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Viveash Fire Timber Salvage Project
Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger District
USDA—Forest Service

P. O. Box 429

Pecos, NM 87552

Dear VFTSP: -

Thank you for opportunity to comment on the Fire Salvaée Project. Thank you‘as"w_ell for .
this month's public meeting and the project-area tour to help us understand the proposal.

The follovﬁng comméhts reﬂecf the positi'on of the Santa Fe Group of the Sierra Club
and its 2000+ members in Northern New Mexico. . -

The DEIS is welﬂl-brepva'l_'ed‘ and easy to read. There are, however, a few difficulties.
C Specifically, p 3.8 claims that soils of the Elk subwatershed developed from

) mietamorphic rock and suffered less erosion than granitic soils, Figure. 3.2 shows 85% of
the subwatershed to be sedimentary rock; Table 3.4 shows that the Elk subwatershed
lost three times as much soil per hectare as did granitic subwatersheds. (However, we
do realize that, other things being equal, your granitic soils are the least stable.)

9 We DO NOT accept the DEIS elaim that operating heavy trucks and other machinery,

opening roads; & atifig-skid'trafils would not appreciably increase soil erosion. Table
4.1's prediction of, at most, a 5% increase in erosion does not seem realistic in light of -
past experience on other burns. Likely that figure is for the project area as a whole, and
since salvage is proposed for (at most) 18% of the project area, that would mean that
(on average) the 19% of the acreage that is worked would suffer 26% increased erosion.
That sounds more likely than 5%. ’ .

Because loss of soil is the worst effect of fire, because a great deal has already been
lost, and because ground-disturbance will cause more loss, we favor the No-Action T

. alternative with regard to salvage operations, (This comment does not apply to the
proposed road projects.) ' . ' '

/" However, in the spirit of compromise and to produce something of value for the local

N economy, we would be comfortable with a non-commercial modification of Alternative 4.

> £ Make fueiwood, Vigas, and house logs available to the public (1) within 200 feet of

| existing open roads and (2) within 200 feet of the closed logging roads that you

'[ proposed to open, but only so far as folks are willing to hand-carry products out those

- A rodds; THE ROADS SHOULD NOT BE OPEN TO VEHICLES. Off road vehicle travel

during harvest should be prohibited. * -




. A 25% rather than 35% slope limit is fecommended to
- thin-soiléd, stich slopes should be excluded fi6
: _zone& sh*outd ‘be 200 feet 6n bot srdes of

ms tﬁat‘ﬁave np arian vege

We have no.o 'ectlon to the Iong-overdue road changes that you have attached to this:

salvage prOJectL We enthusiastically endorse quuck closure of alf roads that are not -
-‘needed by the Forest Service. :

Thank you,

Cliff Larsen
Conservation Chair
"~ Santa Fe Group of the Sierra Club

e
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‘November 30, 2001 Pecssiies Yages Basgor Dintriet

Response to proposed alternatives 1 thru 4 as presented in the
Dreft Environmental Impact Statement in regards to salvage, green
timber logging, opening of closed roads and construction of new roads in
the Santa Fe National Forest — Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger District.

~ Concerns: Conversation, preservation, health, safety, liability,
cost effectiveness and quiet enjoyment of the forest. '

To summarize the forest department’s proposed action, purpose
and need, a plan to harvest approximately 6,700 acres of fire killed trees
will be removed. However, to access these trees, approximately 43
miles of currently closed roads will be reopened to facilitate the
operation. Also, new roads can be cut within % mile of any existing
road, as well as a relocation of 2.3 miles of FR86, supposedly to a better
location for ‘resource protection’ and “public safety’. Since a majority of
the proposed actions in alternatives 2, 3 and 4 directly affect us and
other property owners at Cow Creek, as well as isitors, I will limit the
concerns voiced in this letter to these areas._First of all, the burned
' g»timber is virtually worthless for wood products and the Draft Statement
admits that the salvage would probably be held up for an additional time
: as the result of probable lawsuits. The timber.companies are certainly
not interested in the burned-timber. They are e eyeing the old green
% timber, which will fall to their saws under the guise of reaching the
burned timber and cutting the new section of FR86, as well as the
' * reopening of 43 miles of currently closed roads. .
The beginning of this newly relocated road would be just to the
east of Cow Creek and cut up from there. The new road would cut thru
unburned, old timber, in direct view from our home. Though it looks like
6 thought and care has been given to protect foreground views upto ¥z
mile in camping areas, this proposed re-routed road will virtually destroy
Cow Creek’s view of the mountain side from FR 86 with it’s proposed
width of some 60 of base road plus allowing for the removal of trees
’ “not to exceed 150’ on either side of the road”. The Draft Statement
P was vague as to whether this 150’ on either side of the road would apply
to all roads in connection with the proposed ‘operations’. This would
destroy the aesthetic value of a lot of forestiand. Furthermore, this new
?gre—alignment’ of.FR86 goes thru an area of forest where there are



%hawks, goshawks and Mexican owls living and hunting. Also, it's
primarily north-slope grade would be so steep that year round access

F would be impossible. Since there have been plans made to controf road
drainage, including properly placed culverts, cross drains, water bars,
dips, energy dissipaters, aprons, downspouts, gabions, and/or debris
racks, and armoring of ditches and drain inlets and outlets in other
areas, why can't the dispersal of runoff on the existing road be
accomplished by rolling the grade, in-sloping, out-sloping, crowning,

@_ installation of water spreading ditches, contour trenching or oversized
drain installation, etc. This would be a much more environmentally
friendly and cost effective alternative than any of the actions proposed in
alternatives 2, 3 or 4. "

“Best management practices” for water quality protection, allows for a
streamside management zone of approximately 100’ to 200’ wide on
both sides of all perennial streams and only 25’ to 50’ on all intermittent
‘streams. From personal experience, this would be inadequate to prevent

A excessive increase in erosion and potential sediment yield from upsiope
disturbances. We have a natural arroyo running thru our property from
the west that never had ‘running water’ until the timber harvest occurred
on private land over V2 mile away thru unbumed forest. This last year,
for the first time, we had a live stream running thru our yard during the
summer rains, as a direct result of logging over V2 mile upsiope. A mere

" 7E£200° will NOT stop the flow of water caused by the logging operations.

_ Restoration Activities: In chapter 2, it is stated that only approximately
5000 acres of the burned area will be considered for planting. It also
oes on to say that, in fact, “The majority of the burned area will not be
replanted”. Areas that are logged are to be replanted within 5 years,
unless, at the discretion of the local forest office, it is deemed that
natural re-growth is sufficient. This leaves it open for no restoration at
all. :

* Air Quality: First of all, in chapter 3, this was one of the “Items of
Concemn Eliminated From Further Analysis” (Page 3-30). It was stated
that the Pecos River air-shed has a NAAQ classification of Class II, which
is said to be allowed to experience increased in air poliution above base
line levels. It goes on to say, “However, no baseline levels have been
established for this area”. ? With a proposed operation of up to at least
16 logging trucks per day for a period of up to 5 years duration, it would
be safe to say that there will be NO air quality the Cow Creek area for

: K. > quite some time. This past year, with only a fraction of that number of

daily logging trucks hauling off private properties, the dust was so bad
that everyone up here began to experience breathing problems. With



f the loss of over 27,000 acres of timber in the fire itself, plus the
- proposed loss of 1000's of additional acres of green timber in the logging
; oOperations proposed, our natural air filtration system and oxygen
—producing resources have been greatly taxed. Add to that the dust from
 the logging operation, including the work sites and trucks, and the air
* Zwill be a health risk to those who visit and particularly those who live in
tthe forest. (NOTE: also under the category ‘Items of Concern
Eliminated from Further Analysis’ was the potential invasion of noxious
~weed species. As stated, the Viveash Fire converted thousands of acres
of climax forests into habitat potentially suitable to the establishment of
A noxious weeds. Existing information from the USFS documented only
f small, scattered populations of noxious weeds in the Viveash Fire burn
area and these weed populations were confined to existing roadways.
\ The proposed logging and the opening of roads in the forest will create
-even more large areas of open and disturbed habitat that will be suitable
for the establishment of the noxious weed species.
Traffic and Noise: Consideration has been given to the Village of Pecos
in regard to traffic and noise. Travel thru the village will be restricted to
the hours of 7am to.7pm. Truck braking is restricted to downshifting as
well as using normal brakes to avoid the nuisance of loud Jake-braking,
and low speed requirements will be maintained for all vehicles traveling
along high recreation use areas and signs would be posted to ‘warn’
recreational visitors of logging efforts. This was done for the Village of
Pecos and not required in the forest itself, at all. In fact, NO
: consideration has been given to residents in and visitors to the forest
‘J where for up to 5 years we will be subjected to all the things specifically
/prohibited in the village. This last year, during private logging
operations in the forest, the log trucks ran day and night, ran fast, used
the Jake-brakes excessively and ran down the center of the forest roads,
un-escorted. This leads to the next consideration...
-Safety and Liability: FR86 is an un-maintained joint responsibility of the
:5an Miguel County and the Forest Department. The grades on the
»curves are haphazard, the shoulders unstable in many places and non-
«existent in others. The curves are sometimes blind and dangerous with
a rock wall on one side and sheer drop offs on the other. Our
experience this last year (as well as other’s experiences) was that at
least half of the logging truck drivers were not only discourteous drivers
- (. but dangerous drivers, claiming the center of the road as their own
' whether or not there was a safe place for regular vehicles to pull over to
have them pass. More than a few residents and visitors were forced off
' the road by a log filled tractor-truck. The rate of speed they travel is
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much greater than would allow them to slow down, much less stop,
should they come around a curve to find someone perhaps stalled, stuck
r broke-down in the road. And again, this was much less than the
proposed 16 trips a day we are possibly looking at if alternatives 2,300
4 are chosen. It was suggested that the trucks run with escorts, but this
was never done. Instead, we were told to buy CB radios and basically
hope for the best. Not only the driver of the truck, but the timber
company, the Forest Service and the County would be liable in the event
of a serious accident.
Cost Effectiveness: Table 4-6 in the DEIS shows the results of the
economic efficiency analysis. Alternative 1 is $0. Alternative 2 is net
revenue of MINUS $4,539,744.00 max, MINUS $4,539,744.00 min.
Alternative 3 is net revenue of MINUS $3,189,858.00 max, MINUS
$2,637,866.00 min. Alternative 4 is net revenue of MINUS
#1,040,358.00 max, MINUS $1,004,246.00 min. Therefore, if any
alternative other than Alternative One is chosen, at least over one million
and up to over four and one half million dollars will have to be spent by
the forest department. Even though no restoration is guaranteed, or
even seriously considered, any option other than Option #1 would cost a
great deal. To me, it would seem this high proposed cost could only
possibly be somewhat justified if the forest itself were to be restored
rather than further destroyed. As for the proposed full-time jobs created
by alternatives 2, 3 or 4, it was. never mentioned that these would only

i
/

i
\
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be for the duration of the salvage and not permanent. It never stated .

§ where the jobs would be created and the timber companies that would

come in to cut and haul the trees would hire their own people, and they

Lare NOT located in San Miguel County.

Environmental Consequences: The DEIS included a chapter on
environmental consequences, in which it was determined that timber
harvesting and it's associated activities WILL impact soil resources, by
accelerating soil erosion, leading to reduced soil productivity and re-
vegetation potential. Timber harvesting and its associated activities will
ALSO impact water quality by increasing sediment delivery to streams
and subsequent transport and disposition in the stream channel,
affecting the stability of the stream channel. It sites roads as a major
source of increased sediment yield in a managed watershed. 1 wish to
make a note here that the area of FR86 proposed for re-alignment will
not be closed for use except to the public. It will remain open as a
private road for a property owner, his family and visitors. As for the
reduced road density, that would be at least 5 years from the start date.
Currently closed roads (some 43 miles worth +/-) would meanwhile be
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new road constructions would have potential for serious harmful effects
on the fish and riparian ecosystems, as well as the forest as a whole.
The DEIS states that "Visual effects resulting from open spaces created -
by logging activity would be short term, for 20 to 40 years, as over time
this area would contain forest re-growth and' eventually appear natural
to most viewers. Actual logging would create the visual impact of
logging trucks and equipment for the 5 year duration of the operation.”
And then there are the skid trails, tree stumps and landings. Up to 150°
on either side of the road worth of tree stumps. _ Transportation was
“addressed. The DEIS states that access to the project area will continue

 to be at the traveler’s peril, with rough roads, periodic flood washouts
and poor directional signage unless alternatives 2, 3 or 4 were chosen.
This was never an issue before the fire, when the roads were subject to
the same issues. .

Meanwhile, the alternatives 2, 3 or 4 would have up to 5,556
logging truck trips with an additional 6,667 small vehicle trips required to
harvest the ‘roadside salvage’. Again, the noise effect is said not to be
long term,just up to'5 years. Like other residents in and visitors to-the

, forest, we came here for the peace and tranquility it afforded. Our son
“is now 4 years old. Five years to a four year old is a lifetime, plus a
year.  Extensive soil erosion will cause irreversible damage that none of
us will see repaired in our lifetimes. .

We say, ALTERNATIVE ONE, NO ACTION, IS THE ONLY OPTION.
Since we moved here, the forest department has rarely patrolled and
never maintained the forest or it's roads. Never once have we seen
someone with the NFS get out of their truck to pick up a beer can or
whiskey bottle, which litter the roads worse than any ghetto. It is our
sincere hope that Altérmative #0ne is chosen, which is to take NO
ACTION, not because we wish for nothing to be done, but because
experience has shown us and the DEIS has indicated that nothing
productive enough to outweigh the negative resuits will be done if
Alternatives 2, 3 or 4 are chosen. If the local forest service department

‘were truly concemed with the welfare of the forest, they would have
already taken at least a little care of it.

Sincerely,

. é reopened for the duration of the operatibns. " These road openings and -

D Americanhorse - Resident of Cow Creek — Santa Fe National Forest

CC: Forest Guardians, Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Eleanor
Towns - Regional Director NFS, Rob MacWhorten — Management Division
— NFS — Washington, DC



December 8, 2001 :
Comments concerning the DEIS on the Viveash Fire Salvage
A Conclusion that Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would be detrimental to
the forest at it's current’s stage of re-growth. Commercial logging, the
{ reopening of miles and miles of roads and cutting out green timber for
new roads would only destro the forest's present stage of re-growth,
- ‘&g wildlife habitat and ‘@. in unburned areas, which the public
eds a an asset of the Cow Creek community. The detrimental
- £effects of Alternatives 2, 3 or 4 would also affect water quality drastically
C and it would also affect air quality with the logging trucks and heavy
Zequipment emissions and the dust that they would produce. The erosion
factor mentioned in the above mentioned study is grossly.
underestimated as was witnessed by the logging recently on private
land. There is far more sediment in the streams and creeks during and
after this action. Itis therefore, the only reasonable conclusion, to leave
the forest alone to recover under Alternative 1, with the exception of
_ & benefiting the local people and business’s of Pecos and San Miguel
- - County by the Forest Service issuing individual permits to cut firewood
' | Jand vigas in the least invasive areas. This would provide people with
6 jobs and businesses would benefit by providing goods to local people. It
is @ win-win situation for the forest re-growth, native wildlife habitats
- and wildlife, and the-general public. Study after study has been done
-+and it is a well-known fact that fire is a natural occurrence and nature is
~ ¢_the best engineer on earth. If left alone, 8 to 10 years at it's current re-
growth will resuit in a forest again.
Sincerely, _ '
COLE AMERICANHORSE - resident of Cow Creek — Santa Fe
National Forest, San Miguel County, New Mexico, USA ' :
CC: Dan Crittenten ~ Pecos Ranger District
Pete Domenici — Senator
- Eleanor Towns — Regional Director NFS
- Tom Udall -~ Congressman
Audubon Society, Sierra Club and Forest Guardians and
New Mexico Game and Fish '
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~ Yiveash Fire Timber Sales Project Herb G. Cohen r

Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger District 1907 Calle de Sebastian
Santa Fe National Forest : - Santa Fe, NM 87505
P.O. Box 429 ‘ : ‘

- Pecos, NM 87552

Subject: DEIS Comments from Herbert G. Cohen
Dear Santa Fe National F orést‘ Service,

~ Thank you for the courtesies that you have afforded me during the process of dealing
with the topic at hand. As you know, I am a property owner on the Cow Creek
Watershed. Approximately 1 mile of Cow Creek runs through land that F have been
caring for since 1978. The area is at 6500” and slopes gently southward as the river winds
it’s way to the Pecos River. The property is half way between the Project Area and the
Pecos River. I, and some 150 people who are also property owners along the watershed,
that I have personally communicated with about the Project, have experienced the many
changes to the Cow Creek Watershed that have resulted from the Viveash Fire. We all
generally share the comments that I am presenting to you at this time.

Description of Project Area (as stated in the DEIS) ...”Elevations within the project -
area range between7717’ at the southern extent of Cow Creek to 11,661 at the
summit of Elk Mt.” : o
- My comment is that environmental considerations regarding the Cow Creck Watershed -
A throughout the document are restricted to approximately one third of the watershed since
" ( two thirds of the watershed is below 7717°. The Gow Creck Watershed flows for 15 to 20
~ miles beyond the Project area to the Pecos River, which is at approximately 6000°. My .
property at 6500 is half way between the Project area and the Pecos and contains -
approximately 1 mile of watershed along Cow Creek. The cumulative negative effects of -
the fire that occur in the unstudied area of the watershed are very significant. It is my
. belief that the DEIS has neglected to study the cumulative post fire logging effects that’
%’ Zhg}'re and will continue to occur along the southemm two-thirds of the watershed arez. My
- 7. comments are based on personal observations, discussions with property owners, and
research.

At the public meeting held in Pecos Nov 7, 2001, T asked Foster and Wheeler
representatives of the USFS what they knew of the area south of the Project Area [where
the majority of the watershed population lives along the river] why most of the watershed
- was not studied. Their response was, “we had to stop somewhere” and “no, we have not
seen the area near your place”. We discussed this and seemed to agree that knowing the
downstream post-fire effects would be beneficial to all concerned. Cumulative effects
with regard to erosion, fish habitat, flooding, turbidity, warming and other clean water =
related problems are affecting the more populated areas of the watershed. North San
Ysidro, Lower Colonias, and villages at the confluence of the Pecos and Cow Creek are



effected areas. These populated areas and those on the Pecos River immediately south -
: must be given proper consideration in determining the sensible alternative choice for the
\)\‘ salvage project. Of the 160 property owners who responded to a resent mailing on this*:~
; project, all but 2 favor Alt.#4. The other two favor Alt#1. - IR .

1.3 Approximately 43 miles of currently closed roads will be opened to facilitate
salvage operations for this alternative. , -
My comment on the opening of these roads is that they are old, overgrown roads that are -
- (barely visible, are primatily along stream areas and involve numercus stearh cfossings as
| stated in thie DEIS. Heavy equipment will be necessary to open these roads and this earth -
(. Gmoving will add to-erosion that will settle downstream and slow the poténtial for
= (recovery by adding to hirbidity as well as the granite accumulation that has already
dramatically changed the character of the downstream watershed in my areg. There is no
detail as to what process will be required to open these roads. Just to continually suggest
that BMP will be used does not satisfy me, even though I believe that USFS is well
intended regarding BMP. In my opinion, after viewing some of the roads that are
scheduled to be re-opened, there is little. difference between re- opening work and
building a new road. The watershed damage from this construction is.discounted in the -
DEIS. Other road projects that are planned will also cause further damagetothe .
watershed and these actions are also discounted. Studies of Post-Fire Logging that I have
reviewed confirm my belief. The DEIS states that the decisions will include all the
~ mitigation measures and monitoring actions that would be required regarding these road
E iactions,_ ‘but these actions are without parameters that ] am-able to ascertain from the >

]

J

222 The DEIS states that the necessary actions required on this project could
.. delay the recovery of fisheries in Cow Creek. o
F My comment is that this is an absolute certainty and that recovety delays will occur in the

- Centirety of the watershed area that is south.of the Project study. In the central areas of the
watershed the pre-fire Brown trout population was at it’s highest in years. In the past 20
years there have been fewer cattle, sheep, goats or other herd animals (other than a small
contingent of horses) in the area between Lower Colonias and North San Ysidro. The
result is that the Browns have done very nicely as have the fishermen. As the DEIS states,

724 “Cow.Creek is a designated cold water fishery. The DEIS mentions only cutthroat trout,

- there been any studies deating with Browns?

