. effect on FORPLAN t h a n  t h e  y i e l d  
t a b l e s  and t i m b e r  values, t hey  may SLIII be Important. These problami  
l n s i u d s  an inadequate a n a l y s i s  of proposed changes i n  utlliraeion mfanddrds, 
a p o s s l b l y  i l l e g a l  c a l c u l a t i o n  of programmed h s r v e s t s ,  and t h e  lack of an 
uneven-aged management alternative. 

U t i Y r a t l m  Stan-&: The xootendl ForcmL currenCly requlrss t imber  pur- 
c h a s e r s  Lo remove a i l  lodgepole pine  tree. greater than  seven i nches  in 
dlameter  and all o t h e r  Cree. -eater thm e i g h t  i nches  I n  dlamerer. The 
Plan  incorporates a ReqiOn 1 PcOpoaai to chans r  these s t a n d a r d s  to a i x  
inches  for lodgepole  and seven i nche i  for o f h e r  spec ie s .  

Most of t h e  Limber volume 1" the mature fore*Ls which are be ing  cut today is 
In trees which are well over six LO e i g h t  i nches  I n  dlamerer. so t h e  change 
would appear to have IlrSle Imi led ia te  effect. R L  t h e  new (Itanddrd maken i f  
appear thaL nore volume can bs grown i n  future s tands .  Thia  incraaoea  t h e  
tImUer y i e l d  t a b l e s .  and could l ead  to a small lncrcnse I n  current harvmsts.  
I f  so, t h e  c h a w  would hava Lhs .Cfecf of lncrearinq t h e  l i q u i d a t i o n  rare 
of old-growth fole$Ls. 

Planners ran FORPLAN N n l  t o  determine the effects of the n e w  v r i l i r a L i o n  
standards. They e l t i n a t q d  t h a t  Limber harYCsts under t h e  old standard would 
be seven p r c e n t  lese i n  t h e  f i r a t  decade t h n  under the ne%_ P l a m e r a  a l s o  
aaCimaLed t h a t  t h s  new s t a n d a r d  would have a nine percent greater present 
net value khan the  old. 

rn l i g h t  of the above d i s c u s s i o n ,  the flrst e a r i m a t s  may be correct. BOW- 

ever, It  is  u n l l k e l y  tha9  the new u t i l l r a r l o n  s t anda rd8  r i l l  lead to an 
incrsascd present net value. 
economic returns from Limber. 

I f  a n y d l n g ,  t h e  n e w  standards w i l l  reduce 

The standards arc l rnpsed i n  the form of r equ i r emen t s  t h a t  elmbar purchase r s  
-clean up" harvest Ynirr by r e m v i n s  a i i  tree- lar4-T than t h e  m i n i m u m  s i z e .  
Planners reasoned  t h a t  chis  would increase Cha volume of rood  removed and  
mllled per acre, i n  turn incrsas.ing Lhe payments LO the Forest Service. 

yet n i l l r  today cay a l r e a d y  b4 uslng t h e  s m a l l e r  logs. Thls  would be true 
i f  t h e  value of t h e s e  109s to t h e  m i l l s  outweighed added c98c8 of logging. 
trucking, and m i l l l n q  such a o a l i  ma te r i a l .  If so, the m i l l s  would cono ids r  
t h i s  value in the lr  Current blds.  Changiog standards would not lead to 
h i g h e r  b ids .  and (10 t h e r e  is no change in t h e  p re sen t  n e t  value of t h e  Plan. 

On cha orhar hand, L t  is mole l i k e l y  that small d iame te r  lqqg  have no valve 
t o  mills i n  today's timber market. Rqmirenenrs  to remove these logs would 
i n c r e a a e  t h e  purchdiBCr'1 Costs, Ieadlnq p o t e n t i a l  p u r c h a s e r s  to reduce t h e i r  
m a x i m u m  bide. Here, t h e  new standard would a c t u a l l y  reduce tho present nat 
worth of chs Plan. 

I n  e h o r t ,  p lanners '  ConcluIionll  t h a t  t h m  new Etanard w o u l d  increasm the  econo- 
01s b e n e f i t s  of Lht) P lan  may t-3 comple te ly  wrong. It a p p 4 r s  that t h e  new 
p o l i c y  w i l l  s imply  allow t h e  Forest Bervlse to liquidate the remaining old- 
growth on t h e  KOOtmai about Ligh t  p e r c e n t  faster t han  t h e  o l d  s tandard .  
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6. me scenario described h e m  is plausible. 
Forest Plan i n  baaed is ~ 1 5 0  p l a u s i b l e .  
changing  bid Patterns can be analyzed. 
the vsriablity in all t h e  ocher factors which inf luel ice  bid p r i c e s  
w i l l  make any C m r e l l a t i o n  of u n i t  bid p r i c e s  to u t i l i z a t i o n  5rmdwdi5  
unreliable. 

The 5 C e n B r > o  upon which t h e  
As the Plan is Implemented. 

A t  t h i s  poinL we expec t  Lhai 

6 
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vev ie r  of t h e  Draft W L e n a i  Forest Plan and E15 paqe 13 

- 
c ~ l c n h r i n q  the - u u d  Sale revel: S e c t i o n  131al of t h e  Resources 
~ l a n n i n q  A c t  ( W L )  rewires the Forest S e r v i c e  to insure rhac L L ~ C L  from 
national Koreses not exceed susea ined  y i e l d  levels. This  is someCimen 
c a l l e d  t h e  nandec l in lnq  flow p l i c y .  Although excep t ions  -e a l lowed.  t h e  
r w t e n a i  e x p l i c i t l y  does nor p l a n  to make use of t h e s e  except ions .  

RPA also r e q u i r e s  t h e  Forest Servlce to calculate t h e s e  progrdnmed sale 
levels, as  t h e  Forest S e r v i c e  calls them, for each  national forest. Two 
forests may be combined o n l y  if one has  fever t han  200,000 acres of m m m e r -  
c i a 1  forest land. 

The p o l i c y  was made because combininq forests can l end  to s y n c r g i s r l c  e t -  
feccl On proqzrmmed sales: 
be much larger t h a n  t h e  sum of t h e  cuo Separa t e ly .  
s y n e r q i e t i c  effects should  be l i m i t e d  to t h e  level of thm national 

The MOLenai Forest Plan cover3 t h e  I s o t e n a i  Na t iona l  Forest as v e l 1  as a 
large p r t l o n  of the Xanikru Na t iona l  FOZEO~. 
Laniksu have much more t h a n  200,000 acres of commercial  forest land -- 1" 
tact ,  even t h e  p r c i o n  of rhe Kdnr*au which Is adminxseered  by t h e  Xoozc.nal 
h a s  more than 200,000. Y e t  p l a n n e r s  mads no a t t e m p t  LO i n s u r e  thnc  ha rves t  
l eve l$  for t h e  t w o  F O T e S L s  would i n d i v i d v a l l y  comply w i t h  t h e  nondeclinlnq 

t h e  nondec l ln inq  sale level of t w o  combined Can 
Canqress f e l t  char  t h e s e  

forest. 

Both the  XooLenai and the  

110" P l i C Y .  

Table  8-20 of the ETS n a k e r  clear that t h e  L Y O  separate Forests do not neet 
nondeclinrnq flow requi rements .  
m i l l i o n  cub ic  feet over t h e  next 10 yea r s ,  b u t  rill f a l l  to only  42.5 
mlllion in t h e  10 y e a r s  after t h a t  and f a l l  again co 42.3 af ter  t ha t .  

Meanwhile, h a r v e s t s  On the Xnniksn "ill i n c r e a s e  for the next 10 years t o  
8.2 mrl l ion  cubic feet p e r  yea r ,  b u t  rill t h e n  fall to 4.9 mil l l ion  for Xhe 
IO years  after t h a t .  
d e c l i n i n q  flow p o l i c y ,  hn rvea r s  on each Poresf are expec ted  to rise and Fall 

Annual hale8 on t h e  W t B n a i  rill  be 44.7 

Although t h e  sum of the t w o  F O I B E t S  meeta t h e  "on- 

OVCr the next 150 years.  

The synorqlnrlc e f fec t  k t u c e n  t w o  torrsra 1 s  g r e a t e s t  when the t w o  have 
complomentary aye classes: 
ol+growch combined v l r h  one v h i c n  is moar ly  ve ry  p u n 4  second-rpowth. The 
Xmrenax and t h e  portlo" of t h e  Kaniksu a d m l n i a t e r e d  by t h e  K o O f e M L  (10 not 
have p r z i c u l a r l y  complensn ta ry  aqs c l r s 8 e s .  so the a c t u a l  ~ncredse f r s m  
comblnlnq t h e  t w o  is  not Large. Yec it still may V i o l a t e  RPA. 

m-u-lgad m-rpmert :  The e n t i r e  n a t i o n a l  forest p lann inq  process was 
c r e a t e d  by C0nqze.s ~n r e s p n r e  to c o n t r o v e c a i e s  over even-aged management. 
One of the most I m p r t a n t  sontroversies L m k  place i n  t h e  Bitterroot 
Nat iona l  Forest which, lit. the K w t e n a i ,  i n  located i n  rearein MntaM. 

To addras s  t h i s  i e s u e .  Conqreas d i r e c t e d  p lanner*  to assure t h a t  c learcuLtinl  
Is asad  anly  rbrc  it. LP the o p t i m a l  ~ x v c ~ c  method. and t h a t  ocher  even- 
aqed manammcnt s y ~ t e m 6  a r e  used  on ly  whsra t h e y  aze appropr i a t e .  WSpLte 
t h i s  h i s t o r y  of conLTOVersy and etronq Conqreaalonal mandate, the Kmtcnl i  
115 only  ha8 t w o  pald9raphs  On uneven-aged management I P q a  IV -91 .  

t h e  classic exnmple is a t o r e s t  LhaL 13 mostly 

- 

7. The N F M  regll lBtionS (36 CFR 219.4[b l [3 j l  i nd ica t e .  t h a t  f o r e s t  
w i l l  b e  developed f o r  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  units  of t h e  t i a r inna l  F o r e s t  
System and t h a t  t h e s e  Plan. C o n s t i t u r e  t h e  p l i u u  mentioned i n  s e c t i ~ l i  
13 of t h e  WA. S i n c e  t h e  Kootenai Na t iona l  F o r e s t  is t h e  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  u n i t .  no Separate analysis Of non-dec l in ing  y i e i d  f o r  
t h e  Kaniksu or Kootenai p o r t i o n s  o f  the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  u n i t  is 
r e q u i r e d .  

us-- s t ~ d .  e n t r i e s  occur over d i f f e r e n t  p e r i o d s  i n c  p r a c i i c r  ,,r 
S i l v i c u l t u r e .  D.M. Smith .  Sohn Wiles d. Sons, m C i v r n a n  
a g e - s t - h e w e s t  o f  130. 10 y e a r  entry per iods  would produce 13 a g e s .  22 
year e n t r y  P e r i o d s  would produce 6 aces and so on. A L  t h e  7n Ye.np e n t r i e s .  !I ~ g e s  and 4 e n t r i e s  rauid be required ourl. the 130 -. yeacl.  i__. 
W i t h  two Cornmerrinl thins end 0 t h r e e  stoge shcl tet rorrd ,  tile I ' L . O ~ ~ : ; ~ , ~  
Action c a l l e d  f o r  a t  E a s t  f i v e  major  (heavy eq i l i paen t )  e n l r i e s  over, 
m t e t i o n .  T h i s  would occu? o n l y  where visual  quul i ty  was an ilrwrrilni 
c o n s i d e r n l i o n .  j u s t  85 where unevenwed  managanent may occur. 
Final Plon  d o e s  not cell f o r  comme?:iai t h i n n i n g  ils a regalrr pPecr;;,: 
so entries arc1 reduced fur ther , .  O b v i w s l y  e one-acre group 8t:lectidrl  
cut  would r c q u i r e  on ly  one e n t r y  per r o t a t i o r , .  bot mnnngl,~g more c.~,:,,, 
one acre using t h i s  system Produces  r epea ted  e n t r i d s  just I l k r  rile 
i n d i v i d u u l  s e l e c t i o n  method. 

Our expe r i ence  O n  t h e  Koolenai w i th  repeared  salvage haw,:sr+;. tha: 
p a r a l l e l  an uneven-aged management scheme. i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  a l d e r  
brush  e r r  Often  s t i m u l a t e d  t h u s  preventing regcneratian. 
CRSBE cedar. grand  f i r .  hemlock and a l p i n e  f i r  (shade L U ! ~ T ~ , > L  

species1 regenerate and the  vilue OF tiie Stand  dec l  i r i cs  dr6im,~t ica i ly .  
These s t a n d i  t e n d  to t,c l o w e r  9uali:y than  nofttl-01 U < : C U I . ~ I I ~  s t a n d s  0, 
t hese  s p e c i e s  because L!iese species are s u ~ c e p ~ a b i c  10 rnc;hi.nicai 
damega (and subsequen t  rot problems)  during h a r v e s t  and the repratcd 
e n t r i e s  of  uneven-aged management inCCellSe t h e  r i s k  of suck, damagd. 
They are also l i k e l y  t o  be Suppressed  beca~ise (if the  rtmnlring 
O Y e r z t U P Y .  Long term Yield* can be p r e d i c t e d  t'or t h i s  cype of 
mnnsgement l w i t h  d i f f i c u l t y l .  hu t  t hey  would be q u i t e  IOU and q u 3 t r  
low va lued .  
they  arose i n  M ruen -wed  . m e r  hs B r e s u l t  o f  fire. 
management g e n e r a l l y  c a l l e d  for in t h e  Final P l a n  d u p l i c a t e s  t h i s  
n a t u r a l  r egene ra t ion  p m c e s s  wi thou t  the r i s k s  and costs  of  f i r e .  

The 

I n  orhBr  

The e x i s t i n g  StmidS on t h e  Koofrnai are va l tmblc  because 
The everr-aeed 
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8 .  A+ notcd above. b rush  problems o c s u ~  wi th  uneven-aged menngrment 
(cant) and would be LI C O S L ~ Y  problem to solve. Likewise regenernLion Of i!is11 

value species which are n o t  shade  Ca le ren t  and which require mineral 
s o i l  Cor a seed bed would be q u i t e  d i f f i c u l t  and c o s t l y  wi th  
uneven-aged management. U i f h  -up s e l e c t i o n  C Y t f i n E .  s l a s h  treatmrli: 
is ~ F r e n  necessary m d  t h i s  becomes more c o s t l y  i n  B One acre u n i t  
than i n  8 larger c l e a r c u t .  
shows t h a t  costs ace much gPeater t h a n  for larger c learcuts .  

m e  Final Plan does n o t  ban uneven-aged management md Si lYiCi t l t u r iS r i  
w i l l  pmscribe that t r ea tmen t  where it can b e s t  meet the goal5 o f  Lhe 
management area i n  q u e s t i o n .  Our  experience is t h a t  Such menDBemeni 
can be effective on very feu l o c a t i o n s  On t h i s  forest. Modeling Lhls 
t r ea tmen t  on those are- is not l i k e l y  to produce an a l t e r n a t i v e  
noLiCobly differenc from those already developed. 

Our experience wi th  ve ry  small c l e a r c ~ ~ ~ s  

8 

m 
N 

N 
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9.  We agree chec l i v e s t o c k  G a z i n g  i s  not  B major prngraz on t h i s  
F o r e s t .  
t h a t  i t  has major impacts  on w i l d l i f e  end water  q u a l i t y .  The 
management diPeCtion provided in t he  Fores t  P l an  provides  Lhe 
d i r e c t i o n  oecessary t o  PL'eVent Signif iCsnC C o n f l i c t s  with w i l d l i f e  by 
a s s u r i n g  t h a t  w i l d l i f e  w i l l  have precedence over IiVeSCOCk *here 
i n s u f f i c i e n t  forage e x i s t s  for both.  BY COnfOming t o  t h e  dirrCLion 
of t he  C O r t h e O m i n g  "Soil and Water Conservat ion P r a c t i c e s  Handbook" 
(FSH 2509.22). l i v e s t o c k  mulngement w i l l  also have minimal impact on 

Because of t h e  minor nature of  the  pmgran r e  can no t  agree 

water q u a l i t y .  

m e  est imated value of s r u r i n g  dropped from $13.11 per AIIM i n  t h e  1980 
Rp.4 a n a l y s i s  to 17.56 per AIR4 i n  t h e  1985 WA 6 n a l y s i s  (1985 
dollars). The es t ima ted  c o s t  to  supp ly  t h i s  g r a z i n g  is $9.24 per  AUN 
fsp&in i n  I985 d o l l a r s l .  
61.68/AUH. Note t h a t  t h e  value of each  AUM exceeds t h e  p r i c e  which 
t h e  F o r e s t  Service is permi t t ed  LO cha rge  f o r  i t  (about  $1.35/AUM). 
I n  tens of  return5 t o  t h e  tPeBSUPy. t h e r e  is an es t ima ted  nrL o u t f l o w  
of about Sl.90 per AUM on Lhe Kootenai Nationul Forest. 

n ? e  FoTesf could g e n e r a t e  income t o  t h e  t r e a s u r y  by c h a r g i n s  a t  leasc 
69.24 per AW for graz ing ,  however c h i s  i s  not permitted by law. By 
con t inu ing  t o  PuPPPly m a z i n g  on t h i s  F o r e s t  a t  t h e  pe rmi t t ed  prices. 
w e  a- malring B Cont r ibu t ion  t o  t h e  Nat ional  p o l i c y  of low food p r i c e s  
and p m v i d i n x  some local s o c i a l  b e n e f i t  in terns of jobs and income. 
served by con t inu ing  the program at approximately +he n e t  pub l i c  t h e  h i s t o r i c  b e n e f i t  l eve l$ .  is 

The effects of e l i m i n a t i n g  the  g r a z i n g  pmmsl) fmm t h e  Pmposed 
Action i n  the OEIS are summarized on t h e  f a l lowing  c h a r t  (no te  t h a t  
values and Cost3 are BS "Sed in t h e  EIS): 

Thus t h e  loss can be calculated to be 

Market b e n e f i t s  I IlO.Ow)/Year (0.52%) 
Discounted Benefits I2.8OO.WO (0.182) 
Discounted Costs II.970.000 (0.30%) 

The economic e f f e c t s  of t h e  pmgram are t i n y .  s&ing up 1.9s t han  I Z  
of t h e  Forest's c o n t r i b u t i o n  i r k  m y  ca t egory .  
of t he  EIS .  t h e  enviromencal impacts  of t h e  ~ ~ o p a m  on c h i s  Fores t  ere 
q u i t e  small DO e l i m i n a t i n g  the  pmmam m u l d  p rov ide  f o r  n e g l i g i b l e  
inPmVement. Overall t h e  i n p a c t s  of t h e  PPOSPam are So s l i g h t  t h a t  
g e n e r a t i n g  ano the r  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  d e s c r i b e  them would n o t  be f n l i i f u l .  

