eeeeeeeeeeee
Interior

Final Analysis of Public
Comment for the Eastside
and Upper Columbia River
Basin Draft Environmental
Impact Statements

Prepared by the

Content Analysis Enterprise Team
October 1998



Final Analysis of Public Comment for the
Eastside and Upper Columbia River Basin
Draft Environmental Impact Statements

October 1997 — May 1998

Lead Agencies:
USDA Forest Service: Intermountain, Northern, and Pacific Northwest Regions
USDI Bureau of Land Management: ldaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming

October 1998

For further information contact the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project at:

304 North 8th Sreet, Rm. 250 or 112 East Poplar Street
Boise, ID 83702 Walla Walla, WA 99362
telephone (208)334-1770 (509)522-4030
fax (208)334-1769 (509)522-4025
ucrb@cyberhighway.net icbemp@bmi.net

http://www.icbemp.gov

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis ofaace, col
national origin, gender, religion, age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, and marital or family statiel pifdbibited
bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program ninformatio
(Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) Should contact USDA’s TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD).

To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 14th and
Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20250-9410 or call (202) 720-5964 (voice or TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity
provider and employer.



Table of Contents

Executive Summary

T a1 oo [0 1o 1o o [ PR UPP RSP ES-1
BACKGIOUNG ...ttt ettt e oottt e e ookttt e o4 n ettt ¢ s— 144441t e e e et ES-1
HOW TO USE CONENT ANGIYSIS ...uvviiiiiiiiieeee e et iciiite et e e e e e e e s sttt e e e e e e e e e e s e s s at e teeeeee e e e« emmm— 111 e e 22 e e e ES-1

Public Opinion and PervasiVe TREIMES ........oiiiiiii it e e e e s sane e e e e s sbreeeeeanes ES-2
T 0T [T 1o ) o RSSO ES-2
PUIPOSE @NO NEE ... ...t e e e e e e s e e et eeeeeeeeeeseeaeeesannnnensrssreeaeeeeaesaaananes ES-3
ECOSYSEM MANGAGEIMENT ..ottt ettt e e e e e e s e e e e e e e e e s s e e e e e e e eeeee s ES-4
Active and Passive ReSOUICe ManNAgEMENT ........cceeiiiieiiiiiiiiiieeee e s es sttt ereeeeee e s e s sntnteeeee e s smmmmmmmmmmeeeenns e e es ES-5
Yoz 1 LT 1 g[S o (0] =] AP PPPEPRPRN ES-5
[T o] 1 OO PRUPPRR ES-6
Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed SCAlE..........coceeviiiiiiiiiiiiicee e rre e e e e e e e e e ES-7
STt VT PRSP SRRTPP ES-8
Public Trust and Federal AUTNOTILY ..........ooiiiii et e e s emmmmmmeeneees e eeeeeeeeas ES-8
L LT ) S o = o o= RSP ES-9
RANGE OF AILEINALIVES ...t e e e e e et e e e e e e e s e s s st as e e e e s+ —— 11121 an b n bt e ES-10
PUDIIC INVOIVEMENT PIOCESS ....eiiiiieeiiiiiiitee ettt e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e e s be e e e e e e saaeseteeeeeeaaaeeaeas ES-11
National vS. LOCal StAKENOIUEIS .......ueiiiiiie e r e e e e e e e e s e e e e e eeeeeenan ES-11
Relationship to Other Planning Processes and PlansS..............euviiieeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiciie e e meeeeeeseeeeanas ES-12
Effects on Other Public and Private LandsS .............ueeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieece e mmmmeeeeeeennn e e ES-12
Tl o1 =TapTT o] r=ViTo] o NSRS PRR ES-13
Roadless Areas and Wilderness DeSIGNAtiONS ..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e et e e e e e e e s s e e e nesmmmmmmnne s ES-13
SPECITIC RESOUICE CONCEIMIS ....eeiiieiiitiit ettt ettt e ettt e e e et e e e ekt e e e e s b bt e e e e 2 e eme e e e eeem b re e e e e annneas ES-14
Specific Social and ECONOMIC CONCEINS ......iiiieeeieiiieiiiiiiieereete e e e s e sssseateeeereeeeaeeessssnnsssreeesammmmnnneeeneenseeees ES-15

(DT aaoTe ] e= o] aTTol 1) (o141 g = 11T ] o ISP UPPRSRR ES-16
T L0 [T 1o o [ PR U PRSP ES-16
The Origin Of the RESPONSES .......uviiiiiiiieii it e e ettt e e e e b 1ttt e e e 1nee ES-16
WHO RESPONUEA ...t e et e e e e e e e e s e ettt e e e e eeeeee e smmmmmmeememmmt e e e e e e s e s annrnreees ES-17
METNOA OF RESPONSE ...t e oottt et e e e e e e s e s ettt ettt e e e e e e e smmmmmmmmemn— <4441 e e s nbbsbee e ES-17
Table 1: Number and Percent of Responses from Each State with Land Inside the Basin .........ccccccccvvvvcvivinnn.n.
Table 2: Method Of RESPONSE .......uiiiiiiiiiiie et e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e s sa bt abe e e e e s s emm——— e e ee ES-17
Figure 1: Number of Comment Letters Received, Dy State ... e ES-18
Figure 2: Comparison of the Number of Responses from Within and Outside the Project Area ............cccceeeeennee. ES-18
Figure 3: Organization Type EXcluding INAiVIAUAIS ...........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiecce e ceeee e e e e e ES-19
Figure 4: Organization Type Including INAIVIAUALS ..........cooouiiiiiiiiiiie e me e s ES-19

CHAPTER 1 - Proposed Action/Purpose and Need

1] (o 11Tt o] o RS OTPRR

Section 1.1 ~ Purpose Of Prop0OSEaA ACHION .......uuuiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e s e s s e e e e e e e e e s smmmeneeeeeeeeanssseneeeeeaaeeaeas
0 0 R =¥ [ o o 1Y = T I NN == o PSSRSO

SY=Tod 1o g 2w (o] oo 1Y =T 12 1o o SRS
1.2.1 ECOSYSIEM MANAGEIMENT ....uiiiiii i i e e e e e ettt a e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e s m— e e 555151 s s nnn
1.2.2 Health and INEGIILY ....cccueiiiiiiiee e e e s e e e e e e e e e e s s e s e ennnan
R T = L= T (o] = Vi o] o PO PPPTPPPPPRPTN
1.2.4 Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed SCale ...........cccvuiiiiiiiiie e ——
L1.2.5  RESEIVES .ottt ettt e oo oottt e e e o444 oo bbbt e ettt oo e 4o e ——— 1t £ttt e et e e e e e s

ICBEMP Public Comment/Page i



ICBEMP Final Analysis of Public Comment

SECHON 1.3 ~ SCAIE/DECISIONS ...ttt ettt ettt et e e okt e e 4ottt e o442ttt e+ s—— £t 4 4411t e e e e e e aaes
0 S o | = U
1.3.2 DIBCISIONS ..ttt ettt ettt ettt
1.3.3  SUDDASIN REVIEW ...t e e en
B S I (1S3 A= T Lo I U 1 (o ) Y/ PRSP
1.3.5  GIODAI CHIMALE .. ..eeiiiieiiiee ettt e e et et e e e ekt e e e e e e e e aeam e e e e s bbe e e e e e s anbbneeeeaans
L1.3.6  USE OF SCIBNCE ...ttt ettt e e e e e e ettt ettt e e e e e emmmmmmeeeeeees s nnessenneeeeeaaaeens
SECHON 1.4 ~ EIS AIBINALIVES ...ttt e e a bt e+ —— £t 4 2411ttt e e e e ane
1.4.1 Range of Alternatives
1.4.2  SPECITIC AILEINALIVES .....eeiieiiiiiiie ittt e et e e e s am e e e e e e e e annbb e e e e e e nnnes
1.4.3 Desired Range of FUtUre CONAITIONS ........uuiiiiiiiieieeeiii e e e e e e e e s eeeeeeeeeeeaaan e e e e e an
1.4.4 Historical Range Of Vari@bility ...........c.ueeeioiiiiiiii it e e e aaes
Section 1.5 ~ Collaboration and Public INVOIVEMENT ..........ooiiiiiiiii e e e e
1.5.1 Public Involvement/Adequacy Of PrOCESS .......cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt e cmmmmmmmn e
1.5.2 Intergovernmental Collaboration .............occuuiiiiiiiiiiii e

Section 1.6 ~ Relationship to Other Planning Processes .. PP PR,
1.6.1 Relationship to Existing Forest Service and BLM Plans

1.6.2 Relationship to Interim Strategies: PACFISH, INFISH, and the Eastside Screens .........ccccccceevenes [ SN 1-5
1.6.3 Relationship to Other Planning PrOCESSES .......ciiuuiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiee et
1.6.4 Effects on Other Public Lands and Private Lands ..............ueiiiiiioiiiiiiiieeee e e«
Section 1.7 ~ IMPIEMENTATION .....coiiiiiiieiiiie ettt e e e et e e s e e e e e seemebeeeaeeans
R R = o ] 111 OO PPPREERURPR
R U o 1o R R PRSP
1.7.3 Collaboration, Accountability, and MONItOIING .........uuueiiiiiiiieeaiiaiiiiee e mmmeeeeeeeeee e
Section 1.8 ~ RelatioNSNiP T0 LAWS .......ueiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e e e e e

1.8.1 Specific Laws, Regulations and Executive Orders

CHAPTER 2 - Affected Environment, Management Diection, and Enviomnmental Consequences

1] 1o 11Tt 1o o PSPPSR RRR 2-1
Section 2.1 ~ Soil Quality and ProdUCHIVILY ........uuuiiiiiiiieeeii i e e e e e e s eereee e e e e e s e nnnaenneees 2-1
2.1.1 Soil Health, Quality, PrOQUCTIVILY ......ccieeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e r e e e e e e e s e s smmmmmmmmmmmms s eeeee s 2-1
2.1.2 Management Activity Effects on Soil ProdUCHIVILY ...........ceeeieeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiree e scmcmcmmmmmnn e 2-3
2.1.3 The Effects of Management Objectives and Fire on Soil Quality .........cccccveveeeiiiiiiiiiiiiieieec e 2:4
SECHON 2.2 ~ AN QUAILY ...ttt e e e e st e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e e et s aaa e ee e e e e e e+« —— 111111ttt e e e e eaaeeannnnnns 2-6
A Y N @ TN =11 Y/ - | - N PEERRPR 2-6
2.2.2 Legal Issues Related to Air QUAILY ......cceeiiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e mmmeeeeeeeeeeseeeeaeeeeanns 2-8
2.2.3 Management Activity Effects on Air QUAIILY .......cceuviiiiiiiiiiieccc e s 2-9
2.2.4  Air Quality and ClasSS | ATEAS .....cccieiiiiiiiiiiii et e et e et e e e e e e s e e e e et e e e e s smmmmmmmnmnens e e e e e e e eeeeeen 2-10
Section 2.3 ~ Wild and Prescribed Fire EffECS ......uuviiiiiiiie e e 2-10
2.3.1 ReStOriNg Fir€ @S @ PrOCESS ......ccciiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e ettt e e e e e s e e s st e e e e e e e e e e s eeeeneeeemamman s s nsnseneeeees 2-11
2.3.2  Fire Effects on Fish @and WIIAIITE .........coiuiiiiiiiiie ettt mmmmneeeeam s e e e 2-12
2.3.3  SIIVICUIUIE @GN FIM .ottt e e e sttt e e e sttt et e e e sn bt ammn e e eeeeamm s beeeeeessnbbeeeaeeaan 2-14
2.3.4  Fire Management EffECTS ... ..uuuiiiiiiiiic e ———————— e 2-15
A S T 1 {1V = g =T =T 0 =Y o S EEUUPRR 2-16
2.3.6 Rehabilitating BUIMEA ATEAS ........ccceiiiiiiiiiiiiiie et e e e e e s s e ettt e e e e e e e s e s st e e e e e e eeeeseaaaaaaansesannnnnnrnnes 2-17
SeCtion 2.4 ~ INSECES ANU DISEASE .....eeiiiiiiiiiie ittt e st e e e s bbbt e e s meeemmmmnneemam s s s e b be e e e e s nnseeeas 2-19
2.4.1 Management of Forest Insects, Pests, and DISEASE .........ccceuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e e e e e e e e snenes 2-20
SEeCtioN 2.5 ~ FOrESt HEAIN ...t me e e ee s e e e s e bbbt e e e e s nnaeeee s 2-22
2.5.1 Forest Health/FOreSt CIUSIEIS ......ccoiiiiiiieiiiiiii ettt ettt et eeeesemmeeeee e e e s anneeeeeeas 2-22
2.5.2 Proposed Management Actions for Restoring Forest Health ... 2-25
2.5.3 Mature and Old-GroWth FOIESE ........eiiiiiiiiiie ittt e s sb e e e s sbbeeeaeeans 2-30
Section 2.6 - Rangeland HEaAIth ... e e ——— e 2-34
2.6.1 Impacts of Livestock on Rangeland Health ... e e 2-34
P G TN o) S T =g ot PRSP PRRT 2-37
2.6.3 Grazing and Rangeland Structure and COMPOSItION .........ccccuviiiiriiieee e e e eemeeeeeeeeeens 2-38
2.6.4 Grazing, Dry Rangelands, and DroUght .............ceeeoiiiiiiiiiiiiiceceee s e e e snnneeeeee e 2-39
2.6.5  Grazing STANUAIAS .....c.ccooiiiiiiiiiei et e e e e e e e s e s e eeeeee e e e e s s e m—— e 2-40

ICBEMP Public Comment/Page ii



2.6.6 Range Management Objectives and EMPRaSIS ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiice e
2.6.8 Grazing and Conflicts with Other Land USES .........cccuuiiiiiiiieeie et o 111

2.6.7  GrazZiNGg FEES ....uuuiiiiiiiiii ettt e e e e e e e e e e s e et r e e e e e e e e e e ammmnnnnn
2.6.9 Grazing and WIlAIIfE ..........eiieeeiiiiiiiieee e
Section 2.7 ~ AqUuatiC HEAItN ..o