3.11.3 Here the DEIS states that “inventories for fish habitat, and opportunities for ;

: %%:i‘sh habitat will take place in summer of 2001”7, Was this done, and if so when and
Swhere, and were there downstréam considerations? I'am quite sure nothing was surveyed
in my area. It is a fact that there are no fish left in the area between Lower Colonias and
~ North San Ysidro and that granite soils from the Project Area have created sand bars

which previously where holes for fish habitat pre-fire. These sand bars may eventually
“ Z wash out but that process will take much longer if logging occurs under any of the

alternatives. - '

2.6.1.7 BMP Monitoring =



My Commient is who are the contractor candidates for the logging? What degree of
contractual control will be made with the contractor? I believe in. -good intentions but
W] d how will these be enforced?sWhat about the post fire affects that will résilt”
from- loggmg that has- already occurred on pnvate lands? Why is there no mention of thw -
cumulative effect?This appears ‘to be a major overs1ght in'the DEIS con51dermg that?
what has occurred on private lands thus far would not likely fall into the “best
'management” classificatiori In general, it seems from my admittedly non-professmnal
point of view, that BMP is a very poorly described and too open-ended ‘

%.

‘ Table2-3 Predicted erosion iricrease is calculated to be 5% under alt #2.
My comment is that this calculation made by a computer modeling technique is very low:
when one begins to observe other studies of post fire logging, and one must consider the

B{_, cumulative effects that are occurring in the two-thirds of the watershied that have nof .
been adequately studied. As the DEIS clearly states, gramte soils in the lower watershed
-erode more easily and it is this substance that we are seeing in the central watershed area
" that is not only reshaping the riverbed but it is also increasing stream temperatures and in
general leading to water quality degradation. [Table3-4]. Compare the 5% to other
studles of Post Fire Logging such as your own pubhcatlon PNW—GTR-486 Jan2000. '

4s, This does not take into cons1dérat10n the road openmgs ‘.
which. add &3@1 f ie equation. Why is there such a dlscrepancy‘? ‘The 5% ¢
ﬁgure does not seem even close to bemg probable

Table2-3 also addresses full time jobs created will be 336-341 under Alt.#2.

My comment is that it is likely that over 1 million bf have already been logged off of the
rivate land contracts in the Viveash area. It is probable that the same contractor would -

e the prime contractor for the USFS and from what I have been told few if any jobs have*
thus far been created for the local economy “Why would this change to any noticeable ~
degree? This appears to be a very exaggerated figure and one might also state the same

for other economic projections in the DEIS. From my visits to the PrOJect area it appears ks
that saw timber yields will be less than originally projected due to the size of the trees

and the deterioration that has already taken place. Tt is likely that Alt.#4 will prov1de

more financial possibilities for the San Miguel County population than the other &
alternatives. My discussions with many of the people in the area are part of the basis for

is observation. -

33.9 Flooding Problems are discussed in a way that explains why and what has, and
continues to, happen in the Project Area. Again, there are statements like” The results of
the Viveash Fire have already dramatically increased peak flows and total water '
yields throughout_the project area.” A statement follows this that “no additional water
quantity (flooding) is expected as a result of proposed alternatives, therefore, this

* resourse will not be further evaluated in this EIS.” I ask, have you any studies on what’

has or will happen in the two-thirds of the watershed not in the PI‘OJ ect area" I'believe :;

hat if you proceed with alternative 2 or 3 there will be more erosion and p0551b1y

flooding that results from new road, old road opemngs, skid trails and flushing of

disturbed soils into the creek beds that will end up in unstudied areas below -




716> Furthermore, you state that further increases in sediment could ult in a loss of
pool volumes and depths and consequent impact to beneficial uses. This: -exactly what -

en downstream. Anything that causes a. potential for endangerment of life, as*-~

\ / will
' * édoes flooding like we will continue to experience, is not worth a single 2x4 much less the
.. deficit of $4 million tax dollars that is estimated in the DEIS. The summer of 2001 wasa ..
below normal year for heavy mountain rains, yet floods were common. What will happen
S O {When there are major everits that ar¢ normal to the area and will be even more dangerous - -
~¥“Spost-fire? My neighbors have experienced near misses with their young children being
. _surprised by the unusually quick rising floodwaters. With all this, the DEIS states that
) Zno' additional damage is expected. I challenge. that belief.‘Skidders dragging logs for %
‘P /mile to newly.opened roads may break up hydrophobic soils but they will also cause
"~ onsiderable problems.that show up when they form new arroyo type drainages that pass
"+ sediment into the stream beds. : R _

- 4.2.1.2Water Quality The DEIS states that “the direct and indirect effects of Alt.2" .
" on the water quality in the Project area would have a low probability of generating
-, noticeable or measurable changes” that would effect compliance with the Clean Water

ally (they:

turbidity that will not be caused'n
at have and will occur in

and you cannot at this time provide information’ -

| showiiighat

2.2.2.2 The DEIS addresses economic issues with the theme “There is a concern
about the potential loss of opportunity to provide valuable products and jobs
to the local economy.” o _ o
0d placeto sum up by stating that when the public hears that this project will-

The cost to the environment on private as well as public lands has to be considered first
... and foremost. I believe strongly that to delay the recovery process of the watershed inany
- ¢ fashion is not justifiable. This is a project that seems to havelittle merit; especially whes
S %J-’ewed from downstream. - : : N
Thank you for this process and your attention to my comments.

Sincerely,

Herb Cohen-



DRAFT EIS MEETING COMMENT FORM

We value your input on the Viveash Fire Salvage Project. Please provide
your comments regarding the Draft EIS on this form and either place it in-
the comment box or fold it over and mail it by December 10", 2001.
THANK YOU!

COMMENT:

’tgygar :4\ oSO
May we contact you about your |nput’? YES: ) NO
‘Name: W’&/?L‘Q/’ M 371'03/%2—
EoS)~67~3Fa 0 vk
Phone or E-mail: (525)~674~92/2 hoemé&
s WMf@j anl.zov
- For more information, Visit our Website at www.fs.fed.us/r3/sfe or contact \
Chris Napp at (505) 757-6121, chapp@fs.fed.us. how MW ol §9:
(home) 320 Rover A he wwi Y
Los /?/ama; At S R ngfg YY) .
Treer B cemond BN 2

) _\_ab'\,jO/V'}'W\ .
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December 10, 2001

Viveash Fire Salvage Project
Santa Fe National Forest Scmce
P.O. Box 429 '

Pecos NM 87552

RE: P.EIS. Comments, Damages to My Property and Surrounding Property Caused by the
Viveash Fire

We own property, including a- home, which is located approximately two (2) miles south of
Lower Colonias. Our property straddles the Bull Creck/Cow Creek River. We rely on the river
for, not only recreational activities such as swimming and ﬁshmg but we also use water to u'ngate
and for general household use as well.

Since the fire, we > are unable to use the river or its water. In addition, every time it rains at the fire
location, the river rises up to eight (8) feet and without warning and destroying everything in its
N path. This is very dangerous for those that might be in or close to the river, especially small
é«{’\; children.

\AC We feel very strongly that our property va]ues have been drastically reduced due to the fire and
that-we deserve compensation.

"We consider the Forest Service’s plans to open up the fire area to commercial logging as 2 slap in
A' the face in that this would exacerbate the damages mentioned above. We are therefore opposed

-0 any commercial logging. If any logging is to be allowed, it should be limited to small logging
@Zoperat:ons in the Pecos area and strictly for the beneﬁt of the local residents.

(%M """8
BEN J. R[gR L’a, ua

P.O. Box 66960

Albuquerque NM 87193

(505) 897-4348; (505) 269-2978
FAX: (505) 839-5330



Record of Communication with Julie Larson

. g
e {«)’

Date:  [[-30-0j

Time: |30 om _ i
Name:  AfpAbn \jaolz S‘rus:jwh |
Phone Number: 477 - 985- 7668

SUBJECT: Vl'VaaSt’\

Discussion: _
I. Hos Fro‘xrtxl on'uPFe,r bu” Creek. | : : | o .
a. Received ﬂ\lu‘ fom Her :Coh‘m‘, and thinks T}\exl have o f)LFSOMj C(kjuﬂ«
3 Tﬁoujw thas The n?tﬁ"" wes for Gallinas. | | | -
1 Doesn't hove a eferred adrernative, v(;f Gallfm‘s).-_hc s 5uFPortf§a of
the project: D
75 Qesn'y und&rsfand wb\, [rno{)fc n Lower _Co(on'ias are 7@55;‘0 abeut

,é@ | Viveash. Docsn'y think thesr Sediment quU|O\ reach the c_eck.

G I Suw him o copy of the DE\S. |



Viveash Fire Timber Salvage Project

:. ’_4-_,’:

.‘. f’
i,

Daniel Crittenden, District Ranger
USDA-Forrest Service Pecos/Las Vegas R.D. -
PO Box 429 :
Pecos, NM 87552

LU

D¢ar Mr. Crittenden:

/

' Subject; Comments on the DEIS for the Viveash Fire Timber Salvage P.I;'Gjpct. .

The following comments are arranged by page and article.

_ ' ay
" PAGE ARTICLE ~ COMMENTS: | IR
1-4 1.3 : Relocation of 2.3 miles of forest Road 86 involves traversing the
' A’ Bustamante property. There has been no dcﬁmte proposal from
‘the Forest Service for domg th1s
24 2221 % The use and operation of heavy logging equipmént Wﬂl not

. increase soil compaction, if anything it wanld break up the
Wlm from the timber as well as the
Q 1 itself could be used to control and fyinimize erosion.
' This is evident from the logging just completed at the Bustamante

and Martin ranches Ditto, for the constructlon of new and old
roads. . 4

R - “’\J

4

is would be a good economic stimulus to the county by the
creation of jobs, although short lived, it is ‘better than what exists
now. Idon't understand the statement; "there is concern about

~. Sypotential loss of an opportunity to provide valuable products and
) {jobs to the local economy." What loss? A short o ityis -
?g ) better than no opportunity at all. What are cologic

o -7}  concerns?—Fhe environment has been devastated by the fire as well
N _ as some of the organisms. If these environmental groups are so

' ' e concerned about the environment, where were they after the fire?

194 =
//;77 . They should have been there helping the reseeding and putting up

barriers to control erosion. Are they going to help now with
reforestation?

2-6,2-9 242243  According to the DEIS alternatives 2 & 3 of the planned 6,700,
~ 4,900 acres respectively, to be harvested are hydrophobic, this
would help to control and minimize eresion (sece comments above
article 2.2.2.1).

}2'-1 1 25.1 Downed wood material, snags, etc. should be used to mitigate
erosion along with water barriers for road and skid ttails.

G20 L A PP 31 S ORY P B O o T

B £4



2.15

2-15

2-16

2-17

3-12

3-25

3-31

3-34

3-41

4-21

2.6.1.1

-2.6.1.3

2614
2.6.1.6

3.1.14

323

332

Approx1mate1y 5,000 acres of burned forest are planned for re-
forestation, does it include private land? Specifically, the
6 Bustamante Ranch, since the forest that was burned was in- *. .~

tentionally back burned. including, the forest land that drains mto_ |

the ranch's ditches and meadows.

“Is there a timetable for the re-mtroductlon of the Rio Grande
cutthroat trout?

@Wﬂl noxious weeds be treated in private land? Specifically the
Bustamante Ranch.

lP\_ Isthere a present exxstmg plan for channel restoratlon npanan
restoration, and seeding?

Have inventories for fish dlstnbutlon, habltaf;*@nd opportumues for
; fish habitat enhancement taken place? Also, was this done for -

private property‘7
J Not all ROWs have been acqmred Bustamaﬁte s have not.

Off-road vehicles (ORV) seasonal resmchomshould be
implemented, not only is there damage to-the landscape, but also
speeding occurs on FR 92, that endangers other travelers on

\/the road. fdso, dust from the ORV's is a problem-

The Forest Service should monitor the e: lishment of noxious
weeds, specifically in the riparian areas of tb,e Iower Cow Creek.

Although flooding wﬂl continue for several years, it can be

%;,?{ minimized in the areas of steep slopes (no; esting) by the
RIS felling of burned trees and using them to Build &tosion barriers.

lg' \ Also, in the drainage arroyos, dams coultf be constructed to

‘minimize the ‘water flow.

Does the water erosion computer model include breakup of the
hydrophobic soil by timber harvesting? As stated earlier, timber
q /7 » harvesting does not accelerate soil erosion, in fact, the opposite is
° true. This is evidenced by recent loggings in the Cow Creek area.

analysis in this table. Why are the expenses higher than the

Table 46 ‘J Do not understand the numbers for the economic efficiency

revenue? Since most of the logging expenses are paid by the
- contractor, is there a breakdown of expenses?

S |



. Wwhile alternative 1 is very ‘Tow,

4-35 46.1.1 The opposite is true. Logging operatldns would decrease soil
(J/M erosion since the topsoil, which is hydrophobw would be
(7 disturbed and broken up. , M

That concludes the specific comments. In order to quantitatively evaluate the four alternatives in
the DEIS a table was constructed and is shown below. :

TABLE FOR RATING ALTERNATIVES

' ‘ Alternatives

Environmental Consequences 1 2 3 4

e . Soil 2% 3 4 5

*  Water Quality 24+ 4 4 4

e  Fish Habitat _ [+++ 5 s 5

*  Socioeconomic 1 5 4 3

e Terrestrial Wildlife 3 5 4 3

®  Scenic Resources 2 4 3 3

e  Transporfation B L 3 4 3

‘e Forest Vegetation 3 '3 3 3
"TOTAL 15 32 31 29

Rating Numbers . :

1 e ——)

Poor Good

*No break up of hydrophobic soil °

*¥No road realignment or culverts, bridges, etc. There is no decomrmssmmng of roads.
***Fish mortality from sediment into streams if no mitigation undertaken of road relocation.
*¥¥*Limited road mamtenance no road alignment, no new bridges.

The results of the table show that a]tem ives : d 4 are rated hlgh, and are close together

. 92 and 3 are the ones for proposed action.
g

Based on the review of the DEIS, timber harvesting should be implemented with alternative 2 as.
“the preferred, and alternative 3 as the alternate. There is definitely a need for action to harvest a
portion of the fire-killed trees. This is a win/win situation for everyone.

Sincerely,

5

Albino C. Bustamante

3224 Rhode Island St. NE

Albuquerque, NM. 87110

505-296-6360 - e-mail: alato65@spinn.net
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The Wildland-Urban Interface L
How to Protect Communities JSrom the Threat of Wildfire

In2000, U.S Congress approved the National Fire Plan with aver $400 million
designated specifically for community protection from the threat of wildfire. The most
effective and efficient way to utilize this opportunity is to protect individual houses and

properties and to create a defensible space in the wildland-urban interface immediately
adjacent to communities. A

* Protect houses by treating the area within 20-60 meters (66-200 feet) of the house:
. Usé fire-resistant materials in the construction of houses, especially roofs. -
e Prune lower limbs of trees adjacent to the house. - | |
« Remove flammable woody debris, and move firewood away from the house.
o Thin trees from dense groups within 60 meters (200 féet) of the house.
. Mow grassés, rake needle Iitter, and prune omamental shrubs.
"« Clean roofs and guttérs of dead branches, leaves and needles.

- ¢ Protect communities by creating a “defensible space” up to 200 meters (about 1/8
mile or 660 feet) into the forest immediately surrounding communities. Thin the canopy,
remove ladder fuels, and reduce the fuel level. This area can serve as a fuelbreak and a
potential fireline for firefighters. ' v '

Unfortunately, many Forest Service projects that are meant to provide community
protection from the threat of forest fire ignore the above principles. Failing to follow
these guidelines threatens the ecosystem and wildlife habitat in the surrounding forest; it
can also result in projects that do not effectively use the National Fire Plan money and
that wltimately do not provide effective community fire protection.

“Guidelines are based on a variety of sources including: ‘ )
U.S Forest Service, 2000, “Protecting People and Sustaining Resources in Fire-Adapted Ecosystems™
Colorado State Forest Service, 1999, “Firewise Construction Design and Materials”

Cohen, 2000, “Preventing Disaster: Home Ignitability in the wildland-urban interface, 1. of For. 93(3)
Flagstaff Fire Department, “Be Prepared”

For more information about-forest thinning projects near your community, and how
you can protect your community and the forest at the same time, please contact:

Southwest Forest Alliance
PO Box 1948 Flagstaff, Arizona $6002
928-774-6514 swfa@swfa.org www.swfa.org




United States Department of the Interior:

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Post Office Box 649
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103

December 3, 2001

ER 01/966

Daniel Crittenden

Pecos/Las Vegas District Ranger
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Forest Service

P.O. Box 429

Pecos, New Mexico 87552

Dear Mr. Crittenden:

The U.S. Department of the.lmerior has reviewed the Draft Enviromﬁental Iml;act Statement for.
' the Viveash Fire Timber Salvage Project, Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger District, Santa Fe National
Forest, NM. In this regard, we have no comment. Thank you for the opportunity to review this

document.

Sincerely,

Glenn B. Sekavec
“Regional Environmental Officer




TOM UDALL

3p DisTRICT, New Mexicc
FLOOR WHiP

502 CannoN HOUSE OFFICE BuilDING
WasHingron, DC 20515
{202} 225-6190

www.house.govitomudall

811 ST. MicHAaELS DRive
SuITE 104
Santa Fe, NM 87505
(505) 984-8950

Congress of the Wnited States

Pouse of Representatives
@Washington, BEC 20515-3103

November 16, 2001

COMMITTEES:
SMALL BUSINESS

Ranxmng Memaen
SUBCOMMITTEE ON RURAL ENTERPRISES,
AGRICULTURE, AND TECHNOLOGY

VETERANS' AFFAIRS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON
OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS

RESOURCES
SUBCOMMITTEE ON
FORESTS AND FOREST HEALTH
SUBCOMMITTEE ON
NaTIONAL PARKS, RECREATION AND -
Pusuic LANDS

Mr. Daniel Crittenden

District Ranger

USDA-Forest Service

Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger District
~P.O. Box 429

Pecos, New Mex1co 87552

Dear Mr. Crittenden:

Thank you for sending me a copy of Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) that you sent

to members of the community for review and comment regarding the Viveash Fire Timber
Salvage Project. I am glad you decided to keep me informed of your efforts on this issue.

If I may be of any further assistance to you on this or any other matter during the 107™ Congress,
please do not hesitate to contact me.

TU/hdg

321 NoRTH ConnELLY STREET
CrLovis, NM 88101
P.0. Box 868
88102-0868
1505) 763-7616

800 Municipar DRive
FarmINGTON, NM 87401
1505) 324-1005

Sincerely yours,

b O

Tom Udall
Member of Congress

BRANCH OFFICES:

1700 NoARTH GRAND AVENUE
Las Vegas, NM 87701
P.O. Box 160
{505} 454-4080

110 WesT AzTeC
GaLwur, NM 87301
{505) 863-0582

3900 SouTHERN BOULEVARD, SE
Room 105-A
Ri10 RancHO, NM 87124
(505) 9940498



Safyre cfe Cristo Audubon Soczety r

November 16, 2001

Daniel Crittenden District Ranger

. 3 ) ECEIV i
Pecos Ranger District ‘ . _ '
USDA Forest Service , C 9 2001 ’
"P. O. Drawer 429 . L ) -
Pecos, NM 87552 ' w‘“"’““ :

Dear Mr. Crittenden:

Thank you for sendmg me the nottce of avaJIabtlrty of the Draft Envu‘onmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Viveash Salvage Timber Sale. Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society has a continuing
interest in issues of forest ecology and in particular in the restoration and conservauon of
Ponderosa Pme and m1xed comfer ecosystems

Wehavenoa priori quarrel with salvaging burned umber Indeed, if done properly, with
appropriate attention to soil disturbance and other factors, it represents an opportunity to provide an.
economic resource to local communities. The key, of course, is to do such sales properly. . ‘

We therefore have several concerns.

thoroughly frozén to minimize disturbance of recovering root systems and topsoﬂ. This is :
particularly important in areas of high burn severity where the soil structure is damaged. We would
in particular like to see the use of tracked feller-buncher equipment with forwarders that have a
lower impact on the soil structure. The encouragement of the use of this type of equipment would
also serve the Forest well in that this type of equipment is particularly suitable for thinning
operations—something that is needed throughout the Forest. The use of log-sklddmg techniques.
in areas of moderate to high burn severity is inappropriate.