As noted in Chapret  I V  

IO. see next  page. 

n 0 



I n  ret l i rn .  planners p r o j e c t  mora than a doubl ing  of timber recslpcs OYrr the 
c u r r e n t  d i rec t ion .  Hou.vsr, t h i s  forecast must be t e m p r e d  DLh by t h a  
UnrealLeLic t i m b e r  values used and t h e  f a c t  =ha t  the currant directLon 
r 1 t e r n a r i v e  appear. to r e q u i r e  extremely I n e f f i c i e n t  p r e s c r i p t i o n * .  

For example,  a l though  a l t e r n a t i v e  F produces lesa than  10 percent more 
t imber  than t h e  currcnL direction. p lanne r s  p r o j e c t  more than a 60 p.rcsnL 
~nsreare ~n r e c e i p t s .  I f  plannsrn' p r q e c t i o n s  of  t i m b e r  prices wrra v a l i d ,  
an "opLimlred ~ u r r e n L  direcrion" r o v l d  inc rease  r c c a i p t a  by 50 percent, or 
to 113.65 mil l ion .  w h i l e  m a i n n i n r n g  carrent level, of timber Bales. 

Y r L  :he t imber  values projected by planners &re 1.1 za, hiqh. Rernovrnq tha 
L i m b e r  p r i c e  Lronds reduces annual r e c e i p t s  vndrr  rhe  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  
by 54.2 m i l l i o n  or 20 p r c e n t .  Raducinq timber p r i c s a  co r e f l e c t  today's 
,market should  reduce B t U m p g S  Values by a t  least another 4 0  percent. In 
total. t h a  t i n b a r  r e c e i p t s  reportad an pages 11-180 md II-181 _ D  pxo'bably 
more than  ~ Y I C ~  t h e  actual  emounts that u l l i  be received I" any a l f c m a t i v e .  

Reducinq t h e  timber returns by h a l f  results i n  annual r e c e i p t s  of $10.6 
nillion under t h e  preferred alternarlve and $6.8 under an o p t i m i z e d  curreni 
d i r e c t i o n .  Thus, the a d d i t i o n a l  elmber NC under i h e  preferred a l t e r n a t i v e  
l a  l i k e l y  Lo produce less than I d  million In a n n u l  receipts. Y e t  roads and 
t imber  costs ri l l  b $5.6 million Dore than  under t h e  current d i r e c t i o n .  

It le clear that mush of t h e  L i m b e r  p c o p s s d  f o r  nnrvsrr under t h e  p r e f e r r e d  
alrarnatire rill loso money. w h i l e  Lho rarest servica says that Toads may 
provide  b e n e f i t %  f o r  recreation and other ~ESOYTCCS.  it :e clear Lhat t h e r e  
Is a l r e a d y  a vase aurplus of  recreation roads on t h e  -tonal Fozest. 

The Forest Service a l s o  says t h a t  many roads b u i l t  i n  t h e  next f e*  years 
rill provide  access to t i m b e r  rhlcn may not be NC in aeueraI decades. 
t imber  values i n  many roadless areas a r e  so IOU t h a t  t h e  rlmber in t h o s e  
areas  w i l l  never pay Cor t h e  roads  needed to ~CCBS. then. 

Hot only is t h e  proposed budget h i g h l y  i n e f f i c i e n t ,  t h e  Plan provides no 
conringencie~ f o r  when actual budgars  are lea. than planned. t i m b e r  and 
rea& now acc0unL for 77 percent of t h e  Kootenai 's  budget. If t h e  Plan is 
ImplenenLed yet Conqresa a p p r o p r i a t e s  no a d d i t i o n a l  funds.  t imber  and  roads 
could  consume t h e  e n t i r e  budget, h a v i n g  no th ing  f o r  OtheT resources. 

This  sort of  problem should  bo addcessmd by t h a  Plan's m n l t o r i n g  program. 
=he proqram shou ld  s p e c i f y  haw reduced budqeta should be aI1Ocaited to 
various resources. I f  C e r t a i n  w i l d l i f e  a c t i v i t i e s  are needed LO m i t i g a t e  
L h c  e f f e c t s  of t i m b e r  management. fOZ example. then  t h e  monitoring P r O q r a m  
should insure t h a t  funds for t h o s e  a c t i v i r l e s  &re not  c u t  unless t i m b e r  
saice are raduced to conp tnaa te .  

y e t  ~ h m  ~ o o i c n a i  monitoring program provides no such assurance. I f  appro- 
p r i a t e d  funding  f a i l s  LO nest t h e  requirements of  t h e  Plan. 
says that this .rill be a v a l u l t e d  as to (its1 riymificaincs,  and a p p r o p r i a t e  

- 

Y e t  

- 

- 

the proqram Only 

or I'Bvieions made" (Plan page Iv-31. - 
O ~ E C  aaked  p l anne r s  what would h a p p n  i f  budgets ".re not i n c r e a s e d  as 
r e q u i r e d  by t h e  Plan. 
t i o n s  LO various a c t i v i t i e s ,  such  as sale prepa ra t ion  or road Conl t rYct ion .  

They noted that t h e  hadga t s  i nc lude  l i n e  itern alloca- 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
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Hesponse LO l e t t e r  ljOl - HonCMa Wilde rness  ASXOC.  (CHEC). Pg. 301~s 

10. We ag~'ee i l i i l t  the  sale p r e p a r a t i o n  arid n d u i n > s t . m t i u e  COSLS s h o u l d  I:,,! 

have  been Suhtrilcied f m m  t h e  lumber value i n  c i d ~ ~ l o f l n g  r ~ 1 f u m 9  LID 

t h e  L r e B s l i r Y .  The corrected f i g l l r e s  arc d iep loyed  i n  rhe FEIS. The 
sale p r e p a r n t i o n  and s d m i n i s t r s r i v e  c o s t s  w e r e  i nc luded  8s c m ~ s  10 
t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  89 YOU suggest. 
11-174 and 11-175 o f  t h e  OElS 8s a p o r t i o n  of t h e  t lmber  costs .  
Correcting t h i s  error has t h e  e f f e c t  o f  increusxng t i n h e r  t slues 
wi thou t  i n c r e a s i n g  costs .  
ContPibUt ion  t o  P r e s e n t  Net Value ( A l t  HI generates almost lgZ more 
t imber  than  t h e  F i n a l  P l an .  even if a set Of economic d a t a  Such 85 you 
d e s c r i b e  is used. 
H. because non-pr iced  values such  8s the r i s k  of l o s i n g  old gmwth m r l  
t h e  value o f  B Scenic v i e *  w e  c o n s i d e r e d .  A s  discussc:l  i n  Chapfez 1 1  
of Lhe FEIS.  
h a s i s .  is me of the lowest OF all t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

Becilvse all timber i B  n o t  removed from a l l  nrcas a d j a c c n i  to roads ,  
t h o s e  roads  thltt a l r e a d y  e x i s t  and t h o s e  t h a t  w i l l  be c o n s t r u c t e d  
p m v i d e  access t o  t imber  s f e n d s  t h a t  w i l l  b e  ha rves t ed  i i i  t h e  f u t u r e .  

The budget  Rgsocia ted  w i t h  t h e  F i n a l  Plarl i s  OULI b e s t  e s t i m a t e  o f  the 
fund ing  needed to produce  t h e  outputs a S w x i 8 t e d  wi th  the F i n a l  P l a n .  
The minimum management r equ i r emrnr s  a i d  t h e  g u i d e l i n e s  providcd  f o r  
t h e  FOmst  and for each  Management Area m u s t  be caPrie:I  out f o r  ti&c:L 
h a r v e s t  t o  occur. R m d i n g  for t h e s e  items is t m i c a l l y  Provided  as 
P a r t  Of t h e  t i m b e r  COSt9 ("Other  Resource Suppor t"  i n  the Timber 
Program Balance Shee t  for 1935 d i s p l a y e d  i n  Cliapcei' I11 o f  the FEIS).  
R m d i n g  Cor items such ag w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  improvement. Cupground  
n s i n t c n a n c e .  trllIl CDDBtPUCtiDn and so on. may i n  fact  n o t  be 
a p p r o p r i a t e d  by Congress. but i t '  t imber  l m r v e ~ l  is funded c c r t n i n  
Othe r  items must he  funded ( f m e s ~ r y  and ~ i l v i l c u l t u r u .  R C O C ~ , , L  

a d m i n l s l r a t r o n .  wed engincermg. r e l b r e s t a t i o n  and o t h w  resotlrcd 
suppurtl. 
moni to r ing  t h a t  are cons ide red  essential for 611 progrms and t h e  
levels which va ry  by program s i re .  

AS p o i n t e d  out i n  t h e  Decis ion  Flaw Oiagrom (Page Iv-15 of  t h e  D r a f t  
P l a n ) .  where t h e  budget  10 i n s u f f i c i e n t  t o  produce p r o j e c t e d  q u a l i t y  
and q u a n t i t y  of o u t p u t s  and t h e  f u t u r e  budget  a ~ > i l o o k  is not  f avorab l s  
t o  accompl ish  p r o j e c t e d  flow and back log  Of  o u t p u t s .  t h e  P l m  w i l l  be 
r e v i s e d .  

They a(.@ c o r r e c t l y  shown on p a p s  

The a l t e r n a t i v e  wi th  t h e  h i g h e s t  

The F i n a l  P l a n  i s  not 85 e f F i c i e n r  as A l t e r n a t i v e  

t h e  average c o s t  o f  t h e  F i n a l  P l m .  on a cimber voluac 

11. 

12 .  

The HOnitOring and Evaluation Plan  p o i n t s  out the levels O K  

13. 
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Review of t he  Dra f t  Morenn i  Forest Plan and LIS pd9e 17 

Through chase n l l o c a t i o n a ,  Congress -directs- t h e  Forest to emphasize 
c e c t a i n  a c r i v i t i e e .  I f  t h e  emphasis i s  co cut mors t imber  at the expense of 
Other ieso~rces i n  t he  Plan. t h e  Forest S e r v i c s  rill have to obey. aa ld  
planners. 

This  i n d i c a t e s  a very naive feu of t h e  bddqrr ing procese.  The AdmmistTa- 
Cion presents Congress w i t h  a l i n e  i t e m  budget,  bur  t h a t  budget is nor 
broken down by n a t i o n a l  Lorerr or mven by region. There is no guarantee 
t h a t  t h e  budqet has  anything to do w i t h  R P I  ob jec t zves  Or t h e  forest plans.  

Few members o t  Congress have the t ime  t o  review even t h e  l i n e  i t ems  they are 
given, much less de te rmine  how they  rill a f f e c t  i n d i v i d u a l  na t iona l  forests. 
Thus, t h e  budget Can h a r d l y  be c a l l e d  a *d i rec t ive*  from Congress to cur 
more t i m b e r  a t  t h e  expense of t h e  Forear Pian. 

The Forest Serv ice  has  inves t ed  m i l l i o n s  o t  dollars i n  f o r e a r  planning. 
Onless i t  des iqn r  mOnltOrin9 programs which can guard a g a i n s t  i l s w i d e d  
budgeting, t heca  is l i t t l e  chance that the p l a n s  r i l l  ever be a u c s a e s f u l l y  
implemented. 

- 
ConslPaion 

The MOrenai  Forest Plan PrOPOse5 a 30 p e r c e n t  i n c r e a s e  i n  tlmber Mrve9rs. 
r e q u i r i n g  a 35 prccnr i n c r e a s e  i n  t imber  and road COS?+. Y e t  dciual t imber  
r e c e i p t s  over t h e  next ton years are l i k e l y  to be less than 1980 r e c e i p t s .  
D t h  because OC Chsnyes i n  t h e  marketplace for t i m b e r  and becavle t h h s  Pian 
propoacs inc reased  h a r v e s t s  of marginal  timhsr l ands .  

Yet t h i s  1s obscured by g r e a t l y  Overest imated cimher  p r i c e s  and i n f l a t e d  
price trend*. Cor rec t ing  t h e a s  s s t i m a r e s  rill probably reduce ti-r I C  

c r i p r r  es t imazcd by p l anne r s  by ha l f .  - 
The timber y i e l d  f a b l e s  also need ~orrecrlon. ProJec ted  y i e l d s  of second- 
g r o w t h .  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  inc reased  growth aiscrlbed to thinninge.  are Un- 
r s a l i a r i c .  Cor rec t ing  t h e s e  aarumptions,  along v l t h  r e l a f e d  as-umptionr 
r eqa rd lng  the age of cu imlna t ion  of mean annual increment .  i s  l i k e l y  to 
reavlr i n  Changes i n  the proposed Pian and a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

Cor rec t ing  t imber  y i e l d s  and values ahould l ead  to a wider  ren9e of tlinber 
a l t c m a t i v e a .  None MI propose a decrease i n  h a r v e s t  l e v e l s ,  yet at today 's  
t i m b e r  p r i c e s  much oC t h e  land i n  t h e  s u i t e b l e  L i m h a r  base probably loses 
nonay. Mora a c c u r a t e  t imber  values may show t h a t  reduced C l n b e r  h a r v e s t s  
Could produce inc reased  p r e s e n t  net YaiUaO. - 

L rider r a n 9  of I l o m m s f i C  graz ing  a1ternaLiV.s is also needed. Planners 
should revlss the est imaLed g raz ing  valuas used i n  FORPIAN. Since grazing 
Vaiues are probably less than 5 .a . t~~  p lanne r s  should ~ e r i o u a l y  cons ide r  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  which reduce O r  e l i n i n a t e  l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  from Chs Forest. 

A1rDqeLh.r. t h e r e  Changes should result i n  a grlrsatly improved Pian. Such d 
Plan would n o t  propomed t o  b u i l d  roads into 10adlesh areas at a loss, mpnd 
huge amount. of mo~.) .  on .LaqnaL.d lodgepole.  or M ~ s r r  f imbar  on s t e e p  
.lopea un1e.m th. h s n . C l t .  of thes. activifi . .  c i e a r l y  o u n n i g h  Zh. CODLS. 

- 

- 

14 

15 
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Response to letter X301 - Montana Wilderness Assoc. (CHEC), pg. 30lhh 

1 4 .  As noted i n  L'llponse MI?. above. i n s U f f i c l e n f  funding w i l l  e.,enruai!y 
l ead  to revision o f  t h e  Plan. The p rocess  you d e s c r i b e  fo r  the  
budget ing PNCCSE is e s s e n l i a l l y  correct. The i n t e n t  of congress i s  
d e r i v e d  fmm the manner i n  which i t  deals w i t h  the budget items 
p resen ted  t o  i c .  I f  f o r  example all funds far rosd ~ o n s t r u c t i ~ n  ere 
e l imina ted .  t h a t  is i n t e r p r e t e d  as 8 d i r e c t i v e  to the F o r e s t  Se rv ice  
co s t o p  the  p r a c t i c e .  The i n t e n t  o f  Congress is passed from 
Wad.ington to the Regionnl l e v e l  i n  Lhe form of goals and budgets on 
t he  b a s i s  o f  the RPA Bno1ysi9 (hli ich w i l l  e v e n t u a l l y  be c l o s e l y  1inki:d 
to t h e  Final Fore51 Plans). Thz goals and budgets  are  f u r t h e r  
Subdivided by t he  aegions and =signed to Foces t s  on Ute b a s i s  of f ! w  
F O C ~ S L  PIMS. m e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of overell PPOBL'BIS ( such  as 
e l i m i n a t i n g  road C o n s t m c t i o n  while  g r e a t l y  i n c r e a s i n g  t imber  
ha rves t ing )  is nego t i a t ed  between t l ie Washington l e v e l  and Congress 
through O f f i c i a l  tes t imony end r e l a t e d  S t a f f  work. Goa15 and fundiibb 
provided LO Fores t s  arc n e g o t i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  Regional level to avoid 
impass ib l e  S i t u a t i o n s .  Once t h e  p a l s  and funds r each  the  ForesI. 
l e v e l .  t he  Monitor ing and Eva lua t ion  Plan is Used to i > i s u r e  thoL the 
work is p rope r ly  csrried out.  Hherc a p'oblem appea r s .  t h e  necisan 
Flow Diagram is used t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  r e s o l u ~ l o n .  