2.7.1 Restoring Aquatic Health
2.7.3 Data and Definitions
2.7.2 Clean Water Act

2.7.4 Management Actions to Maintain and Restore Aquatic ECOSYStEMS ........ccvveveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 2-52......
2.7.5 Relationship to Other Plans for Restoring Riparian Health ...............cccccoiiiiiiiiii e, 2-55
2.7.6 Standards Regarding Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs) and Riparian Management Objectives gRBIOS) .
2.7.7 Size of Riparian CoNSErVAtiON AFAS .......ccuuvuriiiiieeeeeiiiiiiiitieeeeeeeeeeaesiassttarreareesssmmmmmsmeeeeeenseeeeees 2-60
2.7.8 RCAs/RMOs and Forest Vegetation Management ...........c.uueeviiveeeiiiiiiiiiiiniireeeee e e s e s eseivrveveeeeeeeaaas 2:64
2.7.9 Fire and Fuels Management in RIPANan ArEAS ........ccccuvuriiiiiieeee it e e e e e e e e e s me e 2-67
2.7.11 Grazing iN RIPAIAN ATBAS .......uuuiiiiiiiieeeeeiie i ittt e e e e e e e et ss sttt eetaeaeeessaaaasbetsannnnasaeeneaeseeeeeeaeeenaes 2-69
2.7.10 ROAAS IN RIPAIAN AFBAS ......cci ittt it e e e e e et ettt e et e e e e e e e e e ettt e e e eeeeeeee s s ss s me— e e e e es 2-69
2.7.12 MINING EffECTS .ottt e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e+ e 111121t n et e e e e e aeea s 2-73
2.7.13 RECIEAtION EffECLS ...viiiiiiiiiiiie ittt et e et e e e e s e e et e e e e nnaes 2-75
2.7.14 Toxic Chemicals, Fuels, and Herbicides in Riparian Ar€as .........cccccveeveeeeeeeieiiiciiiinveeeeees s cmmmmmmmnes 2-76
2.7.15 Lands, Permits, FACIlII®S .......cuiiiiiiiiiee et SRR~y i1 4
2.7.16 WALEl RIGNLS ..oeiiiiiii ittt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e n s et e s m—— e e e 2-78
Y=Yt 1o 2= Rl o = o (SRS OP PR 2-79
2.8.1 Special Status and Native Plant SPECIES .........cccciuiiiiiiiiie e e eeeee e e ennr e e 2-79
2.8.2 Exotic Plants and NOXIOUS WEEUS .........ccuuiiiieiiiiiie ettt ettt ee e e e semeeeeae e e neeeas 2-82
2.8.3 Implementing Integrated Weed Management Strategy .........ccooveeviiriiieiieeeeeeeiesciiiviieeee e e e s eemmmmnmneees 2:84
SECHON 2.9 ~ WIILIFE ...ttt e e e e bt e e e e e s eh b e s emmmmnmmenm s bt e e e e anbeeeeeeanbaneeeeann 2-86
2.9.1 Management Effects 0N WIIAIFE .........eeeiiiiiiiii e e e e 2-86
2.9.2 Habitat Management APPrOACNES .........cciieiiiiiiiciiiiee e e e e e e e e e e s e e st mmmmmmmmmmmmmn s 2-89
2.9.3  SPECITIC HADITALS ...iciiiiiii i e e e e e e e e e e et s—— 11t e et e e e e e e ee s 2-94

2.9.4 Management for Viable POPUIAtiONS ..........ccccuiiiiiiiiiie e s 000 27101
2.9.5 Wildlife and Human Interactions

2.9.6 SPECIES Of SPECIAI STATUS ......uuuiiiiiiiiiei e e e e e e e e e e s e s e e e e eeeaaeassnresereeaeeaeaeas
2.9.7 ENAANQEred SPECIES ACT ..oiiiiiieiii ittt e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e s s ettt e et eeeee e e s smmmmmeeeeeseaaassresreeerees
2.9.8 Effects on Specific WIldlIfe SPECIES ......ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiee e eeee e emmmnne e e e e 2-109
B RS- T =11 o [ SRR OUPRPR 2-109
2.9.8b Domestic/Bighorn Sheep Habitat CONfliCtS ............cocciiiiiiiiiiie e e e 2-113
e TR = 1o [ CT= 1y = P SU RSP 2-114
2.9.8d Grizzly Bears ant WOIVES ..ottt e e e e e e e e s e aaa e e e e e aaaeeeesnnnrereees 2-115
2.9.8e Other Mammals and Predators ..........ccuiieeiiiiiiee ittt e e et e s seneemmneeesen s nreeas 2-118
2.9.8f AmPphibians and REPLIES ......veeiiiiiiiii i e e mm e e e e e eeee——— e e e e e e e e aaan 2-120
e ST I 1 1Y/=T 0 (=] o] = (= SRRSO 2-121
SECHON 2.00 ~ FISN 1.etiiii ettt ettt e e s ettt e e ettt e e e et et e mneeaemmmnne e e e e e s bre e e e e arbeeeeeennrees 2-122
2.10.1 Fish Health and ManagemeENnt ...........coiiiiiiiiiiiie ittt e e e e e e e s et e e e e e see e mnnnnneeeeeeee e s 2-122
2.10.2 Effects on Fish Habitat and Management PractiCes ...........uuuiieeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee e e ee et eemmemmmone 2-:124
2.10.3 Special Status and Anadromous FiSh SPECIES ........cccuiiiiiiiiiie e 2-130
2.10.4 Habitat for Viable Fish POPUIALIONS ........cccuuiiiiiiiiie et e e 2-132
2.00.5 WaALBISNEUS ...ttt ettt e e e ettt e e ettt e e 41—ttt e e nnr s 2-136
2.10.6 PACFISH @nd INFISH ....ooiiiiiieiiiie ittt et e e st e e sste e e sntee e ess s emmemmmmmnnmmms e e e see s 2-139

CHAPTER 3 - Social and Economic Conseguences

[ oY foTo 18 o3 1 o] o NP

SECHON 3.1 ~ ECONMOMUCS ....iiiiiiiiieeeeeeetee e e e ettt e e e e e e ettt eeee e e eata s e e e e e s taa e seeesestaa s eeees eannnnnsaeennesssssansaeessssstnnsaeesents
3.1.1 Community Resilience
3.1.2 Economic Analysis

Section 3.2 ~ EMPloyment and INAUSEIIES .......ueiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e e ek e e mmmmmmmmm et eeees 3-12
3.2.1 Commodity-based Employment 3-13
0 11111 o 1= ST PSP PP P OPPPPPON 3-16

ICBEMP Public Comment/Page iii



ICBEMP Final Analysis of Public Comment

T T 1 - V.4 T PP UEEERRRR 3-19
G 3072 S |V 1 a1 Vo PP UEEERRRR 3-20
B.2.5  FOSSI FUEIS ...ttt e e e e e e e et r e et e e e e e e e e mmm————— 1111 p e n e e e s 3-22
3.2.6  Amenity-based EMPIOYMENT .......oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e eeeeesmne e e et e e e e e 3-23
3.2.7 Costs to Federal, State, and Local GOVEIMMENES ..........oviiiiiiiiiieeceeeeee e s s 3= 2.0
3.2.8 Receipts t0 LOCAl GOVEINIMENTS .....cciieeiiiiieciiiiiiie it e e ee e e s e e st ereeeeeeeeesssssssteeeeeesmmmmneneemnnnneeeeeeeeeens 3-29
SECHION 3.3 ~ SOCIAI SYSIEIMS .ttt e ettt e e s sttt e e e s eeeemeeeeeeaan s b bbe e e e e s anbbneeeesann 3-30
IR B0 R O T =11V ) N = TP P UPPPTPPPPPRPTN 3-31
I B = Tol (=T 1110 ] [ ST PP PP PRTT 3-35
3.3.3  HUM@AN POPUIALION .ttt ettt e e e s e e e s e e nbbe e e e e e nnees .3-42
Section 3.4 ~ Wilderness Areas, Roadless Areas, and Wild & SCENIC RIVEIS ......ccceeeeiiiiiiieiiiiieee e e 3743
I R Y 1o T=Tq g[S Y oY g P To =T 1 o PO OPPPPPR 3-43
3.4.2  Protection Of SPECITIC ATBAS .....uuuiiiiiiee e e et ittt et e e e e e e s r e et e ee e e e s e s nsee s mmmmmmmmmmmmm s ssesseeseeees 3-46
3.4.3 Roadless Area ManagEMENT .........uuiiiiiiiiiiiei ittt e s e e saee e S £ '
Section 3.5 ~ RO MABNAGEMENT .......uiiiiiiiiiit ittt ettt et e e e e et bt e e s e mmmnenmms s bt e e e e ennbe s 3-50
3.5.1 RoOAd-related EffECES ....ccoiiiiiiieiiiiie e 3-50
3.5.2 Road Construction and MaiNTENANCE .........cevieeeiiiiieiiiiiie et e e e e e s s ereeeeeee s e s s emmemm—————— s 3-52
3.5.3 Road Density and DEefiNItIONS ..........uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieir e e e e e e e e s e mmmemmmmmmmm e 3-54
3.5.4  MANAGEMENT ACCESS ....eiiiiiieiiiieitt ettt e e et e et e ettt e e e et e s e e ettt e e e e e e s e s aba s be e e et e eaeeeeeenaenaaanne 3-56
SECHION 3.6 ~ CUNUIAI RESOUITES .....ccei ittt e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e sttt e e e eeeee s e s e mmmmmmmmmm———— e 22 e s e e sannsnnnnnes 3-56
G0 R [0 1Y7=T 1 o VA= Vg Lo I = (0] (=T ox o] o IO PP PP 3-57

APPENDIX A - Issues Index
Chapter 1
Chapter 2
Chapter 3

APPENDIX B - Organized Repsonse Campaigns

oL I Y (=T £ TP PSP P PP PPTPPPPPPPP
People for the USA
PoStcard from SPOKANE ATBA .........uuiiiiiiiiiee et e e ettt e et e e e e e e e e s nnbeeee e e e mmeeeeeaeaaaaaeeeeseaannennenes B-2
Natural Resources DefenNSE COUNCIl .........uiiiiiiiiiie it B-2
TSy Y] (0] ] (o U] o USSP B-2
WaASHINGLON CILIZENS ...ttt ekt e oo e a bttt e 442t s ¢ —— 111124441kt e e e eae B-2
Request for Extension of Comment Period FOMM ..........ouuiiiiiiiiiiiiic e B-2
(=11 = W O 11 ] PO PPPP PP TOPPPRTN B-3
Form Letter from RIigQiNS, [dAN0 .........ooiiiiii et e et B-3
Forest Service Employees for Environmental EthiCS ............oooiiiiiiiiiiii e B-3
Northwest Timber Workers ReSOUICE COUNCIT ........cuuiiiiiiiiiiee it s e DO
Inner Voice (Forest Service Employees for Environmental EthiCS) ... e B-3
Western Ancient FOreSt CaMPAIGIN .. ...eiiiiee ettt e e e e e e ettt e e e e ee e e e e e e aneee et eeeeeee e s mmmmmmmmmmemem e e e e e e e e e as
“The [aSt DESE PIACE" LEMET ..oeeeieeieeee ettt e e e e e e e e e st emmmm s st eeeeeaeeeas
“Contribution of forest productS INAUSTIY” LETEET .......oiiuuiiiiiiiiiie i
“Government governs best Which gOVEINS IEAST ........cooii i e e
Tricon TIMDET INCOIPOTATEM ......oeiiiiiiii ettt e e aab e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e nnaeas
“Aggressively manage forests and rangelands” Letter
“ECONOMIC trAUE-OM" LEIIET ....eeiii ittt e et e e e et e e e et e e e e
“Effects 0N 10Cal @CONOMIES” LETIET ........eiiiieiie ittt e e e e e e et e e e e
“Manage public lands for MUIIPIE USE” LEIET .......ueeiiiiiieeee ettt eeemeeeeeea e e nnee
Letter from mOtOriZed rECIEALION USEIS ......o.uuiiieiiiiiie ettt e e st e e e e e eeeemmn e et e e e e nnees
Letter from POITIANG AT ... ...ttt e et e e et e e e e e e e
FIagShip ColUMDIA BASIN ......eeiiiiiiiiiiei ettt et e+ £ £ £ 441t e 22
BaSin VISION REQUEST ...ttt e e ettt et e e e e e e e e s e s e be bt et e e e eee e emennmeaaaaaan e eeeeaannsenseneeeeeeens
NoOrthern ROCKIES CamMPAIGN ..o e ettt e e e e e et e e ettt e e eee e e e e saannebe s et e e s e mmmmmmees s sasseeeeeeeeens
WVOTKING ASSELS ...ttt ettt etttk e e oottt e ook et e o412 ket e e 44k b et e e o4 oa ke e £ e m e e e e e eeas e e e e e bbene e e e anbbneeeeaan
TIMDEIr COMPANIES ....eeeiiieiitee ettt et e e st e e s b e e e e s eean
MONEANEA CILIZENS LEIIET ....eeiieiiitiie ettt et e oo e ket e e 442t e——— £ 41ttt e 2 e

ICBEMP Public Comment/Page iv



YU o] o o] g AN 1 (=T g = 1)/ PRSP B-7

Postcard from NOMhWESE MONTANGA .........c..ueiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e e s e s s meeememmmnmnme e e e e nnnne B-7
Yakima Valley Dust Dodgers MotOrCyCle ClIUD .........cociiiiiiiiieeiee et e e e e B-7
[daho Forest Congress WOIKSNOP ........uuiii ettt rme e e eseme e e eeebe e e e e ane B-10

APPENDIX C - Content Analysis Piocess
Letter Coding and DAADASE .........c.uuiiiiiiiiiie et n e e e e C-1
Content CodiNg N ANAIYSIS .....eoiiiiiiiie ettt e e et e e s er e e e e e n e e e e ba e e e e C-1

APPENDIX D - List of Preparers

Content ANalysiS ENLEIPriISE TEAM ......uuuiiiiiiieee e e e iii ittt e e e e e e e e e s e e e e et e e e e e e sassasbe s e s s st s s e e a2 e e e s D-1

R V10T 6T @ o =T = PRSPPI D-1
Database MaN@QEIMENT........uuuiiiiiiiei e e ii it e e e e e e e s e e e eeeeeeeeeessassaststreeseeeeeessmmmmmmmmeemeeemssesseeaesesssanses D-2
[ E= = B = 1 PSP D-2

APPENDIX E -Acronyms
LIRS oY AN 0] )Y/ USSR E-1

ICBEMP Public Comment/Page v



Final Analysis of Public Comment

for the Eastside and

U . .

o pper Columbia River Basin

&8 = Draft Environmental Impact Statements

Executive Summary

Prepared by the

Content Analysis Enterprise Team
October 1998



Final Analysis of Public Comment for the
Eastside and Upper Columbia River Basin
Draft Environmental Impact Statements

Executive Summary

Prepared by
USDA Forest Service
Content Analysis Enterprise Team
406-758-5243

October 1998

For further information about the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project contact:

304 North 8th Street, Rm. 250 or 112 East Poplar Street
Boise, ID 83702 Walla Walla, WA 99362
Telephone (208)334-1770 (509)522-4030
Fax (208)334-1769 (509)522-4025
ucrb@cyberhighway.net icbemp@bmi.net

http:/Aww.icbemp.gov

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis ofaiace, col
national origin, gender, religion, age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, and marital or family statul fifébibited
bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program ninformatio
(Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) Should contact USDA’s TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD).

To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 14th and
Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20250-9410 or call (202) 720-5964 (voice or TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity
provider and employer.