EFlrst, we areconcemed that ground dlsturbmg acttvmes occur only i in winter, when the ground is

We would also like to see substantial attention paid to felling smaller trees across the slope to retard
2 erosion: In particular, experience on the Cerro Grande Fire area has shown that staking downed
% trees into the slope, so-called log erosion barriers, are particularly effective in retarding soil
movement and in assisting in the revegetation of the area. Adding such action to the prescription:
does not greatly affect the profitability of the sale and does much to preserve the land. .

Second, although it can be argued that in 29,000 acres of burned forest there are sufficient snagsto
Wes keep many cavity nesting birds oecupred for many vatleast 7-10 snags. should be Jeft on every .

acre of treated, burned ground for wildlife. Many of these will fall in 5-10 years, and if there is to_-
bea remathmg ‘cadre of even 1 snag per acre, many more snags must be left in the initial years after

the fire.

with respect to the possrbIe survival of parhally burned tr' es. dt
DD even after having more than 80% of their Crowns, scorched,__and we beheve it would be mappropnate
' to cut these trees, even if it is judged likely that they will die; The release of nutrients and greater
moisture availability following the death of many competing trees may make these trees more
viable. If they survive, they demonstrate excellent genetic material as a seed source for the forest of
- the future. If they should die, they will make fine wildlife snags.



We also note that green trees may be cut along skid trails-and landings. In areas of such substantial- -

s of livitig trees—high to modetato burn soverity—the Jocation of skid trails 41id IAfdigs shonld
be accomplished by @voiditig g1éas trées. “We have seen 100 many skid trails run directly to large
" trees in other sales to believe that this exception is “incidental.” : )

* Third, we notethat the it item menﬁohed in the scoping document is the anaIYSis. of the road
system. ile we support such an analysis, we do not support the improvement of roads “
 specifically for this sale, i.e, those which are not otherwise requ . T

F fact, given thie EIfects of high and evert moderate burt s access to

ly imappropriate.  We fully support the closure and realignment of roads to
reduce impaets on wildlife and to help preserve watersheds and wet meadows. Many roads have
been constructed in inappropriate areas in the past and their closure is appropriate.

Aspen is scarce on the Santa Fe National Forest, and we therefore request -
Fotect Aspen sprouts from grazing, both by wild and domestic ingulates. -
s.0f standing dead treés in potential Aspen regeneration areas;

o

ice; the prospects that' Aspen will be ablé 16 grow to a

We look forward to a greater recognition of wildlife habitat néeds and to working with you to
achieve healthy ecosystems and a viable local-economy. - Please keep us informed of further actions
on this project. -~ _ S L :

~ Los Alamos, NM 87544 - .
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December 10, 2001

Daniel Criticndtn; District Rangér' . A
USDA Forest Service, Santa Fe National Forest . -
Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger Districe " = -
Pecos, New Mexico 87552

re: comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Viveash Fire Salv:

Dear Dan:

The following are the comments of Wild Watershed and Forest Guardians to the ]
Environmental Impact Statement, Viveash Fire Salvage (“DEIS”). Wild Watershed Js

LI o\ (4

ge

alliance of citizens working to protect and restore aquatic’ecosystems in the South

Wild Wartershed has actively participated in the protection and restoration of the :
Municipal watershed on the Santa Fe National.Forest. Many of Wild Watershed

-
gtivities. -

members regularly use the Santa Fe National Forest and the Viveash analysis area
work, recreation, wildlife observation, ‘scientificresearch, and other forest related a

Forest Guardians is 2 non-profir group with offices in Santa Fe, New Mexico. Fore§
Guardians’ mission of is to protect and restore the native biological diversity of ford:
grasslands, deserts and rivers of the Southwest. Forest Guardians has over 3000 ind:
and business members throughout the USS. Many of Forest Guardians business me

~ - individual members and staff use and enjoy the Santa Fe National Forest lands bei

considered for salvage logging in the Viveash analysis area.
Summary 3

The DEIS has'mtzlltip'l.e and severe dcfccts mthcanalyscs of the alternatives likely dj
indirect, and cumulative effects soils, watersheds, and other aquatic resources. Thes

ipacts of the alternatives. Because of these flaws, DEIS does not comply with the
@%mandatcs of National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”). The DEIS also fails to

adequately determine and disclose the alternatives compliance with state and feders

Cc4related to aquatic resources or the management objectives, standards, and guidcli::}

écontained the Santa Fe National Forest Plan. In aggregate, these flaws render the D
%wholly defective for the purpose of disclosure of the effects of the alternatives or
£ credible basis for making a reasoned selection amongaltérnatives. Several of the act

- 7altematives do not comply with the National Forest Management Act (“NFMA”), }ihc
{

{Clean Water Act (“CWA™) and the Endangered Speciés Act (“ESA”) due to their ¢
on forests, soils, streams, water qualiry and the ESA-listed Mexican spotted owl. The
? ¢manifold flaws are so severe that the Forest Service must prepare a supplemental D

Wild Watershed and Forest Guardians comments on.Viveash —page 1

t

rect,

defects are 5o severe that the DEIS obscures, rather than discloses, the likely enviro;mcntal

] laws

AR
a
on

ccts
14

EIS.
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@ 1. This Project Fails to provide for the diversity of plant and animal

communities in lannm a rmsurc ¢ maintenance of viable |- ..

NFMA i nnparts on the Forest Service a subsrannvc duty to prowde for the diversity Lf
plant and animal communities on national forests::16.U.S.C. § 1604(g)(3). To achievejthis -
goal, the regu!anons implementing NFM4:specify t that the agency ensure viable _
- populations of native animals are maintainéd by monitoring the impacts of the Foresg
Plans, including specific management actions, on selected management indicator spc:{es v
36 CFR. § 219.19 (a)(6). The monitoring regime called for by the implementing
regulations are rigorous and comprehensive, mandating that hard quantitative popul
data be acqmred and analyzed to determine the populations trends of management
indicator species. 36 CF.R. 219262 ‘As cmbodled in'the Forest Plan, these monitorifig
. requirements continue throughout the Plan s ‘existence ‘aid therefore apply to the V vcash
salvage loggmg pro_]cct’ See Si ‘Marntin 168°F. 3d 1 (llth Cir. 1999). '

ition

J .

- The substantwe dury to acquire and eva]uatc onth -ground populanon trend data,
reccntly bccn afﬁrmed in Ncw Mexxco ‘See’ Forcst Guardlans v.U. S Forcst Scmcc )

to acquire and evaluate the requxsnc popuhuon trend data for five managcmcnt in
species in the McGaffcy timber sale area. In thar mcxdcncc asis the case with the Viv ash

populauon inventories and asa mcans 10 extrapolate population trends Such an ap :
is contrary to the plam language of NFMA’s nnplqmantmg regulations.* '

£ The Forest Service has failed to obtmn the ncccssary data for managemcnt mdlcatox' o
{% species in this case and instead assumes that enough habitat will remain to maintain wiable
populations. This approach, which exchisively relies.on‘habitat estimates, v\nthout chfcking

'. A viable population is defined as one whlch has the estimated numbers and distribution of reprody
individuals to ensure its continued existence is well distributed in che planning area. Managcment i
species are species which serve as surrogates for a broad range of other specics that have similar neefls.

* This duty to monitor is non—dxscrenonzry "Popuhuon trends ‘of managcmcnt indicator specics w
monitored.” 36 CF.R.219.19(a)(6) (cmphms added) BT
* The NFMA tegulation specify that "dxvcmty shall be’ consxdcrcd throughout the planning procesL 36
CFR 21926 v

* In addition to these legal obligations, conductmg on~thcaground populanon survcys to determine § specics’
status, instead of estimating habitat conditions, is also consistent with accepred scientific methods. Se '
generally Morrison et al, Wildlife-Habieat Relationships (1992) and Hal Caswell, Marrix Populatior
Models(1989).

Witd Warershed and Forest Guardians comments on, Viveash — page 2
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the acrual populations, ensures that any changes in population will go undetecred. I} is
substantively flawed for three reasons. First, the:remaining habitat may lack geographic
connectivity required to maintain metapopulations in fragmented environments.’ A
key habitats which provide source populations may be overlooked without on-thd-
ground surveys. Second, habitat models, when they are-used, are often outdared arf{d not
catibrated for the particular project conditions. Professional judgment is even mor
- suspect because it varies widely; at its worst professional judgment is little more than
anegdotal guesswork. Third, population monitoring, when it does occur, is rarely s¢aled to
slower, longer-term ecosystem processes which may affect viability (Moir and Blo
2001). | o | |

The Mexican spotted owl is a management indicator species that is also'listed as thrpateried
~under the Endangered Species Act. The owl popu lation on the Santa Fe National Horest is
part of the Southern Rocky Mountain Recovery Uit which contains the smallest [
population in the United States. The'U.S. Fish:and Wildlife Service notes thar the
 Southern Rockies owl population is wulnerable, Siyirig “Isolation of spored owl pafrs and
- small populations distributed over large iréas of fagmented landscape prompt conjcern
because if they are lost, the species disappedrs froin the entire landscape it once inhibited.”
Despite this vulnerability, the Santa Fe National Forest has virtually abandoned its gwl-
surveys. Of the 40 known ow] territories on the Santa Fe National Forest, only thrpe have
¢ been surveyed since 1995, all in the Jemez mountains (Forest Service 2001). The apsence
; of on-going surveys to monitor ow} population trends show that the Forest Servicd is
' failing in its duty to rerurn the threatened.owl population to viabiliry.

In this case, the Forest Service assumes thatthe existing owls in the project area havh »
abandoned their breeding territory following:thé Viveash fire. Surveys were not dpne to
confirm this assumption. There is evidence, however; that owls do not abandon br. reding
territory following a fire. For example, owls in the San Mateo mountains on the Cipola
National Forest did riot abandon their territories following the Coffee Pot fire (pegsonal
communication, Dr. Peter Stacey). Therefore, the Forest Service is failing to meet NFMA’s
diversity and viability mandate, - -

P

Section 7 of the Endangered Specu:sAct i_if_e_q cdemlagenc:cs to both act and rdfrain

> Scc generally Reed F. Noss, Some Principlés of Conservation Biology as They Apply to Environmpnral
Law, 69 Chicago-Kent Law Review 893, 897 (1994) and Denis A. Saunders et al; Biological Conscqgences
of Ecosystem Fragmentation: A Review, Conservation Biology 18 (1991).

Wild Watershed and Forest Guardians comments onViveash — page 3
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from acting for the benefit of listed species. On the positive side, Section 7(a)(1) man@atcs
that all federal agencies work pro—acnvcly toward the conservation of listed species. 16,
US.C. § 1536(a)(1). In recognition of this important responsibility, the Forest Service} -
signed 2 Memorandum of Undexrstanding with: the Fish and Wildlife Service on :
September 30, 1994 to conserve listed species by protécting their populations and ¢
ecosystems tipon which they depend. This affirmative: duty to recover and conserve fisted
species has been uphcld by the courts. See Sierra Club 'v. Glickman, 156 F.3d 606 (5th Cir. -

1998).

LA

In addition, Section 7(a)(2) prohibits federal actions which jeopardize listed species of
‘degrade their habitats. 16 US.C. § 1536(a)(2). To avoid jeopardy, federal agencies hate a
duty to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service whenever a listed species can pe
found within an area, such as the Viveash salvagc.loggmg_atca that will be affected byjan -
agency action. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Seivice in-turn must preparc a biological opinion
and set forth reasonable and prudent altematives “the proposed action is likely to
jeopardize a listed'species or degrade its habitat. b _

' The Fish and Wildlife Service in 1996 complete two programmatic B1olog1cal Op' i
evaluating, in part, the impacts of fuel abatement projects on the Mexican spotted o
pursuant to the Endangered Species Act. Both Biological Opinions were based on t
assumption that the Forest Service would implement specific standards ensuring thel
survival The Forest Service in turn amended all its Forest Plans in the southwestern| =
region, including the Santa Fe National Forest Plan, to include standards and guidelites to
protect the Mexican spottcd owl. However, five years later, the Forest Service is eithi
implementing or not meeting those: standa.rds Thereforc, the assumptions upon which -
these programmatic Biological Opunons were bised are no longer valid and the Forkst -
Service must immediately reinitiate formal consultanon :

{?(%Spccxﬁcally, the Forest Service has faxled to monitor the owl population. Thc 1996 |
Biological Opinions and Forest Plan amendments both require that the Forest Servife
produce: 1) baseline imagery to monitor macrohabitat; 2) annual microhabitat monftoring
reports; and 3) design and implement an owl population monitoring program. Each of .
- these requirements was to be fulfilled by Novembcr 25, 1997. Yet four years later, he
monitoring program is stalled and shows no'sight of movmg forward. |

Taken together, the failure to momtor th population and thc harm dojie to
owl protected habitat represent a wxdcsprcad failure to comply with the requiremches of
the above mentioned Biological Opxmons and thé Sanita Fe Forest Plan. This failure bhows
overwhelmingly that the assumptions set forth in these Biological Opinions are no Jnger
valid. Thus the Forest Service can no longer be reasonably assure that the required
protection standards are actually being implemented. This failure constitutes new

Wild Watershed and Forest G uardr‘a;_zf comments on Viveash—page 4
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information that was not previously considered in the programmatic consultations. .
. Therefore, the Forest Service must reinitiate consulranon to avo:d jeopardy and fulhll its.
obligation to acnvely work toward the owl s recovcry ' i

Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act prol'ubxts any person, mdudmg officials of the -
federal government, from doing harm to members of listed species. 16 US.C. § 1538(a),
1532(13). The courts have found that habitat destruction that results in population
reduction of a listed species constitutes harim. S¢e Palila v. Hawaii Dept. of Land & atural
Resources 649 F. Supp. 1070 (D. Haw. 9186) aff’d, F2d 1106 (9th Cir. 1988). In 1982,
Congress amended the Endangered Species Act to allow for the “incidental take”
harm) of listed species in connection with federal projets that meet the Section 7 o-

~ jeopardy standard where such take is: madcntal 10 the caxrymg out of an otherwise flawful
activity. [

/-\
.

"The 1996 Bmlog;cal Opmxon anticipated an incidental take of 10 percent of the owl
protected activity centers resulting from a variery of treatments to reduce fuel = |
accumulation and abate fire hazard. Because of the considerable uncertainty over the
impacts of thesc activities to the owl populaticn and.its habitat, the Biological Opinipns
required monitoring to ensure that this authorized: 1ével of take would not be excdeded.
The Forest Service, however, has 1gnorcd 1ts' duty 1 temomtor these hazardous fueld -

_reduction projects. In partlcuhr the Forest, Service his pot monitored the initial prbjects
to ensure that there are no neganve impacts”. T he 1996 Biological Opinioris only allows
the hazardous fuels reduction program to proceed in increments if the initial projegts can
demonstrate that harm had not occurred (Fish and Wildlife Service 1996). ‘

Thus the Forest Service is not in compliance with the terms and conditions.of the {
incidental take statements in the 1996 Biological Opinions and is therefore in violafion of
Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act. Before the Viveash salvage logging project can
proceed, the Forest Service must ensure that its past and on-going actions are not '
exceeding the authorized level of mcxdcntal 't d must not take unauthorized ction
that harms the owl : T

\\\ soils, watershed condition and aguang §pccics.

It is extremely well documented that grazing adversely affects soils, riparian vcgctalion,

Wild Watershed and Fafet_:t Guardians comments on Viveash — page 5
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water quality, fish habitat, and trout popula

noted that grazing elimination would. have

other grazing management change. ‘Grazing significantly increases soil erosion and

AT ) A Nt ) N Ve

tions (é;g;, Platts, 1991; Rhodes et al, 19

greater benefits for aquatic resources th

sediment delivery via several mechanisms (Plarts, 1991; Rhodes et al, 1 994). These
 increases in erosion and sediment delivery contribute to elevated turbidity, downstfeam
sedimentation. Increases in downstream sedimentation contribute to loss of pool v

and frequency (Lisle and Hilron, 1992: MclIntosh, 2000). Grazing also greatly affe

4;
~ Fleischner, 1994; Belsky et al, 1999; USFS, 2000a). The Forest Service’s own assessh
acknowledge these impacts (USES ind USBLM 1997a; b; c). USFS and USBLM (1

enss
97¢)
 any

lume

productivity (USFS and USBLM, 1997a), which strongly affects the rate and succesgof

reforestation efforts. Grazing also strongly impacts ripanian vegetation, channel b

stteam shading, and sediment delivery. Grazing elevates water temperawres by ‘
decreasing stream shading and widening channels (Platts, 1991). Grazing contribute} to

poolloss via increased sediment delive

ery and loss of banik stability (McIntosh, 2000)f

Elevated sedimentation also increasés ehan I'width=depth ratio (Richards, 1982). Qrazing

strongly affects these channel artributes (Plitrs; 1991

1994; Belsky et al, 2000),

Grazing manag_cmént must be part of the decisions to be made. However, the DEIY
dismiss the impacts of livestock grazing despite the fact that the fire recovery area ccln

; Fleischner, 1994; Rhodes et

ntains -

five grazing allotments (DEIS p. 3-30). The impacts of livestock grazing are complettly -

ignored in'the cumulative impacts analysis

0 be issued thatinclude at least one alfﬁfn;édi#’ihdt.eﬁﬂﬁﬁixgs grazing within the projd

 area,

? the altern atives. |

The DEIS fails to adequately describe the locations, character, and extent of all land- |
disturbing activities that are intrinsic partsof,each alternative. In so doing, the DEIS fi
in violation.of NEPA. This fatal flaw. |

properly differentiate among the alternativ
completely undermines the adequacy of th

cumulative effects of the alternatives on aquatic resources. Similarly, this defect also
prevents any meaningful analysis of the various altematives’ likely compliance with |

and state laws related to aquatic resources a

Regarding the effects of the various alternatives on aquatic resources,

Wild Watershed and Forest Guardians comments on Viveash — page 6
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fully describe the magnitude, character, and locafion of activities under each alternafive
- that will disturb soils, vegetation, and riparian arcas. Notably, the Forest Service emghasizes
this sort of watershed analysis as one of the four components of its approach to progecting

riparian areas and resources (USFS et al 1993). LR

The DEIS fails ro describe the number of milcs of toads and the number of streami

& rossings that will be subjected to increased traffic from log haul. It is well documenjted _
that road use for Jog haul significantly increases erosion and sediment delivery to stfeams,
(Reid and Dunne, 1984; Potyondy et al, 1991), especially when stream crossings arf
involved. The amount of log haul and miles of road and stream crossings used for | g haul
will vary significantly by alternative, since the amount timber harvest and fuel treatthents
vary considerably. The DEIS must be revised to correct these flaws in the descriptign of
the alternatives. : S LIS '

9 GThe DEIS also fails to disclose the location, nimber and type of constructed and reused

& landings by alternative within watersheds. Generally, landings have as great an effec} on site

. ‘and watershed hydrology and sediment delivery as foads. It is well documented thae }
landings cause severe soil damage, retard revegetation, compact soils and increase erpsion,

' sediment delivery and surface runoff. All of these ou-site «ffects contribute to cumdlative
watershed effects on flooding/peakflows, stream baseflow, water quality degradatidn,
turbidity and sedimentation. These latter impacts affect downstream water supplieg via
increased turbidity and decreased reservoir capadity. The construction, reconstructibn, and

 re-use of landings also causes severe and persistent losses of soil productively. Nonefof _
these impacts are addressed in the DEIS. Therefore, the DEIS fails to adequately dedcribe a

. major aspect of the alternatives that will affect aquatic resources.