15. The future is d i f f i c u l t  to p r e d i c t .  As d i s c u s s e d  i n  ~evera l  O F  ?!?e 
above responses. we have explored t w o  d i f f e r e n t  scenarios and 
d i sp layed  t h e  r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  F U S .  A d i f f e r e n t  scensrio w i l l  p ~ 2 h I , l : ,  
occur snd t h e  Monitor ing hiid Eva lua t ion  P lan  w i l l  be used to  i d u , L i f y  
m y  problems. The f i v e  y e a r  review. the nornal ten y e a r  r e v i s i o n  arid 
t he  mandatory revision of t h e  Plan i n  15 y e a r s  plus t h e  o p i i o n  for  
e a r l i e ?  r e v i s i o n s  p m v i d e s  mmy o p p o r t u n i t i e s  to ad juS t  as the future  
unfo lds .  

16. See response M4 obave. 

17. see n9 above 

18. see sbave rclp0"Ses. 
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Response t o  Let ter  X224 - Women in Timber. r i r s ~  page 

1. RlLerriaLive N. in our jwlsement. does noc resoluc ell Llle issues s5 
well a3 the F i n a l  Forest P l a n .  Please see the discussion O n  the Set  
Public Benef i t  i n  Chapter I1 of the Draft and Finel €IS. 
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Response LO Le~fer  ,302 - National Audubon Society. first page 

1. Riparian Habitat is provided for in the Final Forest Plan .  See the 
Riparian Area SLendnrds in Chapter 11. 

2. Wilderness has been recommended i n  Scotchman Pe&. C n b i n r t  AddiLions. 
and i n  Ten Lekes. Roodless designations were recommended in T m u c  
Creek. Tuchuck and Thompson-Seton. See the Final Forest Plan Map. 

3 .  The timber hamest ]=,,el of 173 mmbf represents an early period of 
full produrion and a later period of low Production in the wood 
products industry for the last 10 years. The harvest levels appear ta 
be on the increase and this tmnd is expected t o  continue. Because of 
this anticipated increase. the flexibility to p'ovide far a higher 
timber sale level i s  being retained. See the chart below. 

KNF TIELBER C U I  end S0I.U (mmbf) 

FiECOl 
Year C"t Sold 

1976' 216 200 
1971 236 197 
1978 191 154 
1979 185 206 
1980 156 176 
I981 162 264 

221 1982 131 
1983 181 245 
1984 198 212 
1685 I& 224 

Average 179 205 

* Includes the TransitLon Quarter 

4. The total road miles have been reduced in the Final Forest P l a n .  See 
Chapter I1 or the Final EIS. 



268 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
Northern Rochie Natural Hemuice Crnirr 
z4n N niggins. ~ i ~ ~ o ~ i ~ .  ~ l ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~  5 9 ~ 1  

14061 m b 7 n s  

November 1, 1985 

James Rathbun 
Forest Supervisor 
Kootenai National Forest 
Route 3, Box 700 

Dear hW. Rathbun: 

Enclosed find the comments of the Montana and National Wildlife 
Federations on the draft Kootenai Forest Plan.  In addition to our 
own Comments we would like to endorese the comments submitted by 
Defenders of Wildlife, the Montana Wilderness Assocation and CHEC. 
We hope YOU find our review of the Forest P l a n  helphl. 

2 
very truly OUTS, P 
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INTBODUCTION 

These comments are presented O n  behalf of the National and Montane 

Wildlife Federations. While in 1985 draft of the Kootenai Farest P l a n  

represente e significant improvement o v e r  the 1982 draft, much work 

reaaios to b e  done if the Kootenai Forest is to achieve a reasonable 

and fair balance between commodity and non-commodity ~ B S O Y ~ C B B .  Tbe 

comments submitted herein a r e  divided into two parts. First. w e  have 

attempted t o  examine the plan in light of Foreat Service resulatioss 

and the National Forest Msnagenent Act. He can only conclude that tbe 

plan and ElS are legelly deficient in a number of important areas. 

Secood,  w e  have reviewed several issues which rcprenent important 

policy isaves for tbe Forest. In theae areas w e  have B number of 

S ~ T I O Y D  q u e s t i o ~ s  about the planning direction identified by tbe 

Forest. 

LEGAL PBOBLXMS WIT0 TBB PLAU: 

I. The Forest Plan Fails t o  Adequately Protect Fiaheries or Ripariao 

Areas and ia Illegal Under the National Forest HaneKement Act .  

The National F o r e s t  Manssement A c t  requires the Forest Service to 

insure that timber will only be cut where soil. slope or watershed 

conditions will not b e  irreversibly damsged and t o  protect all water 

areas  where harveatr a r e  likely to seriouely affect water quality end 

fish habitat. 16 U.S.C. 1604(g](3](eI(i],(iii). Theae provisions 

of law o r e  in turn reflected io Forest Service regulatory 

requirements. See 36 C.F.R. 219.29; 36 C.F.R. 219.21 (a)(lI end ( 4 1 ;  

1 

t 
1 
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Response to Letter X268 - NaLionsl Yiidlife Federation. pege 268a 

1. State-of-the-art methods For predicting sediment delivery LO streams 
which effecLS fisheries habitat are not very reliable. Because of 
this lor reliability Ye have reduced Our reliance On those models and 
Focused on insuring that problems do D o t  occur On-the-ground. 
added items LO the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and the Forestvide 
Standards to insure that State WafeP Cuillity SLBndards will be 
attained. m important addition to the Forest Plan is the s t a ~ e m n t  
that directs the fallowing; "Activities Found not to be in coopliaoci- 
with with the State Water Cuality standards will be broughL into 
~ompliance. modiFied. or slopped". Sec the Final Forest Plan 
document. 

We have 

rn 
N 
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36 C . T . R .  219.27 (c-f). 

Orspite these clear requirements o f  federal l a w .  the foreat  plan 

indicates that the Kootenei Forest w i l l  continue past policies which 

hsuc sllaved f o r  the degradation of  water quality and fish habitat. 

Unless these deficiencies B r e  remedied i n  the fins1 plan. the 

Hoatensi w i l l  be in violation of federal IRW and th- Forest Service's 

own regulations. The Plan w i l l  elro he internally inconsistent in 

that. i t  will contradict its own stated management goals. 

The Koatenai Plan sets forth the goal o f  meeting or exceeding 

state water quality goels while a l s o  maintaioing end enhancing 

fisheries habitat. Plan, P. 11-2 .  P. 11-6. Yet there is no 

imdicatioo in the plan that the*= goals will he achieved o r  any 

explanation f o r  this failure. instead. every aapect of the P l a n  

dealing with fish and water quality indicetes a steady degradation of 

theac r e s ~ u r c e s .  
- 

The Plan Dotee that fish numbers will be reduced st the end of  

the firrt decade because o f  sedimentation. Plan, P. 11-15, The Plan 

misleadingly states that fish numbera will be stable at the end of the 

fifth decade without explaining that fish populations will have 

declined thraudh the first four decades of  Plan implemeatation. 

m, Plan. P. 11-16; UEIS Vol. I, P. 11-34,  M o r e o v e r ,  this 

decline comes 00 top of past  management practices which have elready 

seriously degraded fish habitat. UPIS, Vol. 1 . .  P. 11-9. 

- 
These fish losses are most severe on migiatory trout. O B I S ,  Vol. 

11-34,  A S  the E I S  makes c l e a r ,  sedimentation from road building and 

1 

2 

3 
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Response to L e t t e r  M268 - National Wildlife Federation. page 268b 

1. see preyious page. 

2 .  As stated above In X1.  Sediment predictions have 10- reliebiliry for  
predicting flsheries numbers. Bec~use of this low rrliebility. in 
addition to the natural variability i n  fish populations ib'reSPCCLive 
of managent activities. fish numbers rill not be used ~ l s  gn indicator 
of  management BctivitieS. We will monitor the habitat parameters such 
8s redd numbers. embeddedncre. and sediment deposition which are 
considered to he more meaningful and Consistent with proper fisheries 
management. These hahitel parameters in addition to the State Water 
Quality standards should produce 8 more useful and workable tool to 
insure char fisheries habitat *ill not he degraded. See che 
Monitoring and Evaluation Plan in the Fine1 Forest Plan document. 

3 .  The Draft EIS projected declines in the number of Carchablc t m u t  
under all eltemaLives and were the result of the sedimenc 
~ s l ~ ~ l a r i o n s  mentioned above which yere considered to be of  a low 
reliability. They were the hest infamatian available at the time and 
were useful in coopacing the reletive differences betwen 
alternstivee. In ~ e n e r d ,  the alternatives that constwcced the 
higher mounts of m a d  resulted in higher projected adverse effecLS on 
the fish population. me public has expressed it's disSaCiSfacCion 
with wtential fish habitat degradation and the F i n d  Forest Plan has 
been modified to ewure that fish habitat including water quality will 
not be demaded. See the Wonitorins and Evaluetion Plan. 

2 
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timber harvest. coupled to relsted activities in riparian areas will 

l e a d  to B reduction of fish nuaberr under all nanegemeot eLternstive=. 

DEIS, V o l .  2 .  P. IV-55-56.  Such degradetion is illegal under the 

National Forest Mangement Act and Forest S e r v i c e  regulations. A n  

institutionalized 40 year decline io fish popluatioos can  only be 

BS irreversable damage t o  watersheds and a failure to 

p r o t e c t  water conditions and fish hebitat from serious and adverse 

impacts. 16 U . S .  1604 (g)(3l(E)(i),(iii). 

- 
The Kootenai intends t o  rely on habitat imprivement projects t o  

off-set tha serious and sdverse impacts of exceasive sedimentation. 

Table I v - 3 2  indicates that the preferred alternative relies on 120 

hebitat improvement projects per year t o  increase population. yet 

current projects have been averaging 30-50 per year .  OBIS, IV-66. 

Information from the Northern Region office indicated o n l y  14 projects 

wore submittad in fiscal year 1985. 

?ish populations are likely to decline even further than anviaioned if 

funding for iscreaaed numbers o f  p r o J e c t a  is not forthcoming. 

Again thin in contrary to the intent of the NFHA, which prohibits 

dciradatioo of fish habitat. There is 0 0  as(nlrsncs  that increased 

levels of funding will be available to C Q ~ S ~ C Y C ~  the number of 

projects celled for in the plan. 

L 

In addition to these violations o f  law, 36 C.F.R. 2 1 9 . 1 9 ( a )  

states that each alternative in the Forest Plan "shall establish 

objectives for the maintenance and imnrovcment o f  habitat f o r  

management indicator species ..." (emphasis sddedl. Again. the 

3 
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See previous page. 

The Koatenai Forest intends to rely on using the beet resou~ce 
management procedures. including Soil and Water Conservation P r a c t ~ ~ ~ ~  
and monitoring. to Prevent sedimentation and other adversities from 
occurring co the fisheries. 
thesc procedures to improve fisheries habitat. The Forest Plan 
pmpossd BpproXimately 120 projects developed annually. This figllre 
Y B ~  based on part PW and KV targets uhieh are COPPelated to the 
annual projected hamest. In I984 and 1985. the Forest eccomplished 
95 and 93 targets. respectively, 
as KV funding (bared on previous years timber Cut) w a s  down from 
previous years. If KV funds Continue to dmp. it would be because 
timber harvest (and the Bssociated m a d  Construction) had also 
decreased which rould result in a lover Potential for fish habitat 
degradation. 

As stated in I 3  abave. Fish Numbers will not be used as an indicator 
OF the fisheries resource because Of the high variabilty in the 
population irrespective of the management activity occurring. The 
State-of-the-BPL manegement Practices. Bs outlined in the Soil and 
Water Consewstion Practices Handbmk (FSH 2509.22) including road 
constmction methods w i n g  filter uindmvs. will insure the 
mainrenmce of the fisheries habitat. In addition. fish habitat 
improvement projects ag stated in Y4 abave will assure the improvement 
of the fisheries ~ ~ S O Y P C ~ .  

Amy annual instream work will ~ u p p l e m e ~ ~ ~  

(PW and KV) two years of low funding 

rn 
N 
N 
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iortitutuionalirsd decline i n  trout populstions f a i l a  campletely to 

meet the plain intent of thia reguletion. I n  all slteraativea, the 

Kootenai P l n n  does n o t  even approach preservation of the s t e t u s  quo 

much leas identify B management s t r a t e g y  that will improve trout 

PoPulatlana. This failure m u s t  b e  rectified before adoption of e 

final forest plan. 
- 

Another concern is the plan's failure to identify site specific 

riperioo a r e a s .  P l a n  111-3.  The plonning regulations clesrly require 

"special attention'' to be given to land s r e s s  io riparian zones for  a 

minimum of 100 feet. 36 C . F . R .  219.Z?(eI. By failing t o  delineate 

these sreaa in the plan the "special attention" is left t o  the 

discretion of forest menagern. contrary to the intent of the 

regulations. 

The standards provided in the plan also fail to protect riparian 

zooea.  The expressed preference far even age management 

(cleercutting) will not protect riparian areas. Plan P. 111-6. 

Similarly, the statement that "aimultcnoous opeoiogr resulting Prom 

t i m b e r  bsrvest on both aides of (I stream is undeaireable" offers 00 

aaauraoce  that such practice. can't b e  pursued at the whim of the 

district rangers. Plan, P. 111-6 .  

- 
The plan's frank admission that degradation r i l l  occur under 

aesrly all alternatives indicates a diaregard f o r  the fish reilource i n  

tha preferred alternative. Inadequate riparian protections and 

misplaced reliance on habitet improvement further evideacc t h e  plan's 

disregard far fish. Io #urn. the Kootenei plan violates both the law 

4 
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5. see PreYioUs page. 

6 .  Site specific delineation of riparian a p e s  occurs a t  Lhe projecc 
design level. 
Lhsc the riparian area is "at leesr 100 feet from the aquatic 
feature". Guidance in the FOPeSt Standards in Chapter I1 m the 
Forest Plan have been modified LO ensu~e that S L s t c  Hater Quolity 
Standadrere met. 

It h a  been found that small regeneration horvcst units along 
streamside zones have been more beneficial in terms of Fish production 
and sediment prevention than unmansped bUffeP strips. 
buffer strips encoucage heavy blowdom which increases Sedi,ofnt from 
expsed t-mt weds adjacent to streaahanks. and channel braiding From 
excess debris accumulation. Uhemve~ s m d l  timber-harvest units occur 
n e x t  to StreaaS. harvest BCLiVitie~ ate modified t o  protect against 
soil ccmpsction and streaabmk destruction. minimizing sediment 
f " t P c d " C t i 0 " .  

The Facesc Plan's 
habitac rill be assured through a combination of the application of 
the Riparian Area Guidance. Hanegement Prescriptions. and Monitoring 
and Evaloetion. Rie maintenance of water quolity Is B key Indicator 
of t h e  "hemlth" of the Forest which includes the fishery habitat. Ttir 
standard i s  clesrly stated in the Forest Plan that if BcLiviLies arc 
Found LO noC be in compliance with the SCate Water Quality Srandards 
then the activity rill be bmught into compliance. modified. or 

Rie Forest Plan Ripsrim Area Manhgemnc Guidance States 

Unmanaged 

7. stated g o d  of the meinienense of the fisheries 

stopped. 

P 
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and oonocieted planning regulations. 

11. The Plan Does not Provide for Proper Wilderness Manaaement. 

The applicable planning regulations require the Kootenai Fareat 

to "provide for limiting and distributing visitor use of specific 

areas io accord with periodic estimates of the mexiaum levels o f  

 US^ ...." 36 C.F.R. 219 .18 (a ) .  The plan fails to sstisify this 

regulation because there a r e  no concrete propassla l or  distributiog 

visitor use io the Forest'= wilderness areas. 

F o r  example, Management Area 7 C O Y O C S  the Cabinet Mountains 

wilderness Area. See Plan 111-27-111-32. Management Areea 8 and 9 

cncompeser the Scotchman Peaks,  Cabinet Additions Bod Ten Lakes 

Wilderness areas. SeC Plan 111-32-111-37. While the plan does 

attempt to monitor visitor use in these erema. there is n o  provision 

to limit or redistribute visitor use. 

The failure to comply with this regulation is important because 

tho plan notso that "since use (in wilderness a r e a s )  tends t o  

concentrate in a few popular a r e a s ,  management problems can  b e  

expected to iotennify." DRIS 1v-82. The current situation requires 

that thin problem be addressed immediately. While the plan notes that 

current RVDs do not exceed capacity in the Cabinet Uountains 

Wilderness. major recreation uae e r e a s  ere already "ruataining 

increased degregation from thc loss of vegetation io soil." D S I S  IV- 

82.  The plan must therefore be revised to apecific*lly address 

existing and future probleoa pertaining to overuse o f  certain areas 

within the cabinet Mountains Hildarnesr. - 
111. The Plan Fails to Ade4uutely Address Vegetative Management. 