Introduction

Introduction

BaCkg round On June 6, 1997, the Eastside and Upper Columbia River Basin (UCRB) Draft
Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) were released for public review, initiating a
formal 120-day comment period. The two Draft EISs address the management of more
than 72 million acres of Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
administered land in the interior Columbia River Basin and portions of the Klamath and
Great basins. One Draft EIS (Eastside) covers these public lands in eastern Oregon and
eastern Washington, and the other Draft EIS (UCRB) covers much of Idaho, western
Montana, northern Nevada, and parts of Utah and Wyoming.

The Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP) was launched
in 1993 by the Forest Service and BLM to address environmental and economic issues
that affect areas larger than traditional administrative boundaries. Such issues included:
recovery of Snake River salmon, declining forest and rangeland health, and changing
economies and social conditions of local communities. Several comprehensive science
reports were issued in December 1996.

After numerous requests from the public for more time to review the Draft EISs, the
project’s regional executives decided to extend the comment period from October 6,
1997, to February 6, 1998. In December 1997, the comment period was extended again
to April 6, 1998, in response to additional project requirements included in the 1998
Department of the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act. In March 1998,
the ICBEMP released a report on the economic and social conditions of several hundred
communities in the Pacific Northwest. The comment period was extended an additional
30 days to give people time to review and submit comments on the new report. The final
close of what became a 330-day comment period was May 6, 1998.

The extensive amount of time allowed for public comment generated what may be the
largest response in the history of the Bureau of Land Management or the Forest Service.
Some 82,895 people submitted comments by either letter or Internet. Respondents not
only have taken interest in the particulars of the Draft EISs, but they also have invested
much time and effort to voice their opinions and concern over the very conception and
objectives of such a large undertaking.

This executive summary introduces the content analysis process used on this project;
gives a brief overview of public opinion regarding major pervasive themes underlying the
majority of comments received during the formal comment period; and provides
demographic information for the almost 83,000 separate responses.

HOW to Use Content Analysis is a process used to compile and correlate similar comments into a
format usable by decision makers and the EIS Team. Content analysis helps the EIS
CO ntent Team clarify, adjust, or use technical information pursuant to NEPA regulations, which

require response to comment before issuing a Final EIS and Record of Decision.

Analysis

The type of content analysis used by this team was to manually read each letter and to
code both the subject matter and the perceived intent and emotion. All comments were
considered, whether they were presented by thousands of people saying the same thing or
by a single person bringing up a technical point. Emphasis in this process was on the
content of the comment rather than the number of times a comment was received. The
numbers can be derived from the database if desired.

All comments can be tracked to the original letter and can be sorted and reported in a
variety of ways. The comprehensivimal Analysis of Public Commedbcument
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provides an in-depth summary of all letters and comments. Please see Appendix C of the
Final Analysis of Public Commefdr more details on the content analysis process.

Four different tools were provided through the content analysis process for the Interior
Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. None of the tools alone is all inclusive,
but together they provide complete documentation and storing of all public comment. Any
tool alone would not give the reader a true assessment of an issue; however, used in
conjunction they will assist decision makers and the project team understand and adjust
direction where appropriate. These four tools include:

» The nearly 83,000 responses, cataloged and stored for easy access, linked to a unique
identifying number.

* A database storing all names, addresses, and coded comments, using the unique
identifying number.

» A summary of public comment (Final Analysis of Public Comment), analyzing
batched comments by topic area. Used as a roadmap, the Analysis of Public Com-
ment can guide the project team back to both the database and original letter.

» A mailing list of names and addresses for future response.

The fullFinal Analysis of Public Commedbcument is organized in the following way:
Chapter 1 presents policy and procedural comments (comments on Chapter 1, Purpose &
Need, of the Draft EISs). Chapter 2 contains comments on the affected environment,
management direction, and enviromental consequences for various resources; Chapter 3
contains comments on social and economic consequences. (Chapters 2ig&alysi of

Public Commenincludes comments from Chapters 2, 3, and 4 of the Draft EISS).
Appendices contain a list of issues, the organized response report, the content analysis
process, a list of preparers, and a list of acronyms.

Public Opinion and Pervasive Themes

Introduction

Reviewing public comment from almost 83,000 letters is both informative and enlighten-
ing. As evidenced by the small percentage of singular responses received, the majority of
technical comment has been gleaned from approximately 5,000 letters, leaving 78,000
general, often emotional letters to understand and summatiegervasive themes and

public opinion set a tone throughout the comment period for the Draft EISs, weaving
together common threads on major issues and concerns that not only affect the Interior
Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project but also address opinions on all major
land management decisions for both the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the
Forest Service.

The sequential order of the following narratives does not imply importance but should lead
the reader from the broad picture to more specific concerns. Please consultRinalfull
Analysis of Public Commefdr complete details.

Purpose of and Need for This Proposed Action

Ecosystem Management

Active and Passive Resource Management

Scale of Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project
Decisions

Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale

Reserves

Public Trust and Federal Authorities

Use of Science

Range of Alternatives
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Pervasive Themes

Purpose of
and Need for
This Proposed
Action

Relationship to Existing Forest Service/BLM Plans

Public Involvement Process

National vs. Local Stakeholders

Effects on other Public Lands and Private Lands
Implementation

Analysis of Economic and Social Conditions of Commurfiégsort
Roadless Areas and Wilderness Designations

Specific Resource Concerns

Specific Social and Economic Concerns

Issue: Most of the public feel that the purpose and need for the
proposed action(s) will not be met by the EIS alternatives. Where people
differ in opinion is on why.

Among commaodity resource businesses and people working within local resource-
dependent communities, people are convinced, regardless of statistics displayed, that a
final decision including the preferred alternative will not assure a sustainable and
predictable level of products and services.

People who are dependent on timber from Federal lands, for example, feel that any
selected alternative chosen from the Draft EISs will jeopardize their jobs, families, and
the stability of their communities. Not only do they believe the Draft EISs predict
decreased harvest levels, but they believe the EISs also fail to quantify how severe these
decreases may be and fail to specify allowable sale quantities. Although the EIS contains
standards for the purpose and need of restoring long-term ecosystem health and integrity,
these respondents believe that there are no standards for the health and integrity of their
livelihoods. Many feel that ecosystem health or recreation are only “value-based”
estimates which should not take precedence over quantifiable economic values.

These people feel that the planning process contains inherent problems, which will block
its ability to fulfill its congressional mandate of multiple use. They assert commaodity
production levels cannot be predicted until BLM and Forest Service land use plans are
revised, and they worry that continued watershed analyses will only delay on-the-ground
decisions. Adaptive management is seen by others as just another delay tactic that will
only increase uncertainty about their future.

From the environmental community, many believe strongly that neither the preferred
alternative nor any of the other alternatives go far enough to restore long-term ecological
health and biological diversity.

Some declare the Draft EISs fail because there are no clear and enforceable standards.
The methods called for in the various alternatives, according to many, will not accomplish
the on-the-ground work to restore forests, grasslands, wildlife habitat, and aquatic
resources. They believe that these standards are too vague and broad, leaving
enforcement impossible. These respondents also hold firmly to the belief that both the
BLM and Forest Service are using the terms ‘ecosystem management’ and ‘restoration’ as
a smokescreen to actively manage lands. They interpret this to mean the continuation of
resource extraction that many believe has caused the problem in the first place and which
they would like to see halted. Many people made clear they would like to see the mission
of both agencies change.
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Issue:

Ecosystem
Management

Issue:

Issue:

The direction being taken is appropriate and will set a good precedent.

Relatively few yet strong voices applaud the professionalism and hard work put into this
project. These respondents, on the whole, are encouraged by the direction the project has
taken and hope it will set a precendent for future land management p&ogde support-

ing the effort, with few reservations, came from all over the country (including in the local
communities where opposition was the strongest) and from many different backgrounds.

Issue: The terms cause concern and confusion.

Noting the complex and diverse definitions of the word ‘ecosystem’, some wonder how
decision-makers will agree on a suitable definition, not to mention agree on a plan to
manage such a system. They noted that professional scientists cannot agree among
themselves on a definition for ecosystem, and that even the Draft EISs state that there is
no clear definition. Several, therefore, interpret ecosystem management as a vague,
arbitrary, ill-defined, and thus inappropriate cornerstone for a proposed action of this
magnitude. Some state that the concept of an ecosystem is not scientific theory but social,
political, philosophical, or religious.

The uncertainty surrounding the term ‘ecosystem management’ inspires numerous and
varied fears in the public and conjures feelings of distrust for many respondents. Some
feel the vague terminology allows planners and managers to make decision they choose.
Many people question whether a document that relies on these concepts can ever attain
the needed clarity, authority, and freedom from future gridlock, confusion, and litigation.

The EIS needs to establish legal justification for using ecosystem
management concepts.

Many assert that no legal authority or congressional mandate exists for the use of the
ecosystem management concept in management plans, and they call for some justification
for using the concepts. Some warn that the size of the project area and the lengthy time
frame of the project put too much at risk under a plan that stresses such an unproven and
nebulous concept. At least one respondent calls ecosystem management a tool to achieve
goals, rather than a goal in itself, thereby dismissing the concept as inappropriate for a
statement of proposed action.

Public comments diverge on whether ecosystem management should
more strongly emphasize economic and social needs of humans or
protection and management of natural resources.

Some people feel the definition of ecosystem management should include humans, but
others feel that it should not.

Many feel the role of humans and their economic and social health are ignored by the
project’s definition of ecosystem health. Accusing the Federal Government of selling out
to the “agenda of radical environmentalists,” some perceive a biocentric, anti-human, or
nature-knows-best bias in the project which they feel places the well-being of other life
forms ahead of the interests of humans. With ecosystem health as the stated goal of the
plan, some foresee economic disaster for people, companies, and towns that depend on
commodities from public lands. There is a belief that a top-down, bureaucratic, and elite
government system decides the definition of ecosystem health, with disregard or even
contempt for the communities most affected, thus violating the Multiple-Use/Sustained
Yield Act and the Organic Act along with both agencies’ policies.
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Pervasive Themes

Active and
Passive
Resource
Management

Issue:

Issue:

Scale of the
Project

Contrary to the large majority of people failing to see human inclusion in the project, many
advocates for preservation and conservation are extremely concerned that the implied
definition they read for ecosystem management places too much emphasis on the human
side. They feel that there is so little left and humans have already destroyed so much, that
now, more than ever, the two agencies need to move away from what they see as a fancier
term for multiple-use and focus on protecting and preserving what is left.

Issue: Active management is emphasized too much.

Some respondents state the Draft EISs emphasize active management and resource ex-
traction too much, missing what one respondent calls “a unique opportunity” to restore and
preserve a part of the nation that many describe as clean, wild, and beautiful. For them,
resource extraction should take place only when ecological health will not be compromised,
if at all. Others assert the preferred alternative’s emphasis on active restoration of damaged
lands represents further concessions to extractive business interests motivated by short-term
profits. They say nature itself, rather than active management, can best restore degraded
landscapes to a healthier and more productive condition.

Active management is not emphasized enough.

In contrast, others believe that active management and commodity production can and
should be a tool for restoring ecosystem health. Many respondents warn against reducing
management activities in the name of healthy lands. These people believe that silvicultural
tools such as thinning, clearcuts, grazing, and sometimes fire, can improve wildlife habitat
and prevent destruction of resources by insects, disease, and catastrophic wildfire.

There is disagreement about the link between management activities and
ecosystem health.

Disagreeing with those who blame historical management activities for ecosystem
problems, a few argue the land is in the best health it has been in recent history thanks to
resource extraction. They feel the science being used is overstating existing conditions.
While some state that commaodity extraction can improve ecosystem health, others look at
the equation in reverse, asserting that a management approach favoring ecosystem health
will also produce the greatest economic benefit by creating sustainable commodity outputs.

Issue: The broad-scale approach is neither adequate nor appropriate.

Many people feel that broad-scale direction in the Draft EISs is not adequate to analyze and
manage an area as vast, complex, and diverse as the interior Columbia River Basin. The
area, they note, contains a wide array of dissimilar landscapes and resources; they feel that
effective management will result only from a study of fine-scale areas such as

administrative units, watersheds, or landscape types. Some note that the concept and
definition of an ecosystem will be elusive even on a small scale, and that any attempt to
manage at a larger scale is doomed to fail.

Many believe the broad-scale approach does not adequately recognize the on-the-ground
knowledge and expertise of local land managers. The size of the plan makes it unresponsive
to local concerns and makes it inadequate to allow effective collaboration with other
agencies and affected parties. They feel planning and management should not be controlled
by a top-down approach, but rather directed on a case-by-case basis by local people who
are familiar with the land. Many view the motive for using the broad approach not as
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sound ecological management, but rather as a matter of social and political control.
Respondents say that although some small areas may indeed show poor ecological health,
they believe the EISs address only the broad scale and do not provide appropriate
remedial guidance. Many feel that standards and objectives should be developed on a
smaller scale and that the project should only provide guidance for local land managers.

Others assert the project applies generalized objectives and standards to the whole
planning area when they should be used only for specific subjects such as wildlife habitat
management, yet at other times the EISs mandate specific standards, such as regarding
road densities, for the entire planning areas.

Issue: A broad-scale approach is needed.

A contrasting opinion is that a broad outlook, rather a piecemeal approach, is needed to
improve the ecological health of the Columbia River Basin. Some argue that there needs to
be a marriage of the large and small scales by using intermediate, or landscape, analysis to
not only ensure proper management, but also to gain public acceptance of the
planning process.

Decisions Issue: Local people should make local management decisions.

Informed by a sense that each landscape has unique features and needs, many people who
oppose the project as described in the Draft EISs feel local people should make local
management decisions.

According to many people, a ‘top-down’ management philosophy, which they believe the
project promotes, fails to adequately consider economic or social consequences. They
note that distant decision makers do not have to live with consequences of their
management, as local people must. Many vehemently decry what they perceive as
unnecessary moves toward centralized control. Contesting the assumption that agency
personnel have more knowledge and experience, many demand that local authorities keep
control over management. Working and living with the natural resources, they argue,
leads to scientific knowledge and common sense lacked by those sitting at a desk far
away. Centralized planning and decision-making for any enterprise, they state, always
suffers from a loss of productivity, accountability, and quality. A county official from
Salmon, Idaho, would like to see language included in the preferred alternative to involve
permittees in the decision-making process.

Issue: Local groups and commodity interests should have less influence.

Others take the opposite view, that the agencies have let local groups and commaodity
interests be too influential for too long, creating the poor ecological consequences with
which we now live. They assert business as usual will further degrade the ecological
health of the region.

Issue: There is confusion about how the decisions in the ROD will be
translated to on-the-ground decisions.

Many questions remain among the public about how decisions in the EIS will be
translated to decisions on the ground. Many feel that when faced with a specific land
management decision, local land managers will be bound to the EIS, even if goals are
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Pervasive Themes

Ecosystem
Analysis at
Watershed
Scale

the

Issue:

contradictory or make little sense. They feel that land managers will be forced somehow
to balance conflicts such as:

* reducing fire fuels vs. the need for downed wood,
« fire risks vs. impacts of harvest on aquatic resources, or
 watershed restoration needs vs. recreational opportunities.