> ) The DEIS also fails o disclose the nuiinber arid location'of all landings by alternativefthat*

' g will be near enough to streams to affect sediment delivery or large woody debris (R WD)

‘ Tecruitment to streams. Sediment delivery from landings can easily travel several hyndred
feet to streams. LWD recruitment occurs within one tree height of streams. To regify -

these defects, the DEIS must disclose the numbser, type, and location of all landings By

watershed that will be within 300 feet of all screams under each alternative. This is §

necessary to disclose the nature of the altematives and differentiate among them.

The DEIS provides only overly general descriptions of the existing levels and types pf
anthropogenic watershed disturbance in watersheds within the project area. This thiwarts
credible analysis of the existing and likely future cumulative effects on aquatic resougces. It
also thoroughly undermines the DEIS's analysis of existing compliance with the Santh Fe

Wild Watershed and Fa;atiIGuq{ﬁkﬂftam;jenk onViveash —page 7
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Forest Plan and federal and state r'c'-'gﬁ’lit:i'oni v

Assessment of likely effects of an action on aquauc ‘resources requires four critical steps.

First, the condition of the resource likely'to be affected must be determined. In the
the project, this would require determining or-estimating the conditions of streamfl
water quality, channel attributes (including substrate, channel morphology, bank sta
riparian areas, and soils, for all affected watersheds. Second, the type and magnitude
existing watershed and land-use conditions currently affecting those attributes must
determined, as well as their current effects. Third, the magnitude, location, and char

of proposed activities at the watershed scale must be analyzed. Fourth, the indirect gnd

direct effects must be determined, including interactions with existing watershed
conditions and land-use. Finally, the'total effects on resources should be determined,

integral to the credible evaluation and disclogure 'fhkcly cumulative effects. Omiss

the resulting status of each aquatic resource should be estimated. Each of these stepE

any one of the steps completely undérrminies curnilative’ effects analysis. The DEIS f

take these critical steps in its analysis of thé current condmons in the prcgect atea.

he DEIS fails in several ways to propcrly disclose the existing level of road i impaces §

¢ project area. For instance, the DEIS fails to disclose the number of existing strear

Poenan 12

ase of
w'
ity),
hf

be .
ycter -

and

nof
to

crossings within the project area and by watershed. This is a critical consideration, bec

stream crossings significantly disrupt aquatic resources in several ways and greatly clc
sedimentation. This is also eritical bécaise it provxdcs an essential context for assessi
s:gm.ﬁcancc of various road treatments under th alternatxvcs (e.g- what fraction of 1

crossings will be treated). Such analysxs and dlscl'.
Service EIS's have provided estimates of the nuimb

f cxisting stream crossings (US
proy:ct arca and on a watershed basis.

It also-appears that DEIS only provxdes information on mvcntoned roads. On thc 4

certa.mly tractable. Other Fdr

1999; 2000a). The DEIS must be rewscd to d;sclose total stream crossmgs within the¢

ate
g the
ad

FS,

3

nta.

Fe National Forest there is a-significant amount of uninventoried roads. Surveys in deher

areas indicate that uninventoried roads typically comprise more than 25-50% of the

inventoried road network. Therefore, itis hker~that there are more actual roads arf

higher road densities than disclosed in the DE ‘Uninvéntoried roads contribute

d

The lack of maintenance on uninveritoried roads ty 1cally increases the severity of
adverse direct and cumulative impacts on-aquatic’resources caused by these roads (
20003; b). The DEIS appears to only discuss and disclose road mileage and watershe
road densities for inventoried roads. The Forest Service must include uninventorie
roads in its disclosure of road miles and road density within the project area and the
watershed scale.

significantly to adverse camulative effects on soils, funoff, peakflows and sedtmcntz[n.

v§

Wild Watershed and Forest Guardians comments o Viveash —page 8
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The DEIS also fails to disclose the numbex:, lo;:an'on, ahd'typc-of landings within ths
7 watersheds and at project scale. As previously discussed, landings have 2 number of

WUJ I Ll L B B T N R AR 2 T

area and at the watershedscale. "¢ 7

L (VTN

Q/ negative direct and cumulative impacts on soils and water quality, especially when they are
within 300’ of streams. Therefore, the DEIS must be revised to disclose the numb T, area

and location of landings within the project area and at the watershed scale. The DEJS
should also be revised to disclose-the. naitnbier, area-and Jocation of existing landingdin
areas with soils with moderate to severe erosion hazards.”” -+ -

¢

ations of bulldozed firelines and |

handlines within the project area that were construeted to fight the Viveash fire. Thisis a -

. g The DEIS also fails to disclose the amoun
74 " significant failing because firelines greatly élevated erosion and sediment delivery. $pil

¢rosion is greatly increased by firelines, because they remove all vegetation and covpr. This
effect is especially severe and persistent on bulldozed lines, due to the extent and i tensity
of soil and vegetation disturbance. Firelines also compact soils. Pirelines usually hav far

steeper slopes than roads. These attributes render firelines especially prone to inteffse and

persistent surface erosion and gullying, Whe're firelines have significant slope, mitightion

measures provide only exceedingly miior reductions ini'short- and long-term elevdted
erosion and sediment delivery from such: firelines; they do not come close to elimihating

the persistent

constructed in close proximity to streams or ¢

and severe increases.in erosion and'sediment delivery. Firelines are

efficiency of the delivery of eroded sedimént to streams, as well as decreasing the

effectiveness of post-construction mitigation. An additional factor that increases thd

. often
gh ripatian areas, greatly increasi%g the

crosion-related damage caused by bulldozed firelines is their width, which can greagly
exceed that of roads. While a standard road is typically about 20 feet in width, firelihes are
often tip to about 50 feet in width, more than twice that of a standard road.

Firelines within riparian areas caiis¢ long-term

to water temperature elevation. Firelines causelong-térm losses in soil productivi
compacting soils, increasing erosion and ]
firclines are an extremcly significant impa

The DEIS completely fails to disclosé the amotnt. location and type of these firelings
within the project afea and on a watershed basis. These are severe flaws that must e

7.

vinig ofganic matter. For these reasony,

es.in LWD recruitment and con}ribuce

by

corrected. The DEIS must be revised to disclose the amount, type, scttin gand location of
all firelines constructed to suppress the Viveash fire.

DEC 14 20901 12:28
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The DEIS completely fails to disclose the amount of existing curnulative soil compadtion
caused by all land mandgement activities within the project area and at the watershe scale.
The DEIS also fails ro disclose the existing cffects of all land management activities o soil

productivity in the project area. ’ ' R

Soil compaction and soil productivity issues are a serious concemn within the analysisjarea .
(USFS and USBLM, 1997a). Soil compaction persists at least 50-80 years, if there is
. adequate organic matter input and fieéze thaw cycles (USFS and USBLM, 1997a). IE a

similar vein, Beschra et al. (1995) stared: “Soil and soil producrivity are irreplaceable %
human timescales; therefore, post-bursi managemient activities that accelerate erosio}
create soil compaction must be prohibited” This, too, is not disclosed in the DEIS. |

or

. Soil compaction reduces infiltration and porosity. This contributes to elevated peakflows,
increased erosion and sediment delivery, reduced soil productivity and reduced soil §

' moisture storage for plant growth. These are all obvious concerns within the projecf atea.
Z Yet, the DEIS never provides any estimate of the cumulative soil compaction withi

within the project area and the watershed scile that has been significantly compacted by

these activities. The DEIS must use this infori o'disclose the likely existing effgcts on
.. 2peakflows, erosion and sediment dc_l'i}'r:'cj;y.a d soil productivity and resultin A

effects on water quality and invasive weeds. ; R |

' The DEIS also fails to provide any estimate of the existing aréa with soil productivityflosses
A'@f and degree of soil productivity losses within these areas. In addition, the DEIS fails to '
adequazely disclose that elevated topsoil erosion, loss of organic matter and compactif
cumulatively reduce soil productivity significantly (USFS and USBLM, 1997a; b).'T
DEIS also fails to note that existing soil productivity Iossés;caused by topsoil loss are
essentially permanent (Beschra et al, 1995, L JSB
removal and logging innately reduce sil p
organic matter (USFS and USBLM, 19972 : |
grazing, roads and logging have reduced soil productivity significantly and persistentl
the project area. However, the DEIS fails t6 disclose the extent and intensity of soil
productivity loss caused by the cumulative impact of these activities. This must be
corrected by revising the DEIS to include a-disclosure of the extent and intensity of spil
productivity losses caused by all acrivities causing compaction, accelerated topsoil loss,

n all

M . gs,
y over
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 at the camularive effect of all activities oni soils, vegetation; snow accurnulation, snovmel, |
rain-on-snow, runoff and resultant peakflows, .+ i :

L

impacts to aquatic resources. - -
g The DEIS erroneously asserts that “best management practices” (BMPs) reduce se fiment

delivery to ecologically insignificant levels. These assertions are without any scientifig bases.
They are also demonstrably false. Notably, the DEIS is devoid of a single reference for any
scientific studies thatindicate that BMPs can reduce sediment delivery to ecologicall] '
insignificant levels. Most of the BMPs aimed at reduicing sediment delivery have nof been
nigorously tested, especially in a post-fire environment. Therefore, the DEIS has no|

(e

for its assertions regarding their effectivéness.”

BMPs do not climinate damage fromlind distitbanée, nor do they assure that aqualic :
resources are adequately protected consistent with state and federal laws and applicgble

. standards and guidelines. BMPs are not nearly as effective in protecting aquatic resorces as
avoiding actions that cause damage. ' g

There is no reliable empirical evidence that the application of BMPs can reduce the -
impacts of logging, grazing and road constitiction at the watershed scale to an ecologically
insignificant level (Rhodes et al, 1994; Zierner and Lisle;1993; ISG, 1996; Espinosa bt al,
1997). It has also been noted that BMPcffect niess is a matter of conjecture becau e the
evaluations of BMP effectiveness are typically poorly executed (Stanford and Ward | 1992).

Kareelmann (1996) concluded that BMPs do not ¢liminiate the aquaric impacts of strham
crossings. Megahan et al, (1992) and USFS and USBLM (1997¢) stated that it was npe
possible to conduct logging activities without generating sediment to streams, no mdtter
how carefully the activities where implemented. Therefore, the assumption that the
existing effcets on sediment delivery and attendant effects on aquatic resources can i

reduced to ecologically insignificant levels is:not supported by the best available scien)

There is good evidence that BMPs fail 0. uatic resources from sediment dilivery
from land disturbance. Espinosa et al. {19 7).conclided that BMPs actually increase abitat
damage because they have been blindly relicd upon instead of avoiding the |
implementation of damaging watershed aétions: Studies have repeatedly shown that]
habitat damage increases as the amount of distutbance from logging and road constrjiction
increases, even wheit BMPs are applied. Such habitat damage includes elevated turbid ity,
suspended sediment and sedimentation (Rhodes et al, 1994; Espinosaetal, 1997), | .

Due to their extent, settings and positions, non-perennial streams exert a strong congrol on

Wild Watershed and Fare:t Guard'mm a)mmenb' on T{?was/z —page 12
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compaction, and/or reductions in brginic Thatter.

& The DEIS also distorts existing soﬂandsoxl pf_;jédcﬁ\};t;‘)".condicions by failing to usejthe
%@ best available science which clearly indicates that the cumulative effects of managerhent

L
R

activities have had a greater effect on soils than'fires. The Forest Service is well awabe that

compaction and erosion have greater effects on ecosystem functions chan bare soil

(USES

and USBLM 1997b). Fire may reduce soil productivity but typically not as much af soil .

compaction and whole tree removal Although fire can affect soil productivity and}

hydrologic properties, the effects of compaction on these soil properties are usually more

severe and more persistent than fire impac
be revised to clearly disclose this information; . - -

Peakflows are plainly 2 major environmental concern within the project area, as relent

. flooding and flood damage attests. Yet, the DEIS fails to adequately discuss and dis
 effect of existing conditions on peakflows and flooding. :

‘Soil compaction and soil loss both contribute to-elevated peakflows via a number
mechanisms. Both impacts reduce infiltration rates and the ability of soil to store
(USFS and USBLM, 19972; Rhodes and Pulrser, 1998). All activities that compact s

* elevate soil erosion, and/or removc',\fcge.ta.tiipp, contribute to increasing peakflows
‘downstream damage from flooding; Stich sctivities in¢lude firelines, grazing, roads,

landings and logging. Soil compaction andoss are éumulative. Yet, the DEIS fails tofe:
take a hard look at how these activities have cumulatively increased peakflows and flo

damage.

Roads also increase peakflows by acting as an extension of the channel network (W
et al, 1996). In surveys on the Clearwater National Forest, a significant fraction of t
network acted as extensions of the channel necwork; greatly elevaring drainage den
and contnbuting to elevated peakflows (Rho s and Huntington 2000),

ts (USFS and USBLM, 1997b). The DEJS must

osethe

oisture

ils,

emple :
he road _

ity

- Tree removal also increases peakflows by ow accumulation, snowmelr
- rain-on-snow runoff. Tree removal in"ar h hydr

increases peakflows (Rhodes and Pursér, 1998} Therefore, existing logging, roads,
firelines have increased peakflows and downstream flooding damage, although the

 fails to adequately diSclose and discuss these effects and their likely magnitude.

Is

- For these reasons, the DEIS fails to adequately analyze and disclose the current effec
existing conditions on peakflows. ’I:l_';,‘e‘_s;:‘dejf__:‘c_tg-_jr;gg;t;bc corrected by taking a harg

Wild Watershed and Forest G‘uam'mmcammmc on Viveash —page 11
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conditions in perennial streams and'fisk Trabitat (Iiﬁéﬂ& et al, 1994; Erman, 1996;
and USBLM, 1997a) Bascd on these. consxdcranons, Erman et al. (1996) recommd

that protected riparian widths on non-perenmal streams should be adjusted based ¢
slope. The minimum width was 150 feet on'¢ach 'of the side of the stream, ranging
upwards of 500 fe¢t on each side of non-perennial stream with steep sideslopes. U$
- USBLM (19973) came to s:mxlar conclusions regarding the widths needed to protef

concluded that smaller streams, including ephemeral reaches, requu'cd wxdths expa

~ on the basis of adjacent hillslope steepness ro protect aquatic resources. In many serd
smaller perennial and ephemeral streams would réceive larger widths than larger s
(USFS and USBLM, 1997a). The cxpindcd-»mdths wgsc needed because smaller s‘

have increased vulnerability to degradation,
-land use due to steeper valley walls and th

00 Z on so;l producnvxg:
: 6& . { The DEIS fails to disclose that elevated cros,lon frern Ioggmg will probably be great

. @&

DEC 14 2801 12:3@ - : 5857572737

areas with high sevérity burns. It als
? reduce soil productm:y in these aréa D]

elevate surface erosion via increased peakﬂ, v and runoff The DEIS also fails to

adequately disclose the amount of e compaction and sojl disruption caused undet eag

watershed scale likely under each alternative. These are severe omissions because s

¢ T
-~

$FS and

| ded

eams

B st in
cly
il] also

h

alternative and the total amount of compaited scils throughout the project area anfl at the

bil

productivity is a key issue within the project area. Soil pxoductxvny hasa strong cﬂ'Tct 91'1

the rate of post—ﬁ.re vegctanon recovery ‘and risk of invasive wWeed spréad. -

\Beschta et al. (1995) concluded: " post—b

) conclusion in Beschta et al. (1995) was: "Salvagc ioggm g by any method must be

K prohibited on sensitive sites, mcludmg in burned areas (arcas with hitter
. )destruction), on erosive sites, on fraglle 50ils ¥
slopes, or any site where accelerated e érosion is possiblé, [and] in watersheds with ¢

) serious sedimentation problems.” Beschta et al. (1995) concluded that even for are3
determined suitable for salvage logging (excluding the areas mentioned above), "Be
\ of soil compaction and erosion concerns, conventional types of ground-based yardi
. xgstems (tractors and skidders) should gcncrally bc prohxbxtcd.' These conflicts are
entified nor discussed in the DEIS AR

wild Waterslxed' and Forest Cuarﬁawmmmenb' on Viveash —page 13

ecause loggmg always causes soil compaction and long-tcrm loss of soil productivigy,
m management activities that acceleratejerosion
/ or create soil compaction must be prohxbxtcd.' Sor these same reasons, another consensus

$ 8!‘C3$ in npanan areas, on st Cp

ting
s
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‘These defects in the DEIS are significant because’ i_sl.,i,gv._éll known that that the pre tion
~ of soil damage and loss of soil productivity is easier and more cffective than attempfs t6
restore productivity after it has been lost (USFS, anid USBLM, 1997a). One of the gamary

SS approaches to restoring soil productivity is.to restore organic matter and coarse wopdy
debris levels by leaving areas undisturbed until organic matter levels have recovered

(USFS and USBLM, p. 206, 1997a). The DEIS must be revised disclose this informgrion.

Sexton (1998) documented that post-fire salvage 1§_.gging reduced regrowth of p_orficrosa
- pine and other species relative to adjacenic burned but unlogged areas. Naturally

regenerating groundcover in unlogge ‘areas: greater survival and growth tan
fire. The DEIS must be revisdd to.

 plantings on arcas that had been salvaged Joy
make these discl()surcs" BT

As previously discussed, the DEIS also fails to'credibly discuss the severity and persisfence
of soil productivity loss from the construction of landings and roads. Road construcgion,
including temporary roads, causes severe loss of soil productivity via acute compactipn, -
" complete removal of all vegetation and organic matter and vast increases in erosion.{The -
laweer effect is prolonged by the loss of soil productivity, which severely retards _
revegetation. Despite these well-known effects:of landings and roads on soil produdhivity
(USFS and USBLM, 19973) and the'acknowledged imperrance of soil productivity Jn the
area, the DEIS fails to reasonably disclose the 1ce and severity of the soil
-productivity caused by the construction of landings ind temporary roads. The DEIS must
be revised to correct these significant errors: The DEIS must also disclose the area oﬁ long-
’Y‘T : term intense loss of soil productivity from l:mdmgan 1 road construction and landi % re-
use for allalternatives on 2 watershed basis. R " ' .

In addition, the DEIS must be revised to disclose the total area of watersheds cumulgtively
f‘P & compacted by all past, present and likely future activities for all of the alternatives. THese
" impacts should include all logging, grazmg, 1_'93"151_ r_o.ad construction, landings, hndlng A
3 construction and firelines. The nature of soil compaction require such a cumulative
assessment. _ o U _

The DEIS must disclose the total ares'of soil prod ctmt’yloss caused by cumulative efffects
of compaction, soil displacement, wood and ve

Fand vegetation rémoval and elevated soil erdsion

M\/L under each alternative over the project area and affected watersheds, This informatibn

' must also be used to assess the degree of compliance among the altcrnatives with NfMA
requirements for soi protection. ' :

Logging over snow does not obviate soil compaction and soil damage. Field reviews bf
over snow logging consistently indicate that it often causes severe soil damage for a viriery

Wild Watershed éhdFomﬁG;i&fa’iaﬁf commerztr on Viveash — page 14
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of reasons, including unfrozen soils,. thm snow and/or snow wich lictle bearing capag
Unfortunatcly, such damage tends to occur in ecologically imporrant wetlands whey
remain unfrozen and snowpacks are usually thin and Jacking in bearing strength.

GV~

ity. ,I

Therefore, the DEIS cannot merely assume that damage will be minimal It must tht‘:lose
ods

the typlcal rates of soil compactxon and disruption associated with these logging me

For these combined reasons, the DEIS has grossly faﬂcd to accurately convey the lik

direct and cumulative impacts of the alternatives on soil cover, soil productivity andj
 erosion. Based on available information; the DEIS's conclusions with respect to soil

productivity are in obvious error. All the altcmauves but no action wﬁl scvcrc]y an
pcrsxstcntly reducc soil procluctmty in alltreatedareas.

ﬂ \)( peakflows and a&"ectcd downs:re@ rgs_ou;g .