E-223 
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8. See the Cabinet Hountaln Uildcrness Acrion Plan. 
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National rare.t management A C ~  planning state: 

'When vegetation is altered by msnegement. the methods. 
timing and intensity of the practicsa datermine the l e v e l  
of benefit3 that can he ohteioed from the affected 
resources. The vegetation management prectices choose" 
f o r  each vegetation type and circumstsoces shall be 
defined in the Forest Plan with epplicable standards and 
guidelines and the r e a s o n s  f a r  the chnicta." 36 C . F . R .  
219.15. 

This regulation is of c o u r s e  the product of the intenSe public 

debate over F o r e s t  Service management practice. which culminated i n  

passage the o f  the Nationel Forest Hensgenent Act. One of the 

principle concerns underlining this debate was the predominance o f  

even ace management practice3 on the national forests lcleercutting). 

To address this problem, Congress directed plenneci to'assure that 

clearcutting be used only where it ia the optimal barveat method end 

to use other msnsgement ayatema where they a r e  appropriate. Dcapite 

the clear intent of Congress and the above regulation. the Kooteoai 

KIS has o n l y  two paragraphs 0 0  uneven-age timber management. DEIS I V -  

9. According to the EIS. uneven-age harvest ia "rarely used an the 

Yootenai (lens then I percent of all acres logged) bccevee i t  requires 

frequent entries (every 10 yesrs) and is thus very costly and 

repetitively disrupted wildlife including the threatened grizzly 

bear." DBIS I V - 9 .  The use o f  uneven-age management is thus summarily 

dismissed for the Rootenai plan. 

The plan relies on uneven-age management in only those feu 

isolated a r e a s  where shade tolarance species are preferred for visual 

quality ohjectives or where an a r e a  needs special p ~ o t e c t i o n .  D E l S  

I V - 9 .  This failure to realistically assess the u s e  of uneven-age 

timber management violates the NFMA. The Koatenai relies on the 

unsupported c o n c l u s i o n  that this type of management system 1 s  too 

E-224 
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9 .  Clearcurring YBE used as a modeling technique LO cscimate e l ' r d S .  
primarily. The use or seed-tree and shelterwood Cutting actually 
account for apPPoximately 50; Of the haruest method used on the 
Kmrenai. Uneven-aged management is svailshle 8s a SilviCUlturel 1-1 
and can be applied L L ~  silvicultural presc~iptions w ~ m a n t .  Riparian 
areas are an example "here this System can he utilized. 

9 
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disruptive for wildlife. while failing to evaluate i n  a similar 

fashion, the impacts of elearcutting. Clearcutting, can be e v e n  m o r e  

disruptive to wildlife because i t  eliminates secure a r e a s  a n d  thermal 

I t  is the lack of secure  a r e a s  that may be a key limiting 

fsctor for grizzlies on the Koatenei. 

I n  order to comply with the above regulation. the forest must 

document the cos11 and benefits it attributes to uneven-age  

and provide rational basis for rejecting this system. 

To comply with the intent o f  Congrees, we feel that the Kootcnai 

should actively pursue an alternative that places B greater importance 

0" uneven-age management. 

- 
IV. The Kootenai Fails t o  Adequately Address Grarinl l .  

while grazing ia not a significant msnagement activity on the 

Kootenai when compared to other national foreeta. i t  is still governed 

by Forest Service planning regulations 8 s  well regulations under the 

National Bnvironmental Policy Act. Forest Service regulations require 

that forest planners identify land suitable for grazing and determine 

their condition. Lands i n  less than astiefactory condition shall be 

identified i n  appropriate action plan for the restoration. 36 C.F.R. 

ZlI(.ZO(e). I n  addition NEPA requires that B reasonable range of 

alternative management directions b e  conaidered for various r e ~ o u r c e s .  

The Kootenai has failed to comply with both of these directives. 

Despite NUPA'. requirement that forest plans consider a broad 

range of alternatives, there is no management ~ l t r r n e t i v e  identified 

~n the EIS which reduces greling levels. Instead. i t  appears that 

forest planners simply allowed for all alterntives to provide for a 

9 
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9. See previous page. 

10. We agree that livestock grazing is not a major program on this 
Forest. Because of the minor nature of the progrm w e  c m  not agree 
that i t  has major impacts on wildlife and water quality. The 
management direction provided in the Forest Plan provides the 
direction necessary to Prevent signiFicant COnfliCtS with wildlife by 
assuring that wildlife will have precedence over livestock where 
insufficient forage exists for both. By conforming to the direction 
in the "Sail and Water CODServBtim Practices Handbmk' ( E H  2509.22). 
livestock management will also have minimal impact on water quality. 

The site-specific evaluilcion of 
Forest SupervisoTs headquartes. 

gpaii"g arc on in 

'The effects of eliminating the grazing program Tram the Proposed 
Action in the DEIS m e  Summarized on the following Chart (note that 
values and costs are as used in the EISl: 

REDUCTION IN: 
P W  (4%)  S 830,000 ( n .071 I 

S 80.0Wlvear (0.7211 

I"C0me 

Market benefits f 110.0001Year 10.52Xl 
Returns to Treasury 20,oao/~ear (0.0911 

Discounted Benefits 62 .aoo.noo io.iari 
DiSCOUnLed Costs 11.970.000 (0.30% I 
m e  Forest Could generate income to the treasury b,- charging at le os^ 
$9.24 per AW for grazing. however this is not permitted by law. 
continuing to suppply g~azing on this Forest iit t h e  permitted p r i c e s .  
r e  a- na*ing a contribution to the National policy of 10s food prices 
and pmviding some local social benefit in t e r m  of jabs and income. 
The Regional Forester has Concluded that the net public benefit 1s 
served by continuing the program at approximately the historic l e v e l s .  

The economic efFeCtS of the grazing program w e  so*11. mzking up less 
than 1% of the FoTeSt'5 contribution in any category. As noted in 
Chapter IV of the EIS. the enviromental impacts Of the pmgran on this 
Forest are quite smell 90 eliminating the promam r o d d  pmvidc for 
negligible improvement. Overall the impacts of the pmgi'rm are so 
slight that generating mother alternative to describe then would ~ O L  
be fruitful. 

By 
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This failure is compounded by the fact that w e  w e r e  unable to 

f i n d  the rile specific evaluation of 'anar condition 8% required by 

the P l a n n i n i  regulations. These rcgulationi require that Brazing 

lands he identified and their condition and trend be determined. The 

SnaYllls of the r a n g e  r e ~ u u c e s  under the Affected Envlron.ent aectlon 

of t h e  plsn c u n s i s t a  of fovr perngraphs. DelS 111-75 .  The 

Environmental consequences o f  the plan for $razing is .imilarly brief. 

DEIS 1V-111. In addition. the plan fails to define '"spprapriete 

action" for Lhr realoration of g r a z i n g  lands ~n p o o r  condltion. 

The Xootenai plan m u s t  b e  revised in order t o  include the , 

information required f o r  grazing lends. In addition, w e  u r g e  the 

Uootenai t o  examine an alternative which reduces o r  elininetes the 

grazing program. In addition t o  r a v i o g  the taxpayers dollars. other 

adverse implnct~ of grazing would be reduced. - 
V. The Yield Tables for the Kootenai's Timber R e s o u c ~ e  are 

Inaccurate. 

A r e v i e w  by the National Wildlife Federation of the 1982 draft of 

the Kootenai plan pointed to serious problems with the Kootenai timber 

yield tahlaa. I t  appears that the present p l a n  1~8corporates similarly 

inaccurate information which has produced overly optimistic timber 

harvest schedules. 

A new anelyair by CHEC economic consultants found three m a j o r  

problems with the Kootenai yield tables. For example, CHEC found that 

the predicted growth of unmsnsged second growth timber w a s  as much ss 

twice the p e r f o r m a n c e  of existing timber. In addition. these rapid 

10 
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10. See the previous page. 

1 1 .  The rrmber yield tables  used in the ForesL P l a n n i n g  process have been 
reviewed and validated by comparison t o  existing stands an the Forest 
and by running selected stands through the latest version of 
Pmgnos1s. The latest version iIi the state-of-the-art prucedum fur 
m u L h  projecr ions  and has been revised several L i m e s  s i n c e  the y i e l d  
tables were developed. The re.iulfs show that the yield table 
projections compare favorably Lo the latest runs and io volumes of 
existing stands. There are  some variances 10 stand nrtribrires and r w  
attempt has been made Eo Justify o r  explain each one. The m f d  
volumes projected are res4anable hesed apon the comparisons and do n o t  
w ~ r r a n t  revision of the cables. 

Culmination ages were 8150 checked on the IaLeSL Priipposis runs and 
found t o  be in the 70 to LjO year range. This held true using either 
t o t a l  Cubic fmL yields or only merchantable cubic foot yields. 
Therefore. the r-ot.afion ages used in the Forest ?Inn ape considered t o  
be within N D U  requirements. 

For a more detailed respare LO Chec's comments sire thd Forest Service 
Reswnlie to the Montana Uildeme88 IIsso~iaLion L e t t e r  Y j O l .  

Copies of the CODpaPison model runs and the existing stand data 
summ'acie9 ape available Cor review at. the Kaolenai National Forest 
S"c.er"lsor's Office. 

8 



26a i 

growth rates w e r e  expecsted to continue long after the growth rates of 

existing stands dropped off. This lead to o v e r  optimistic future 

harvest ualunea. However. there is no r e a s o n  to expect that second 

growth stands rill grow much more timber then is fouod in existing 

stands of the same age. 

In addition. the planners predicted even mare rapid growth of 

stands which a r e  of preeomnercially and commercially thinned. Yet 

studies conducted in the Pacific Northwest show that intensive 

nanagement does not lead to a n  increase of tree growth at the rates 

assumed by Kooteoai planners. CHEC Kootenai Plan Analyeis, P. 4 - 5 .  

finally. forest plaoners assume that stands will culminate in meen 

annual  iocrements faster than normal yield tables indicate. This 

a s a m p t i o n  ellowed forest planners to B B O Y ~ ~  harvest could occur  more 

quickly on many stands. As CHEC notes, planners greatly increased the 

amount of timber which will be available for h s r v e a t  io the next two 

decades which in turn allows a greater increase in first decede 

harvest o v e r  levels which could b e  allowed if a higher minimum harvest 

age were  used. The result: "reduced harvest age allows more rapid 

liquidetioo o f  old growth timber." CHEC review at P. 7 
- 

V I .  The Provoaed Plan Does Not Provide for the Reclamation of 

ExiatinK sod Future Rosds. 

federal repualtions require thst planners provide that all roads 

a r c  planned and designed to re-aatsblish vegetative c o v e r  on the 

disturbed * rea  within II reasonable period of time. not to exceed ten 

( 1 0 )  yeers after the termination of a permit. unless the road is 

determined n ~ c e s s a r y  as permanent addition t o  the transportation 

mystem. 36 C.F.R. 219.27(s)(ilI. Nowhere in the plan is this 

9 
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11. See pPeYious page 

12. 'hem me the guidelines for temwrery r m d s  and are p ~ e s ~ n t l y  
existing forest Service Uanual Direction which is not repeated in ciir 
Forest Plan. 
system mads. 

Mast of the m a d s  on the Kmtenai forest are permanent 

11 
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The Proposed Kootenai plan does aupply real dollar evaluatiane 0 

coats end returna. Plan e t  E I S  V o l .  I .  Thin estimation. b o w e v e r ,  is 

e misrepresentstion due to "lumping" of the overell forest values. 

While mome a reas  of the forest may prove  t o  be self-sufficient, the 

lumping together of costs may hide the fact that same a r e a s  of the 

forest may be on economic to harvest. therefore oot justifyins the 

l e v e l  of logging projected in the plan. 36 C.F.R. 219.12 clesrly 

V I I I .  The Proposed P l a n  Does Not Correctly Portrev a Naodeclininl 

svstaioed yield for the Overall Forest. 

NFMA regulations require the Forest Service to scbedule timber 

palea in a manoer Mhich ensures a suatsined yield of timber o v e r  time 

The requirement is specific to each national forest. 36 C.F.A. 

13 
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12. see Pre"i0"S puge. 

lj. Every timber sale or B C P B  does inot have LO contribute to increasing 
present net  value. Some high-return lands w i l l  not be harvested 
u n l e s  lw-retum sale are89 are harvested firs;. arid vice-versa.  
beceuse of seagraphic distribution, Scheduling pr ior i ty ,  e b .  We have 
separated costs by CategOPies. and all contrihutims t o  benef i t s  are 
available .  HulLiDle-use benefit3 OCCUI. in a mixru~e Of sale 

14. The NFnA regulerions (j6 CFR ZL9.4[h1[31) indicaLes that foresL p:ms 
will be developed for adminisrrarive units of the National Forest 
System and that LheSe plans consticute the plans mentioned in S ~ C L I O : ~  
l j  of the RPA. Since the Koorenai National forest is the 
administrative unit. no ~eparate analy3is of non-declining yield f s r  
the Kaniksu o r  Kootensi portienr of the adminisfracive u n i i  is 
required. elthough it can he displayed hs ra9 done in the Draft EiS. 

14 
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219.16(a)(2)(iv). As CAEC has pointed out. however. the Kootenai 

Forest has p l e n n e d  for two separate forert units. the Kootenai end the 

Kauiksu, but hsr not developed timber harvest schedules separately. 

AB II result, each forest will experience declining timber yields in 

later decades. CUBC Commeotr. P. 13 .  This failure to plan timber 

harvest schedules which assure e rurteined yield of logs f r o m  both 

foresta clearly violates NFMA regulations and must he corrected in the 

- f i n a l  forest plan. 

TUP PLAN FAILS T O  ADROOATPLY PROTECT non-comoDnY VALOBS 

I. Cooeerns o v e r  the Future of the G r i z z l y  Bear i n  the Plen. 

A .  The Plan representa represents an improvement from the 1963 draft. 

We note at the Outset of thia discussion that the revised Kootsnai 

Plan ia an improvement ever the 1983 draft with respect to grizzly 

bears .  In particular, the current plao'. 100 percent allocation of  

occupied habitat in either supportstive or  compateble allocations is 

an improvement from the ' I7  percent allocation in the 1983. 

In addition. w e  fully support the.plan's effarta to augment 

Irirrly populations in the Cabinet Yak Beosyatem. Given the low 

existent populations, w e  hope this effort is undertaked in the very 

near fYtUre. 

8. Timber Aarveating is Ovcremphasiicd in Critical Orizzly Habitat. 
- 

210,000 m r e s  of the 6 2 6 . 0 0 0  m r e s  of Situstioo 1 habitat 0 0  the 

Kootenai National Forest will b e  available far echsduled timber 

hsrveat and road building. In addition. 127,000 of the 199,600 of 

Situation 2 habitat would be open to intensive timber management. 

lheac ollacations POSO a threat to grizzly bears. 

I t  will be difficult for the f0re.t to eompenmmte f o r  Toed 

14 
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14.  see PP.YiOU* page 

15. No response needed. 

16. m e  acres of grizzly bear habitat designated for timber management 
does nor. in itself. indicate the degree of compatibilty rich g r i z z l y  
be- management. Other factors which are inwortant include the 
StandaTds and middine3 which are applied to logging in grizzly bear 
habitat. and the scheduling of activitier which CD~LPOIE the amount o r  
logging a t  any one time in an area. 

In 
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mnniforing road c l o s u r e s  i n  the plan doe. not reflect the type of 

enforcement progrsm that is needed to nooitor road cloaures. 

We support the menagemeat dirrctioo f o r  Sitituatioo 1 habitat: 

"Management decisions will f a v o r  tbe needs o f  grizzly bears end 

grizzly habitat when other laod use values compete." H o w e v e < ,  even 

under this guideline logging cmo take place under tbe g u i s e  o f  

i m p r o v i n g  forage  for the bears. Yet nowhere does the plan indicate 

that f o r a g e  i s  ~1 limiting factor for grizzlier. We would insist that 

the forest fully document the hcnerifs of timber management ectivitiea 

on grizzly habitat before utilizing this form of habitat manipulation. - 
Another aspect of the problem stemiog from en O v e r  emphasis 0 0  

timber production is  thst i t  does not appear that timber yxelda in the 

new pian differeat from aid *S II result of the ocw 

timber-grizzly allocations. On the Flathead, tbcre allacatians 

resulted in approximately 25 percent reduction io timber harvest, II 

necessity b e c a u s e  o f  the requirement of  leaving large blocks of 

undisturbed land. For the Flathead i o  Situation 1 habitat. lagging is 

limited to three consecutive years *ifh one entry per drainage in e 

decade. F o r  bath Situation 1 end 2 habitat reentry cannot OCCYr 

unless 40 percent o r  m o r e  of the drainege is maintained either e l  

16 
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17. Cornpersarion is addressed through the Cumulative Effects Annlysis 
Process 115 prescribed in the Grizzly Hanagement Guidelines in Appendix 
8 of the Final Foest Plan: not through the  premise thet road closures 
c m  mitigate the necessary security. 
effected by any activity at m y  one Lime has B large bearing on the 
security that can be pmvided. 

Budgets were ~peculu~ive and have been removed from Lhc H m i L o r i n g  m d  
Evaluation Plan. 
instead on the objectives. frequency. and what hill initisre further 
action. 