These respondents are concerned that local land managers will be straddled with hundreds
of new standards and the impossible task of proving the science wrong or justifying any
course of actionThey feel the ultimate result will be uncertainty, confusion, and

costly delays.

Many suggest standards should be more flexible and serve only as scientifically sound
guidelines for local managers. In some cases, they state, local mangers don't have the
resources, time, or expertise to do the type of research and documentation to support
changes in the standards; they feel that if managers attempt such activities, they
undoubtedly will be challenged every step of the way through appeals and litigation by
those seeking to prevent changes.

Issue: Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale is not necessary.

Some question whethec@system analysisiecessary at all. Because analyses are tiered
from basin to subbasin to watershed, some respondents have doubts about the analyses’
applicability, and they anticipate interminable delays in their completion. They fear that

the process will become a bureaucratic bottleneck, asserting that the purpose and needs of
the Draft EISs— whether restoring ecosystem function or providing goods and services—
will be held hostage to another planning process. These people believe that even if the
process is viable, the agencies will not have adequate funding to accomplish analyses.

Because the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) already provides for site-specific
impact analysis, many point out that local BLM and Forest Service management plans are
already doing an adequate job; even if such efforts fall short, respondents think that
problems should be resolved on a local basis. They feel that imposing programmatic
guidelines and standards will only serve to muddy the water and contradict what is
perceived by many to be already numerous laws and regulations. Others feel that
watershed analysis does not consider a range of possible management activities and is not
legally required, so why spend all this money?

Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale is necessary.

Some people argue that watershed-scale analysis is necessary to estimate environmental
impacts. They feel more site-specific data on existing environmental conditions is a
prerequisite for determining whether particular management activities are appropriate for
a given piece of land. If activities should be deemed appropriate, many feel ecosystem
analysis is then needed to fully estimate environmental consequences. Watershed-scale
analysis, its advocates assert, is especially needed when trying to estimate impacts from
prescribed burning, including weed invasion, impacts of sedimentation and stream
channel morphology in rare fish habitats, human safety and health concerns, and the
possible loss of native plant species.
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Reserves Issue: Biological reserves are needed.

To conserve biological diversity and to maintain or restore ecological health, many people
suggest creating biological reserves in the Columbia Basin. They argue that old-growth
forests, riparian values, roadless areas, and fish and wildlife must have protection to meet
the project’s stated purpose and need. Some people assert that many of the few remaining
intact ecosystems left in the country are found in the planning area. This project, in their
view, is the last chance to protect remnants of disappearing ecosystems for future genera-
tions. They reject what they call the “pseudo-science used by commodity interests to
destroy the ecological health of forests.”

Issue: There is disagreement about how to manage reserves.

There is some disagreement about how to manage reserves. A ‘hands-off’ wilderness
management approach is desired by some, as opposed to ecosystem management which
many believe requires considerations of economic and social values in management
decisions. Others feel that active restoration, such as removing roads and prescribed
burning, is necessary to first return potential reserve areas to ecological integrity. Many of
these respondents do not want any type of timber harvesting, mining, or grazing in these
areas, and they ask that non-native species be controlled to ensure that reserves function as
intact natural ecosystems.

Issue: Reserves under Alternative 7 are wholly inadequate.

Some feel that reserves listed in Alternative 7 are not large enough to maintain ecological
integrity and are too fragmented from each other to be effective. Other new areas are also
suggested for reserves because of their high degree of biological diversity; respondents feel
that these areas were inappropriately ignored in Alternative 7. Some feel that reserves
should be created next to existing wilderness areas and national parks to provide core
habitat for such species as the grizzly, wolf, and salmon. Other respondents feel that not
enough analysis was done to show whether Alternative 7 is attainable. They believe that
analysis of socio-economic impacts of reserves needs to be more in-&epthp as a

straw man'taptures the sentiment of people who believe that Alternative 7 is provided with
criteria that do not meet the purpose and need; therefore, the alternative and its reserves
approach are doomed to fail. See the discussion of Alternative 7, below, for additional
comments.

Issue: Biological reserves are not needed.
Some people concerned about their livelihoods do not want reserves because they feel that

reserves would preclude proper management for wildfires, wildlife, noxious weeds, and a
predictable flow of commodities.

Public Trust Issue: Some people distrust the project and the government

and Federal Numerous respondents say that not only does the project bypass all legal mechanisms for
. land management and planning, but they feel it is a massive Federal takeover that threatens
AUthOl'lty to depopulate the Northwest, lock up public lands, and steal State and local power in favor

of Federal or even international control.

In comments ranging from suspicious to hostile to furious, many call the project a back-
door land grab and a conspiracy, or they equate the plan with socialism, communism, or
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Issue:

Use of Science

Issue:

dictatorship. Many identify President Clinton, Vice President Gore, or Interior Secretary
Bruce Babbitt either as perpetrators of this perceived outrage or as pawns of other
powerful groups such as “uninformed, brainwashed urban residents,” powerful environ-
mental lobbies, or international organizations. Many claim that Congress has not
mandated this project or authorized ecosystem management as a driving principle for
planning. Many scoff at the notion of public collaboration in the project, believing that
Federal officials have decided the outcomes of the planning process long ago.

International organizations such as the United Nations appear in the comments of a few
respondents, who state that the project is a manifestation of such pan-national edicts as
the United Nations Biodiversity Treaty, the Man and the Biosphere program (MAB), and
‘Agenda 21'. Some claim these items, as well as the concept of World Heritage Sites,
are threats to American sovereignty because they think such programs propose to return
much of North America to a state of wilderness. Within the United States, some who
fear a loss of national sovereignty accuse the President’s Council on Sustainable Devel-
opment and various non-governmental organizations of collaborating with international
interests to the detriment of American citizens.

Some people distrust commodity interests and local control.

Others voice a concern that if there is any conspiracy, it is that of powerful interests such
as miners, grazers, and loggers, whom some respondents see as having exploited the land
while wielding undue control over public agencies. Some argue that Federal control is
better for the land than local control because centralized planners taking a long and broad
view of ecosystems are less influenced by local economic demands.

Issue: Scientific information should play a larger role in the
Final EIS.

According to many, the Draft EISs are politically driven, and the preferred alternative
ignores the advice of the agencies’ own scientists. They cite the impartiality of scientific
findings of poor resource health, whether regarding salmon, other fish, the rarity of old
growth, detrimental effects of roads, soil productivity, an unnatural buildup of fuels, or
poor range condition. They criticize what they see as the personal values and biases of
the EIS Team which they feel have influenced the structure of the alternatives and
selection of the preferred alternative. Some believe the EIS must address a continually
changing world and population, and should not set standards that cannot change with the
decades to come. A few feel the agency is collecting the best data possible and com-
mend the science used by the EIS Team.

The scientific information alone should be considered and there should
be no Final EIS.

One prevalent view is the project should be terminated and the science forwarded to the
local Forest Service/BLM administrative units for their consideration and use when
revising their land management plans. This demand is linked over and over again with
requests that there be no Final EIS or Record of Decision. Respondents strongly believe
the original intent of this project has been waylaid and if any use is to come from the
science collected, it is best to do it now before all is lost.
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Range of
Alternatives

Issue:

Issue:

Issue:

Issue:

Issue:

Issue: The range of alternatives doesn’t provide any option for
increased commodity use.

Some respondents feel there should be an alternative to accommodate an increased
amount of commodity uses such as timber, wood fiber, livestock forage, and recreation, as
outlined in the Draft EIS alternatives. They contend that although a broad range of
conservation and restoration strategies are analyzed, little consideration is given to
increasing the amount of timber, grazing, and motorized recreation. For example, one
person notes that only one cluster in one alternative was designed for high intensity
commodity management.

The range of alternatives is inadequate because all action alternatives
are the same.

Some respondents feel that the range of alternatives is inadequate because all action
alternatives effectively adopt the same standards. These respondents think that although
goals and objectives for all alternatives should be the same, standards and guidelines
should provide different management approaches for each alternative.

The range of alternatives doesn't include a sufficient range of riparian
management options.

The range of alternatives should include at least one alternative to
address one or more of a variety of other options.

Various respondents feel that none of the alternatives address one or more of the following:

« Significantly reducing or eliminating livestock grazing or eliminating logging in
riparian areas or key watersheds;

* Providing adequate protection to roadless areas and old-growth forests;

« Protecting fish habitats; or

« Establishing economic transition assistance.

Alternative 7 is inadequate.

For the Draft EIS to represent a broad range of alternatives, the Forest Service Employees
for Environmental Ethics (FSEEE) wants their “conservation science” alternative to be
considered in detail. This organization and other respondents believe that not enough
analysis was done to show whether Alternative 7 is attainable or adequate. They believe
that analysis of socio-economic impacts of reserves needs to be more in-depth. “Set up as
a straw man” captures the sentiment of people who believe that Alternative 7 is provided
with criteria that do not meet the purpose and need; therefore the alternative is doomed to
fail. See also the discussion of Reserves, above, for additional comments.

Combine Alternatives 7 and 4.

Some feel it would be best served to combine Alternative 7 and the preferred alternative
(Alternative 4) to add more balance and improve its chance to be implemented.
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Pervasive Themes

Issue:

Public
Involvement
Process

Issue:

Issue:

National vs.
Local
Stakeholders

Specific new alternatives should be added.

“The EIS should consider an alternative that halts commercial logging and grazing in
old-growth and unroaded areas, and that corrects past damage in those areas with
active restoration.”

“The EIS should consider an alternative that incorporates input received from the
Columbia River Bioregion Campaign, Indian tribal nations, and others.”

“The EIS should consider an alternative that incorporates Oregon Governor Kitzhaber’'s
11-point timber plan.”

“The EIS should consider an alternative that incorporates input received by the Deschutes
Provincial Advisory Committee.”

Issue: Public input is being ignored.

Most individuals who commented on the adequacy of public involvement in the process
agree on the importance of public input to the project, but many are frustrated with the
process for public collaboration and suspect their input is not being considered by
government decision-makers.

Government employees are inadequately informed about the project.

While some appreciate government efforts at collaboration (such as the public meetings
and the use of newer technology, such as the Internet, to disseminate plan documents),
some say they wish government employees themselves were better informed about the
project so the public’s questions could be answered.

Information should be clearer and more accessible.

Many state that the process for public collaboration by the project should be clearer and
more accessible. There is concern among these people that the very size of the document
and supporting data are so large that participation and understanding are discouraged. If
the project would present the local impacts of each alternative in a clear and accessible
format, some suggest, the public could more easily identify their concerns and offer
constructive comment.

Issue: Opinions diverge on whether local or national comments should
have more influence.

Some feel that comments from the public who live within the project area should be more
influential than those from outside the project area. One person suggests that comments
from outside the project area be separated because more distant people have a less crucial
stake in the final outcomes.

Others state the opposite: that since public lands belong to the entire nation, the entire
American public should have a say in decisions concerning public lands. To some, the
level of comment is not an indication of public sentiment but merely a reflection of the
political campaigns of interest groups that have mailed thousands of form letters aimed at
influencing the process.
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Relationship
to Other
Planning
Processes and
Plans

Effects on
Private Lands
and Other
Public Lands

Issue:

Issue:

Issue: The project may conflict with other planning processes and plans.

Several people question the legality of the project and possible conflicts with the National
Forest Management Act (NFMA), the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources
Planning Act Draft Program (RPA), and the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy and
Program Review. Some argue that other State and local plans conflict with direction found
in the Draft EISs, and that the project will overlap and sometimes negate local plans which
now work. These respondents also fear that it will create economic hardships.

Many respondents note that Forest Service and BLM units already have their own plans as
mandated by the NFMA and the Federal Land and Policy Management Act (FLPMA).
They say that these plans enjoy broad local support, employ valid scientific methods, and
are the result of years of hard work, planning, and compromise. Appeals and litigation,
some note, have prevented implementation of many such local plans. Many respondents
are confused and alarmed by apparent conflicts between the project and existing plans,
because they fear that strategies and commaodity output levels established in the individual
plans will be superseded by the final decision. Some state that supplanting the existing
plans would violate NFMA and FLPMA, which establish rules for revising or amending plans.

Issue: The project will negatively affect private property values and
property owner rights.

The effects of the EIS alternatives on private property cause great concern among the
majority of respondents who discuss this subject. Many fear that the project’s vast scope
and philosophy of ecosystem management will negatively affect private property values
and the rights of property owners. These respondents say that the project only hints at its
true effects on private lands, and many view this denial of effects with suspicion and anger.
For example, many state that the historical range of variability is a plan to revert the land to
the way it was in 1850.

Many assert that if the project plans to protect wildlife with corridors and buffer zones,
then private property owners will be forced to absorb added restrictions on the use of their
own land. Some suspect that if the plan provides for more abundant wildlife, then private
landowners will suffer the consequences of unwanted big game or predatory animals.
Many landowners state they are already burdened by restrictions on use, licensing
requirements for various activities, and excessive taxes.

The project will lead to increased stresses on private lands.

Many fear that public use and resource production on public land will be curtailed after a
Record of Decision has been signed . They further believe that the resulting shortfall
anticipated by many will increase stresses on private lands, leading to degradation of those
lands and increased commodity prices. Many feel that increased restrictions on private
lands, which many feel will inevitably arise if the preferred alternative is implemented, will
lower land values and amount to an illegal taking. They state that such takings would
violate the Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

Nearby public lands also will be affected.

Similar worries about the spillover effects of the project apply to those concerned with
other public lands. Some state the project is unclear regarding its effects on the numerous
public lands other that those administered by the Forest Service and BLM. Some feel the
Draft EISs fail to address these concerns.
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Pervasive Themes

Issue:

Implementation

Issue:

Roadless
Areas and
Wilderness
Designations

Private property won't be affected.

A few do not feel that the project will affect private property. Some feel that resource
extractors might treat their private lands with more responsibility than they would similar
public lands.

Issue: Lack of a congressional mandate will keep the project from being
implemented.

Some believe the project will never get to the stage of being implemented on the ground
because there is no mandate by Congress to do so. They believe the project will end, in
the words of one, “up on a shelf unused.” Others think the timelines that are set in the
alternatives are unrealistic and cannot be met.

The complexity and ambiguity of the project will hamper
implementation.

Some are concerned that the preferred alternative imposes hundreds of new management
standards on land managers, many of which are vague and conflicting. According to

some respondents, this creates an atmosphere of uncertainty and confusion for managers
and the public alike, leading to excessive and costly delays in decision-making. They say
the ambiguous wording in the alternatives will impede implementation of the EIS; for
example, some respondents question differences in implementation between a Restore and
a Produce category. They ask, how will ecological priorities be determined when there

are competing ecological needs?

Other concerns related to the complexity of implementation include the following:

 The EIS should discuss how the project will gain local and congressional support
for implementation.