All the action alternatives will contribute significantly to elevated peakflows, althou;
is inadequately disclosed in the DEIS. The rcmoval of tress, even dead ones, increasd
accumulation by reducing interception and consequent water losses from intercepy
Peakflows are primarily generated by snowmelt. Logging increases snowmelt by
removing shade provided by dead trees andi increasing convective heat transfer. Lo
also increases peakflows via compacnon and soil Joss: T

on private lands to increase flood flows and-down trcam damage during flood eve
These dcfccrs must bc corrected by revxsmg the DEIS" -

13. The DEIS does not adcgt_:atcly disclose the effects of the
j;i alternatives on ero ent dchvc and sedimentation.

| s The DEIS fails to disclose thes¢
impacts from loggmg It also fails to disclose that these impacrs will combine with i nIpacts.

ely

h this
$ SnOw
on.

bging

£s. -

The DEIS fails to reveal likely levels of sediment delivery undcr each altefnative in pach

. the alternative on sediment delivery and sedimentation. This obfuscatory approachy

watershed. The DEIS obscures the i unpact gf thie'altérnatives by failing to disclose
magnitude of short-term increases in sedk
assessment of sediment delivery purpoSely :

S, rathcr than discloses, the effec

the .
nt delivery. The DEIS's use of qualiratife

s of

. be scrapped. The DEIS must be. rcwsed to ncluclc éﬁmulatlvc estimates of anthroppgenic

7

{

sediment delivery from all sources under each’altérnative at the watershed scale.

The DEIS's assessments of sediment delivery i xmpacts are based on the incorrect and

arbitrary asscrtions that BMPs will reduce sediment delivery to insignificant levels, [‘hese

defects must be corrected by revising the DEIS.

Wild Watershed and Foﬂftléuarai?@'ébﬂ}ﬁﬁs on Viveash — pa;ge' 15
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’ The DEIS also fails to examine the cﬂ'cctso cumulauvcmcreascs in sediment déliv§
t~{Sunder the alternatives and effects o tutk i quality standards. The DE]

L8

- sediment delivery. Although this aspect of sedim

{3

DEC 14 2001 12:32

g The DEIS fails to disclose that increased trafﬁcundexthc several alternatives will
si

"l RN | i A Ve A

ignificantly increase sediment delivery, "S'c-ve':’x_'é“l_ic’;fzth{e alternatives will greatly incre;

traffic on roads, which will increase sedirent delivery. The extent, incensity and lo
of this effect vary considerably amon g the alternatives. However, the DEIS fails to

adequately differentiate amon g the alternatives with respect to increased sediment
from increased traffic. These defects must be rectified by revising the DEIS to discl

delivery eaused by increased truck traffic. L R

contains no attempt to relate cumulative: very under the alternatives ¢

tion

bsc the
total number of road miles affected on a warershed basis and within the project arej.
DEIS must also credibly disclose the duration and magnitude of increased sedimend

turbidity, suspended sediment and efféces o4 downstream resources, including don;
water supply. The DEIS also fails to take a hard ook at sediment delivery effects an
stream compliance with state water quality standards under the alternatives. These
must be corrected by revising the DEIS to disclose the duration, intensity and exte
these likely impacts within the projectarea and at the watershed scale.

In addition, the DEIS fails to_disclc‘)sé_: fﬁéﬁhdr&tcﬁﬁ*i;;créa«,es in sediment delivcry

in-
WS

of

iave

persistent long-term cﬁ‘ccts_on'-st:ea:g ¢hannels. Increased sediment delivery increases fine ‘

sediment levels in channel substrate 1 |
relationship is, unforrunately, not elastic. Subsequent décreases in sediment delivery
do not result in rapid improvement of substrit: conditions, especially in streams wi
=nt delivery effects on substrate -

d:persistent fashion, This

bften

# high |

conditions has been well documented in field and laboratory settings, the DEIS inc

conveys the opposite impression. The DEIS must be revised to correctly disclose thq
persistence of adverse substrate effects from short-term increases in sediment deliveg

the limited benefits of longer term sediment delivery reductions for substrate con

Please send us the supplemental DEIS when completcd Thank you for the oppomﬁiﬁ’

to provide substantive comments.
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Respectfully submitged

ol .

Sam Hiet ,

Wild Watershed
P.O.Box 1943
Santa Fe, NM 87504
505-438-1057 |
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State of New Mexico
ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT

Office of the Secretary \‘ -

Harold Runnels Building . o
1190 St. Francis Drive, P.O. Box 26110 ‘(_)’
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502-6110
Telephone (505) 827-2855

GARY E. JOHNSON . PETER MAGGIORE
GOVERNQR Fax (505) 827-2836 SECRETARY

November 19, 2001 Fe ECEV E

DEE 06 2001

Daniel Crittenden

District Ranger

Forest Service -

Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger District
P.O. Box 429

Pecos, N.M. 87552

Dear Mr.Crittenden:

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT VIVEASH FIRE SALVAGE, PECOS/LAS
VEGAS RANGER DISTRICT, SANTA FE NATIONAL FOREST (OCTOBER 2001)

This transmits New Mexlco Environment Department (NMED) comments concerning the above-
referenced Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

WATER QUALITY
The DEIS considers four alternatives, as follows:

1. No Action. This alternative would not impact water quality.

2. Proposed Action. This alternative assumes maximum activity. _

3 The third option is similar to the Proposed Action, except that activities are lessened in response
to issues such as soil erosion, water quality and fish habitat.

4. Roadside salvage is the fourth option. This alternative is limited to salvagmg wood materials only
from existing roads, which would be primarily used for firewood.

The second alternative would open approximately 6,700 acres for wood product harvesting. Impacts to
the environment would include potential erosion from re-opening 43 miles of currently closed roads.
Heavy equipment for timber harvest would be utilized which may result in further degradation of soils.
Depending on the degree of adherence to “best management practices”, this may or may not result in
significant watershed impacis and negatively affect wildlife as well as water quality.

The third alternative is more sensitive to key issues of soil erosion, water quality, and fish habitat. The
harvesting would be limited to approximately 2,800 acres in areas where erosion is less likely to be a
factor, such as those with gradients below 35% and minimal contact with hydrophobic soils. This option,
however, would open twenty miles of decommissioned roads within a % mile of existing roads.

The fourth alternative focuses on harvesting fuel wood products without reopening of roads or use of
heavy equipment. This altemative earmarks 2,600 acres for roadside salvage.
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The salvage area includes Cow Creek and its tributaries and. 1o a lesser degree, Bull Creek and Wiliow
Creek. These three creeks are tributaries to the Pecos River. The “State of New Mexico Standards for
Interstate and Intrastate Surface Waters, 20.6.4 NMAC" (October 2000) designates this section of the
Pecos River and its tributaries for uses of domestic water supply, fish culture, high quality coldwater
fishery, irrigation, livestock watering, wildlife habitat, and secondary contact. Due to the fire, Cow Creek
and some of its tributaries have stopped meeting standards, especially in turbidity. As the vegetation
continues recovering, and soil is anchored on the watershed slopes, this matter should diminish in
importance; however, the opening of new roads and improper use of heavy equipment, could augment
" again the transport of sediment. C

A_gAssumin'g strict adherence to best management practices, alternative three should be able to best

B

address economic concerns and minimize water quality impacts. We recommend that the final document
provide a clearer description of the planned remediation steps to be taken by the Forest
Service/contractor after project work is. conducted. We also recommend that the work be scheduled

&outside of the rainy season to minimize potentially significant environmental impacts

possibly a §401 certification, in the case of roads crossing streams that will need 1o be upgraded.

D%lt is imporiant to mention the requirement to apply for a Federal Clean Water Act §404 permit, and

E

AIR QUALITY

The project area, as stated in the DEIS, is currently considered 1o be in attainment with all state and
national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS).

Although ambient air quality impacts should be minimal as a result of this project, dust conirol measures

»should be taken to minimize the release of particulates during implementation of the proposed plan.
Areas disturbed by acitivities related to road building and timber salvage within and adjacent to the project
area should be reclaimed to the exient possible to avoid long-term problems with erosion and fugitive
dust. Preventative measures taken to control dust will also ensure that air emissions from the project will
not affect visibility at the nearby Pecos Wilderness, a Class | area.

F’iplease note that contractors supplying asphait or concrete for the project must have a current air quality

permit.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this document. Please let us know if you have any
questions. ' »

Sincerely,

W%ImaﬁL

Peter Maggiore
Secretary

NMED File No. 1529ER



December 10, 2001

Chris Napp, Project Manager

USDA Forest Service o

Santa Fe National Forest, Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger District
P.O. Box 429 .

Pecos, NM 87522

'RE: Comments on Viveash Fire Timber Salvage
Dear Mr. Napp:

Forest Guardians is a non-profit group with offices in Santa Fe, New Mexico. Our mission is to protect
and restore the native biological diversity of forests, grasslands, deserts and rivers of the Southwest. A
primary goal is to protect our public lands, including those of the Santa Fe National Forest. Forest
Guardians has over 2200 individual and business members throughout the U.S. Mary of our members
* use and enjoy the Santa fe National Forest for recreational, aesthetic and scientific activities.

The following are comments to the October 12, 2001 Draft EIS for the Vibeash Timber Salifage Project.:

LA( ? 1. Population survey data needed to determine the maintenance of minimum viable populations
Vot of wildlife is not disclosed. S

The Forest‘S‘ervice is required by 36 CFR. Sections 219.19 and 219.26 of the regulations implementing
the National Forest Management Act to collect population data for Management Indicator Species (MIS)
(as required by section 219.19) and for all affected species (as required by section 219.26).

Section 219.26 creates a general obligation that the Forest Service gather and keep quantitative data to
ensure species diversity in the planning area. It states in relevant part: .

Forest Planning shall provide for the diversity of plant and animal commumities and tree species
consistent with the overall multiple use objectives of the planning areas. Such diversity shall be
considered throughout the planning process. Inventories shall include quantitative data making
Dpossible the evaluation of diversity in terms of its prior and present ¢ondition. '

' Section 219.19 speciﬁcaﬂy requires that the Forest Service monitor the populations of ‘ Management
Indicator Speciés, stating: : S .

Fish and wildlife habitat shall be managed to maintain viable populations of existing native and
desired non-native vertebrate species in the planning area. . . (1) In order to estimate the effects
of each alternative on fish and wildlife populations, certain vertebrate and/or invertebrate
species present in the area shall be identified and selected as management indicator species . . .
(6) Population trends of the management indicator species will be monitored and relationships
to habitat changes determined. 4

CAs these regulations make abundantly clear, the Forest Service has an affirmative obligation to gather
¢ and maintain quantitative wildlife population data.
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% 2 In this case, the DEIS fails to state whether quantitative data has been obtained and, if so, what are trends
; for MIS species based on empirical survey data. Instead this DEIS presents as fact the opinion that early-
seral habitat is beneficial to Northern Goshawk and numerous other species without quantitative: or
qualitative research support. :

We suggest that these déta (or lack of data) be disélbsed to the public and decisionmakers early in the
C process so that comments and in_formed decisions can be made. . '

2. Landscape level analysis is required" to maintain viable population of native wildlife and
D dependent ecosystems. 4

In the past two decades the science of conservation biology has emerged to specifically address the
maintenance of viable populations of native wildlife and the preservation and restoration of ecosystems
on which they depend. The Forest Service has the same goals under the requirements of the National
Forest Management Act and the Endangered Species Act. There is a unique opportunity in this case to
meet the agency’s legal obligations within the context of one of the most complete applications of the
principles of conservation biology yet drafted for a North American bioregion. - ’

~ “The Viveash Timber Sale is located within the San Juan/Sangre de Cristo Bioregion, a globally -
significant 15 million acre centér of biological diversity. A wildlands recovery strategy drafted for this

magnificent bioregion proposes an interconnected systems of reserves and habitat connectors necessary

to ‘protect and restore native species (Talberth 1999). Known as the San Juan/Samgre de Cristo
Conservation Plan, successful implementation requires the participation of the Forest Service, other
federal and state agencies, private land owners and conservation and community groups. '

¢ We recommend that management activities be consistent with the' recommendations of the San
6 C {Juan/Sangre de Cristo Plan to ensﬁ'i'e_that well-disturbed, viable. populations of all native species are
provided for. : .

3. An economic analysis for the Viveash Project must be prepared that provides the public with a
f full and fair accounting of the net economic benefits. -
The economic analysis must include the economic value of all existing uses and all the externalized
economic costs. This includes any economic value such as recreation, flood control, pest control, carbon
sequestering and many other ecosystem services In addition, a wide range of costs must be considered
including those costs incurred through loss of ecosystem services that such as increased flooding,
increased risk of death, injury and property damage from logging operations and increased fire risk.

_ & 4. A non-commercial restoration alternative must be analyzed.

L. The Forest Service is required to analyze a non-commercial restoration alternative that implements
prescribed burning, road obliteration, grazing reductions alone without commercial timber harvest (see
-4 FSM 2432.22c). There is ample evidence in the literature to suggest that such an alternative would
1 achieve the restoration goals of the project in a cost efficient manner without creating any of the
% ecological and economic damage of treatments that include commercial logging. The Forest Service in

this case cannot claim that logging will improve forest health without taking a hard look at prescribed

fire, road obliteration, erosion control, cutbacks in livestock grazing and other non-commercial means to
& improve forest health. The Forest Service is required to analyze such an alternative under NEPA (see 40
% 'CFR 1502.22). We see 1o such analysis.

.

Forest Guardians ‘ Page2
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S. The Proposed Project Violates the Clean Water Act’s and New Mexico’s Anti-Degradation
H‘ 5 Policy : E : e
The purpose of the §404(b)(1) Guidelines is to “restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of waters of the United States through the control of discharges of dredged or fill
material.” 40 C.F.R. §230 [hereinafter “Guidelines”], 40 C.F.R. §230.1(a). Moreover, the Guidelines
are intended to be consistent with policies of the Clean Water Act. 40 C.FR. §230.1(b). As will be
demonstrated below, the Forest Service’s proposed Viveash timber salvage project does not comply with
the Guidelines and therefore violates New Mexico water quality standards. :

. & New Mexico’s Antidegradation Policies Prohibit the Proposed Pfoject in Water
j: ~ ' Quality Limited Waters ' '

-The definition of a water quality standard includes beneficial uses to be supported, numeric and narrative
criteria, and an antidegradation policy. PUD No. 1 of Jefferson County v. Washington Department of
Ecology 114 8. Ct. 1900, 1905 (1994). The federal regulations establish the minimum acceptable
antidegradation policy. 40 C.F.R. §131. 12(a). For all waters, this policy requires that “[e]xisting
instream water uses and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses shall be ,

_ maintained and protected.” 40 C.F.R. §131.12(a)(1). This level of protection is considered the absolute
- floor of water quality. Questions and Answers on: Antidegradation, EPA Office of Water Regulations
and Standards, August 1985, at 4. Existing uses are those uses that have occurred on or after November
- 28, 1975; they may or may not be included as designated uses in state water quality standards. 40 C.F.R.
§131.3(e). New Mexico’s antidegradation policy mirrors this language, requiring the protection of “all
existing beneficial uses™ from “point and nonpoint sources of pollution.” :

Pollution is broadly defined as “contamination or other alteration of the physical, chemical, or biological
properties of any waters of the state, including change in temperature * * * or such radioactive or other

. substance into any waters of the state which either by itself or in connection with any other substance
present, will or can reasonably be expected to * * * render such waters harmful, detrimental, or injurious
to * ¥ * wildlife, fish or other aquatic life, or the habitat thereof.”

New Mexico’s current numeric criteria have been developed, with extremely few exceptions, to assess
the “safe” level of pollutants to certain beneficial uses on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis. Nonetheless,
these pollutants have additive and possibly synergistic effects on those uses. In addition, the “safe” level
has been determined on the basis of what an ordinary population of a target species can tolerate.
However, the populations of threatened and endangered, as well as candidate, species are not ordinary;
they are severely depressed. As such they cannot be exposed to the same level of risk from pollutants,
individually or collectively, as ordinary non-depressed populations. To do otherwise, in addition to
violating the fundamental definition of water quality standards, is to violate the antidegradation policy
which, above all, requires protection of existing uses. Existing uses are those uses that existed in 1975;
to cause or contribute to the extinction of those uses is to eliminate them contrary to the requirements of
the Clean Water Act and its implementing regulations. Further, the Best Management Practices
discussed in the DEIS fail to take into consideration that streams within the project area are already

J %severely degraded and thus will not be protected by the application of generic BMP’s.

Conclusion

Forest Guardians : Page3 ‘
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We strongly support leaving th1s forest ecosystem alone so that it can recreate itself absent the perhaps
‘well-meaning, but mlsgulded intentions of the U.S. Firest Service..

L
P

Sincerely,
Lars Ortegren |

Forest Protection Program

LO:RW:SH

Forest Guardians ‘ Page 4
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Daniel Crittenden, District Ranger
Pecos-Las Vegas Ranger District
P.O. Drawer 429

Pecos, NM 87552 .

December 10, 2001 |
RE: Cdmments on the Viveash Fire Salvage DEIS.
Dear Mr. Crittenden, |

Forest Conservation Council (“FCC”) and the National Forest Protection Alliance
(“NFPA”) are tax-exempt, public interest organizations with individual and business
members throughout the United States and New Mexico. The Western regional office of
FCC is in Santa Fe; please send all NEPA materials to that address. We have been
participating in the timber sale program of the Santa Fe National Forest for over a decade.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this significant logging and road-building

- project and for holding the public open houses. We will do our best to provide site-
specific and informed comments. However, it must be noted that these comments are
necessatily more general than FCC would prefer because the Santa Fe National Forest
has refused to provide any of the analysis documents requested from the project record.
In particular, the Roads Analysis, Watershed Analysis, and Socioeconomic Technical _
Report cited in the Chapter 5. DEIS at 5-2. ‘ o

Introduction

A. The Viveash Fire Salvage DEIS is unacceptably vague, conjectural and unsubstantive.
The proposed action is not carefully explained anywhere in the DEIS and it is thus very

% difficult for the public to understand exactly what the Forest Service is proposing other
than general salvage logging of 40-80 percent of standing fire killed trees across 5,600

. acres, roadside salvage on 1,100, plus reopening 43 miles of decommissioned roadway.

DEIS 2-6 and 2-7. From this explanation and the snag retention standards provided, it is
@%difﬁcult to detérmipe if only dead trees will be cut or if dying trees will be cut as well.
%Further, there is very limited quantitative information in the DEIS and thus most of the

D conclusions and determination are purely conjectural. >

. & The Viveash Fire Salvage DEIS is based substantively on Best management Practices
(“BMPs”), mitigation measures and the concept of adaptive management. Unfortunately,

*



) %the over dependence on these concepts significantly weakens the DEIS and fails to meet *
E Qthe concrete requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA?), the
- National Forest Management Act (“NFMA”™), and the directives which guide on-the
ground planning (“FSM” and “FSH™). Adaptive management is simply a theoretical
concept and rarely if ever carried out on the ground. The DEIS unfairly falls back on this

concept from its inception. DEIS at 2-13. The concept of adaptive management has been
- Gseriously called into question by the agency’s own scientists and is not arguably
k%applicablle to a salvage logging project.! : :

I .
L

G We are especially concerned with the adverse economic effects of the national forest _
Jogging program, and the Forest Service’s failure to quantify such effects at the project
(level or for the program as a whole. The logging program increases costs of water
¢ purification and filtration, decreases the value of private timberlands, unfairly competes
/ against alternative fiber and building material businesses, increases wildfire risk, -~ -
) increases repair and maintenance costs for highways and public roads, and decreases the
! number of jobs in recreation, tourism, fisheries, and alternative forest products. All of
these impacts are clearly at issue in the Viveash project area. '

- / e socioeconomic analysis produced by Foster Wheeler Environmental Corp. does not -
H%: {meet the letter or intent of the law and borders on primitive. This is unacceptable
(considering that the stated purpose and need as well as the number two issue identified by
oster Wheeler is “Economics.” Incredibly, Foster Wheeler identifies two simplistic

“aspects” related to the issue of economics: jobs and the availability of wood products to
cthe local community. DEIS at 2-5. The section on socioeconomics in the Viveash Fire -
r §Salvage Sale DEIS fails entirely to account for any existing socioeconomic benefits of
 Jthe fire area, instead we are offered a subjective assessment of jobs and income related
‘only to logging. Further, many of the so-called jobs created are actually already in
‘existence in the Espafiola mill and as such would not actually be created nor benefit the
7loc:al community. Such archaic perspectives on public forestlands do the loeal community

and the American taxpayer a great injustice and do not assist the decision maker in
) b taxpayer a gt &
- £determining if net public benefits are being met.