Many of the Cora%% ~Lnnrs preferred by brsrs wow besr rhere tmber 
Canopies are open o r  absent. 
closing timber canopies crowd Out bear foods m e r  time. One YBY of 
reversing 5uccc55ion is thmugh timber hiWest. This method is mare 
desirable io many locations chan altemetive methods (e.g. fire) 
because it can inprove beer hebitat while supplying timber pwducts. 
In order for loaging to impmve besr habitat. the pmper hamest and 
post-hemest treatnent methods m U S t  be used and security must be 
provided thmugn effective road closures. 

The C O n s t r B l n L S  for operating i n  grizzly habitat -e ouLlined in 
Appendix 8 or the Final Forest Plan (Grizzly h a g e m e n t  Guidelines) 
and thmugh the use of c h h e  Cumulative Effects An~lysis Process. 

The amount of mea that rill be 

18. 
The Monitoring and Evslustioc Plan concentrates 

19. 
lhmugh natural plant succession. 

20. 

m 
Iu u 
0 
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268 m 
hiding o r  thermal C o v e r  and blocks of 5000 a c r e s  o r  larger a r e  

maintained adjacent to cutting timber. We found no such constraints 

i o  the Kootenai plan. 

c. Monitoring 
- 

~ r i r r l y  bear standards and guildlines. on the *hole. are 

adequate. A 9  stated earlier. the plan represents an improvement from 

the 1983 draft i n  terms o f  grizzly land allocations. H o w e v e r  i t  will 

be difficult to assess the succe6s of the Kootenai grizzly progrso 

unless t h e  bears ere  adequately monitored. Monitoring is e x p e n s i v e  

and time-consuming. There is nothing in the plan that assures  the 

monitoring will toke place becmvre nmnitoring ulimotrly 

depends on funding levels. I n  ardsr to c o u n t e r a c t  possible future 

reductions in monitoring budgets, w e  urge the Bootenni forest to adopt 

*=itten policy that * i l l  reduce management vheo they 

be properly monitored. This policy would ensure  that if the 

forest to chooses to harvest large volumes 0 7  timber i n  Situation 1 

hehitat. that adequate monitoring would be included SP B coat o f  

administrating these a a l e n  to ensure compensgtian is working. I f  such 

monitoring cannot be undertaken 11s m part of the timber harveet 

activities. then such harreata should n o t  be undertaken. 
- 

11. The Plan Projccts U n s c c e p t a b l ~  High Levels o f  Road Cosntruction 

that Degrades other Multi~le-Use Resources. 

The p'oposed alternative projects a n  increase in road 

construction from a current milage of 6.000 to 10,692 at the end of  

the fifth decade. ~ 8 1 s  Iv-51. In fact every slternative considered 

b y  the f o r e s t  projected substantial ~ ~ ~ c r e s s e g  in road construction. 

with the minimum amount considercd being 3.833 m i l e a  ( o l t c m a t i v r  11. 

20 

21 
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E-231 

Response LO Letter X260 - Nelional Ulldlife Feilerntxan, page 268. 

2 1 .  Ue believe that the concerne you have mentioned will now be adegvarely 
met in Item C - 1  in the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan in the Forest 
Plan document. section Iv. 

Road bullding is an effect of managing land far timber prodwtion. if 
timber is LO be harvested then roads are necessary. 
miles shown in the vLIrmus documenis are not  farpe pet^" or "goals". but 
estimates of needs given today's technology. 
be continually PeesSesSed as the transportation system is deueiored 
that only those necess~ry  t o  manage the land base arc ever built. vor 
the most part. the roads called for in the Final F O ~ ~ S L  Plan are cC be 
COnsCiYcCed in areas that are not defined as "roadless" a d  recent 
experience has shorn a declining amount of wads are k i n g  built 
because of the public Concern for the amount and cost 0 1  Poads (Sei 
Chapter I1 Of the Final EIS). 

Ihe most direct way to reduce the needed road miles is to reduce t h e  
size OF the land base which is managed with timber p r d u c f i o n  8s e 
goel (the regulated basel. The Final  P l a n  has reduced the regulated 
base. fmm that shorn in the Draft €IS. Reducing the r e g l a l e d  base 
directly reduces the quantity of timber that may he haNeSLed o v r ~  
Lime mder a wn-declining yield schedule which reduces the need for 
roads. AS depicted in the Minimum Management benchmark i n  ibe Draft 
€IS. elmination of the requlered base w i l l  evenrusily end all timber 
harvcsC and the need for- additional roads. This. in turn. rill have 
severe effects on the local economy. Alternative F. as displayed I" 
the Draft EIS. had B regulated base 255.000 acres smaller than the 
Proposed Action ( A l t .  J) and 900 miles fever me&. mis alternative 
describes a reQ1iEriC low end of the timber I ~ B r v e s t  spectrum when all 
imp8cts and issues ape considered. 

2 2 .  
The needed road 

lhe need for roads rill 

1 3  
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I t  is apparent that Kootenai Foreat menegerr intend a v i g o r i o w  road 

construction protram on their Forests no matter what slternstiVc is 

selected. OF course, the increaae in road construction can be traced 

t o  the fact that all alternatives canniderad by the forest project 

subatanitel timber harvests. Table I V - 2 .  

Us feel that the Kootensi Forest. in order to fully camply with 

NXPI's requirement that n reasonable range of alternative. be 

considered. should project m alternative ahowing a aubataotial 

reduction io timber harvest and road ~onatructlon. 

The road construction program envisioned under the preferred 

alternative will have adverse c o n ~ e q u c n c e ~  on a variety o f  multiple- 

use r e i ~ u r ~ e = .  Road con-truction end their use b y  vsbicler impact bi 

Pame habitat more than any other Forest management activity. DPIS  IV 

53. Increased vehicle access result. in I) loss of security areas ,  

diaplacsmsnt o f  animal.. increased competitioo amoung animals f o r  .or 

limited resource) .  and increased vulnerability o f  animals to legal B n  

iilcgal barvsit. DPIS IV-53. - 
In order to off-.st the con.equsnces of road construction 00 big 

pame aniialr. the aootsnai propooes an extensive system of road 

c losures .  In Fact, under the preferred alternative nearly 60 Percent 

mf the forest's Toads will be rasrietsd. OEIS I V - 5 4 .  While we 

support the concept of tbe road closaren t o  protect big gem=, there 

are obvious problems with relying on road c l o s u r e s .  Formost am001 

these is the enforcement ~ F f o r t  required to assure that closure= are 

efeective. This enforcesent rsquirea additional personoel. both fro. 

the atste and the Forest Service. 

I n  addition. roads even when resricted still p r w i d e  far easier 

a c c e s s  by hunters either on foot o r  horseback into remote a r e a s .  lo 

22 

23 

E-252 
Rerwwe to Letter 1268 - National Wildlife Federation. page 268" 

22. See p~e"i0Ys page 

23.  Road c l o s u ~ o .  in order to be effective. must have M active 
enforcemet pmgrer. P e r s o m l  Fmm both the State and the Fo~esr  
Service CD-Operate in this effort and do II large part of t h i s  job 
while Carryins Out Other duties on the forest. in recent years the 
Public has has a 9 0  been a his help with the enforcement problem by 
turning in violations and re expect t h i ~  trend to continue. 

1 4  
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I 23 
ulldition to impacting big game, roeda  generate sediment which ~n turn 

degrades the fishery resource. O B I S  IY-55. This problem has heen- 

discussed in another section of these comments and will not  repeated 

here. In addition, roads increase accees to streams. which can lead 

tu overfishing. OBIS IV-55. This problem can be porlicularly aculr 

Finally. c o n s t r u ~ t i o n  of roads in previously prystine a r e a s  m a n s  

that these a r e a s  can no longer be conaidered f o r  inclusion into the 

National Wilderness Preservetion system. D61S IV-52. Of the forest's 

403.700 B e r e *  of roadless lands, only 50 percent of this will r e m a t 0  

unroaded by the end o f  the firth decade. Table 11-6.  Thus a J5 

f o r  west slope cutthrovt trout B species that is suseptible to 

overfishing. 

direct c ~ n s e q u e o c e  of the forest's road building program ia the 

permanent destruction of 50 percent of  the remaining roadless 

resoYrce .  

Related to the availability of tbe roadless resource  is the 

forsat'n ability to satisfy increasing demeod for roadless and semi- 

primitive recreation. As roedleas aream become eliminated, use ia 

concentrated into the remaining areas, degrading the quality of 

experience. Unfortuostly. the Kootonai projecta that beyond the sixth 

decade, the demand for semi-primitive motorized recreation 

opportunities is expected to exceed the capacity. DBIS IV-74. 

I n  (IUD. the tirhsr harvest and road constru~tion progrems 
- 

projected by the Kootenai f o r s a t  will cause subatantial decredatian oi 

other multiple-uae r e s ~ u r c e ~ .  W e  feel that tho prsferred alternative 

violatea the Multiple-use and Sustained Yield Act because of the 

overriding dominance of the timber r e s ~ u r c e  at the expenas o f  other 

multiple-use values. While the rarest serv ice  does have discreation 

0 

15 
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E-233 
Response to Letter X2&9 - National Wildlife Federation. page 2680 

24. Clo3ing roads immediately following timber activi~ies should 
discourage fishing access to SLPeBml rvlnernble Lo Fishing pressure. 
Also. designing mads away from the immediate s t r e ~ ~ c o u r ~ e s  Should 
mininize access opportunities. 
m a d  C ~ O O U P ~ S .  cwrdination rich the Montana Department of Fish. 
Wildlife. and Perks may be nece59ary to Consider Changing the S ~ a c e s '  
fishing management of B given watershed (e.&. decreasing harvest 
limits. fishing season. etc.1. 

The statement made about a ..." pemanent destruction of 50 percent of 
Lhe remaining roadless W S O U T C ~ "  ... 19 incorrect. 202.000 acres wr1-e 
praFsed for rosdless designation I5011 plus 66.500 acres of 
wilderness (15%) for a totel of 2b1.500 acres or 651 of the totckl 
inventoried medless P ~ Q O U R C ~  rill be protecred. During the life of 
the Propsed Action and the Final Forest Plan. 10.000 B C P ~ S  (2X) are 
Scheduled for development which would remove the future option of 
reconsideration for wilderness 1% Figure 11-45 in the Draft EIS). 
This is the lowest mxmt of inventoried madlens area Scheduled for 
development of all the altemeLiVeS. except for Alt. H and Alt. 0 
which recommended wilderness and medlesn. respectively. on all the 
inventoried madless areas. 

?he Propo~rd Action and Final Forest Plan w e n  developed with the 
puwseful intent of maximizing the Net Plihlic Benefit which included 
the highest possible integration of all the multiple-uses to resolve 
the Issues in B manner that appeared both drnireahle and feasible. 
The p m g r m s  projected by the P m w s e d  Action and Final Forest Plsn 
8- B result of the esrimotrd potential Of tho Kootrnai National 
FOPBSL. which is considercd to be (L highly productive forest i n  'any 
of the natural resouces Such a4 timber. wildlife. fisheries and 
minerals. If incoPrest pmjections are being inadvercamy made 
because of Incorrect or inadequate data. these shortcomings Should 
hecome quickly evident thmugh the P ~ O C ~ S S  of monitoring and 
evaluation which rauld display the need for B pmmpt revision of the 
Final Forest Plan. 

Were a problem still exists follovicld 

25. 

26. 
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i n  .aoaging t h e s e  m u l t i p l e - u r e  r e s o u r c e # ,  there's n o t h i n g  Lh. :  p l u r n  

language of t h e  M u l t i p l e - u s e  and S v s t a l n e d  Y i e l d  Act  t h a t  

t h e  management d i r e c t i o n  c a l l e d  for in t h e  h o t e n o i  Plan. 

E-234 

Rreponse LO Letter a268 ~ National YildliEr Federstion. page 2 6 8 ~  

26. See previous pege. 
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Jsmes R. Ratbun 
Forest Supervisor 
:'atemi Natioml Foresr 
X t .  3, am 700 
LiSby, MT 59923 

h r  bk. bttlbun, 

FollarFng is 9 o u ~  informtion vNch shwld be useful to you in th? f o r a t  
pl-% prmess. m? i(0ntana field ofEice of m? Nature COMervancy has 
beyn a biological Fnwntary in th? s ta te ,  as p a r t  of a m t M &  effort 
cnlled the Natursl Heritage Ero&ram. m? primly goal of m? dsture 
Conservlncy is t o  preserve s p i e s  diversity, ard the lVatura1 Heritage prQgram 
is the scientFEFc dam base ue use to tdentFfY species a d  mmdties uhich 
are in d of pmrection. At C N s  pJint (R want t o  pmvide you with B list 
of special marrences 00 ywr fmest, ae l e s t  tbse that re hw of t h r a g h  
OUT fle&ing inventory. 

I do mt envy y m  c k  arduous task of creating ymx forest  plan, d I 
i m a g h  it is an exereis2 in frustration to respond ard incorporate e l l  of the 
public ccsmenta into th?se p w .  - f i l ly  au inplt w i l l  over th? l q  run 
siqlify ywr job, ra ther  than c q l i c a t e  it. lh Forest P W g  kt 
recqgruzes rany of tk same -erns which -e important to lh? Natme 
cacienamy. 
requulres loog-range planning uNch is in turn dependent M a t h x q h  

% tern maintenance o€ OUT biolo&iull l ife-sqport  system 

urderstaniing ard inventory of t b 9 2  s y s t m .  

m? Forest Service is mdated  to mintain viable popllstions of existing 
native d desired mn-native plants and &ls, and to s h  in the recovery 
plans for erdanged d threatened species (FSI 2621.1). 
Forest senrice manvll describes th? k i d s  of inventories that sre -d, ani 
r~omnerds thst  t h i s  infarmation be &tarn frm o c k r  resource inventories, 
instead of us* Forest Sewice time t o  wllect t N 8  data (Fa 2621.3). Tm 
.%tw b e r v a r r y  desigred Natural Heritage t o  be a videly us21 s w c e  
d--t of previ-iy  acrere red --iiajie info-tim. rm 0r-0" 
*ram pmvides infomtim foe 27 pvblic qencies, 11 private hs t i tu t ions  
ani wnsulting firm. d ei& colleges %Ii L G l i M r P i t i e S .  

To do this, tm 

E-235 

Response t o  L e t t e r  113 - The Nature C o n s e ~ a n c y .  f l r i t  page 

No response needed f o r  t h i s  page. 
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Response t o  Letter  175 - The Nature  Ccnservancy. pg. 73a  

No r e ~ p o n ~ e  needm for th15 Page. 
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IXC c o n s e n t s .  KOotdnSi Plan 
paw :hree 

GEPsRkL COkWWTS 03 TKZ KOOT3WI R L P I O H L L  IOBSSC PLA!I 

The Kooteani NatioOal F o r e s t  has done an a d i i r a b l e  Job OK v r i t i o d  B p lan  
which is  eobs ren t  and Yell-OrgaOized. The naoy peopls  C e a p n s i b l e  deserve 
such c r e d i t  for t h e i r  Bffor tS.  Although i t  is obvious t h a t  timber p rodac t ion  
is the  major theme of  the mnnaaemeot plan.  it is e l s o  O b V i O U S  t h a t  o t h e r  uses 
&re i n c r e s a i n g  in importance.  Given the  c u r r e s t  ecomooics of tha t imber 
aarkec, and the  ino reas ing  denend f o r  o t h e r  k i d =  Of r890UrCe9. t h i s  is 8 

l o g i c a l  s n i f t .  I t  is a l a0  bound t o  be d i f f i c u l t .  as any major c b n g e s  i n  
t r a d i t i o n s 1  management emphasis r i l l  b e  i n  BUD B l a r g e  o r g a n i s s t i o n .  Thin is 
LI p a r t i c u l a r l y  d e l i c s t s  community r e l e t i o n s  problem where the  l o c a l  economy is 
c lo9s ly  t i e d  t o  f o r s s t  mnagement.  

One of t h e  &o?.ls of f o r e a t  plaoninq 

Divs ra i ty ) .  

the... The ueitura Conservancy f e e l s  t h a t  maintsoanoe of  r p c i o s  d i v e r s i t y  is 
I fundamental  t e n e t  of prudent land management which m e r i t s  i n c l u ~ i o n  i n  t h e  

Nanegmsot k t  i r r  t he  p r e I e r v a t i 0 0  of d i v e r s i t f  in both p l a n t  a d  a o i o s l  
communities (NFIII Bsgulat ion 213.27 and H P M  Law S s c t i o n  6 (g)(3)(B) 

the KooteOsi F o r e s t  Plan. and I o v e r ~ l  a p s i f i c  g o a l s  rill o o n t r i b n t s  t o  
maintaining spciss d i v e r s i t y  (#a. 9. 10, 16 ,  19. 23, p 11-3. p r o p s e d  f o r e s t  
plan) .  However, Wiotsnanee  of p l a n t  s p c i e a  d i v e r s i t y  for its o m  aaka 
( d i f f e r e n t  from h a b i t i t  or age c l a s s  d i v e r s i t y )  is n o t  covered by any of 

l i s t  of formal  goals a t  t h e  beginning of t h e  plan.  

c e r t a i n l y  the  i n t e n t  t o  maintain species d i v e r s i t y  is i n h e r e n t  in 

1 

Inven to ry ing ,  LLS wall  a* monitor ing and msnPgemeot of  rsre elamsots .  is 

2 
( T i t l e  2603). but  f o r e a t  p l anne r s  have t o l d  ne t h a t  far i f  any funds have been 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  i d e n t i f y  ram. endangered. and t h roa taosd  species. and t o  

necessary t o  ensure t h e  a r i a t s n c e  of v i a b l e  p o p u l a t b n n  Q C  t h e m  a a t i v s  
s p s i o n .  

bddgetsd for t h i s  purpose. The n a t u r e  Conae rva~cy  18 wall  aware of t h e  
d i f f i c u l t y  of doing a j ob  without  a d q u a t o  funding. 
l i t i o n e l  F o r e a t  t o  requoat a d d i t i o n a l  fidiog t o  adequa te ly  meet your 

a a i n t i l n  v i a b l e  populations of e x i s t i n g  n a t i v e  p l a n t s  and a n i m l a  (FSH 
2670.12). The Nature Conservancy 1s opan t o  sY8gesti l lPs as t o  how 10 can 
m a i s t  JOY st the  l o o a l .  r eg iona l .  or  na t ions1  lava1 i n  Obtaining funding 
which w i l l  g e t  t he  job  done. 