» The EIS should establish a schedule (where, when) for implementation at the local
level.

e The Final EIS should identify how to fund implementation and alternate strategies if
full funding is not received.

« Interagency and intergovernmental collaboration should be thoroughly addressed in
the EIS implementation plan.

 The EIS should address who will be responsible and accountable for its implemen-
tation and monitoring.

* Some believe there should be accountability for outputs of goods and services.

Issue: All wilderness type areas should be protected.

A great number of respondents using the terms ‘wilderness’ and ‘roadless areas’ did not
differentiate between designated wilderness and other undeveloped lands. Ensuring that
such areas are adequately protected is a major concern, regardless of what labels are used
or what land allocations have been chosen on a local basis. Many people perceive
wilderness to be a finite resource; they aren’t sure the Draft EISs do enough to protect
them from extractive industries and pollution. The majority believe that all wilderness

study areas should be put off-limits to logging, grazing, oil and gas exploration or leasing,
and mining activities. One major reason cited is that once wilderness areas are developed
they can never be restored to their original condition. Several people ask why the BLM’s
wilderness study areas are not mentioned in the Draft EISs.
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Issue: Roadless areas should stay open for recreation and commodity uses.

Some respondents feel the project is an attempt to create one huge wilderness at
taxpayers’ expense. Many assert there is little or no land left in the West that qualifies for
roadless or wilderness designation. Some feel there might even be an over-abundance of
wilderness acres that could provide tangible benefits if they were given Restore or
Produce allocations in land management plans. Respondents who believe there are
enough ‘set asides’ hold very strong convictions that roadless areas should not be locked
up but need to stay open for recreation, logging, and other extractive uses. They believe
putting roadless areas off-limits would not be effective ecosystem management.
According to these respondents, decisions about these lands need to be made on a site-by-
site basis. They feel that adopting a blanket policy (national programmatic policy) would
violate access laws such as Age Discrimination, Americans with Disabilities Act, various
tribal treaty rights, and agency mandates for multiple use.

Specific Issue: Specific resource concerns should be addressed.
ReSOU rce A great many comments were received regarding specific resources and ecosystem pro-
Concerns cesses such as soils, air quality, fire, insects and disease, forest health, rangeland health,

aquatics and fish, and wildlife. The majority of the comments said that particular data
were not adequate or complete, or that the effects of management activities on specific
resources, especially cumulative effeatsre not disclosed fully. Full details of the
commentsegarding specific resources can be found in thé-fo#dl Analysis of Public
Commentocument.

Among the major themes of the resource comments were the following:

» Concerns abowsbil productivity and management activities on soils;

» Adequacy of analysis @fir quality impacts;

« Effects of wildfire and prescribdile, the role of fire in restoring ecosystems, and
fire management considerations;

» Adequacy of analysis afisectdisturbance and management options with respect to
insects and disease;

» Disagreement about what constitua®st health, adequacy of the analysis of
forest conditions, and concerns about the effects and effectiveness of proposed
management actions on forest health;

» Whether the Draft EISs adequately addressed the long-term management of mature
andold-growth forestsand roadless areas;

» Adequacy of the analysis of the importance of Fedgiading land to the
grazing industry;

» Concerns that the Draft EISs do not propose to limit or eliminate livestock grazing
where needed, especially in riparian areas;

» Whether the science and assumptions regaedjngtic health are flawed (such as
use of buffer zones+whether they are needed and whether they will restore
aquatic health);

» Whether the Final EIS should provide strict defatdhdards for watershedsthat
have not yet undergone required analyses;

» Whetheraquatics standardsshould be uniform and basin-wide, or whether
standards are attainable;

» Adequacy of the Draft EIS effort to identify or protaquatic habitat fish
strongholds

» Adequacy of measures to contnaixious weedsaddress plants and microorgan-
isms, and protect native plants;

» Concerns about whetheildlife species habitatrequirements will be met, espe-
cially in reserves, and about the adequacy of scientific data on and the analysis of
wildlife habitat;
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» The need for the Final EIS to addrepgcies viabilityfrom an ecosystem manage-
ment approach, including the need for consideration of corridors and linkages to
maintain viable wildlife populations;

* Whether standards will protetttreatened, endangered, and sensitive speciasd
their habitats;

» The need for the Final EIS to address and analyze protectipeoies of special
interest to States and tribes

« That management objectives fail to adequately prateatiromous fishpopula-
tions, especially native fishes, and to provide for the long-term protection and
restoration of habitat to allow ferable populations of fish specigsncluding
special status fish species;

 Thatroads be evaluated for their impacts to fish;

« That fish habitat and water quality objectivesri@aged with a regional approach

 That the agencies address soeial and economic effectfom proposed standards
replacing interim direction from INFISH and PACFISH.

Specific Social issue: Analysis of Economic and Social Conditions of Communities
and Economic

cConcerns

Issue:

Report.

A few people believe the economic analysis contained in the ré&pailt;sis of Economic
and Social Conditions of Communitie®es not comply with the Department of Interior
and Related Agencies Appropriation Act of 1998. According to these respondents, the
project team did not provide the information required by the Act, which includes a
subbasin review and the impacts each alternative will have on local economies.

Specific social and economic concerns should be addressed.

Some social and economic comments are reflected in most of the earlier sections of this
document, including concerns about: livelihoods, local control of decision-making,
commaodity predictability, impacts of reserves, public trust and Federal authority issues,
effects on private lands, wilderness and roadless area issues, and the public involvement
process. Full details of the comments regarding specific social and economic issues can
be found in the fulFinal Analysis of Public Commedbcument.

Among the other major themes of the specific social and economic comments were
the following:

« Concerns about effects of the alternativesa@nmunity resiliency and economic
conditions for resource-dependent communities

e The adequacy and completeness ottmomic analyseand the balance between
ecosystem integrity and economic health;

« Improving the alternatives to provide for maredictability of effects on indi-
vidual communities;

» More clear disclosure @ffects on commodity production and jobs

* More extensive economic analysis of the effectmoring, grazing, and energy
production;

« Adequacy of alternatives to proteshenity-based economie@ncluding recre-
ation);

» Need to address potential impacts of changesdeipts to local governments

« Quality-of-life issuesincluding spiritual values and cultural integrity of resource-
dependent communities;

« Adequacy of disclosures of effects of road closures and management activities on
recreation;

« Adequacy of analysis sbad management effects
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» Concerns aboubad densitiesand definitions and about managensatessssues

» Concerns about inventory and protectiocufural resources

» Adequacy of protection afibal treaty rights and Federal trust responsibilities,
including tribal cultural resources and restoration of tribal interests.

Demographic Information

Introduction

The Origin of
the Responses

To understand public input, information about who submitted comments during the
comment period and how those comments were received is important. In the content
analysis process used for this project, each piece of mail received as a comment was
assigned its own number and entered into a log book. The letter was then examined for
content and information pertaining to the author. Codes were assigned to a demographic
header, which was stamped at the top of the letter, characterizing the number of authors,
author association (individual/family or organization), and form of mail and/or how it was
received (fax, letter, E-mail, postcard, comment form, form letter).

Content analysis is not a vote counting process. Responses generated during the comment
period do not constitute a statistically valid random sample of the public and they do not
necessarily reflect broader societal values or trends. Therefore, the total number of
comments for each issue was not used in analyzing the content. However, the number of
comments and other demographic information can be useful and pertinent when looking

for trends or values expressed in public comments.

During the content analysis process, each comment was considered equally. Opinions,
feelings, and preferences for one aspect of the proposal over another, and comments of a
philosophical nature, were all read and analyzed. Descriptive words such as the majority,
several, some, and a few, are used inAthalysis of Public Commend®cument to

indicate the intensity of response to an issue. Each issue is important to the decision
maker, regardless of the numbers received.

The Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project received a total of 82,895
responses during the comment period for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
which began June 6, 1997, and ended May 6, 1998.

Figure 1 shows the number of responses received from each State.

Figure 2 displays the number and percent of responses received from within the Basin
(Project Area) compared to outside the Basin. This figure suggests that more responses
(77 percent) were received from outside the project area than from inside. However, a
closer look at the number of responses received compared to the population indicates that
proportionally, more responses came from inside the project area than from outside the
project area: although the population in the interior Columbia Basin is only 1.2 percent of
the nation’s population, approximately 23 percent of the responses came from within the
project area.

Table 1 presents the number and percent of responses received from the States that have
land inside the Interior Columbia Basin. Totals in this table represent the entire State,
including portions that are outside the ICBEMP project area.
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WhO Figure 3 displays the organizations that commented on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statements (Draft EISs), excluding individuals/families. Most organizational comments
Responded were associated with: natural resource-based businesses or groups, county agencies or

elected officials, wise-use groups, and conservation/environmental groups. Individuals
are excluded from this figure because of disproportionate response numbers.

Figure 4 displays the total responses received, including individuals and families. The
individual/family category characterizes the majority of the resondents (81,965 out of
82,895 total). Most of the form letters and postcards were sent by these individuals.

Method Of Table 2 displays the methods used to submit comments to the Interior Columbia Basin
Ecosystem Management Project offices in Boise, Idaho, and Walla Walla, Washington.
Response The vast majority (77,462) were form letters, followed by letters, postcards, faxes, or

memos, which numbered 4,582.

Table 1. Number and Percent of Responses from Each State with Land Inside the Basin.

States with Land Total Percent Total Number of
Within the Basin Responses by State* Responses by State
Idaho 15.37 12,742
Montana 9.59 7,953
Washington 6.25 5,179
Oregon 4.61 3,823

Utah 2.14 1,778
Wyoming 1.25 1,033
Nevada 0.63 522

Total 39.84% 33,030

* Percent for entire State including area outside of the Project Area.

Table 2. Method of Response.

Method of Response (Response Type) Number of Responses
Letters/postcards/faxes/memos 4,582
Petitions 515

Comment form (initiated by the ICBEMP Project) 137
Electronic mail 69

Form letters 77,462

Idaho Forest Congress 27
Resolution 88

Other 15
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Figure 2. Comparison of the number of responses from within and outside the project area.
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Number of Agencies, Groups, and Officials

a = Federal Agencies k = Agency Employee Groups

b = State Agencies/Elected Officials | = Resource Advisory Counc|ls
¢ = County Agencies/Elected Officials m = Recreation Groups

d = City Agencies/Elected Officials n = Academia

e = Federal Elected Officials o = Civic Groups

f = Tribal Governments p = Wise-use Groups

g = Professional Societies g = Other

h = Conservation/Environmental Groups
i = Non-natural Resource-based Business/Group
j = Natural Resource-based Business/Group

Figure 3. Organization type, excluding individuals.

81,965 individuals/families

| | 930 other organization types
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Index

INDEX: Issues Summarized in Executive Summary

Purpose of and Need for This Proposed Action

* Most of the public feel that the purpose and need for the proposed action(s) will not be met by the EIS alternatives.
* Where people differ in opinion is on why.

* The direction being taken is appropriate and will set a good precedent.

Ecosystem Management

* The terms cause concern and confusion.

* The EIS needs to establish legal justification for using ecosystem management concepts.

* Public comments diverge on whether ecosystem management should more strongly emphasize economic and social
needs of humans or protection and management of natural resources.

Active and Passive Resource Management

* Active management is emphasized too much.

* Active management is hot emphasized enough.

* There is disagreement about the link between management activities and ecosystem health.

Scale of the Project
* The broad-scale approach is neither adequate nor appropriate.
* A broad-scale approach is needed.

Decisions

* Local people should make local management decisions.

* Local groups and commaodity interests should have less influence.

* There is confusion about how the decisions in the ROD will be translated to on-the-ground decisions.

Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale
* Ecosystem analysis at the Watershed Scale is not necessary.
* Ecosystem analysis at the Watershed Scale is necessary.

Reserves

* Biological reserves are needed.

* There is disagreement about how to manage reserves.
* Reserves under Alternative 7 are wholly inadequate.

* Biological reserves are not needed.

Public Trust and Federal Authority
* Some people distrust the project and the government.
* Some people distrust commodity interests and local control.

Use of Science
* The scientific information should play a larger role in the Final EIS.
* The scientific information alone should be considered and there should be no Final EIS.

Range of Alternatives

* The range of alternatives doesn’t provide any option for increased commodity use.

* The range of alternatives is inadequate because all action alternatives are the same.

* The range of alternatives doesn’t include a sufficient range of riparian management options.

* The range of alternatives should include at least one alternative to address one or more of a variety of other options.
* Alternative 7 is inadequate.

* Combine Alternatives 7 and 4.

* Specific new alternatives should be added.
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Public Involvement Process

* Public input is being ignored.

* Government employees are inadequately informed about the project.
* Information should be clearer and more accessible.

National vs. Local Stakeholders
* Opinions diverge on whether local or national comments should have more influence.

Relationship to Other Planning Processes and Plans
* The project may conflict with other plans.

Effects on Private Lands and Other Public Lands

* The project will negatively affect private property values and property owner rights.
* The project will lead to increased stresses on private lands.

* Nearby public lands also will be affected.

* Private property won't be affected.

Implementation
* Lack of a congressional mandate will keep the project from being implemented.
* The complexity and ambiguity of the project will hamper implementation.

Roadless Areas and Wilderness Designations
* All wilderness type areas should be protected.
* Roadless areas should stay open for recreation and commaodity uses.

Specific Resource Concerns
*Specific resource concerns should be addressed.

Specific Social and Economic Concerns
* Analysis of Economic and Social Conditions of CommuniReport.
* Specific social and economic concerns should be addressed.
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Chapter 1
Proposed Action/Purpose

and Need

| ntroduction

as: the size of the project area, the nature and range of decisionsto be made, the

planning process, and the relationship of the project to various laws and other
planning processes. This chapter also includes comments about definitions and clarity of
terminology used in the Draft Envrionmental Impact Statements (EISs), implementation,
subbasin reviews, public involvement, and others.

Chapter 1 discusses comments regarding broad topics encompassing the project such

Specific issues regarding environmental, social, and economic consequences of afinal
decision are presented in Chapter 2 - Affected Environment, Management Direction, and
Environmental Consequences and in Chapter 3 - Social and Economic Consequences.

Section 1.1 ~ Purpose of Proposed Action

Statements (Draft EI Ss) is to take a coordinated approach and to select a
management strategy for Federal landsin theinterior ColumbiaRiver Basin that best
achieves a combination of:

T he purpose of the proposed action as described in the Draft Environmental | mpact

=

Restoration and maintenance of long-term ecosystem health and ecological integrity;

Support of economic and social needs of people, cultures, and communities;

3. Updating and amending if necessary thelong-range plans of Federal |and management
agenciesat regional and subregional scales;

4. Provision of consistent direction to assist Federal managersin making decisionsat a
landscape level within the context of broader ecological considerations;

5. Emphasison adaptive management over thelong-term;

6. Helpinrestoring and maintaining habitats of plant and animal speciesby moving
toward desired ranges of landscape conditions at aregional and subregional scale;

7. Provision of opportunitiesfor cultural, recreational, and aesthetic experiences;

8. Provision of long-term management direction to replace interim strategies; and

9. ldentification of where current policy, regulations, or organizational structure may act

asbarriersto implementing the strategy or achieving desired conditions.