Planning a high-volume (~10 and 30 MMBF) salvage timber sale with extensive road
jreconstruction while attempting to couch it in economic stimulus without considering any
of the other socioeconomic benefits of the project area borders on fraud. There is simply
7no concrete evidence provided that the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the

VZ proposed salvage will not be significant. The Viveash Fire Salvage is the perfect example
of why the American public has lost all faith in the management capabilities of the US
Forest Service. Our organizations generally support the scientifically justified

omponents of the project such as, road decommissioning and replanting. However, the
g:gency has not presented any alternative that would accomplish these important tasks,

|« ¢provide the tradition personal use products of the local community without the damaging

impacts of commercial salvage sales and road reconstruction.

! See Moir and Block 2001 attached.

FCC/NFPA 45-Day Comments,
Viveash Fire Salvage, p. 2 of 2



M Foster Wheeler completely ignored FCC’s significant, science-based concerns presented:

in our scoping letter. In particular our notification that there is dissenting science on the
appropriateness of logging severely burned area such as the Viveash Fire Area (in fact, "

- the science we raised is not even cited in the DEIS), that the DEIS must comply with all

applicable laws pertaining to the analysis of socioeconomics and consideration of values
,provided by the project area other than jobs in logging, that noxious weed infestations .
,may result from the extensive logging and road reconstruction, and that the project must
‘comply with the 1996 Santa Fe Forest Plan Amendments. ‘

concentrate efforts on protecting structures in the wildland-urban interface (“Wur’), our.

, ?Uﬂtﬂ an alternative is presented that would carry out ecosystem restoration activities and

organizations will continue to oppose this proposal. We do, however, support a

'?’ "Conservation and Local Economy Alternative.” Such an alternative would meet the
following purpose and needs: 1. Provide for and aid natural recovery of the Viveash Fire
Salvage; 2. Improve the protection of homes from wildfire; 3. Provide economic
opportunities for San Miguel County; 4. Provide for clean water and healthy watersheds;

3. Reduction in nonnative weeds; 6. Restore wildfire into the forest ecology outside of the:
Wildland-Urban Interface; 7. Improve the scientific understanding of fire ecology; and 8. -
Improve the public’s understanding of fire ecology and forest management. Activities
acceptable in this alternative would include prescribed burning, road closure and :
decomrnissioning, noxious weed treatment program, planting of native trees and grasses,
WUI fuels reductions, riparian restoration activities, reintroduction of native species (i.e.

activities would create longer-term, sustainable jobs in the local community. We expect’

L Rio Grande cutthroat), and a homeowner “firewise” education project. All of these

éthat this alternative will be incorporated and analyzed fully and fairly in the final EIS.
W . A

\J‘“ “Finally, the Viveash Fire Salvage will jeopardize the viability of species that thrivein

Ve

.W&

n

naturally disturbed forests and aquatic ecosystems, intervene in natural disturbance
processes that are vital to ecosystem sustainability, and degrade water quality and
watershed condition. @‘he analysis on which the Forest has relied is inadequate, flawed

¢and biased in a number of ways, rendering any potential decision arbitrary and '
capricious. " ' :

Specific Con"cem.é
1. Scientific Accuracy: Obligation under 40 C.F;R.§ § 1500.1(b) & 1502 to take a
hard look and insure scientific integrity has been ignored in the Viveash Fire
. Salvage DEIS. : ' '

The Viveash Fire Salvage DEIS is Woefuﬂy inadequate and does not even begin to meet
the requirements of NEPA 2 '

2 40 CFR 1500.1(b)

FCC/NFPA 45-Day Comments,
Viveash Fire Salvage, p. 3 of 3



“[I]nsure that environmental information is available to public officials and
citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken. The information
must be of high quality. Accurate scientific analysis, expert agency comments™- -
and public scrutiny are essential”. 40 CFR 1500.1(b). -

regarding environmental assessments. Instead of the required “hard look,” the agency and

| W \(;F_urther, the Forest Service has failed entirely to meet the re(juirements of 40 C.F .R.§1502

contractor, Foster Wheeler Corporation, have offered the public an unsubstantiated
narrative that in no way meets the requirements of a DEIS. Several substantive
assumptions are based purely on personal communications. The analysis on which the
Forest has relied is inadequate, flawed and biased in a number of ways, rendering any
potential decision arbitrary and capricious. 5 U.S.C. § 706. Very little substantive, site-
specific information is offered anywhere in the DEIS. The Viveash Fire Salvage DEIS is
mostly a qualitative narrative of the Forest Service’s predicted and conjectural '
environmental consequences. :

@% The proposed actions are not su_p_pdrted by any scientific body of knoWledge an in fact,

%

many of the predicted impacts are contrary to the best available science. The Forest
Service is required by NEPA fo provide scientific support for its assumptions and
predictions. Such empirical support is lacking entirely in the Viveash Fire Salvage DEIS.
The best available science supports a very different scenario for recovery of the Viveash -

- Fire Area. The US Forest Service must rely on this science and not on its professional

opinion. Several conclusions can be made based on the best available science:

% The large majority of Viveash Fire Area will recover naturally without any significant

intervention (Beschta, et. al., 1995; Mclver and Starr, PNW-GTR-486, 2000;
Stickney, 1990). o : : -

V’ *  Sites that were damaged before the fire from roads, ﬁmber'harvest, grazing, and other

developments are most likely to require intervention to aid natural recovery. (Beschta
et. al., 1995; Lyon, GTR-INT-184, 1976). o ' '

R'» The likelihood that a home will ignite from wildfire s almost entirely determined by ~

the landscape within 40 meters of the building and by the materials and design of the
building. (Cohen, Preventing Disaster, 2000; Cohen, Reducing the Wildfire Fite
Threat to Homes: Where and How Much , 2000; Cohen, Why Los Alamos Burned , -
2000).

9
?f‘ * Management activity, including fuel reduction, beyond 40 meters away from a home

has little effect on the likelihood that a home will ignite during a wildfire. (Cohen,
Preventing Disaster, 2000; Cohen, Reducing the Wildfire Fire Threat to Homes:
Where and How Much , 2000; Cohen, Why Los Alamos Burned , 2000).

6 * Salvage logging usually does significant damage, signiﬁcantly changes the plant and

animal succession, and has no ecological benefit. (Beschta, et. al., 1995; Robichaud,
et. al., PNW-GTR-486, 2000).

FCC/NFPA 45-Day Comments,
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/( K ®  Stand replacing fires are a natural occurrence to which the forest is adapted with the
S exception of some lower elevation forest types. (Beschta, et. al., 1995; Interior
Columbia Basin EIS, 2000). e

- \)? . Even ponderosa pine forests have been found to have originated in stand replacmg
fire events. (Ao et al. 1995)

\] =  Drought and other climatic factors are the pnmary causes of large-scale fires, whwh
occur regardless of fuel condmons (Schmoldt, Daniel L. , et. al., , PNW-GTR-455,
USFS, 1999)

\N@ * Fire suppression, logging, and grazing are the primary causes of unnatural fuel
conditions. (Beschta, et. al., 1995; Mclver and Starr, PNW-GTR-486, 2000;
Schmoldt, Daniel L. , et. aI PNW-GTR-455; USFS, 1999).

Until this information is incorporated inte the DEIS the document cannot rﬂeet the
‘standards of NEPA or the directives found in the Forest Service Manual and Handbook.

?Examples of the unbased assumptions and conclusions in the V1veash Fire Salvage DEIS

are rampant. For instance, the DEIS makes the customary “reburn” claim; that the -
standing dead trees will eventually fall to the ground and contribute to future catastrophic
 fires. DEIS at 3-29. However, this archaic theory has been abandoned by the agency’s
own scientists:

= "We found no studles documenung a reduction in fire mtens1ty ina stand that had
previously burned and then been logged." (Envu-onmental Effects of Postﬁre
Logging, USDA Forest Service, 2000). ,

= "We are aware of no evidence supporting the contention that leaving large dead
~ wood material significantly increases the probability of reburn." (Wildfire and
Salvage Logging, Beschta, et al., 1995)

= "The removal of large, merchantable trees from forests does not reduce fire risk
and may, in fact, increase such risk." (Depts. of Agriculture and Interior, Report
. to the President, September 2000).

The entire watershed impacts analysis is based almost entirely on the overall reduction of
road density over the lifetime of the project. The DEIS fails miserably to take a hard look
: at several critical contributors to soil compaction and sediment delivery; namely
S  reconstruction of 43 miles of decommissioned roads and extensive private land salvage
loggmg in the project area. For example, the only discussion of the impacts from
reopening 43 miles of roadway are presented in a brief narrative on page 4-9,

“Opening closed roads has the potential to generate increased sediment yield from the
use of those roads...Reopening roads to vehicles would contribute to soil compaction
along the roads, leading to short term increases in sediment production... Only

FCC/NFPA 45-Day Comments,
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~ minimal amounts of increased sedixﬁent yield would be expected from reopening '
existing roads.” DEIS at 4-9. ' :

. -
T

Such a brief treatment of a potential significant contributor of sediment to a stressed
aquatic system is unacceptable. No where in the DEIS is any attempt made to quantify

4(2 this soil compaction and sediment delivery resulting from reopening 43 miles of nearly

' recovered roads nor any attempt made to review empirical research or literature

pertaining to the issue. In fact table 4-1, disclosing the quantified information pertinent to
the issue of soil, water quality and fish habitat does not even disclose the reopening of 43
miles of closed roads, it simply discloses the overall net reduction in road density after
the life of the project, ignoring critical information. '

Central to NEPA’s diverse procedural requirements is the mandate that a federal agency
take a ‘hard look’ at the environmental consequences of its proposed action.? Takinga®
proper hard look prohibits “general statements about “possible’ effects,”™ and in fact
requires the Forest Service to reference material in sulgport of or in opposition to its
conclusions. Such reference must be made in the EA. ‘

: Again, despite the disclosure of extensive private land salvage logging in'the project area,
-confirmed by commentor’s project area visits, the DEIS wholly fails to quantify the
\A g acreage of private land logging or its potential contribution to. the significant issues. For
~example the DEIS states,- '

“Many of the private landowners in the Project Area have Iogged most of the dead
" trees on their land.” DEIS at 2-17. and, ‘
“The Office of the New Mexico State Forester speculates that other landowners will
likely continue to harvest trees for commercial purposes.” DEIS at 2-18.

Yet, no attempt, that we are aware of, is made in the DEIS to quantify this information or
take the required “hard look.” Such a lackadaisical approach to NEPA is unacceptable
- and contrary to law as clarified by the federal courts. The impacts from extensive private
land logging have been ignored and, by the DEIS’s own admission, not included in any
- modeling of sedimerit production. DEIS at 4-2. The WEPP computer model referenced
simply takes into account “large sale harvesting,” thus all private land logging, roadside
salvage, and reconstruction of 43 miles of roads are not accounted for in this model.

V Therefore the, 1-5% predicted change in sediment caused by harvest in each alternative is
a significantly low estimate and ignores easily quantifiable contributors to sediment
delivery. The bulk of the logging EIS’s that have been reviewed by FCC generally use
measures more inclusive to estimate sediment delivery such as Equivalent Roaded Area.

3 Oregon Natural Resources Council v. Lowe, 109 F.2d 714, 717 (9% Cir. 1998).
4 Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain v. United States Forest Service, 137 F.3d 1372, 1380 (6% Cir.

1993).
.’ Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood, 161 F.3d 1208 (9™ Cir. 1998).
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action will not significantly increase soil erosion or sedimentation are unfounded. Once
 again, there is ample science demonstrating otherwise. For example, Amaranthus et. al-
(1985, cited in Chapter 5) concluded that soil erosion rates due to debris slides were
many times higher on forests with roads, landings, and logging activity than on
undisturbed forests. .Roads were found to cause 60% of the erosion volume. Eaglin and
Hubert (1993) concluded that the volume of fine sediment present in streams increased in -
direct proportion to logging in the watershed and stream crossings by roads. Corn and
Bury (1989) found that a higher proportion of fine sediment occurred in streams flowing
through forest. stands with logging than streams flowing through unlogged forest stands.

% Additiona'lly, in relation to the issue of road “reconstruction”, the DEIS’s claims that this

_Obviously, the road reconstruction and construction components of the Viveash Fire
Salvage cannot be ignored or treated as a brief narrative and to do so is in direct violation
- of the statues and directives that shape the agency’s compliance with NEPA. Nor can the
DEIS rely simply on BMPs to account for significant effects as it does regularly.

_ ? Several resource issues are simply ignored based solely on BMPs and mitigation
7( 1 measures. For example noxious weeds, fire and fuels, hydrology, etc. Such reliance on
BMPs and mitigation ‘measures has been found to be inconsistent with NEPA bythe .
federal court system. The Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain case provides clarification with
respect to the Forest Service’s duty to properly formulate and discuss mitigation
measures: - - . ’ ‘ '

“The Forest Service’s perfunctory description of mitigating measures is inconsistent
with the “hard look” it is required to render under NEPA . . . A mere listing of
mitigation measures is insufficient to qualify as the reasoned discussion required by
NEPA.”® T

While the use of BMPs is to be encouraged in timber salvage projects, we note that the
\\( use-of these measures is not in and of themselves sufficient to ensure compliance with the -
law. e ‘

“The Forest Service’s broad generalizations and vague references to mitigation
measures in relation to the streams affected .... do not constitute the detail asto
mitigation measures that would be undertaken, and their effectiveness, that the Forest
Service is required to provide.™’ o '

2. Socioeconomic Benefits

USFS timber sales are the end result of inter-related planning decisions and analyses
made at the national, forest, and project level. 36 C.FR. § 219.4. At the national level,

¢ 137F.3d at 1380 (quoting Carmel-by-the-Sea v. U.S. Dep’t of Tm ., 123 F.3d 1142. 1154 (9% Cir.

1997 and Northwest Indian Cemetery Protective Ass’n v. Peterson, 795 F.2d 688, 697 (9™ Cir. 1986), rev’d
on other grounds, 485 U.S. 439 (1988). :

7 1d. at 1381. .
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the Forest Service prepares the Renewable Resources Program (RPA), which determines
output levels for all national forest resources based upon a comprehensive environmental
and economic assessment of present and anticipated demands for and supply of e
renewable resources from forests in all ownership. At the forest level, the Forest Service.
has prepared the Santa Fe National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan
(“LRMP”_), which is an “extension” of the RPA Program and which identifies lands that
are suitable for timber sales, the amount of timber to be offered each year, and under
what conditions timber sales will be offered: At the project level, the Forest Service
makes decisions about the specific configuration of individual timber sales, including
Viveash Fire Salvage. At each level, the Forest Service must engage in environmental
and economic analyses of its decisions as required by the National Environmental Policy
Act. : : : : ' ‘

The Forest Service is required by law to manage national forest system lands and
programs to maximize social and economic benefits for the American people.
As with other projects planned on the National Forests of New Mexico and throughout
Region 3 the Forest Service has failed to complete an economic analysis of the Viveash
“Z. § Fire Salvage that provides the public with a full and fair accounting of net economic
-~ benefits. Instead, the economic analysis is limited to net costs incurred by the Forest
Service and project administrators and net revenue based on theoretical calculations.

, The DEIS and project record fail to place any economic value on existing uses and
A A % functions of the sale area, including recreation, flood control, pest control, carbon
/ sequestering, and many other “ecosystem services.” In addition, the economic analysis
‘ " fails to consider a wide range of costs that will be incurred by the public through loss of
%p) i these “ecosystem services” and other externalized costs such as increased flooding,
increased risk of death, injury, and property damage from logging operations, and
C gincreased fire risk.® The DEIS fails to disclose the diversity of the economy in San
Cl Miguel County and discuss the important contributions of the non-timber sector.

—P The DEIS fails entirely to account for jobs and income related to non-timber uses of the

D Santa Fe National Forest and in particular the Pecos-Las Vegas Ranger District. In New
Mexico, economic activity related to “forest protection” sectors is approximately 14
times that of economic activity related to logging or wood.® The DEIS discusses only .
timber jobs, but ignores that effect for non-timber jobs that are already in existence and -
growing steadily. There are non-timber businesses that depend on uncut, healthy National
Forest lands in the analysis area that may incur adverse effects on their employees and
income. Yet, the USFS has chosen to entirely ignore this sector of the “National Forest
economy” in the analysis area. The reality is that the no action alternative would provide
a positive effect by, securing existing, sustainable jobs as well as creating the opportunity

® The DEIS fails to examine how both increased access and increased slash in the short term will create a
window of time where fire risk will be increased above what currently exists now.

® Analysis of two industry “groups” in New Mexico: Group 1 includes all wood products related sectors,
while Group 2 includes all employment related to recreation, tourism, fishing, ecological research, hunting,
and environmental quality. Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Covered
Employment and Wages, (ES-202) program, prepared November, 1997. _
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for growth in the non-timber sector (i.e. outfitter guides, services, retailers of fishing and
hunting supplies). o : - ]
Fofest Conservation Council has raised these economic issues in the context of numerous
appeals in Region 3. We incorporate, by reference, these appeals for a more complete
description of our issues on this subject. ' _

3. Value of Unlogged Forest

The dollar value of undisturbed forest or standing timber should have been calculated and
used in the analysis of economic costs associated with the Viveash Fire Salvage. The
value of "ecosystem services" provided by standing forests has never been evaluated and
compared with their value as lumber. Economic benefits of standing forests include but
are not limited to clean air and water, balance of global geochemical cycles, and
buffering of carbon emissions resulting from the burning of fossil fuels. It has been
shown that the rate of carbon lost to that of accumulation is much greater during harvest,
and there is a net transfer of carbon from biomass to atmospheric CO,. Further, the
carbon stored in forest regrowth is less than that in the original forest biomass. -

4. Species Viability
The Viveash F ire‘Sal\-rage includes commercial salvage harvest, ground-disturbing

activities associated with timber harvest and other vegetative manipulation. These
activities are likely to jeopardize the viability of species that find optimal habitat in

'{ ¢ orests with well-developed structures, and forests naturally disturbed by fire, disease and

- insect pathogens. Included here are forests that are disturbed by fire and the natural insect

infestations that follow fire in a functioning ecosystem. The structural attributes created
by fire, particularly the abundance of snags, are of critical importance to the viability of
_many species including the Rio Grande cutthroat trout, Canada lynx, flammulated owl,
northern goshawk, Mexican spotted owl, small mammals, bat species, several '
woodpecker species, and Neotropical migratory birds. :

For many of these species the Forest Service has no up-to-date population data describing:
population numbers, locations, and trends, nor monitoring data on which the agency can
rely to determine that the actions proposed in the context of Viveash Fire Salvage will
maintain numbers and distribution of these species sufficient for insuring long term

" viability. The Viveash Fire Salvage DEIS states unequivocally,

“The evaluation of effect [on terrestrial wildlife] uses a qualitative
approach...[s]yitable habitat for these species and the way it is affected by the
alternatives will be used as the qualitative evaluation criteria.” DEIS at 4-22.

@ management indicator species in this case and instead assumes that enough habitat will

ZQuite' obviously, the Forest Service has failed to obtain the necessary data for

remain to maintain viable populations. This approach, which exclusively relies on habitat

€
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estimates, without checking the actual populations, ensures that any changes in

population will go undetected and was unambiguously rejected recently in federal court.
“The Forest Service is obligated by the plain language of the National Forest
Management Act’s regulations to acquire and analyze hard population data for its
selected management indicator species . . . Under this clear language, it may not rely
solely on habitat trend data as a proxy for population data or to extrapolate population
trends.” Forest Guardians et al. v. United States Forest Service, No. CV 00-714
JP/KPM-ACE.