Th i s  l e v e l  Of COnEern 13 m a d a t a d  by the  Fores t  S e r v i c e  Nanuil  

Ye urse t h e  Koa t sos i  

E-237 

R ~ S P O W  t o  ~ette i .  x i 3  - me ~ature C O ~ S ~ T Y ~ X Y .  PE. i 3 h  

1.  We agree and f e e l  our p lan  p rov ides  f o r  t h i s  r e w i r e m e n t ,  however. wr 
do nor Pepeat s t a tus toPY requirements  i n  t h e  p l an .  Ye have added a 
Objec t ive  d e a l i n g  w i t h  s e n s i t i v e  s p e c i e s  (See t h e  F ina l  Forest Plan 
document).  

2 .  Budget requests w i l l  be made as a n o m a 1  management p~ocess. but the 
f i n s 1  outcome w i l l  remain a congres s iona l  premgafive. 

m 
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72: C o Y U O f S .  Kooteaili Plan 
four 

PLAITS Oi l  THE XOWP?YAI Y A ? l J H A L  FORBST 

1 1. Allium f ibr i l lurn (Fringed ooiool  GJ/sl 

StotuJ: 
Oontane and threatened g loba l ly .  L i s t ad  a9 Recomaended Thraatsaed by the 
Montana Rare Plan t  P r o j e c t .  Rsaional sndenic u i t h  only 008 komwn 
O C C Y ~ ~ B I I C B  i n  t he  s t a t e .  013 records e x i s t  COT Glac ie r  Uat ional  Park. 
but ~ O D B  i n  t h e  l e s t  40 years.  

Listed by The Yature Coniervaacy as  c r i t i c a l l y  endaogerad i n  

i(sbira(: 
mid-elevations. 

Xoilr t  ( v e r n a l )  meadows and f0re.t openings a t  l o r  t o  

Loeatioo: Troy Ranger D i s t r i c t .  tit. Veroon (SE 114 of Sec. 15,  T29ii. 
R r S i t s  is 114 m i  west of t he  LIT. Vernion Bumnit. South facing Pock 
l e iges  e t  5JW' 

Tanagemeat Recommendations: The s i t e  naeds t o  be a988s9ed f a r  present  
and f u t u r e  t h r e a t s .  e s p c i a l l y  r ega rd ine  & s i n s  activitr. The DroDosed 

(See Appendix 8). 

I 
management (M 2) o f f a &  some pro tec t ion .  
mining claim. t b  l andomera  Dhould be n o t i f i e d .  
s i t a r  La the are%. *ore inventory work is needed. This  p l a n t  ri l l  be 

If t h e  p l a n d o c c ~ r s  in the  
There may be a d d i t i o n a l  

nomiaatad for  the USPS Regia0 1 s e n s i t i v e  s p c i e s  list.  J - 
2. Conandrs l i v i d a  (Northern bastard t a s d f l a r )  C 4 l s l  

-: 
Ilootana. but LlpPaFeDtlY 9 8 C Y r B  g loba l ly .  L i s t ed  a9 Recommended 
Tbrerteoed by t h e  Montana Rare P l a n t  P ro jec t .  Pe r iphe rn l  a p c l s s .  t h r e e  
i m o m  l oca t ions  I n  Ilootnna. 

u: 

LiBted by The Nature C O ~ . B W B L ~ C ~  8s c r i t i c a l l y  endangered io 

Hoiat coniferous f o r e s t 9  a t  l o r  e l e v i t i o m .  

Location; 
-In lodgepole pine f a c e s t  00 s l i g h t l y  p a t y  sail with Arabin 
oud icau l i r .  ~ P P .  and Lycopodlm Complao i tu .  3250- 
A p p n d i r  Cl. 

Teak Raoger D i o t r i c t .  Pe t e  Creek (NE 114 of Ses. m, T36M 

Management ReCOILgendatio09: 
oeceaso r i ly  incompatible with p ro t se t ioo .  tiorever t he  S i t s  needs t o  be 
sss8sx.d for  t h r e a t s  from future timber he r re s t ing .  ?he d e t v i e  
Conservancy rould like t o  S B B  t h i s  s i t e  protected.  
may t u r n  up e d d i t i o n a l  l o c n t i o o s  which coald be s l t e r m a t i v e  p ro tec t ion  
s i t e s .  

The pxoposed managemsot (Mk 12) is not 

Further  inveotorying 

This  plnilt rill be nominated f o r  t h e  USPS Regicm 1 s e n s i t i v e  
s p e c i e s  l i s t .  - 

3 ( 2 . 1  
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3. Cypripedium - var. p a r v i f l o r u m  ( Y e l l o x  Indg's a l i p p r )  G5TZ/S2 

S t s t u s :  T h i s  v a r i e t y  i s  l i s t e d  by The Ysture C ~ n ~ e c v B D c g  as eodaopred 
io n o n t s n s  a d  g l o b a l l 7 .  though t h e  species i t s e l f  is  widespread  and 
meum g l o b n l l y .  Recommended for f e d e r a l  s t a t u s  in Ideho .  Listel 88 

s t a t e  t h r e a t e n e d  i o  Washington. a t e t e  endangered i o  Oregon. and rare in 
Yyoning. The s p e c i e s  is fragile and pcone t o  e x t i r p a t i o n .  Teo 
c o l l e c t i o n  a i t e s  i n  Nootrnil. b u t  several are O O t  p r e s e n t l y  l o c s t r a b l s  and 
may be l o s t .  

X a b i t a t :  Mois t  r o o d s  and ( o f t e n  calcsreaua) bods  et  lover s l e v n t i o n s .  

Loca t ioo:  ? o r t i n e  Ranger D i s t r i s t .  Dishy Lake (SE 114 oP Sec. 9 .  T)4l. 
-ear Hry. 93 a t  t h e  n o r t h  sod Of Dicky Laire (See A p p a d i r  0). 

__ 

Xaoa emeat R s c o n m e d a t i o n s :  

r e c r e a t i o n  a o d  road m 3 i n t e n m o e .  T h i s  i a  a very show p i a n t .  and may 
need p r o t e c t i o n  from c o l l e c t o r s .  One p a s i b i s  s o l u t i o n  would b t o  
d e s i g n a t e  t h e  a i t s  (1s an SIA a n d / o r  p u t  up i n f o r m i t i o n  s i g n s  f o r b i d d i n g  
c o l l e c t i o n  Of t h e  orchid. T h i s  p l a n t  may be nominated for t h e  Ragi00 1 

The prapoaei mmn%ge1ont fot t h i s  s i te  i9 HA + The site neads t o  be a e a e s s s d  f o r  p r e s e n t  and f u t u r e  t h r e a t s  from 

8en.itivlf species l ist .  - 
1 Haps are on f i l e  i n  the P l a n n i n g  Department 81 t h e  Kootrnai 

N a t i o n a l  Forest) 
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R A R E  uinAss ax THE ~ 0 3 ~ 3 x 1 1  wrI0 : iAL m s s r  

The Hmtuce Coosarvancy's d a m  on Montaar a n i m a l  spec ie3  i n  o a t  as  
de"el0Ped a9 t he  d a t a  f o r  race p l a n t s .  
b io log i s t*  t o  work on t he  n a t u r a l  Het i tage invOntOry. i n c l u i i w  1 zoo lag ia t .  
We O x p e C t  t h a t  t h i s  w i l l  r ap id ly  lr,crease our lata base i n  the  c e r t  year .  
KOMeVer.. re do hare mever11 s i g n i f i c a n t  occu~renceo 00 our rudiaantery 
S C O I . B C B T d .  

Us hava j u s t  h i r ed  t h r e e  full-fin.* 

The  Kootensi Poreat ~ P S  obvlouply taken grea t  pains  to  address  management 
o f  f adecn l ly  l i s t e d  threeteoed and enddeogersd species .  The apocg s r p r t l a s  
o f  U.S. Fish  bod Wildl i fe .  m d  ' loot%m Department of  Yiah Wi ld l l f e  and Parka 
should be heeded t o  dstermioa i f  t he  proposed plan r i l l  i n  f a c t  a i d  i n  t h e  
r e c b ~ e c y  o f  thB.8 s p c i e s .  

Besides the o f f i c i a l l y  TacOgMred l i s t e d  speci.ts t he re  are savera1 
a d 4 i t i o o a l  Oative s p e c i e s  r h i c h  Tho Nature C o o ~ e ~ v a m y  deems i o  need Of 
p r o t e c t i o n  t o  m i n t a i n  v i ab le  populat ions.  A l l  of t hese  w i l l  be nominated f o r  
t he  USSS Region 1 Bens i t l v s  spc ies  l ist .  

1. Couer d'Aleoe s~lammder (P- vandrkei idaboemrlr) CZQ/Sl 

Wild l i f e  Sarvies f o r  emerge~cy  l i a t i o g  of t h i s  suhspeclas  as threatened o r  
endangered. A c8cec.t laatar'a ?~tudg bad =&-<a thst S Q Y O Z % ~  histor ical  
D C C U I ~ B O C B ~  had disappeared,  end e i t eo3 ive  ae3rching nad turned ~p only two 
new l oca t ions .  
quest ioned the  a h i l i t i a a  of t h i s  master's s tuden t ,  and expressed the  opinioo 
t h a t  t he  salamander was not threatened and t h a t  a competent re%e%rcher could 
e a s i l y  f i n d  many more populat ions.  Last w m e r  e f i e l d  b i o l o g i s t  w w  h i red  by 
the Idaho Natural Heri tage Program t o  do a S t s t u s  survey on tbia a n b a p c i a s ,  
The biologist, Dr. Lore11 011181, met the  approval  of t h e  two critics of the  
p e t i t i o n .  After (I BLIloer of ex tens ive  searching,  i nc lud iog  r a i n  e f f o r t s  Lo 
areas which "BPI) i nd ica t ed  by t h e  O r i t i c s  as good p o a a i b i l i t i s s .  t o t a l  of 
t h r e e  new 8ites were found. 

- 
Io July. 1984. a grovp of Idaho b i a l a g t n t s  p e t i t i o n e d  t h e  J.S. P i i h  end 

Two herpetologists oonsulted f o r  come*ta on the p t i t i o n  

Jay Core. of t he  USF'IS Endangered Species  o f f i c e  in Boise has t o ld  the 
Idaho Nstursl Heri tage CoordioetOr t h 9 t  t he  a e l m n d e r  v i11  not b l i s t e d .  
i l o i w ~ r .  t h i s  s u b s p c i e s  i a  undoubtedly rare. and Ths Hature  Cons~rvbncy i~ 
CODCarned llbOvt ths large number OI populat ions which have been l o s t  o r  have 
aPpe r so t ly  dwindled. A t  t h i s  tiae the re  are thirteen ex tan t  p p u l a t i o n s  i n  
I3aho a d  four i% Uontene. Tra Of these rites are 00 tQs Kooten3i n a t i o n a l  
Forest. - 
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TNC C O n m 8 0 t 9 .  Koatenai P l i n  
pige seven 

One s i t e  is Big Hoodoo Mountain (Sec.  34. T d 9 N .  R31W) which i 9  p r i n a r i i y  
pcopased timher mlt0888me*t (MA 16. 17,  and le). There i s  B small *rea of o ld  
g r o r t h  (KA 13) .  vhich mu14 provide p r o t e c t i o a  for the  salamsodsr i f  t h i s  is 
i t 3  l o c a t i o n .  I t  is l i k e l y  t o  be found i o  t a l u s  ~ l o p e s .  10t ~ e e p i g e  areas. 
aod under surface l i t t e r  in dense f o r e s t s d  L I ~ B P S ,  e s p e c i a l l y  00 nor th  a h p a s .  
Yhen l a a t  v i s i t e n .  m l y  o m  i o d i v i d u a l  could be found. a d  t h e  r e sea rche r  
noted t h a t  t h e r e  had been t imber  Cu t t iog  i n  the  area. T b s  v i a b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  
populat ion i a  &nom and needs t o  be asses sad .  

The sec0uI s i t e  is b s t r s a n  f i v e  and seven miles soathel ls t  of Troy in 
t S 1 U s  s l o p e s  along t h e  Kootenai River Gorge roadcut .  
T h i s  i s  t he  bea t  $it= io Montana and one o f  t he  fe r  si tes  r h i c h  is  c009i, ierad 
to  be e t a b l e .  Tha Kootonai Aet ional  Fo res t  b i o l o g i s t s  should k %lare o f  the 
8 x i s t e D C e  of t h i s  rare p a p u l l t i o n .  and watchdog i t  f o r  t h r e a t s .  

2.  White Sturgeon (Acipoluer  transmootanua) C4/S1 

(sec. 14. T3lil. E32Y). 

- 

The white  s tu rgeon  i a  LI n a t i v e  species which i s  l i s t e d  by IIOntaOa Dept. 
of  ? i s h .  W i l d l i f e .  and Parka as a Class A Species of S p e c i a l  Coocern. During 
th9 lest l e g i s l a t i v e  B B B P i o n ,  t h i a  a p c i e s  o w e  very c l o r a  t o  baing l i s t e d  00 

t he  a t a t e  list of endangered a p c i a a .  The l a s t  minute f a i l u r e  of  t he  p m p s a l  
was probably due t o  p a l i t i o a l  r a t h e r  t han  b i o l o g i c a l  reaaorm, bwause  t h e  f i s h  
is very  rare. aod d e f i n i t e l y  i n  need of p r o t s c t i o n .  

The Niture Canservaosy h o p s  that t h e r e  is still p t e n t i a l  for r s t a i n i n g  
t h i s  s p e c i e s  OD t he  Montana list. Even though t h e r e  hayo hean no r ecen t  
a i g h t i n g a .  18 are d e l i a t e d  t o  aatl t he  s h o r e l i n e  along t h i s  s t r e t c h  of the  
Kmtmai River  des i ana t sd  aa MA 21. offering some p r o t e c t i o o  for  the  
s t w @ O D .  Any p r o p s e d  a c t i v i t y  i n  t h i s  area, should ba c a r e f u l l y  considered 
i n  c o n j u o s t i o n  with NDIW t o  prevent  any nega t ive  i n p a c t  00  t h i -  spec i sa .  The 
Raturo ColuorrancY aga in  urges close o o o p r a t i o n  with MDPW t o  lasure that 
upstream & e t i Y i t i e s  do not  degrade th@ water  q u a l i t y  of the  Kaatsnai  River. 
The white  StYrgslln b S  a tonuoua hold.  a t  bast. i n  Montana. and on ly  (I 
o o m i t t o d  e f f o r t  r i l l  g ive  us hops DP keeping i t  around. Ye f e e l  s t rong ly  
t h a t  t h i s  species i s  ill need of c a r e f u l  monitor ing,  and p ro tec t ion .  - - 
3 .  Rainbow t r o u t  (Salmo g a i r d o e r i )  G5TI/S1 

The K o o t e a i  Nat ional  F o r e s t  ha rbor s  i o  C a l l a h r o  Creek t he  only k n o w  
o c c ~ r r ~ o c o  of pure S t m i n  n a t i v e  r a ioha r  t r o u t  (Salma g a i r d n s r l )  i n  t h e  
s t a t e .  ACoOrding t o  t h e  t10 e x p e r t s  00 f i s h  taxonomy I n  Montana. Dr. Fred 
Alleadorf  (U  of !I) and Dr. Robert  Behoke (MSU), t he  g r e a t  ma jo r i ty  of tha 
o r i g i n a l  popu la t ions  of i n t e r i o r  n a t i v e  t r o u t  h w e  bee0 l o s t  in t he  l a s t  100 
yea r s .  and the  remaining p p v l s t i o O s  should be preserved. Wont- Dapartmaot 
Of Fish .  W i l d l i f e  and Parka has  dosigoeted t h i s  s p e c i e s  as a Clasa B Piah of 
S p e c i a l  Caossrn in Montana. T h i s  m e a m  t h a t  t he  r p c i e s  is l i r i t a d  i n  n u b a r .  
or  h a b i t a t  i n  HOntan% hut  f a i r l y  r idaap read  and numorou~~ elsewhere i n  North 
Aoericn. El imina t ioo  of  t h e  pOpU1Ption would ba a t  least a moderate l o s s  to  
the t o t 3 1  gema p o l .  - 
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aiBEOe.salily t h r e a t e n  the populat ion.  The Kiret  o rde r  of pro tec t ion  f a r  thi i l  
p p u l d t i o o  is t o  ~ I I P Y ~ ~  s8aioe.t g e n e t i c  e o n t m i o a t i o o  by p r w e o t i o g  
i o t r o d u e t i m r  and maintaining the  O a t m i l  b a r r i e r  rh i ch  ha9 preserved t h i s  
populat ion t b s  far.  The sacood o rde r  i8  t o  manage for the  h e a l t h  and v igo r  
of t b l a  populat ion by careful manitor ioq.  aod by minimizing a l l  d e v e l o p a n t  
which could r e s u l t  i o  h a b i t a t  d sg rade t ioo .  P o t e n t i a l  roadbu i ld ing  and t imber 
h a r w 9 t i n g  shOYld be caieKullg Scru t in i zed  i n  t h i s  d ra ioags .  The NLltUre 
Comservar.cy onoovrapa tho Koatenai Nltt ionsl  Poraat to  *or& c l o s s l ~  wi th  
M P l P  i n  oosurimg the ioos  term survtvd of t h i J  unitnus papu la t ion .  