N

These actions are aimed at restoration and maintenance of long-term ecosystem health and
integrity while supporting the economic and social needs of the region’ s people.
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1.11
Purpose and
Need

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

Meeting this dual purpose and need, the majority of respondentsfeel, isalargeand
daunting task given the size of the land area encompassed and the complexity of issues
that the project needs to address.

Many respondents strongly assert that the project as written cannot fulfill its purpose and
need for various reasons. People who are dependent on timber from Federal lands, for
example, feel the project will not assure a sustained and predictable level of products and
services. They say that thisuncertainty will jeopardize their jobs, their families, and the
stability of their communities. Not only do many people fear that the project predicts
decreased timber harvest levelsfrom those set previously in current Land and Resource
Management Plans, but they also believeit failsto quantify how severe these decreases
may be. They note that the alternatives are ranked by the amount of timber to be
harvested, yet the alternatives do not specify alowable sale quantities. Many people
contend that although the project contains standards for the purpose and need of restoring
long-term ecosystem health and integrity, there are no standardsfor the health and
integrity of their livelihoods. Ecosystem health or recreation, some people feel, are
only value-based estimates which should not take precedence over quantifiable
economic values.

Those with an opposing view hold that the Draft EISsfail in their purpose and need to
restore and protect the long-term ecological health and biological diversity of the area
because of alack of clear and enforceable standards. According to many, the methods
called for inthe various alternatives will not accomplish the on-the-ground work to
restoreforests, grasslands, wildlife habitat, and aquatic resources. These respondents also
arecritical of the preferred alternative, which they perceiveis much too commodity
driven, undermining any hope of recovering and preserving the ecosystemsinvolved.

Some people feel the Draft EISs contain inherent problemswhich will block its ability to
be sucessfully implemented. They assert that timber harvest levels and other commodity
production levels cannot be predicted until Land and Resource Management Plans are
revised, and they worry that continued watershed anayseswill only delay on-the-ground
decisions.

A number of respondents question the validity of adaptive managment as part of the
ICBEMP process. Several individualsbelieve that adaptive management is but another
delay tactic and will only increase uncertainty about their future. These respondents
suspect that complex and conflicting standards and objectivesin the Draft EISswill
gridlock implementation. Otherscontend that current policies, regulations, and apossible
lack of funding could potentially slow down, if not stop, implementation of the project.
However, afew fed that adaptive management could become a useful tool for land
management if monitored well and approached slowly.

The Final EIS should provide certain and predictable supplies of
resources and restore ecosystem health.

If the stated reason for completing and implementing the project isto grant impacted
communities certainty and stability in the process, then why does the document
clearly state (chapter 4, pg. 169-174) that certainty will decrease? (Individual,
Troy, MT - Letter #\W849)

While the stated purpose of the plan being proposed isto protect the long-term
ecosystem health and biological diversity, thisisin fact not what the proposed plan
will do (even the best of those being considered). Please, we need a plan that makes
the stated purpose a reality - put the ecosystem health and biological diversity first!
(Individual, Seattle, WA - Letter #\W350)
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

| agree with the agencieswriting that under all the alternatives, even the Project’s
Preferred Alternative, uncertainty would increase for timber producersand it will be
difficult in the future to achieve predictable supplies of timber from Federal landsin the
project region. Thisisdirectly contrary to the Project’ s stated Purpose and Need and
the intent of Congress, which makes predictability a cor nerstone of multiple use
management of Federal lands. The DEISs should be withdrawn. The Interior
Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Plan was chartered to establish coherent
management strategies that would lead to healthy, productive, and sustainable
ecosystems balancing the needs of people, wildlife, and habitat. The DEISsaswritten,
do not accomplish this objective. (Form Letter #\W216)

Two needs are identified in the UCRB DEIS. These needs are 1. long term ecosystem
health and integrity and 2. sustained and predictable levels of products and services.
These two needs are to be balanced i.e. have equal value of important. The
management priorities subordinate the need for sustained and predictable levels of
products and servicesto long term ecosystem health and integrity. Integrity and
health are valued-based estimates of conditions made by UCRB DEISscientistsand
ElSteampersonnel. Rather than value-based estimatesthat predetermine priorities,
regional guidelines should be devel oped that resource managers could refer to asthey
maintain a balance between long-term ecosystem health and integrity and sustainable,
predictablelevels of Productsand Services. (County Agency or Elected Official,
Salmon, ID - Letter #B77161)

There are plenty of standards that apply to thefirst part of the Purpose and Need
statement - ecological standards; but there are no standards that support the second
part of the Purpose and Need statement, which applies to Social-Economic needs and
predictable and sustainable levels of goods and services. The document is extremely
biased and should be scrapped, or standards should be developed. (Individual,
Rexford, MT - Letter #B876111)

Our forests, rivers and streams, and grasslands need real protection, which means the
plan must have clear and enforceable environmental guidelines. (Individual, Sequim,
WA - Letter #B76658)

We feel the effort expended hasfailed to meet its objectives, purposes and needs, nor
produced a plan to accomplish needed on the ground work to restore forest ecosystem
health. (Individual, Haines, OR - Letter #\W729)

The evaluation criteria against which alternatives were compared (DEIS Chapter 3,
pages 184 and 185) are too simple to evaluate the performance of alternativesin
meeting the projects purposes and needs. For example, none of the evaluation
criteria address the need for providing sustainable and predictable levels of products
and service. A more complete evaluation would show that no alternative meets the
projects purposes and needs. (Natural Resource-based Businesses or Business
Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

The Final EIS should not defer decisions to the National Forest, BLM
District, or other sub-regional level which could contradict the
original purpose and need.

Timber harvest levelsfor the Proposed Action and alter natives cannot be predicted until
after the ElSdecision is made and strategies areimplemented on alocal basis. (Natural
Resource-based Businesses or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\\686)
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The document states that predictability of timber benefits will be determined when
the Preferred Alternative isincorporated into local Forest Service and BLM land use
plans. (chapter 4, page 173). Deferral of programs addressing the predictability of
timber production to future decisions substantiates the claimthat the Eastside DEIS
has failed to meet the project need. (Natural Resource-based Businessor Business
Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #AMG86)

| disagreethat alternative 4 meetsthe purpose and need. Restore and maintain long-
term ecosystem health and integrity; support within the capacity of the land, the econo-
micsand/or social needs of people, cultures, and communities, and provide sustainable
and predictable levels of products and services from Forest Service and BLM
administered lands. Are these considered constraints (standards which must be met)
or objectivesthat can be traded off against each other?...Within the capacity of the
land, thisis extremely variable and depends on investment level and degree of meeting
need 1. If systems of overlapping standards become complex, the feasibility for
anything approaches zero very quickly. (Individual, Moscow, ID - Letter #\N449)

Sated purpose and need: (4): Provide consistent direction to assist Federal mangers
in making decisions at a landscape level within the context of broader ecological
considerations. The DEIS provides standards and guidelines. Thedirection isnot
appropriate or legal at the programmatic level. Alternative 4 does not provide clear
direction to assist land managersin making decisions at the landscape level. The
directionisaimed at the watershed scale and not the landscape level. (Natural
Resour ce-based Business or Business Group, Coeur d'Alene, ID - Letter #875417)

Sated purpose and need: (9) Identify where current policy, regulation, or organ-
izational structure may act as challenges to implementing the strategy or achieving
desired future conditions. Answer: Funding to implement Alternative 4 will prove the
most difficult to overcome. Some of the direction provided in ICBEMP is counter to
existing policy, regulation, and organizational structure. Thisis especially true when
standards are dictated outside regul ations and existing line and staff organization.
(Natural Resource-based Businessor Business Group, Coeur dAlene, ID - Letter #875417)

Issue: The purpose and need should explain and expand upon the concept of
adaptive management.

Sample Comments.  Stated purpose and need: (5): Emphasize adaptive management over the long term.
Adaptive management is an excuse to do nothing but study. It will likely reduce the
ability to provide goodsand servicesand will certainly reduce the predictability of them.
(Natural Resource-based Businessor Business Group, Coeur d' Alene, ID - Letter #B75417)

The introduction and many other references in the document recognize our changing
knowledge of our environment and our need to adapt our management to this
knowledge. The ElSthen ignoresthisin many of the standards by requiring specific
actionsto reach a goal that may not be required to reach the goal. (Natural

Resour ce-based Business or Business Group, Challis, ID - Letter #878800)

We must set a range of conditions as our target, not simply identify a singular state
which isin vogue at thetime. Thisrange of conditions goal will require continuous
monitoring and management must be adapt with the introduction of new on-the-
ground data. (County Agency or Elected Official, Ephrata, WA - Letter #\WA568)

An adaptive management strategy with adequate monitoring could allow changesin
management when the eval uation of monitoring data reveal s the need for change,
which in turn could reduce the long-term ecological risk to acceptable levels.
(Professional Society, Moscow, ID - Letter #\W546)
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The ICBEMP addresses the uncertainty [ of ecosystem management] by proposing an
Adaptive management process whereby information that is gained during imple-
mentation is applied towards further planning efforts - in other words, a learn as you
go approach. ...the ICBEMP proposes to apply this concept to 42 million acres of
public land in all or portions of five states. (Natural Resource-based Business or
Business Group, Englewood, CO - Letter #B78926)

To represent true Adaptive management, ecosystem and other projects need to be focused
more on 5to 10 year goals and impacts, more reliably projected than specu-lation a
century into thefuture. More emphasis on effective monitoring to providereli-able
feedback for adjusting management in responseto improved information is needed.
(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Boisg, ID - Letter #B75569)

Section 1.2 ~ Proposed Action

1.2.1
Ecosystem
M anagement

d arediscussed inthissection. Theterms ecosystem management, ecosystem health,

d ecosystem integrity were the subject of numerous and often emotional public
comments. While some express support for these concepts and their usein the Draft EISs,
many demand clearer definitions of the terms or want the project to drop theseterms
altogether. The need for restoration of landsin theinterior Columbia River Basinisagreed
upon by many respondents, but they diverge in views on the quantity and types of restoration
activities needed.

Séeral topicsrelated to the project’ s proposed action cause concern among respondents

Public commentswith regard to the proposed action are further summarized and organized into
the subsectionsto follow, capturing public perspective on maintai ning ecosystem health,
restoring degraded lands, and establishing biol ogical reserves.

Noting the complex and diverse definitions of the word ecosystem, some wonder how decision
makerswill agree on a suitable definition, not to mention agree on aplan to manage such a
system. Severd interpret ecosystem management asavague, arbitrary, ill-defined, and
therefore inappropriate cornerstone for a proposed action of thismagnitude. Some state that
the concept of an ecosystem is not scientific theory but socia, political, philosophical, or
religious.

The term ecosystem management conjuresfeelings of distrust for many respondents. The
uncertai nty surrounding the wordsinspires numerous and varied fearsin the public. Somefeel
the vague terminology of the Draft El Ssallows planners and managersto incorporate any
management decision they choose. Somefear that such adecision might inappropriately favor
commodity extraction, while others believe that ecosystem management provides an excuse for
managersto implement an agenda curtailing resource extraction in favor of recreation,
preservation, and wilderness. Advocating control and decision-making by local authorities,
some warn ecosystem management could lead to top-down mandates from centralized
authorities. They arguethat such a“faulty and amorphous centerpiece” to the proposed action
has doomed the entire project from the start.

Asserting that no legal authority or congressional mandate existsfor theinclusion of the
concept into management plans, many claim thisis sufficient reason to abandon the plan. The
size of the project areaand the lengthy time frame of the project putsthe health of the basin at
risk, somewarn, in order to implement aplan that stresses an unproven and nebul ous concept.
Thelegdity of using ecological health asagoal for the plan is problematic for many
respondents. They point out that long-standing laws and policiesrelating to multiple-use
mandate a balance of resource goals; placing ecosystem health above al other considerations,
they say, may violate such laws.
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Quoting several government officials who have noted the lack of a precise definition for
ecosystem or ecosystem management, many people question whether adocument that
relieson these concepts can ever attain the needed clarity, authority, and freedom from
future gridlock, confusion and litigation. They point out that if professional scientists
cannot agree among themselves on adefinition for ecosystem and that even the Draft EISs
statethat thereisno clear definition it will makeimplementing the project that much more
of adifficult task.

Those who approve of the concept contend that ecosystem management is the best
approach to regional management precisely because ecosystems transcend boundaries of
ownership and jurisdiction. Some expressanearly spiritual reverencefor the natural
world, and feel that only by managing for broad ecosystems can managers maintain these
intrinsic values. Stressing theinherent values of nature, some believe human survival or
well-being is dependent on healthy ecosystems characterized by such elements as
biodiversity and extensive wild aress.

Issue: TheFinal EIS should contain a clear, scientific definition of
ecosystem management.

Sample Comments.  The DEISuses numerousill-defined terms throughout the manuscript with vague
concepts guiding assembly of the favored alter native. The Scientific Method notwith-
standing, the DEIS utilizes standards and measures which fail to enable the reader
to come to an objective, independent conclusion using the derived data. Failing to
define the specific ecosystemsto be protected precludes an analysis of reasonably
foreseeabl e outcomes to be postulated. (Individual, Colorado Sorings, CO - Letter #£30)

According to commentary from |ICBEMP authors at a public meeting in Baker City,
Oregon, thereis no successful example of ecosystem management inthe U.S.
(Individual, Baker City, OR - Letter #AN492)

The definitions provided for ecosystem management and most of the terms that seem
to relate to objectives are so ambiguousthat it isimpossible to pin down exactly
what you are saying or are attempting to accomplish. Jack Ward Thomas, former
Forest Service chief, stated thisvery appropriately in a speech he madein 1993: |
promise you | can do anything you want to do by saying it is ecosystem manage-
ment.... Itisincredibly nebulous (Individual, Spring Creek, NV - Letter #B75617)

Themeaning of ecosystemis not scientifically agreed on or defined. The areas
referred to in this study are arbitrarily determined by persons employing the
ecosystem concept. They do not represent real objects on the landscape discovered
through the application of ecological theory or agreed upon methodologies.
Geographically, an ecosystemis anything anybody wantsit to be. One man’spond is
anothers ecosystem. Thisistrue because there are no theories, methodol ogies, or
rulesto guide the determination of ecosystem size, shape, location, or boundaries.
Thisentire proposal is based on a flawed premise. (County Agency or Elected
Official, Lordsburg, NM - Letter #\W794)

We cannot risk 144 million total acres; 72 million acres of BLM/FS managed land,
55 million acres of privately owned land; and the future well-being of 104 counties
and their people to this nebul ous experiment called ecosystem management.
(County Agency or Elected Official, Okanogan, WA - Letter #\W861)

Adgatement madein Alternative Sximpliesthat the government really does not understand
what it isdoing with regard to ecosystem management. Thisalter native makesthe Satement
that knowledge of the functionsand processesthat make up ecosystemsislimited. | question
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Ecosystem Management

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

therationale of trying to implement a management scheme based on a theory that you do not
completely understand. (Individual, Elko, NV - Letter £AMB92)

Just what is ecosystem management remains unclear and in many respects remains to
be defined. In essence, the agency is yet in the process of defining ecosystem
management, the very process that will have to be well defined, with associated clear
goalsand expectationsin order to be able to achieve successful implementation.
Without prioritized or defined production standards (regardless how minimal), there
really isno agency accountability. The Eastside DEISneedsto acknowledge
explicitly that the ultimate goal is choosing the best feasible strategy for allocation of
Federal resourcesto promote the overall welfare of the people of the nation and the
region, within the strictures of Federal law. Ecosystem management, no matter how it
isdefined, is but a tool for achieving that goal. It isnot a goal in and of itself. (Natural
Resour ce-based Business or Business Group, Portland, OR - Letter #\WW3751)

I have attended numerous forums and conferences sponsored by Federal, state
agencies and Colorado Sate University that were attempts to define ecosystems and
ecosystem management concepts and approaches. Even the so-called experts admitted
they could not really define or translate the concept into practical workable
objectives. The only consensus was that it was not science driven [but] politically and
socially oriented. (Individual, Bellevue, CO - Letter #B3938)

Ecosystem management should be legally supported beforeit isimplemented.