Nor has the Forest Service determined the “minimum number” of reproductive
individuals that would constitute a viable population. The Forest Service is required by
law to determine this minimum number of reproductive individuals before implementing
activities that might impact those individuals or populations such as are planned in the

3 Viveash Fire Salvage. The Forest Service cannot permit these activities without knowing’
. the location and number of individuals of these species that would enable determination
;) of whether habitat for each vertebrate is well distributed to facilitate interaction. Until

% such information is provided the Forest Service cannot know whether it is providing

. sufficient habitat to support the minimum number of reproductive individuals nor that the
{ habitat is distributed in such a manner as to permit interaction. :

It seems from the DEIS that the only species that were even casually surveyed (“focused
field survey™) were the northern goshawk and Mexican spotted owl. Several comments
- yand the general language of the DEIS support this assertion. For instance, the DEIS .

discussed species presence and absence only in terms of “potential” and “unlikely.” DEIS
at 3-17 to 3-22. Further, the DEIS cites only personal communication to support
important assumptions of species presence and absence. In particular, the “low

§ probability” of the presence of the peregrine falcon as well as the New Mexican jumping

¢ mouse is based entirely on a persorial communication. DEIS at 3-19. :

Because the Forest Service has no such data for most species adversely affected by the
»proposed management activities, and because what data there is suggests that such
y species are declining and otherwise at risk, the Forest Service runs afoul of viability and
[diversity requirements set forth in forest planning regulations 36 C.F.R. § 219.19 and §
219.26. In addition, the any decision made on the Viveash Fire Salvage and associated

, (activities without the above-described information would be considered arbitrary and
\éﬁ%’é capricious and constitute agency action unlawfully withheld or unreasonably delayed in

{ violation of the APA. (5 USC §§ 706[1] & 706[2]). -

Mexican spotted oyl

The Mexican spotted owl is a management indicator species that is also listed as
threatened under the Endangered Species Act. The owl population on the Santa Fe
National Forest is part of the Southern Rocky Mountain Recovery Unit, which contains
the smallest population in the United States. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service notes
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that the Southern Rockies owl population is vulnerable, saying “[i]solation of spotted owl
pairs and small populations distributed over large areas of fragmented landscape prompt
concern because if they are lost, the species disappears from the entire landscape it once’~
inhabited.” Despite this vulnerability, the Santa Fe National Forest has virtually
gabandoned its owl surveys. The absence of on-going surveys to monitor owl population

\Af ( trends show that the Forest Service is failing in its duty to return the threatened owl

- population to viability.
There are four delineated spotted owl protected activity centers (“PAC”) in the project
area, one of which is occupied by a owl pair. DEIS at 3-17 to 3-19. Despite the presence
~of this threatened species in the project area, the DEIS fails to take a hard look at the
impacts to its habitat from salvage logging the three unoccupied PACs and surrounding
yforests. Nor has the required US Fish and Wildlife Section 7 consultation been -
{undertaken for a threatened species.

MM
\<  The DEIS instead makes the specious assumption that the three PACs were “severely
‘< ‘( ‘ damaged by the catastrophic wildfire” and that there is “severe loss of suitable habitat
“ \ caused by the wildland fire in the project area.” DEIS at 3-19. Again, the DEIS states that
/. “salvage logging would be modifying already unsuitable or marginal habitat created by
the catastrophic wildfire.” DEIS at 4-25. First off, if such an assumption were true, why
~{ was it that an owl pair was discovered using the post-fire project area? Further; there has
" Jbeen a confirmed breeding pair of Mexican spotted owl on the Corner Mountain Salvage
~ area in the Gila National Forest. Second, such an assumption is simply not supported by .
- the most current science, another blatant violation of the provisions in NEPA for a
balanced scientific analysis. s o

Northern goshawk

The Viveash Fire Salvage project area likely supports goshawk. DEIS at 3-20. There are
four northern goshawk post fledging areas (“PFA”) in the project area and a unconfirmed
detection in at least one of those PFAs. DEIS at 3-20. The DEIS cites Reynolds (1992) in
defining the goshawks principal forest habitat as ponderosa pine, mixed conifer, and
spruce fir. DEIS at 3-20. Nearly half the project area consists of spruce fir and all of 41%
is spruce. And again, the DEIS seems to write off this species by stating that the
\ - T‘\ 7 “‘existing forest conditions provides mostly unsuitable habitat for the northern goshawk.”
\\ I\( DEIS at 4-24. Such an assumption, underlying the viability determination, is unfounded
and contrary to the available science in violation, again of NEPA. The DEIS ignores the
Forest Service’s own scientists who have found that goshawks in Utah have been
~ observed using forests even when there is “substantial insect-related mortality in the
' overstory...up to 80%.”'° S

The salvage of dead.and dying trees, and road building planned in the context of the
' Oo Viveash Fire Salvage will adversely affect goshawks by eliminating potential nest stands,

1 Graham, RT. etal. 1999, The northern goshawk in Utah: habitat assessment and management
recommendations. USDA Forest Service RM Research Station. RMRS-G"I‘R-22.
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< degrading post-family fledgling areas and foraging areas, fragmenting contiguous habitat, -

¢ and creating habitat conditions that will place goshawks at a competitive disadvantage
with species that thrive in openings and areas disturbed by human activities. The net =~
result of these impacts will be to “displace” goshawks from the project area.

Three-toed and hairy .woodpecker

unharvested areas will have significant affects on the three-toed and hairy woodpecker in
the planning area. Mclver and Starr (2000) reviewed several studies that documented that
post-fire logging caused “significant changes in abundance and nest density of cavity-
nesting birds...[mJost cavity-nesters showed consistent patterns of decrease after logging,
including the ...hairy and three-toed woodpeckers.” ' -

%The removal of dead and dying trees (future snags) and fragmentation of large tracts of

P

The northern three-toed woodpecker occurs primarily in spruce-fir forests where it can be
normally found in low population densities. Normal densities exist around 1 pair per 100
acres but during beetle outbreaks can increase to 1 pair per acre.”! This woodpecker
species requires clumped snags in spruce-fir forests and 99% of their winter diet is
composed of insects, primarily spruce beetles.' In fact, Koplin and Baldwin (1970)
found that three-toed woodpeckers consumed as much as 2-26% of the brood of an

* endemic population of Dendroctonus obesus and reduced brood survival of an epidemic
population of spruce beetles by 70-79%.!3 : : -

educing snag density to 6 per acre in spruce-fir and 4 per acre in ponderosa pine and
&& reducing the food source of this species will have a significant effect on its viability in the
project area and forest wide.* In fact, the USFWS has suggested in a separate salvage
, -’I/ situation that at least six to seven snags should be retained per acxpils Spruce mortality
’bj/ . from epidemic beetle outbreaks serves a critical role in the balance of this ecosystem
" / including providing abundant habitat and food for cavity nesters and insectivores such as
\Q the three-toed woodpecker and Neotropical migratory bird species. Commercially
removing this material stops this process in its tracks and deprives many species of
developing habitat and food sources. Despite these very real negative effects the Forest
: ervice has treated the three-toed woodpecker, as with the hairy woodpecker, with a
Q—?—;ualitaﬁve analysis in the DEIS, absolutely no quantitative information has been

*! Hoover, R.L. and D.L. Wills, ed. 1984 Managing Forested Lands for Wildlife, CO Div. Of Wildlife in
: %ooperation with USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Region, Denver, CO. ' .
Ibid. ' S :
" Koplin, J.R. and P.H. Baldwin. 1970. Woodpecker predation on an endemic population of Englemann
s?ruc_e beetles. The Arp. Midl. Nat. 83 (2): 510-515. - '
* There is a strong chance that the absolute numbers of snags per acres will be much lower and even zero
on some acres because of the practice of averaging snags across 40-acre areas that ay include entirely
unharvested areas. DEIS at 2-11. The unharvested areas, in high burn severity cases are pure stands of
snags, thus naturally the average across 40 acres would be significantly inflated.
** USDA Forest Service, 1998. BE of Sensitive Animal Species For the Modified Alternative Portion of the
South SERP, Dixie National Forest, Cedar City Ranger District.
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- presented to support the claims of the Forest Service. In fact, the DEIS simply claims that

the Hairy woodpecker would be favored by the project. DEIS at 4-27.

project record, which documents that the viability of the three-toed woodpecker or hairy

- woodpecker would be maintained in the planning area. This includes a lack of monitoring

s

data from past projects which can be used to predict the woodpecker’s response to
activities planned in the Viveash Fire Salvage. As with other MIS, sensitive species, and
T&E species, the FEIS and project record are devoid of any substantive determinations
one way or the other regarding viability.

Neo-tropical "migrant birds

+ As a class of species, neo-tropical migrant birds are sensitive to timber harvesting

because many such species rely upon relatively unfragmented conifer and aspen stands
with a high level of structural and compositional complexity. The Forest Service has
extensive literature regarding the habitat requirements of neo-tropical migrants, and their
sensitivity to logging and road building.'® Many neo-tropical migrants find ideal habitat
in older spruce stands within the project area. Such species include the red-naped
sapsucker, Williamson’s sapsucker, and flammulated owl. :

\)q,\k?l'here is no analysis of effects on Neotropical mlgratory birds (“NTB”) in the DEIS. In

fact, the only reference to NTBs that we could find was in the very last section of the
DEIS where the Migratory Bird Treaty Act is casually referenced. DEIS at 4-36.

“The U.S. Forest Service, in other regions, is consistently using NTBs as a sensitive class

of species for which to manage. This is due to growing concerns with habitat.
fragmentation and population declines. The Viveash Fire Salvage will likely have a
significant adverse effect on NTBs due to salvage of dead and dying trees. Despite this
fact, the DEIS fails to address NTBs at all. '

5. Cumulative Effects

The Forest Service Environmental Policy and Procedures Handbook sets the standard for
analysis of cumulative effects: :

"Individual actions when considered alone may not have a significant impact on the
quality of the human environment. Groups of actions; when added together, may
have collective or cumulative impacts, which are significant. Cumulative effects
that occur must be considered and analyzed without regard to land ownership
boundaries. Consideration must be given to the incremental effects of past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable related future actions of the Forest Service, as well as
those of other agencies and individuals."

16 See for example, USDA Forest Service, 1992: Sﬁtus and Management of Néo-lmpical Migratory Birds,
September 21-25, Estes Park, Colorado, Gen. Tech. Rpt. RM-229. -
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The minimum requirements for analysis and mitigation of cumulative impacts have been
extensively described by the Council on Environmental Quality in its publication =~ -+~
“Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act (1997),

by the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA (40 C.F.R. 1508.7; 1508.8), and by the
Forest Service’s Environmental Policy and Procedures Handbook (FSH 1909.15.15.1).

- Specific examples of quantitative information to be addressed by cumulative effects

W

analyses are identified by these sources as well as other regulations or rules for specific
resources, such as threatened, endangered, and sensitive wildlife. FSM 2620.3; 2620.44;
2621.3. , .

At minimum, an adequate cumulative effects analysis must:

(1) identify the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions of Forest Service
and other parties affecting each particular aspect of the affected environment;

(2) must provide quantitative information regarding past changes in habitat quality
and quantity, water quality, resource values, and other aspects of the affected
environment that are likely to be altered by Forest Service actions; e -

(3) must estimate incremental changes in these conditions that will result from Forest
Service actions in combination with actions of other parties, including synergistic
effects; ' »

(4) must identify any critical thresholds of environmental concein that may be ,
exceeded by Forest Service actions in combination with actions of other parties, -
and; _ : : , o

(5) must identify specific mitigation measures that will be implemented to reduce or
eliminate such effects. ' -

Using these minimum criteria established by the CEQ, by regulations implementing
NEPA, and by Forest Service rules and regulations as a guide, it is abundantly clear that
the Forest Service and Foster Wheeler Corp. have not even attempted to complete a
legally adequate cumulative effects analysis for any aspect of the environment affected
by the proposed Viveash Fire Salvage.

\N WﬁDespite this clear direction, the Viveash Fire Salvage DEIS avoids the required analysis

N

*é‘é

and ignores important contributors to cumulative effects. The cumulative effects sections
in the Viveash Fire Salvage DEIS consist of nothing more than weak narrative statements
of the Forest Service’s opinion that are conveniently broken into separate geographic -
areas. The Forest Service avoids the required cumulative effects analysis by separating
each analysis and ignoring the overall impacts of the proposed actions across the project
area as a whole, and relying on BMPs. The DEIS assumes that water quality will be
protected if BMPs and mitigation measures are implemented. However, while{prevention
of minimization of adverse impacts-at the project site is indeed necessary, it is’not
sufficient to avoid cumulative effects ((\DEQ 1971).
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Further, a recent USDA Office of the Insj;ector General Report concluded that reliance
on speculative mitigation measures ... significantly compromised environmental '
quality.'” :

N G The Viveash Fire Salvage DEIS clearly fails to provide “quantified” or “detailed”
%\7(2 information. Two areas in which this failure is most pronounced are: 1) The cumulative
:‘ effects the salvage sale will have on sedimentation and erosion in conjunction with the
; severely damaging erosion and sedimentation which has already occurred; and 2) Failure
. to address the cumulative effects of the salvage sale in conjunction with the extensive
private land logging in the project area. ' '

 Nowhere in the DEIS are the past, present or future projects that may contribute to
\\( cumulative impacts listed or even discussed in any greater detail than a casual reference. -
- Nowhere is any attempt made to quantify the cumulative impacts, especially glaring is
. the omission of any quantified analysis of cumulative watershed impacts using such
¢ standard measures as sedimentation, turbidity, water temperature, etc. Cumulative
L\» « impacts are analyzed in context.only of “large sale harvest area,” no attention is provided
to other factors such as reopening 43 miles of decommissioned roads, private land
logging, increased OHV use, increased risk of fire ignition and catastrophic behavior
(activity fuels increase), grazing, firewood poaching, noxious weed infestations, etc.

6. Salvage Logging

. ' _There are no legitimate ecological justifications for salvage logging. Frosion and
Z'L?iﬁmentaﬁon, and the accompanying loss of soil nutrients, are acknowledged to be major
, - issues in salvage logging operations, especially pa-fire operations (Klock 1975, Marton
_and Haire 1990, Minshall et al. 1994, Beschta et al. 1995). It has been strongly
'\ , recommended that salvage logging be prohibited in sensitive areas, including areas such .
v as Viveash Fire Salvage, or in any site where accelerated erosion is possible (Beschta,
1995). Erosion and sedimentation is already taking place in the analysis area, yet no S
?)g attempts have been made to carefully quantify these variables or make scientific -
AAP‘ {predictions for future increases or decreases. ’ S

Further, research on post-fire logging on the Winema NF, showed that logged sites in '93 A
produced only about 38% of the understory biomass of that on the unlogged site; in '94 _ :

i 1998). Since the recovery of understory groundcover is the primary recovery mechanism

. 16 for post fire recovery of erosion and runoff, and consequent downstream sediment-related <
effects, this indicates that post-fire logging seriously impedes recovery. A conclusion J
contrary to that made throughout the DEIS or simply ignored. - ' ‘

produced only about 27% of the understory biomass of that on the unlogged site. (Sexton §

Sexton's work also indicates that the post-fire logging also reduced undetstory species
richness by 13% in '93 and 30% in 94--logging reduced species richness, diversity and

7 Office Of Inspector General, U.S. Dept’ Of Agric., Evaluation Report No. 08801-10-At: Forest Service
Timber Sale Environmental Analysis Requirements (1999). : . ‘
FCC/NFPA 45-Day Commients,
Viveash Fire Salvage, p. 15 of 15



altered species composition, and stunted the growth rates of naturally regéneraﬁng .
ponderosa pine and the survival of planted ponderosa pines relative to unlogged, burned
sites. The area was logged using ground based equipment over >60cm of snow. =

Sexton concluded that his study

"...demonstrates that salvage logging rétards the re-establishment early growth of [P.
- pondersa] and [P. tridentata], two important wildfire restoration priorities."

There simply is no scientific literature in support of salvage logging, but there is.

substantial literature explaining the negative impacts of such logging. For example, the

Beschta report (1995) advances several recommendations, nearly all of which are in
Q\ direct opposition to various aspects of the proposed Viveash Fire Salvage.

These recommendations include:

- ®" No tractors and skidders in all salvage areas because of the exacerbated soil
compaction and erosion problems they create on sensitive soils

No road building : , : '

Retention of at least 50% of all snags in all size classes L
Retention of all snags greater than 20 inches or older than 150 years
Presumption against reseeding ‘ »

General recommendation to allow Viveash Fire Salvages to recover naturally
rather than resorting to human intervention. 7 -

' C 7. Comp lian'cev with the LRMP: The Viveash Fire Salvage is in violation of several
L 66 standards and guidelines adopted in the Santa Fe National Forest Land and
'@ v Resource Management Plan. ' ' o

The Santa Fe National Forest completed a Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP)
for the lands it administers in 1987. The LRMP has subsequently been amended several
times, most notably in 1996. These amendments consisted of standards and guidelines to
be added to each forest plan for Mexican Spotted Owl habitat, Northern goshawk habitat;
grazing utilization, and old growth designations. The Forest Service is required by both
NFMA and its own implementing regulations to follow the standards and guidelines
contained in the LRMP.

One of the most important of these failures is the Forest Service’s illegal attempt to log
CC C trees over 24 inches dbh in restricted mixed-conifer habitat. The amended Forest Plan’s
prohibition against logging trees larger than 24 inches in “mixed conifer” is based on
guidelines contained in the MSO Recovery Plan. While the Forest Service may argue that
S & G’s should not be applied to burned areas, this argument is not valid until a NEPA
process is actually completed to amend the Forest Plan and provide more specific S &
. @’s. Until that time, the Santa Fe must abide by existing S & G’s, which prohibit the
{logging of trees over 24 inches in mixed conifer habitat. :

2
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Additionally, direction has not been followed to “allocate no less than 20% of each .
forested ecosystem management area (EMA) to old growth;” and, to “use quantitative “. "~
models at the appropriate scales when considering the importance of various factors” -
used in the old growth allocation (ROD, Appendix C, pp. 95). a

e Pecos-Las Vegas Ranger District should have completed the EMA-wide old growth

DP before planning was undertaken on the Viveash Fire Salvage to prevent the loss of -

potential old growth reserves. There is no evidence that the Viveash Fire Salvage will not
impact these old growth ecosystem functions at any level of spatial analysis: forest,

. district, EMA, analysis area, or stand leve‘l’.gntil the required mapping and 20%

allocation in the EMA is completed and quantitative methods used to determine the .

HA- adequacy of such an allocation, the salvage sale cannot proceed.

Finally, there are four goshawk PFAs located in the analysis area, at least one of which
was potentially occupied in 2001 affer the fire. DEIS at 4-24. The Forest Service is -
required to designate six nest areas for each designated PFA. The nest areas are required
to be approximately 30 acres in size and each PFA must contain a minimum of 180 acres
of nest sites. These should be located at “known nest sites, old nest sites, areas where
historical data indicates goshawks have nested there in the past, and where goshawks
have been repeatedly sighted over a 2 year a greater time period but no nest sites have
been located.”® These sites are required to be delineated on-a map.

“Establish, and delineate on a map, a post-fledging family area that includes 6

~ nesting areas per pair of nesting goshawks for known nest sites, old nest sites,
areas where historical data indicates goshawks have nested there in the past, and
where goshawks have been repeatedlg sighted over a 2 year or greater time period
but 1o nest sites have been located.”” - ‘

Furthermore, note that;
“standards contain no discretionary elemerits.”?
ile the DEIS states that an occupied goshawk 'PFA exists in the area, there is no
indication that the requisite number of nest sites have been designated, that the nest sites
are the proper size, or that the minimum acreage of nest sites per PFA has been met. .

8. Response to Comments: The forest service’s response to comments is not

F F? ' gde’quate.

NEPA implementiﬁg fegulations at § 1503.4 require all federal agencies to respond in
writing to public comments submitted on a given project. This requirement forces-

'* ROD for amendment of forest plans, p.91-92

" ROD for Amendment of Forest Plans 1996, p.91, Goshawk Standards
% ROD for Amendment of Forest Plans 1996, p.87 ] .
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agencies to consider public sentiment and knowledge with respect to the proposed action,
‘and to respond to such comments or, if necessary, develop new alternatives or modify the
- proposed actions. The Santa Fe National Forest has failed to respond to many of the ™%~
- Center’s comments during scoping, and failed to respond directly to any comments on the
proposed project.-

~ Substantive comments which Forest Conservation Council and NFPA ralsed in scoping
which were not responded to include: ' '

= Failure to address or respond to the substantial body of literature, discussed in
R . several places in this appeal, which demonstrates that fire salvage logging is
/; detrimental to forest health and specifically detrimental to soils.