4 .  Uoodlacd CariboU ( R m g i f a r  t a r andus  ca r ibou)  G5Tl/SI 

I - 
rhe  K m t e o a i  should ba EomOeOdod for i nc lud ing  the  woodland ELlcibou i n  

i t s  mmsgemeot cong ide ra t ions  as a a e n r i t i v e  s p c i o s .  even t h o q h  i t  is Dot 
f e d e r a l l y  l i s t e d  in Horntam. Our ineoornatioo sources l n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h i s  
d i a i n i s h i n g  s u h a p c i e s  is p a r t i c u l a r l y  v u l n s r a b l s  to  poaching, a d  t h a t  i t s  
pz l r a ry  food source is l i c h e n s  i n  old growth apruoa. f i r ,  cedar md hemlock 
fOreJt3.  Thin makes woodland ca r ibou  Danagersnt incompatible  with d e v a l o p a n t  
Of almost an7 tiod. 

Ths Ten Laksa Yi ldamese  Study Area and the  Y h i t s f i s h  Range are pro tec t ed  
by -Grizzly S i t u a t i o n  I" d a a i g o a t i a o  which is very p a d  ne19 for t h e  car ibou.  
However. t h e m  have also heen unver i f i ed  ropor t a  of woodland ca r ibou  in the 
I M k  Birar Valley sod Purcell Mountains. which is p a r t  or t h o i r  h i s t o r i c a l  
r a w .  There are large percels of g r i s a l y  managemant areas (M 14)  i o  the 
Iaak. which could be compatible  with anribou.  i f  d i s tu rbeocs  IS n i a i n i z s d .  
Also. the r a l a t i v s l y  large t r a c t s  of raadleaa area (M 2 )  might p a s i b l y  o f f e r  
a a n o t n a r j  i P  there i$ x m o  ~ B E O V B ~ J .  Managemant plan0 f o r  t h e  Northweat Peakr 
a d  Byckhoro R i d p  ROadleLls kea. lhould recognize some p t a n t i r l  t h e r e  f a r  
oaribou recovery.  I m a  y n a h l s  t o  f ind  m y  d iacvss i an  of t h i n  p o e a i b i l i t y  i n  
these  roadleas area d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  and hope i t  rill be included i o  the  f i n a l  
* r a f t .  

5. coomoo Loon (Cavia i m e r )  W s 3  

- - 
The common loon is a s p e c i e s  uhicu i s  e r t r e m l g  s e n s i t i v e  t o  d i s tu rbance  

and which appears  t o  be d e c l i n i n g  everywhere i n  t h e  lower 48 s t a t e 3  inc lud ing  
Sootam. There are o ld  breeding r eco rds  rrom Leks  Koocsnuils and Bull  La*a 
r i t h i n  t h e  X-*teani Yational P a r e s t  boundary. 
breeding i eoords  should be monitored t o  i n s u r e  a g a i n s t  t he  d i a a p p e r a n c e  of 
t h i s  s p e c i a l  enimal from &lontana's l a k e s .  
t u l l e  marshe9 around l a k e s h a r e s  r h e r s  the loooa na3t. 

Sigh t ing3  and e s p e c i a l l y  

P r o t e c t i o n  should be focused On t he  

- 

4 
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T I C  c o m e o t s ,  Kootenai Plso 
pBSe nine 

SEIIPLARY NATURAL conmmns ON ~ $ 3  u o m w  NLTIONG P O R ~  

Io  a d d i t i o n  t o  19r8 p l a n t s  a d  animals. Ths Nstu:i 2ooserYBOcy a l s o  
i w e o t o r i e s  a d  ranks o e t u r a l  communities. T h i s  is not an easy t a s k .  and de 
*re i n  t h e  p rocess  of developing a f o m w i t y  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  9YstBn for 
Mootana. Our r sg iooe l  e c o l o g i s t  is c o l l a b o r e t i o g  with P a r s s t  SBcYioe 
S c i e n t i s t s  and o t h e r  h a b i t n t  s p e c i a l i s t s  t o  d a v i s s  LI s y s t e i  i h i c h  i s  
C m p s t i b l e  w i th  Porea t  S e r v i c e  aa re11 as 0th.r e ~ o - c o m m n i t y  c l s s s i f i c a t i o n s ,  

The 80al oP The NatYre CoD3e~vancy is the  p r e s e r v a t i o n  of  b i o l o g i c a l  
3 i l e r s I t y .  
0 0  p r i v a t e  h o d .  However. 18 are f ixd ing  more and .nore r%re occu1reoce9 on 
p b l l c  land. 
to  our pres s rve  system i n  i ts  goa l .  
the 
miioteMnCe of g e n e t i c  d i v e r s i t y .  
recognize b i o l o g i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  f o r  less s e n s i t i v e  s p e i e s  and ar-889. 
Nature Conservancy is B Stroll8 suppor t e r  of t he  UA and 5 t h  prograa.  and 1 8  

are des igna ted  p a r t i c i p a n t s  w i th  the  Pores t  sewlice i o  e s t a b l i s h i n g  end 
m i o t . l i o i a g  U A ' s  (PSII 4063.0)). Jane t  Jobason. in t h e  RegiDMl Office 94y9 
t h r t  t he  Kooteasi  Fo res t  has been a t r a i l b l a z e r  in the  A e ~ e a I E h  Rdturel  Area 
Program. 
congra tu l a t ed .  Although the  s i x  propoaed RR.4.s ace n o t  on O Y ~  sco reco rd .  l e  
suppart  them baaed OD our confid@nce in J a n e t  Johnson'8 judgement. and her  
s t r o n g l y  r a v o r a h l e  reviews of t he  K m t e m i ' s  e f f o r t s  t o  i d e n t i f y  and propose 
M A ' S .  

la t h e  pu r su i t  0P t h a t  g o a l ,  18 have ecpuired over  900 pre3arYe9 

Happi ly,  t he  Research Aa tu r s l  Area .gatem i 9  remarkably s imi ln r  
I n  tha F o r e s t  Service X a n u ~ 1  (4065.02). 

S p a c i a l  In t e raOt  Areas are ano the r  way t o  
The 

f i r s t  o b j e c t i v e  of  Research n a t u r a l  Areas is the  pPeserYPtion Bod - 

Yhoever is reepons ib l e  for t h a t  a c t i v e  invo lvesen t  Should be 

There are an a d d i t i o n a l  number OP areas which era also s i v e n  a p c i a l  
de9iglmtioD under M 21. 
p ro tec t  the whi t e  s turgeon.  if they are itill  the re .  Ye know of 00 rare 
occurw.oes on t h a  o t h e r  91t89.  nor do aoy of  them occur OD our rudimsntery 
J C O C B C O ~ ~ .  HoIever. t h i s  may on ly  r e f l e c t  t h e  gaps io our da ta .  

The Kooteoei P a l l s  e p c i a l  management area will h s l p  

As our Hontaoa I l s tu re l  Her i t age  Program sets up t o  s p e d ,  we r a u l d  lik4 
to  be nore involved i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  site3 and providing i n f o m a t i o i l  f o r  
e 3 t e b l i s h n o n t  r e a r t s  and nanagem.sl)t plan3. Ye would like to  sugges t  that 
t h e n  be p r o v i s i o w  i n  your planning process  t o  a l l o r  f u t u r e  EVA or Other 
a p c i a l  d e s i g n a t i o n  00 p r s m n t l y  u n i d e n t i f i e d  site*. 
inc reaees  we rill be b t t s c  a b l e  to  aaaess our p r o t e c t i o n  p r i o r i t i e s ,  and w i l l  
b cou tao t ing  nttnegers about s p e c i f i c  goals. 

l a  our d a t n  bs se  

- 
One n a t u r a l  community which i s  an our rudimentary sco reca rd  14 Stan ley  

Spring Creek. Th i s  was i d e n t i f i e d  119 a a i g o i f i u r o t  s i t s  by H t .  Dept. of P iah .  
Wi ld l i f e .  and Parks.  I t  i r  e v i d e n t l y  an impartant  ' p m i n g  s i t@ for  r e a t s l o p e  
c u t t h r o a t  t r o u t .  and 19 th rea t ened  by t h e  Asarco mine. To our knowledge. 
t hese  are not  p l r a - s t r a i n  r e s t a l o p e  c u t t h r o a t .  and beCBU911 we h 9 w  n o t  
Oy8tsmit ical lY inven to r i ed  s p r i n g  c reeks .  i t  is hac4 t o  judge haw h igh  a 
p r o t e o t i m  p r i o r i t y  t h i s  rill b@. - 
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5. F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  Hmunl Direction currenily e x i s c s  Cor t h e  ~ n - ~ ~ i ~ ~  
identification of s p e c i a l  areas. See FSN 2362. 

5 6 .  We have noted your  concecn. 
any p u r e - s t r a i n  wests lope c u t t h r o a t  trout populat ion5 i d e n t i f i e d  by 
t h e  Montana Oept. of Fish .  W i l d l i f e .  and PaPks. 

Ihe KOOtenai Forest will be respOnBiYe to 

5 

5 a  
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O l d  :T,rfh -- 
Tns Kootemt 1or89t  is t he  on ly  Nat ionel  Po res t  i n  Mantarn l h x n  i n  

inventorying i t s  e x i a t i q  o l d  growth f o r e a t s  and recognizing t b s i r  v d u e  89 II 

S P c i l l  'nabi ta t .  
i oc r saa lng ly  race B a p c i a l l y  i o  fo re s t .  t h a t  a m  lergs timber producer,. 

E l i m r t s  zona9 a d  t h s i a  dense s t a n d s  ellase i .iCrOclimite modif icat ions which 
C C e * t *  t r u l y  un i ius  h a b i t a t s .  Recognition of the  va lue  of t h e m  hab i t a t a  for 
t he  aske of d i v e r s i t y  l a  cornsodable .  

Fbeaa l r t a  succasa ions i  Corest o o m u n i t i e a  are beconing 

OK bigher  annual r a i a f a l l  can s a p p c t  a g r e s t s r  t o t a l  b i o m s s  than d rye r  

,Give0 t he  Current ecoaos im of toe t iaher  market. and t he  e ~ c e o s i v e  losa 
of rosdless a m a ~  and old-growth timbar in t h e  r e c e n t  paat .  t ha  Riture 
COnSeTy~ncy urges a cau t ious  approach t o  the  ha rves t  of e x i s t i n g  old-growth. 
The acience of c o ~ e r v I t i o 0  biology i s  s t i l l  i n  i t s  i n f a m y .  Cur ren t ly  t h 5  
511e a d  omher  of -preserVes. 11eoeSsary l o  maintain m i n i m u  v iab le  
papuis t I3cs  of n a t i v e  species is b$ing debated i n  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  Community. 
Some e r p r t s  b e l i e u 4  t h a t  l a ~ g e  preserves are ~ B C B S ~ B ~ Y .  with exteosive 
buffera  t o  guard n g i i o e t  " i s l and  e f f e c t s - .  Others  f e e l  t h a t  a numbar or small  
P ~ - B S E T Y B ~  is a b e t t e r  "ay t o  BBYB g e n e t i c  d i v e r s i t y .  A n d  the amrsr var ie s  
w i t h  t b e  9pecids bsing protsoted.  

Ye are Current ly  j u s t  ia the  beginning s t a g e s  of a b io log ica l  invaotory 
of t h e  a t r t e .  
co l l ec t ed  i a  the next  f i v e  p a r , .  
OrganiXatiOn Shich tr ies t o  p r o t s c t  e v e r ) r t h i q .  
1ea-t. ard the bent of the rest.- But, t ha  more p r i s t i n e  a i t e a  18 hadye t o  
i w e n t o I 7 ,  the b e t t e r  tho ehanae t h a t  soma care p l a n t .  aninal or cornuni ty  
r i l l  ne t  be destroyed before we even !mor its the re .  Also, t he  r e t e n t i o n  of 
Optionn r i l l  u l t i m a t e l y  r a e u l t  i o  b e t t e r  menageneat p l ans  f o r  mioimn v iab le  
P p u l a t i o n s  of old-growth dependent a p c i e s .  The i n s i g h t  coming from t he  
muahrOa*log l i t a r s t n r s  i o  tho f i e l d  or conss rva t ioo  biology ma7 only be 
hindsight .  if t o e  many op t ions  f o r  managemot are l a s t .  please t r e a t  theae 
p r i s t i n e  old-growth =it89 r i t h  the  r e s p o t  t h a t  they deserve, a d  "sigh 
c a r a f u l l y  any ~ 1 ~ n 9  for t h e i r  demise. 

Undoubtedly t b e r e  rill be a g r e a t  d o l l  of DW inlormatiom 
The Ratvie  Cons8rvancy bas never heem an 

Our motto is -the l a s t  of t h e  
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9/15/83 4.2-1 

4.2 Element Ranks 

- 
Each element is assigned a single global rank and a state rank 
for each state in which it occurs. State ranks within each State 
are assigned by the state Heritage Program and will vary from 
State to state. Global ranking is done under the guidance of the' 
national Science Department. 

For elements actively being inventoried (those considered 
imperiled o r  rare either range-wide or state-wide), documented 
ranks are assigned using the global and State elernerit ranking 
forms. 

For elements not being inventoried (such as the majority of 
vertebrates). ranks are assigned 'by inspection,' i.6. for each 
such element a 'best guess' as t o  rank (no higher than G4 for 
gldbal rank and no higher than S4 for state rank)  is entered on 
the state list of biota. (G ranks will be supplied as computer 
printouts by the national Science Department as available.) It 
is not necessary to document these ranks by completing element 
ranking forms. 

4.2.1 Definition Of Rank8 

Global and state element ranks are listed and defined below. 
Definitions Used for the previous element ranks ( A l ,  A2, etc.) 
have been Included in abbreviated form in brackets for comparison 
purposes. Note that use of the term 'in North America' refers to' 
North America north of nerico. 

GLOBAL ELEHENT RANKS: 

G1 - critically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity 
( 5  o r  fever occurrences or very  few remaining 
individuals o r  acres) or because of some factor of its 
biology making it especially vulnerable to extinction. 
[Critically endangered throughout range.] 

G2 - Imperiled globally because of rarity ( 6  to 20 
occucrences or feu remaining individuals o r  acres) or 
because of other factors demonstrably 
making it very vulnerable to extinction throughout its 
range. [Endangered throughout range.] 

G3 - Either very rare and local throughout its range 01 
found locally (even abundantly at some of irs 
locations) In a restricted ranqeYe.9.. a single 
Western state, a physiographic region in the east) or 
because of other factors making it vulnerable to 
extinction throughout its range; in terms of 
occurrences, in the range of 21 to 100. [Threatened 
throughout range.] 

E-245 

Response to Letter 173 - The Nature Conservancy. pg. 73j 

1 .  Ho response needed. 
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GI - Apparently S ~ C U L C  globally, though it may be quite r a r e  

G5 - Demonstrably secure globally, though it may be quite 

GI - Accidental in Nozth America, i.e. not part of the 

-.in parts of its range, especially at the periphery. 

rare in parts of i t a  range, especially at the periphery. 

established biota (e.9.. European Cuckoo, Yellow-nosed 
Albatross, many other bird species). 

GE = An exotic species established in North America (e.q., 
Japanese Honeysuckle). 

GH - O f  historical occurrence throughout its range. i.e. 
formerly part Of the established biota, with the 
expectatLon that it may be rediscovered Ie.s., 
Iviry-billed Woodpeckei) . 

GU - Possibly in peril range-Wide but Status uncertain; need 
nore information. NOTE: This rank should be used 
sparingly. whenever possible, assign the most likely 
rank and add'a question nark Ie.9.. G21) to express 
uncertainty or indicate a range (e.9.. G1G2, GlG31. 

GX = Believed to be extinct throughout range 1e.g.. 
Passenger Pigeon). 

STATE ELEMENT RANKS: 

S1 - Critically imperiled in state because of extreme rarity 
( 5  or fewer occucrences or very feu remaining 
individuals O K  acres) or because of some factor of its 
biology making it especially vulnerable to extirpation 
from the state. [critically endaqgered in state.] 