Thereisno legal rationalefor utilizing the ecosystem-based management offered in
the DEIS Hence, | believe this DEISis fatally flawed and should be withdrawn.
(Individual, Colorado Springs, CO - Letter #E30)

Ecosystem management has not been mandated by Congressand isa tool of extremists.
(Natural Resource-based Businessor BusinessGroup, Broadus, MT - Letter #AN1279)

The DEISsraise protection of ecosystem health and integrity above all other factorsin
land use decision making. Thisisfundamentally inconsistent with existing multiple-
use laws, which provide that no single use should predominate over all other usesin
the management of Federal lands. (Individual, Huachuca City, AZ - Letter #\W3794)

The Final EIS should address the needs of all of the social, economic,
and biophysical elementsin the interior Columbia River Basin through
Ecosystem Management.

REFLECT THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL NEEDSOF HUMANS -

More emphasis needs to be placed on American people than on animalsand elite
groupstrying to limit use of lands in the name of ecosystem management. (Individual,
Valley, WA - Letter #\W803)

We suggest that the measure of integrity should be the ability to provide the multiple
use outputs of MUSY, NFMA and FLPMA in the context of the primary purposes for
which the lands wer e established. (County Agency or Elected Official, Canyon City,
OR - Letter #\WWA580)

[ The] presumption appearsto be that the presence of man is bad, that the use of
resources by man is bad, and that the only recourse isto eliminate access and exclude
man from the forest environment. The real science provesthemwrong. (Individual,
Libby, MT - Letter #W973)
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Sample Comments:

We are on the verge of making disastrous mistakes when we start forcing people out
of work, closing businesses, creating false security, etc., all in the name of the
environment and saving the endangered species. At the same time one can sit back
and watch our forests decline in health, die, burn up, and waste away, totally
unmanaged but explained and excused as ecosystem management. Give me a break.
(Individual, Palo Cedro, CA - Letter #\\2112)

Thel CBEMP proposesaradical departure froma multiple use management schemeto
a new, untested method that will drastically reduce the future levels of output, and will
have profound economic and social impactsto all communitiesin the project area.
(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Englewood, CO - Letter #878926)

Providing multiple human benefits must be done within the unspecified capabilities
of ecosystems and the limitations of ecological integrity, health and diversity. The
idea of limiting human endeavorsin favor of ecosystem protection is further
reinforced by three of the five goal s established for alternatives 3 through 7.

(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Woodbridge, VA - Letter AV564)

We believe that the frequent and vague references to the promotion of human and
economic welfarein the DEI Sreflect purposefully deceitful rhetoric crafted to
obscurethat ICBEMP isdesigned to ultimately end the | egitimate and productive
non-recreational use of public lands. (Wise-Use Group, Elko, NV - Letter #\W1394)

The DEISshould clearly state that the statutory direction being established by this
document is that public landswill be managed to provide threatened or endangered
Speci es excessive safety margins at the expense of other uses. You should then
explain how the above statutory inter pretation squares with the multiple use
mandates of both agencies. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group,
Wallowa, OR - Letter #W3761)

EMPHASIZE THE PROTECTION OF ALL LIVING CREATURES-
ICBEMP should have assembled for about an hour and gone home -- after
issuing the following statement, * Ecosystems are part of Nature, vital to human
survival, must be preserved and maintained at all costs, and any attempt to
manage them should be guided by simple common sense.” Had that happened,
we would have saved four years, 35 million dollars, and ended up with a plan
that had some merit and realistic potential. (Conservation/ Environmental
Group, Bates, OR - Letter #\W222)

In the Framework Document, |CBEMP attempted to redefine the term ecosystem by
insisting that people are part of, not separate from, ecosystems. In addition to the
natural components recognized by everyone else, ICBEMP insisted upon a social
component (including such factors as culture, community, economy, and politics)
being not just part of ecosystems, but at the very heart of them. They didn’t say that
humans can affect ecosystems in various ways (which is obvious), but that we are
actually organisms oper ating within every ecological system. Before |ICBEMP, each
organismin an ecosystem occupied a niche - that is, performed certain functions or
rolesvital to other organisms and ultimately to the welfare and proper functioning of
the entire system. ICBEMP didn’t attempt to define or designate the niche occupied
by humans in the planets myriad ecosystems. Instead they simply ignored the matter
and refused to discussit. Furthermore, we are never told what people are parts of
what ecosystems. For example, if we are talking about the Mountain Hemlock zone
in the Wallowa Mountains, would it be only people hiking trails? People living in the
nearest town? In Boise, ID? In Denver, CO? Chicago? Miami? Lisbon? Cal cutta?
Or where? We would love to see ICBEMP folks draw that line and defend their
decision. (Conservation / Environmental Group, Bates, OR - Letter #\W222)
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1.2.2 Health
and Integrity

Multiple use management provides little guidance in terms of actual management
practices, and can be very misleading when used to describe management direction.
Although multiple use should assure a consideration of various resour ce uses, most
regulatory and management inter pretations do not expressly provide for conservation of
salmonid habitats and resources. (Conservation / Environmental Group, Arlington, VA
- Letter #B4789)

Thefirst priority for multiple use of Federal landsisto ensure the health of biological
diversity. (Conservation / Environmental Group, Arlington, VA - Letter #B4789)

Moreroads, logging, and mining will make major contributions to the destruction of
the ecosystems involved. Trees may seem to be merely a commodity for economic
exploitation to you, but they contain a life force that matures in a unique way, and
which takes centuries to replace. If we do not begin work with a bigger picturein
terms of respecting all life forms on this planet, we may find our selves to be the most
expendable speciesin the end. (Individual, Malden, MA - Letter #82519)

The ecosystemdoesjust fine without human interference. (Individual, Sevensville, MT -
Letter #B4507)

The perceived lack of any solid, unambiguous definition for ecological health or ecological
integrity causes concern for many, who believe there isno meaning for such termsthat can
pass peer-review. Some assert that the absence of clear definitionswill necessitate a
reliance on subjectivity and inexact science, and they call for quantitative and absolute data
regarding the health of thearea. Distrust of government plannersand officialsinformsa
notion expressed by some that the language of ecological sciencesis deliberately vaguein
order for officials to take whatever action they like, and justify it with ambiguous terms and
concepts.

Citing aperception that extractive industries have severely compromised ecosystem health
and integrity, numerous respondents admoni sh decision-makersto enact aplan that assures
the preservation and restoration of the lands and watersin the project area. 1nlanguage
frequently emotional and urgent, many people assert activities such asroad building,
commercial logging, grazing, and mining have damaged valued indicators of ecosystem
health and biodiversity such as old-growth forests, clean air and water, roadless aress,
recreational opportunities, and productivefisheries.

Some state that the project emphasi zes active management and resource extraction too
much, missing what one respondent calls a unique opportunity to restore and preserve a
part of the nation that many describe as clean, wild, and beautiful. These respondents say
resource extraction should take place only when ecological health will not be compromised,
if at all. Somewho sharethisview favor Alternative 7 asthe preferred alternative; others
find failureswith all the alternatives, and call for anew conservation alternative.

Some say natureitself, rather than active management, can best restore degraded
landscapesto ahealthier and more productive condition. These respondents assert that the
preferred alternative’ semphasis on active restoration of damaged lands representsfurther
concessions and tax-payer subsidiesto extractive businessinterests. Calling these activities
“arecipefor disaster” and “businessasusual,” some feel that Alternative 4 will ssmply
continue the actions many perceive as having degraded these lands for the past century.
Underlying these concerns over ecosystem health isthe feeling that Federal landsin the
interior ColumbiaRiver Basin are apricelesslegacy for future generationsto inherit; many
feel that the ecological integrity of these landsisimportant to people all over the United
States, not just to those residing in the project area.
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| ssue:

Sample Comments:

In contrast, others assert that active management and commadity production can be atool
in restoring ecosystem health. They statethat silvicultural tools such asthinning,
clearcuts, grazing, and prescribed fire can improve wildlife habitat and prevent
destruction of resources by insects, disease, and catastrophic wildfire. Disagreeing with
those who blame historical management activities for ecosystem problems, afew argue
theland isin the best health it has been in recent history, thanksto resource extraction.
They warn against reducing management activitiesin the name of healthy lands, claiming
that amanagement approach which favors ecosystem health will a so produce the greatest
economic benefit by creating sustainable commodity outputs.

Many assert that humans are part of the of the ecosystem and that the project’ s “ agenda”
for ecosystem health failsto consider people’ sneeds. They think the government is
selling out to environmentalist pressures, foreseeing economic disaster for people,
companies, and towns dependent on commaodities produced by public lands.

The Final EIS should emphasize ecological health asa primary goal.

The communities of the Columbia Basin need the public resources that we all depend
on to be managed for clean water, healthy forests (a healthy forest has diseases
throughout its entire life just like humans get sick every once in a while), diverse
economic opportunities that come from sustainabl e practices, protection of
biodiversity and restoration of the degraded ecosystems. (Individual, Portland, OR -
Letter #E27)

The DEIS does not address the causes of ecosystem damage such as road building,
excessivelogging, and grazing. | urge you to withdraw the DEISuntil a strong
conservation alternative has been completed. The ICBEMP represents a unique
opportunity to set a precedent for environmentally responsible ecosystem
management. (Individual, Washington, DC - Letter #W27)

Alternative 4, which would aggressively restore ecosystem health through active
management, seems to miss one very important point. That is, that the areas deemed
(by your own data) to have the highest ecological integrity are the national parks,
federally designated wilderness areas, and remote canyon lands.... What better
evidence that ecological health is (at least to an extent) linked to level of
development in an area. These areas have largely been spared the impacts of timber
extraction, road building and other associated disturbances. (Individual, Soux
Falls, SD - Letter #8110)

What are we leaving to our kids? Will it be used up, laid to waste and turned to
pocket change? Can you face your children or relatives’ children and know that
their futureis only worth what we made yesterday? Where will they go to get rich off
the land once these landsfail, which they will at present rates? What example are we
setting for themto follow? Remember that the ripples we makein this pool of life,

our childrens’ children will feel. In our attempt to make a quick buck our cost/risk/
benefit equation gets all screwed up. We are now making decisions that will have
ramificationsfor generations. (Individual, Shartlesville, PA - Letter #W193)

It istimeto recognize the intrinsic value of wild land and wild places with wild non-
humans unrelated to human comfort and convenience. The arrogance exhibited by
the DEISthat identifies and considers and then proceeds with business as usual in
unconscionable. | amoutraged. Thereisfar more than a high correlation between
roadless and biological diversity. Our public lands must be managed for long-term
biological diversity and natural processes and not short-term human gain.
(Individual, Darby, MT - Letter #\W228)
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| ssue:

Sample Comments:

| do not believe that such a thing as ecosystem management will or can occur under
our present system of politics, fragmented and degraded lands, conflicting motives
and exponentially growing population and consumption. (Individual, Anacortes, WA -
Letter #\WA466)

The Final EIS should have quantifiable definitions for ecosystem health
and ecosystem integrity.

[Thisis] an example of the soft science likely to generate greater distrust in the
dependence on the classification of lands by their ecological integrity and resiliency.
As defined, these classifications are vulnerabl e to challenge as vague and
unreproducible even if that’ s the best we can presently do with ecosystem eval uation.
A more quantitative approach is needed to convince both sides of the need-for-
management argument. Numerical descriptions of absolutes and trendswill carry
mor e weight with the involved publics. Disparate urban/rural populations and
economic interestswill require truly convincing arguments unclouded by social
sciencejargon. (Professional Society, Eatonville, WA - Letter #\W573)

There are 12 different definitions of ecosystemin the Draft Glossary, yet noneinclude
the human element, which is and has been a part for quite some time? And the
definition of ecosystem health makes it sound asif nature was a static condition,
which it isnot and never will be, no matter how we manageit. And who will decide
when the area has reached the quality of being complete? The whole universeisina
constant state of change, never reaching a sense of wholeness. (Individual, Troy, MT -
Letter #\W849)

Ecosystem health doesn’t mean anything. Ecosystems are not living, breathing
entities, or even living vegetation. An ecosystemis a combination of a multitude of
events, situations, conditions, slopes, aspect, elevation, climate, catastrophic events,
disturbances, plants, animals, fungi, bacteria, and the list goes on and on and on over
time. And, ecosystems change from day to day. To look at such vast areas of
wildlands, containing such enormous opportunities for variation, and attempt to
determine health isludicrous. Healthisgiven credibility by the plannersin order to
give themthe authority to do about anything they damn well please in the futurein the
name of forest health . Forests don’t respond to medicine or one or two treatments.
They respond to multiple treatments, applied over vast areas, to produce and maintain
benefits. That is management. Health isnot an appropriate term or concept. Health,
integrity, sustainability and function are all meaningless termsto apply to an
ecosystem. (Individual, Libby, MT - Letter #\W973)

To some, forest health or a healthy ecosystemis one largely devoid of human
interaction and is achieved primarily by leaving the land alone. For resource users
(which all humans are) a healthy ecosystemis one that produces food, clothing,
shelter, recreation, and beauty. These polarized views have been around for quite
sometime; it remains unresolved how ecosystem management proposes to cure this
situation. What the agencies have proposed in the ICBEMP strategy isthat resource
outputs will somehow magically appear if they manage for ecosystems. To varying
extent, the agencies have produced a straw man, the ecosystem, to deflect having to
take responsibility for making hard decisions and commitmentsto people....
Ecosystem health problems are caused by a combination of factorsthat include
vegetation species changes resistant to fire, abnormally dense strands of vegetation
with lowered tolerance to drought stress and insect attacks, fuel ladders and high
levels of accumulated debris, etc. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group,
Portland, OR - Letter #AN3751)
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