= Failure to address pertinent science related to tree morality after fires that
~ contradict the science relied upon by the Forest Service. :

- Failure to respond to concerns over Management Indicator Specié’s (MIS) and
- baseline population trend data for these species. : .

l)( = Failure to acqoimt for non-market benefits in the project area that may be
5 impacted by salvage logging and log truck traffic, and generally account for
economics beyond jobs simply calculated from a volume figure. -

\P\\ g " Failure to address noxious weeds in a substantive manner
\/‘\% Failure to,addfeés compiiancc with the 1999 Forest Plan amend‘nieﬁts o

- 9. Noxious Weeds: The Viveash Fire Salvage DEIS does not adequately treat the
threat of noxious weeds nor the contribution of this sale to an acknowledged
problem on the Santa Fe National Forest. :

In light of the present infestation on the Santa Fe National Forest, the acknowledgement
in the DEIS of the presence or potential presence of at least 14 species of noxious weed,
the acknowledgement in the DEIS that none of the vehicles used in the emergency’
rehabilitation of the Project Area were not washed and the reseeding operation failing to
use a certified weed-free seed source, the well-documented contribution of logging

) activities to the spread of noxious weeds, the Forest Service should have focused on

\ causative factors rather than mitigation. DEIS at 3-34. L

The DEIS instead of an in-depth treatment, simply states that no impacts are expected
due to the “implementation of mitigation measures” and would not be “evaluated further
in this EIS.” DEIS at 3-36. The agency cannot simply rely on BMPs and other reactive
2 measures; rather it must begin to address the actions that cause the infestation such as
(D road development and logging related vehicles. = o

M | .
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10. Scenic Resources: The Viveash Fire Salvage DEIS accounts only for the impacts
on scenic resources from stump height and logging truck, trails, and landings and
ignores road building and realignments. : e

Scenic resources in the DEIS are discussed only in extremely vague terms and only in

relation to landscape values, i.e. scenery and naturalness. In fact, the only factors

accounted for are stump height and impacts from logging truck, trails, and landings.

DEIS at 4-28. Nowhere in the DEIS are the impacts from road construction (re-

alignment) and reconstruction (up to 43 miles) addressed. Such a failure to meet the

requirements of NEPA is unacceptable and must be corrected for the FEIS.

In particular, the realignment or construction of 2.3. miles of FR 86 from the junction of
FR86/92 would have significant impacts on a relatively pristine and mature forest
landscape. The results of this road construction in a currently pristine landscape would
have very tangible impacts on the scenic integrity of the landscape especially as viewed
from FR 92 and several private in holdings in the area. FR 92 is a well-traveled scenic
corridor for recreational drivers, hikers, and liunters and fishers as well as full-time
residents. The impacts to this scenic view shed should have been analyzed in detail.

y Tj_ ¢ Instead the DEIS ignores all impacts on scenic resources resulting from road

'j/ { construction, reconstruction and the deforestation of those travel routes.

11. Mortality: The Viveash Fire Salvage DEIS is unclear as to which trees will be
J JJ % removed. '
The proposed action is not carefully explained anywhere in the DEIS and it is thus very
difficult for the public to understand exactly what the Forest Service is proposing other B
than general salvage logging of 40-80 percent of standing fire killed trees across 5,600
-acres. From this explanation and the snag retention standards provided it is difficult to
determine if only dead trees will be cut or if dying trees will be cut as well, no definition
: of a standing fire killed tree is provided, let alone any standard or guideline. The agency
' (_1[, IL—-gmust put in writing a standard to use based on proper science to ensure that only dead
' : trees are taken. The E.A. simply assumes that most of trees within the harvest areas will
- not survive without any scientific information to support this assumption. The predictions
of tree mortality are not based on any sound or current information. ' '

While the E.A. assumes that most of trees within the burn will not survive, many
scientific studies demonstrate, for example, even 50% scorch figure will not kill
ponderosa pine, a highly fire resistant tree (Wyant, et al 1986, Harrington and o
Hawksworth 1988). In addition, the EA does not address the issue of differing mortality

]/L L %level between smal and large trees, despite the fact that larger diameter trees, especially
fire resistant trees such as ponderosa pine, withstand proportionately greater stem and
crown damage than smaller trees (McCulley 1950, Lynch 1959, Hare 1965, Martin 1965,
Bevins 1980, Wyant et al. 1986, Harrington and Hawksworth 1988).

—
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The Sequoia National Forest in California’s Sierra Nevada has recently set an example

that more accurately reflects the current science on the matter of predicting mortality of
trees for salvage reasons. In general, no trees with less than 90% canopy scorch will b+~
considered killed for salvage purposes, however factors such as species of tree, vigor of -
tree prior to fire, and the amount of cambium killed are also considered for a final c
determination where there is any question to the tree’s dead or alive status.?! If the Santa >
Fe National Forest intends to only remove “dead” trees, then it should make this clear in

the FEIS and Record of Decision with a clear standard or guideline. o '

AT
. A S NN OTY
Please address all of these issues in your final environmental impact statement and ‘
Record of Decision. Thank you for your time and consideration. '

Sincerely,

Bryan Bird

Forest Conservation Council
Western Regional Office v
Member, NFPA Board of Directors
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“Chris ' To: BPiehl@fwenc.com, apulley@fwenc.com
Napp/R3/USDAFS™ -cCl : :
<cnapp@fs.fed.us> Subject: VIVEASH-DEIS

12/11/01 11:07 AM

An e-wmail comment.
----- Forwarded by Chris Napp/R3/USDAFS on 12/11/2001 11:06 AM --—--

* Allan & _

Gloria To: <cnapp@fs.fed.us>
Graham" cc:

<graham@plate Subject: VIVEASH-DEIS
autel .net>

11/28/2001
09:26 AM

. Dear Mr. Crittenden

I asked at the meeting "What was best for Cow Creek" - I did not get an
' -answer. It appears to me that what is best for Cow Creeks recovery should
come first..That seems to be leaving it in peace to recover as ‘rapidly as
Ri ‘possible. This , I would think would be of the greatest benefit to all. I
do hope that the policy is of the best for the land and therefore the best
to all (wildlife etc.) concerned. : : .

Thank you - :
Allan & Gloria Graham

(we live on. Cow Creeck)



"Chris , " To: BPiehl@fwenc.com, apulley@fwenc.com
Napp/R3/USDAFS™ :

cc:
<cnapp@fs.fed.us> Subject: Viveash DEIS Comments N
12/11/01 11:11 AM . - '
An e-mail from one of Herb's friends ‘
————— Forwarded by Chris Napp/R3/USDAFS on 12/11/2001 11:09 AM -----
' blaukeyecyber . A
mesa.com To: cnapp@fs.fed.us
‘ _ cc: godaken@aol . com
11/10/2001 ' Subject: Viveash DEIS Comments
07:32 AM . :

I have the following comments and suggestions relative to the Viveash DEIS:.

I favor piaxi_ number four (4) for the following .reasons: - S .
1. Harvesting dead trees, even at slopes less than 35 degrees,

w >

f the forest. There wi

: Ee. wilk re;damage: t
Ot less. -Thére will be i 3

ere wi increased erdsior ,
ek tributaries, the main stream and the Pecos,

_ . 1 regeneration. o . :
. 7 2. Leaving the trees to fall and rot of their own accord -- even

"force ) o :
?{ - felling" some or all of them and leaving them in place -~ will improve the
© | Torest'at a faster pace than sheer removal. As. one participant at,the Nov.
(& 7eh meeting pointed out, and I paraphrase, "trees are soil standing up." -

. 3. AlTowing "ldcals" to harvest the wood under "4" is better .

all-around == - _ . ' '

u ' economics than allowing an outside timber firm to harvest, because the .
3

outside™fiii may *bring jobs to the region," but NOT to the
Pecog-Glorieta-Rowe ‘environs. To do otherwise is a specious and
elf-serving dodge.. Is the F8& going to distribute the profits to the
locals, those who live here and have done so for so long? _

; ’ " 4. Further in terms of the "economic impact, ™ no mention was-
cmade:_“g__ff the : '

overall effect on NM highway 50, the main corrid

: 1Q or trucks between . ..
Viveash and Espanola. ‘The highway will be damaged by so'many tirucks of
éh:. tare weight, and they will present a traffic hazard along the two-lane
ye . Who is to pay for the wear and tear to the tarmac and roadbed? The
Forest Service? The timber company? I think not. T. think the taxpayers
_Fwill have to pay for it, if and when the repairs are made; meantime; -

. dollars, in the form of board feet, leave the immediate area.

At the meeting of the 7th, I suggested that sediment-laden
stream flow be . '
checked by coffer dams. I was "put in my place” by quick, "get back on

your paper" responses designed to muzzle me. Even nutria and beavers took

a hit! I did not believe the simplistic replies. It isg simple laws of
physics that when sediment-bearing water moving do -slope is slowed, any
sediment present tends to fall and settle. If this were not the case, then :
why does the FS go to the trouble of placing logs and rocks in Stream beds
and along stream-trail crossings as a normal means in other areas where .
interference has caused this very problem? If nothfng else, the "simp'lesgg;

N



;;%

7/

Ethe trlbutar;es at, strategic locations. .

solutlon is to place. rocks
. PFs "exp rts" failed to study in- true

By its own admis
fashlon’
1ong-term effects on Cow Creek and thus even the Pecos 1tse1f
so conderned with selllng off board feet for dollars, that it 1,
a game 6f bait and switch, whereln 1t pretends to liste  its
constltuents, *StOT boughten" cookles and all, while wing full well;
- tongue in cheek, that ‘it has every’ 1ntentlon‘of procedlng w1th Plan Two

(2).

The t1t1e of Plan Two is cleverly posed as "salvage" logglng.
"Salvage’" _

Why salvage? ' Were the now-burned trees destined for a furnitture factory‘>
Bundled lumber at Home Depot? If there had been no fire, there would have_
been no logging. Now we need to "salvage." What of he economic value of
the land? = Salvaging should involve the land itself,act the -economic. value
of' trees somethlng Forest Service Rangers probably did not even ‘dream of
until ‘now. “Why is the FS so all-fired concerned about timber sales?.

- What's wrong with this picture?
Leave the dead trees to replenish the 8011 plant seedllngs, let .

the
grasses come up, slow the tr;butarles,_and_let the looa;vpeople harvest -
along the roads.: o T T ' h

: Thank you.

-R.M. Lienau
HC70 Box 19% .
Pecos, NM 87552
V&F:757.2907
C:577.0440




United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Pecos National Historical Park
. PO.Box 418
IN REPLY REFER TO: . Pecos, New Mexico 87552-041¢
H4217(PECO) 7 December 2001
Mr. Daniel Crittenden . -
\Y4
District Ranger ~ ECELIVE
U.S. Forest Service ' DEC 10 2001
Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger District , o
PO Box 429 Pecas/Las Yegas Zoager District
Pecos, New Mexi(_:o 87552
Re:  comments on Draft EIS for Viveash Fire Salvage

Dear Mr. Crittenden:

‘Thank you for soliciting our comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Viveash Fire Salvage proposal. Staff at Pecos National Historical Park (NHP) have reviewed the
document. Chris Napp also provided clarity to the proposal at an informal level. We have

{co'mments with regard to two areas of concern--protection of heritage resources and the quality of

visifor recreation on federal land.

The only truck access in and out of the salvage project area is through Pigeon's Ranch Sub-Unit via

% NM 50 or the main Pecos Unit of the park via NM 63. Alongside each route are historic adobe
buildings that are tour destinations for some of our 40,000 or so visitors we receive each year. The-
buildings are primary heritage resources under the park's enabling legislation. The ranger-guided
tour we offer to those locations is the tour most frequently requested by our visitors.

There are several impacts to these primary resources and programs that we request be evaluated

and included in the next draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Viveash Fire Salvage
project. These are listed below:

number (for all other alternatives) 6f logging truck trips on Pigeon's Ranch Building and " °

? 1. The vibratory effects of the 5,000+ (maximum number in preferred alternative) and lesser
% Kozlowski's Tréding Post.”

L
2. The effects of engine exhaust on the surface of the interior wall plaster at Pigeon's Ranch -
Building. : | .
3

@% . The effects of noise on the quality of the visitor experience while touring the ba_ttléfield site
(i-e, Pigeon's Ranch) and union camp/headquarters (i.e., Kozlowski's Trading Post).

§%4 Safety concerns for staff and visitors while at Pigeon's Ranch and Kozlowski's Trading Post.



We believe that potential adverse affects on these resources from the four impacts listed above may

be effectively avoided or mitigated once the extent of the effects are known. To better understand :
the extent of effects, perhaps a table comparing the maximum expected number of vehicles to pass E ? :
by each structure full and émpty, their weight, and vehicle type can be inclided in the next DEIS, 1

look forward to meeting you and-working together to develop solutions for potential problems that

could stem from the Viveash Fire Salvage project. Please contact me as needed.

Sincerely,

s S

~#&%  Dennis Ditmanson
Superintendent
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December 10, 200}

Mr. Daniel Crittenden
“District Ranger _
Pecns/Las Vegas Ranger District
. Santa Fe National Forest :
- P.O.Box 429 : T e e
Pecos, NM 87552 R

Re: Vieveash F ire Salvage Draft Environmental Impact Statement
" - NMGF Doe. No. 7696 R P

Dear Mr. Criﬁenden: :

The Department of Game and Fish (Department) has reviewed the Viveash Fire Salvage Draft : ;
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The 1999 Viveash Fire severely burned approximately} 4,000 . !
acres, moderately burned approximately 3,000 acres, and lightly burned approximately 12,000 acies in 1
the Cow Creek Watershed. Alternative 2, the Proposed Action, proposes to salvage log up to 80%4 of

standing fire-killed trees on approximately. 5,600 acres in.the high- and moderate-burn severity argas.

Over a three- to five-year period, this altérnative proposés to reopen approximately 43 miles of cTrently :

closed roads to salvage log 25 million board feet of sawtimber, vigas, latillas, and fuelwood.

The Department is concerned primarily with thermvery of the Cow Creek Watershed for future pative
IpthrGat trout recovery, while recognizing the need of local communities to harvest wood produc]s such ¢’

beT, Vigas, latillas, and fuelwood. ~* -

The.'DE_I_S; recognizes the impacts of inzreased crosion ard sedimientation w the recovery of aquati life in
the watershed. Page 3-12 states “There could be impacts to aquatic spécies for a number of years ps -
increased sediment continues to be delivered to the streams. Sediment can fill in gravel substrategthat
provide trout spawning gravel and macroinvertebrate habitat. These impacts are expected to contihue
until upland areas stabilize and sediment delivery 10 streams is reduced. Increases in sedimentation,
turbidity, and mass movement are generally regarded as the most serious threat to water resources)
following wildfire." T E : o : '

10

The DEIS also recognizes that roads are primiry contributors, of $ediments to streams in managed { :
watersheds, and cites eleven peer-reviewed studies that support these findings. However,the DEIF does > _ -
not analyze the short-term adverse impacts of reopening 43 of currently closed roads, while |t E ﬁ
emphasize the beneficial long-term effects of uitimatély “decommissioning” these roads.

The DEIS .also contains, contradictions, that make it difficult for the reader to clearly interpret the pptential )

. impacts of the Proposed Alternative on the watershed. For example, page 4-16 states "A lternative 2 has
the greatest potential for effects on fish and riparian ecosystems due to the higher level of timber h C
and the greater percentage of predicted increase in sediment delivery than other action alternatives{"

4-33, however, states "Salvage timber harvest will not have any short- or long-term effects.”

DEC 14 2081 12:21 ' R AL 5857572737



Lt LIl LOTL dMta ey WUt LIS e 1 G Ve 1 et \ Ve

Mr. Dan Crittendon - : 2 December 10, 200

- /" "Also, page 3-42 states "None of the pfoposed- actions woiuld further increase peak flows or water
N because none of the proposed actions include harvesting of live trees or removal of the absorbent
layer. Increased flooding or base flows are not expected as a result of the removal of dead trees.”

Qﬁ;%{* 3 However, page 4-33 states "Salvage timber harvest is not anuc:pated 10 have potential. :mpacts on posi-
Vs

fire forest communities because very few live trees would be harvested.”

[\ T v

N

?I'_e;gs'.
U'_

T

Alternative 3 would remove standmg ﬁre-k:lled trees on appro)umately 2,900 acres from areas of mgh‘-

and moderate-burn severity in the Cow Créek Watershied: ‘Over.a 3- to 5-year period, the estimatgd

output of wood products would be approximately 12 to- 'S million board feet of sawtimber and spf -c1alt>

products, and 5,000 cords of rewood. Roadside salvage areas for this alternative would include §
acres. Approximately 20 miles of currently closed foads would be opened 1o facilitate salvage (¢
to 43 miles with Alternative 2)

.000
q mpared

Page 4-4 states "Alternative 3 proposes to decrease the level of management intensity in the Vivegsh Fire -

area by spatxally concentratmg the harvestmg in areas. wuh lower soil erodxbﬂuy and sedlment deh

......

) 2001b) conducted for the Project Area ln the watershed analysvs subwatersheds were ranked byl

relative susceptibility to disturbances. The’ most susceptlble watersheds were eliminated from

consideration of salvage activities. Salvage would occur in less sensitive subwatersheds that are
in the northern portion of the Project Area.” Page 4-11 states ™...this alternatnve would not includg¢
sale harvesting on sensitive landtypes.”

Therefore the Department recommends the xmplemenmlon of Altematwe 3, wh xch will provnde

/_tecovery time of aquatnc systems in the Cow Creek watershed relatwe to Alternative 2.

[ eﬁ'er&l ly
 large

)

., substantial amount of sawtxmber, vagas, latillas and fuelwood “for local community needs, while r&ducmg

" We apprecxate the opportumty to comment on this prOJect Should you have any queshons regarding _opf '

comments, please contact Mark Watson, Habltat Spec:a

of _my, staff at 476-8115.

Smcerely )

,J,;L'uzm

. Tod W. Stevenson, Chief
Conservation Services Division

TWSMLW

CC: oy Nxcholopoulos (Ecological Scrwces F:cld Supervusor USFWS)
: Scott Brown (Assistant Director, NMGF) "

Bill Hays (Conservation Services Asst. Div. Chlef NMGF)

Peter Wilkinson (F |shenes Assnstant DIVISIOH Chlef NMGF)

Clint Henson (Northeast Area Habitat Specialist, NMGF)

Mark Watson (Conservation Services Habitat Specialist, NMGF)

DEC 14 2001 12:21 ' S 5057572737
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DBAFT EIS MEETING COMMENT FORM

We value your input on the Viveash Fire Salvage Project. Please provide
your comments regarding the Draft EIS on this form and either place it in
the comment box or fold it over and mail it by December 10", 2001.
THANK YOU!

COMMENT: | . , -
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all otler 54 0 n 4 r2ens 0%

Showld 4, allowes ﬁ:%w tes WRO wish 1o Partie; PE . CHie e

v 4 ” /"htf‘/. 7,"0 “use p{/‘gonql/ o 0[’ /'\e ;‘)L

711— /‘Cf/n/{.f%o/“.w /M7L/“/5 5%0(4 /J he -SO/J . 70 7C ,Q-&//’/t)f .
&’il“i feJufaq : ‘ _ . o Y P s s W
PPCC,. M&J(’ iS5 GL(/‘/\Q/,y/y ben é.h 2 . ‘ .
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‘iJ WU/{} o - q CL
deteriopote - +44_*_10~P“¥“ Roe.

May we contact you about your input? - NO

Name: m// (3 one koo
Phone or E-mail: 45"053 53] -As 22

For more information, visi't our Website at www.fs.fed.us/r3/sfe or contact
- Chris Napp at (505) 757-6121, cnapp@fs.fed.us.
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