51 - Imperiled i n  s t a r e  because of r a r i t y  I 6  Lo  20 
occuirences or few remaining individuals oc acres,  or 
because of orhec factors demonsrraolv 
making it very vuinerable to extirpation from the 
state. [Endangered in state.] 

53 - Rare in State Ion the Order of 20+ occurrencesl. 
[Threatened in statel. 

5 4  - Apparently secure in state. 
s5 = Demonstrably secure in state. 

SA - Accidental in State, including species which only 
spocadically breed in state. P 

SE - An exotic species established in state; may be native 
elsewhere in North America Ie.g., house finch o r  
catalpa in eastern states]. - 

' 

E-146 

Rebponss to Letter 1 7 3  - The Nature Conssrvoricy. pg. 1% 

7. Co"tl""6d fran prerlou* page. No response needed. 
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p.0.  BOX 4, P o l e b P l d g e ,  M 59929 
October 30. 1985 

James F. Rathbun 

Koatena i  Nat ional  Forest 
RR 1 3  Box 7 0 0  
Libby, Mt. 59923 

Dear Mr. Rarhbun: 

€ o r e s t  s u p e r v i s o r  

On behalf of the North F o r k  P r e s e r v a t i o n  Associat ion.  I would l ike  to 
comment  on the Draft  Kootenai Forsst Plan and the Drdl  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  
I m p a c t  Statement. Thank you for aending tbeae  weighty dasumentil to me 
and for extending the comment p e r i o d  to Navombcr  1. 

1 

2 

It i e  good that you have an old growth management plan  for  the 
Kootenai Forcat. However, 7 or 8% ia not enough. U yar! cheek the 
Forest Service reference m-ll on old growth management you d l  f ind 
that 10% is the vary minimPm for tho maintsruncs of the d i v e r s i t y  of 
widlife that o l d  growth hubor. .  

projections for timber harvest eeem nnreammabl~ high. Will tho economy 
b a t i f y  mch high h u r s a t ?  
nder these eir-.tuucos? W h i t  &XU i n c r e a a s d  sedimentationfrom all 

Some biologiats bclieve 10% i s  not enough. 

Wsltiplp U ~ B  seems tot l l rs  L hack asat to t i m b e r  harvest. Yonr 

W i l l  t h e  Fore- be able to have m s t a i n r d  y i e l d  

t h e  r a d s  and its d f o c t s  on fisheries? 

Ten Lakes. 

A 
~i~~~ valley ihr  edge or W a f c r f o n ~ G l a c i ~ r  ln te rna l iona l  Peace P a r k .  

c o r p r a , i o n  dedicated io  preserving the i n l e g r i l y  of the  North F o r k  01 the F la thead  

E - Z J I  

HespCnSe to Letter 1271 - North Pork Prescrvat iun Asioc.. first [page 

1. The f i n a l  tb--eSt Plan now provides f o r  the maliltcnance or 10 pcrccnt 
old-gmuth f o r e s t s .  

2 .  The Allowable Sale Q u a n t i t i e s  ( G O )  are projec ted  limits that upnear 
t o  be r e a m a b l e  while S a t i s f y i n g  oLher ~esource  needs and ~ S S I I E S .  

including sus ta ined  y i e l d  management. They are not t a r g e t s  LO be 
abcained unless the  demand mater ia l izes .  
by p r i v a t e  timber companies *ho aim responsive to n a t i o n a l  markers 
which are nor  accura te ly  prddic t;blc over the  shor t  o r  long-term. 
Scc t h e  writeup e n t i t l e d  "Timber :upply in t h e  ImpscL Area" i o  
Appendix 8. 

S ta te -of - the-ar t  methods f o r  pred ic t ing  sediment de l ivery  LO stwms 
are not  v e r y  good so M have reduced "UP r e l i a n c e  OR those models ami 
focused on insuring t h a t  problems do not OCCUF i n  the  f i e l d .  We 1,ai.c 
added iiems t o  the monitoring and evaluation p lan  and the Forestwide 
s tandards t o  insure  t h a t  S t a t e  Water PueliCy Standards r i l l  be 
a t t a i n e d .  

Timber sales ere p$lrchaaed 

3 .  

4. m e  rosdleas  designat ion (MA 2 )  provides BCcepteble T E S U ~ L S  for the 
g r i z z l y  bear and has been expanded t o  provide increased s e c u r i t y  8s 
*ell 85 recreational s o l i t u d e  (See the Final Forest P l a n  Hap). This 
expanded madless management area COmpiimenetS the management 
d i r e c t i o n  on t h e  adjacent  Flothcad Nat iona l  Fores t .  

5. See U 4  above. 

6 .  No ~ l s p o n s e  needed 
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*.-The Kootenai Forem I S  planning zoo many roads --wildlife and 

Kelly h u m p s  L5r e v e r y  new mile  of  road created thus keeping road  
1ow;hunting will s u f f e r .  

about b U 0 Q m i l e ~ .  

1 mgger. you clrse one mile of old road wi.h 

__ 
The knowlrdge -f the N o n h  Fork Preservation A a s - i ~ i a r i o n  of the  

KOoLrnai Forest  i s  primarily l imi ted  tu the M;rphy Lake Ranger Dis,rict  
and except  f u r  3ome general C o m m e n r s  about roads and logging. have 
1imi.ed c.)mrnenf9 ,o these areas. 

1 hank you for reading  this 

Sincerely.  

pR?& 
John F r e d e r i c k  
P r e r i d e n r  
Nr PA 

E-248 

Response Lo L e t t e r  8271 - North Fock PresewaCion AIBDC., page 211s 

7 .  The m a d  miles shorn In t h e  €IS ace neither tBPgeLS Or gaols .  but 
es t imates  OF needs given f c d s y ' g  cechnolow. 
be cont inua l ly  reassessed m the t ranspor ta t ion  SyStem is developed 10 
t h a t  on ly  those medp neces3apy to menage the F o e s t  sre ever built. 
The Fina l  Plan includes B mal ro minimize the  mmt of road 
ConStmction. In addi t ion .  the gllidance for each management *Pee 
includes d e t a i l s  on med-use r e i t r i ~ t i ~ n ~  that  are designed t o  provide 
secure h a b i t a t  and minimize the  impact of mads On w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t .  

Tots1 road mileages that w i l l  be r e s t r i c t e d  under the  F ina l  Forest 
P l a n  is displayed i n  Chapter I V  of the  Finel  EIS. 
projec ted  t o  be closed y e a ~ l o n g  are 3.423. 
totel of 6.521 miles open. both yearlong Or seasonelly. which is  
similar to your ~uggestion of 6 . W  miles. 

The need for  mads  w i l l  

8 .  
The miles  that are 

This  "111 I P S U l t  In yi 

CC Tam Hope 

m 
N 
P a 
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P O  8 0 x 1 1 5 8  L l S S l  MONTANA 59923 
N. E .  E.D. 

.~~ ~.~ 
October 31, 1985 

Kootrnai Natio-1 Forest  
Dor*.t Plan 
a t .  Y 3 ,  Box 7w 
Libby. kbnt. 59923 

Dear S i r s :  

As r e s i d e n t s  of  Lincoln County and i the  S t a t e  of I b n t a m .  Northreat EnergJ. 
Employment b Dsrelopocnt. Inc. would l i k e  t o  present  our C o n c e r n  t o  I O U  regard- 
i n g  t h e  Kootsnrri Natio-1 Foreat Plan. - 

Ye favor a l t s r l u l t i r e  N. as i t  acema t o  o f f e r  mars far t h c  rood produsta 
I h e  e l l o r a b l e  timber i n d u s t r y  and docs not  s e r ious ly  a f f e c t  o t h e r  C O ~ C C ~ ~ B .  

volume m e d a  t o  be m i a t a i n c d .  i f  not  increased. A reduced v01u.a should not 
b e  Considered as demand could i n c r c a w  during t h i s  f o r e s t  plan time fr-. 
are extremely imprtmt t o  our local cconoq), and ahould not  be j e a p r d i r a d .  L 
cal People hare t o  hare jobs and income before rocreatio-1 sdsantageea can be 

Joba 

emjogsd. _. 

Ye alno fee1 t h a t  our na tu ra l  F C ~ O U T C ~ S  be a v a i l a b l e  for sensib14 develop- 
ment i n s t e a d  of baing loshed up i n  r i l do rnsaa  and m a d l e s e  .rea d e s i m t i a n s  
Do mot consider  a r - i n c r e a s e  i n  wildsraese asreape ae t h i a  land i a  u l e r a i l a b l e  
forever for  mining. lo&ging. grazing m d  -me r ec rea t ion . ?  A renewable T~BOYTCC,  

such as t i a b s r ,  needs t o  be proprl). w e d .  
access t o  c u l t i v a t i o n  ie ris-gsemt. 
I f f o r d  tbt luruzy. 

To ~ 0 m . e  t h i a  resource from 
As a l o c a l i t y  a n d .  na t ion  I C a n  not  

h a t  e l p r i i n c e  h a  p r o r r e m t b t  once an s c q n i d t i m  o r  rvlc  
i s  in e i i a t s n c r  it is next to iqpoas ibh  t o  r e p a l .  - 

Aa an orgsn i r a t ioa .  we bare no m i m a i t ) .  toward t h e  g r i z z l y  boar but t he re  
i a  too mush e m p h d s  . nd , cons idc ra t ion  given b o ~ t h s  w i z z l y .  It a p p a r s  the 
g r i z z l y  bear i D  behng WsFd as a too1 t o  achieve g r e a t e r  w i ldemass  as re age^^ end 
i ao reaaed  r ea t r io t foas .  'Ye urge t h a t  t h e  Forcat  S s n i s o  not insrraac acreage 
and reetrictions:$tb 'rca-wct t o  t h e  grizzly bear. 

and a h o d d  be reduced t o  a mimm5m axpnac.  
c l l . i f .  ceqm*ts'for . d d l t i o n s l c ~ M ~ ~ g ' € ~ ~ ~ . n p o o d u c t i . .  p ~ ~ g ~ e -  tcep-..xiplddisg. 
Grizzly bear W M g e e n t  progrsma do not  p n e r a t e  new mney hut  only coasuw money 
gene ra t ed  from primal7 jabs. auch as logging. mining and ag r i cu l tu re .  
Mar Bsusus haa requested r ecen t ly  81 l u l l i o n  dollar. faor @ r s l y  bea r  -na%emsnt 
programs while m y  humanitarian programe arc being put on hold o r  have reduced 
funding. These p r i o r i t i e s  are wrong. 

-.:.i - ,  

Increased Cbenditure for the  sakr:bf bhr.-grizzly bear is ms$ativo dollars 
Our n a t i o n a l  debt  ear, never be reduc- 

Senator  

- 
Ye would urge t h e  Forest  Service t o  redme engineer ing etsndarda oa roads 

f o r  log..hngling o p r e t i o m  t o  he lp  reduce the s o a t  of o p r a t i o n .  
i n g  s t anda rds  em Iiogatira dollarm. 

Sigh mad  bu i ld -  
re11  ea, g a t e  i n a t s l l a t i o n 8 .  - 

Attached ta ow Foreot Plan l e t t e r  i a  o u r  1985 ques t iona i r e  with r e s p c t  t o  
g r i z z l y  bear t r ansp lan t ing  for your considerat ion and en t ry  i n t o  t h e  mcord. 
200 i nd iv idua l  mrvey  reapoaaaa ware t a k a  .Isid, at t h e  1985 laggar Day CveOt 

Our 

(continued page 2 )  
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~ e s p o n s e  LO Letter  x19j - W Energy. Fmploment L Development. f i r s t  phge 

Al te rna t ive  N does offer more FOP t h e  r d  produc t s  i n d u s t r y  but 1: 

doe$ n o t  resolwe orher issues as ve l1  LIS t h e  Proposed Action or thll 
F i n d  F o e s t  Plan i n  OUP Judgement. 

we agree 

Wilderness is II resource os much as t imber .  minerals an11 g r * z l W :  and 
once i t  d i ioppea r s .  wilderness  cannot be replaced.  The qUeStion 15 
how much r i l d e r n e s s  and where should i t  be loca ted .  We Feel t h a t  the 
Fina l  Fo res t  Plan s t p i k e s  a h a i m c e  between t h e  m o u n t  of area 
recommended for r i l d e v n e s s  and the momt r e t a i n e d  for paCen t i s l  
development. 

me grizzly bea r  is l i s t e d  119 an endangered s p e c i e  under Lhe 
Threatened and Endangered Species Act which e s t a b l i s h e s  it as a 
n a t i o n a l  concern. Because of t h i s  n a t i o n a l  concern. Federal P m g r m s  
need t o  insure t h a t  the grizzly bear is not i n a d v e r t a n t l y  Placed i n  
jeopardy.  m e  r e sea rch  t o  d a t e  0 the g r i z z l y  h e a r  i n d i c a t e s  chat 
them B P ~  p o s i t i v e  benefits thar$e provided POP grizzly h a b i t a t  i f  
t h e  proper care and design is given t o  t h e  many programs snd P P O J ~ C ~ S  
t hac  nomsl ly  Lake place  00 a Netionel Forea t .  There may nerd LO be 
some inconvenient  scheduling or d e f e r r a l s  of some project.. huc to 
da te .  most pmjeerr have been aecomodated. See t h e  Gr i zz ly  Ilanagement 
Guidel ines  i n  Appendix 8 OF the Fina l  Forest Plan.  

See the Fores t  Goals i n  the F i n a l  forest Plan .  s e c t i o n  11. 



195 o 

end are ava i lab le  for your inspection and i n f o r m t i o n  upon request.  mis has 
been our e f f o r t  t o  g e t  I )  feel for local  a e n t i w n t  regarding t h i s  avbjest  even 
though we surely are not professional~queationaire writers. 

Than*)yau for your consideration of our coocern6. 

E-7.51 

Response t o  Let te r  1195 - N:i Energy. Enmplaynent h Drvalopment, p a p  195- 

No response needed for t h i s  page. 

Sincere ly .  

@U22ldu 
Charles F. Woods. President 
Northwest Energl. Enploymot h Development. Inc. 

sc: Son. John,&lchsr 
Rep. Pet Williams 
Rep. Bo" llar1cncs 
sn. J . ~ ~  ncciure 
sen. s teven  5- 
Sen. Allen Simpeon 

0 h L 
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This quest ional re  has been prepared by NORTHMEST ENERGY. EWLOYMENT L DEVELOPMENT, 
INC. for  the purpose o f  ob ta in ing  general f ee l i ng  w i t h  respect  to GRIZZLY BEAR 
t ransplant ing.  

1. 

2 .  

3.  

4 .  

5. 

6. 

7. 

Should people O f  L i n c o l n  County have anything 10 r a y  as t o  whether  or R a t  the 
g r i z z l y  i s  p lanted i n  L inco ln  County? 

Do you feel r e s t r i c t i o n s  w i l l  increase w i t h  g r i z z l y  bear t ransplants  on items 
l i s t e d  belar? 
A. Mining & Logging r e s t r i c t i o n s  y e s z o  n o f i  t n d e c i d e d z z  

yes= % no- undecided- 

7 9  
B .  Recreation r e s t r i c t i o n s  

I .  Hunting 6 F i sh ing  
2. Increased road closures 
3. Berry o ick ina  
4. Wood-cbtting 
5. Camping 

n o s  undecided 5- 
n o z  undecided= 
n o z  undecided_l 
no= u n d e c i d e d 4  
n 4 2  u n d e c i d e d l  

C .  Development i n  L i n c o l n  County Area yes= n o z .  u n d e c i d e d z  

00 you have concern about increased human-grizzly c o n f l i c t s .  should the re  be 
g r i z z l y  t ransplants? 

00 you feel the g r i z z l y  bear would be f u r t h e r  endanger 
areas where there i s  general pub l i c  opposi t ion7 K-572 . Alod & D a , o ~ &  

A. 

yes& n o 9  u n d e c i d e d z  
If t rans l an ted  i n t o  

Is the Cabinet Wilderness enough area f o r  the Gr i zz l y?  

yes& n& undecided& 
8. 00 we need m y  a d d i t i  nal Wilderness? 

yes& nof& undecided& 

Since the G r i z z l y  bear i s  l i s t e d  as a threatened species. should there be 
Grizzlv bear hunt in0 i n  Montana? , 

y e s 3 6  no& undecided /g 
With respect t o  t ransp lan t i ng  of g r i z z l y  b e r i n  L i n c o l n  County: 

SZ&Against t h e  t ransp lan t i ns  o f  G r i z z l y  Bears i n  Lincoln County 
a-1" favor  of t ransp lan t i ng  o f  G r i z z l y  Bears i n  L inco ln  County /z Undecided 

c 0 I " T s  

RESIDENT OF NONTANA YES- NO- 
RESlDENl OF LINCOLN COUNTY YES- NO- 
Not required. but u m l d  be appreciated completing: 

mw 
STATE OF RESIOENCE 

N x - s =  der- $ a a 2 C & z U 7 f l G G S  L'OrnP'%ED p a u r ,  
sOC#CZZ mTWC.5 '985 spQo6y 

E-252 

Response t o  Letter r195 - M Energy. E n p l c y ~ n t  h Development, pape 195b 

NO response neecoo for t h i s  pago 

'? I 
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