Sample Comments:

All ecosystems are dynamic. Static ecosystems do not exist. Attempting to distinguish
between healthy and unhealthy ecosystems on the basis of dynamismis akin to trying
to distinguish between good and bad major |eague baseball teams on the basis of
whether or not they wear uniforms during games. Vagueness prevents the remainder
of the explanation of ecosystem self-repair from providing useful guidance. For
example, the Mt. . Helens ecosystemsis surely unhealthy according to the standard
suggested. Compared to pre-eruption conditions: it no longer produces diverse
populations of biota, its waters are fouled, and its soils are in some places not-
existent. However, the standard contains sufficient waffle room so that the opposite
conclusion can also be reached. Sncein healthy ecosystems recovery from
disturbances may take varying amounts of time and specific conditions may look
different afterward, we can consider the facts that biota have returned, natural
processes are converting sterile volcanic debrisinto soil, and the water and air are
cleaner now than during the disturbance event, and conclude that the Mt. . Helens
ecosystem s perfectly healthy after all. (Natural Resource Based Businessor Business
Group, Bozeman, MT - Letter #877931)

The concept of terrestrial integrity, as presented in Chapter 2, has seriousflawsasa
concept for ecosystem management of terrestrial organismsin the Interior Columbia
River Basin. Thethree conceptsfor defining terrestrial integrity include species
viability, evolutionary potential, and ecol ogical scales - evolutionary time frames. As
presented, these concepts are based on single, legally designated species, rare
endemics, and fringe populations. Thereis no attempt to define vegetation or wildlife
in terms of vegetation or wildlife communities, speciesor community densities,
species or community diversities, species or community biomass, abundances, or any
other ecological conceptsthat characterizes animal components of a systemasa
whole. Conseguently, the concept of terrestrial integrity in this draft does not
represent overall measurements of ecosystems. These concepts measure, in fact, the
reciprocal of ecosystemintegrity and are biased against parameter s that measure
systems as a whol e entity. Either revise this concept to include a significant measure
of total ecosystem health or deleteit altogether. (Natural Resource-based Business
or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #AN686)

The Final EI'S should promote management activities that increase
ecosystem health.

ACTIVE MANAGEMENT CAN PROMOTE ECOSYSTEM HEALTH -
Our forests and rangelands can sustain timber harvest and grazing while maintaining
bal ance between man, beast, fish and fowl. (Individual, Troy, MT - Letter #AN729)

To attribute the lack of ecosystem health solely to land management actions such as
fire suppression, over harvest of timber, and overgrazing is misleading and will lead
toill-founded decisions. (Individual, Seattle, WA - Letter #\W881)

[The DEIS isdriven to advance two general concepts: anti-human and nature
knows best. Those concepts are accepted without critical evaluations. The reports
and reasoning clearly indicated that the teamwriters consider human species
unwanted on Federal lands. Whatever the humans do is undesirable and nature
knows best. Reduction of human use is the goal in an unbalanced way in that
nowhereisit even hinted that nature can be improved upon. (Individual, Why, AZ -
Letter #B4704)

ACTIVE MANAGEMENT CANNOT PROMOTE ECOSYSTEM HEALTH -
| feel the protections proposed by the project are not nearly adequate to preservethis
ecosystem and that they will merely allow the mining, logging and grazing to continue,
though under new acceptable names. (Individual, Ashland, OR - Letter #B75755)
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1.2.3
Restoration

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

We have found time and time again that we do not under stand ecosystems well enough
yet to be able to intervene with the confidence of doing more good than harm. Our
past forest and range management practices have obviously contributed a great
deal to our present deteriorating ecosystem. (Individual, Omak, WA - Letter #A\\948)

Your plan to restore the health of the forest ecosystemsin the Northwest by increasing
logging and road building on these natural landsis abhorrent to me. Your ideas seem
to be nothing more than plans to completely destroy all the natural characteristics of
forests and wildlands. (Individual, Klamath Falls, OR - Letter #\W772)

In the opinions of many, public lands within the interior Columbia River Basin require
restoration because of a history of management activities which they feel have been
detrimental to ecosystem health. Thereis disagreement, however, on the level and
type of management activities people feel should be a part of the restoration efforts.

Citing a belief that nature can best heal itself without the interference of human
management, some respondents favor a passive restoration scheme including
biological reserves, which they feel would protect ecological health and allow
degraded areas to heal. These advocates of passive restoration claim the active
methods suggested in the Draft EISs are, to alarge degree, the same activities that
degraded theregion in thefirst place.

Conversely, those who support active restoration point to excessive fuel build-up in
the forests, dead and decaying trees, and infestation by insects and disease as evidence
of need. Suggestions for active restoration include such activities as prescribed fire,
thinning timber stands, removing roads, and controlling non-native plants. Painting a
forest health crisis picture, they protest what they see as a 50- or 70-year time frame
for restoration activitiesin the project area as too long of atimeframe to tackle issues
that need to be addressed through active management today.

Some of these respondents maintain that timber harvest should go beyond pre-
commercial thinning. They feel that science has shown thereis aplace for
silvicultural techniquesinimproving forest health, but that these techniques are being
ignored by the agencies. They view commercial activities and harvest prescriptions as
helpful to restore ecosystem health, and insist that private lands alone will not be able
to supply a growing demand for commodities if extractive activities were to be
severely curtailed on public lands.

The Final EI'S should re-examine restoration prescriptions.

PASSIVE RESTORATION OVER ACTIVE MANAGEMENT -

The DEIS preferred alternative proposes to continue destructive activities (such
asroad building in remote areas, logging old-growth forests, and grazing by
domestic livestock in sensitive riparian and dryland areas), and then somehow
‘restoring’ them. ....Once these lands have been degraded, it is very difficult,
expensive, and sometimes impossible to rehabilitate. Granted, much of our
public land has already been damaged, and restoration work will be necessary.
But this ongoing restoration should not be used to justify the continuation of the
extractive activities that are responsible for causing this damage. (Individual,
Yakima, WA - Letter #\W631)

| find your definition of “ restoration” that includes logging, grazing, and mining
to be a misleading euphemism. (Individual, Darby, MT - Letter #W228)
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ICBEMP Final Analysis of Public Comment

Sample Comments: ACTIVE AND AGGRESSIVE RESTORATION -
Givelocal forestersthetools they need to properly, actively, manage the
forests. Active, progressive management of the forest isthe only way to avert a
disaster of catastrophic proportions! (Individual, Oldtown, ID - Letter
#B79117)

We find that the DEIS preferred alternative falls short of meeting the purpose
and need statement. One of these areas is the purpose and the need to restore
and maintain long-term ecosystem health and ecological integrity. Our main
concern isthat the preferred alternative does not adequately speak to salvage
of much of the dead and dying timber that is present throughout the area. The
theme of the preferred alternative is supposedly to do aggressive restoration,
but we do not see that here. The means to accomplish restoration is commercial
silvicultural treatments. Realistically thereisno other way that restoration on
such a broad scale is going to be accomplished. (Business Group, Prineville,
OR - Letter #W746)

Even on public lands intensive forest production will be needed to meet
increasing societal needs. Ecological integrity can be maintained for the
aquatic, riparian and other sensitive systems and also on a landscape basis, but
some priority areas with high productive capabilities should be dedicated to
production of goods and services over the long term. We feel it is essential to
dedicate priority Intensive strategy or production areas on public landsin
order to retain the opportunity for Multiple Benefits and Preservation areas.
The challenge is to develop an accepted balance between these strategies.
Ecosystem management concepts integrate with the Multiple benefits strategy.
Itisalogical adjustment of past multiple-use practices that recognizes the need
to consider ecosystem dynamics. The emphasis for eco-system management
should concentrate on these lands. Recognize ecosystem management as an
extension of multiple use management, and the need for Intensive, Preservation
and Multiple benefits areas. Continue to develop consensus for a balance of
these three strategies. (Professional Societies, Eatonville, WA - Letter #W573)

| believe that the DEIS srequire, at the very least, a major rework because
none of the alternatives adequately support the “ aggr essive active management
approach” determined as needed by the Project’s own scientific findings.
Management direction islight on guidelines and heavy on standards.
(Individual, Libby, MT - Letter #W852)

We under stand the need for a primary focus on restoration work, but we do not
understand why there is no direction for timber management (aside from
restoration) in accordance with the multiple use principles written into Federal
land management law. (State Agency or Elected Official, Salem, OR - Letter
#WAB27)

Multiple-use objectives, particularly timber production, are relegated to a by-
product of ecosystem restoration rather than being treated as objectives to be
achieved through the ICBEMP strategy. (Natural Resource-based Business or
Business Group, John Day, OR - Letter #W4829)

The overriding goal outlined in the DEIS preferred alternative is maintenance
and restor ation of the ecological health of vast landscapes under Federal
jurisdiction. The traditional emphasis on multiple use of Federal land

resour ces has been discarded. Inits place, Federal land managers have
substituted a focus on the maintenance and protection of ecosystem integrity.
(State Agency or Elected Official, Boise, ID - Letter #B77953)
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Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale

Sample Comments:

1.2.4
Ecosystem
Analysisat the
Water shed
Scale

PASSIVE MANAGEMENT AND TIME CONSTRAINTS-

Ecosystem health will not be restored in a reasonabl e length of time, sinceyou are
relying on passive rather than active management. Therisk of wild fires, insectsand
disease on forest health has been greatly under-estimated. Scientific studieswhich
show that timber harvest improves forest health have been ignored. | feel that too
much emphasis has been placed on philosophy and theory and not enough on active
restoration activities. (Individual, Elgin, OR - Letter #\W1819)

All alternativesfail to restore ecosystemhealthin areasonable period of time... that iswithin
the 10- to 15-year horizon of thisplan. (Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter $AM686)

The proposed rates of restoration (probably in recognition of the vulnerability of
funding) are too slow to be effective under any alternative. (Business Group, Salem,
OR - Letter #AW759)

Many comments are directed at ecosystem analyses at the watershed level, which would be
completed after a Record of Decision isissued for the project to identify management
opportunitiesthat fit local conditions and opportunities. Pointing out that the Draft EISs
reveal very little about this aspect of implementing the project, some assert these watershed
analyses should provide clear, concise standards and direction for specific resource
management activities. Many, however, question just how any watershed analysiswill
accomplishthisgoal. Somefeel that directionsin theinterim fish recovery plans
(PACFISH and INFISH) aready are too restrictive and would be become even more
constrained after ecosystem analysisis completed.

Some question whether watershed analysisis necessary at all. Because analyses would be
tiered from basin to subbasin to watershed levels, some respondents have doubts about the
analyses’ applicability to specific areas and anticipate interminable delaysin their
completion. They fear that the process will become a bureaucratic bottleneck, and they
assert that the purpose and need of the Draft El Ss—whether restoring ecosystem
functioning or providing goods and services—will be held hostage to another planning
process. These people believe that even if the processisviable, the agencies will not have
adequate funding to accomplish analyses.

Some feel that because NEPA already provides site-specific impact analysis, watershed
analysissimply is not necessary. Othersfeel that watershed analysis does not consider a
range of possible management activitiesand isnot legally required.

Arguing that watershed analysisis necessary to estimate environmental impacts, othersfeel
more site-specific data on existing environmental conditionsisaprerequisitefor
determining if any management activities are appropriate for agiven piece of land. Many
feel that if any activities are deemed appropriate, then watershed analysisis needed to fully
estimate environmental consequences. Watershed analysis, its advocates assert, is
especially needed when trying to estimate impacts from prescribed burning, which include
weed invasion, sedimentation and stream channel morphology impactsin rare fish habitats,
human safety and healthy concerns, and the possible loss of native plant species.

Many believe that the findings of watershed analysiswill be difficult to quantify. Many feel
that rather than postponing watershed analysis until after the Record of Decision isissued,
the environmental effects of the alternatives could be stated more clearly inthe Final EISif
the analyses were completed as part of the scientific assessment. Some expressed fear that
no no management activitieswill be possible until watershed analyses are compl eted.
Whereas, othersthink local managerswill use thisas an opporunity to implement any
projects according to their own interpretation of the datafrom watershed analysis.
Respondents suggest the use of agency and peer review to ensure compliance with
watershed analysis direction.
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ICBEMP Final Analysis of Public Comment

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

Although some people appreciate that an analysis of ecosystems requires the use of
hydrologic units, they feel that this methodology may not be a perfect tool and that
ecosystem analysis must encompass issues on both abroader and finer scale. They argue
that adjoining watersheds are not necessarily ecologically isolated, and management in
one can affect the other. Many are concerned that because resources such as plants and
animals or even roads cross these boundaries, any analysis must consider different
management activities, such as prescribed burning, grazing practices, and transportation
plans. Othersarguethat ecological variationswithin any given watershed must be closely
examined in any analysis. They state that thisecological variability can include
conflicting management strategiesfor private lands, or other public lands. Somefeel
watershed analysisis needed for all areas, while others recommend a screening process to
identify any possible areas which might be exempt.

The Final EIS should allow for watershed analysis to provide
clear management direction.

This DEISdoes not provide land managers with any more assurance of consi stent
decision making than present direction does. Watershed analysisisonly useful in
the context of clear management standards. We endor se devel oping an alternative
that clearly describes the Ecosystem Analysis at the Water shed Scale process and
givesland managersclear direction for making land use decisions. (Conservation
Group, Reno, NV - Letter #B75212)

Experiencetells usthat there are unacceptabl e risksinvolved when managersare
given broad discretion to translate the results of watershed into management
direction--e.g. management which does not retard or prevent attainment of
management objectives. The Project’ s vision of water shed under scores the reason
that the ICBEMP decision must incor porate measur able, enforcement default
standards. (Natural Resource-based Businesses or Business Groups, Eugene, OR -
Letter #W4658)

Ecosystem analysis at the water shed scale is an undefined entity. We cannot find
with the body of the DEISwhat this process actually entails, what technologies
might be used to conduct the study, what data isto be collected and how it isto be
used. (Natural Resource-based Businessesor BusinessGroups, Boise, 1D - Letter #84583)

Watershed analysis preparation or review does not require inclusion of interagency,
intergovernmental participation, or peer review. Thereisno discussioninthe DEIS
how watershed products, reports or recommendations will be used to implement
management decisions. We recommend the inclusion of agencies, tribes and
possible peer review in the WA process, and a clear process for implementing their
recommendations. (Individual, Portland, OR, - Letter #\W840)

Watershed analysis should take place before a Final EISisissued.

Ecosystem analysis at the water shed level should be been documented as part of the
|CBEMP, not put off until some hazy future date. With thisvital knowledge, grandiose
ideas and guesses on outcomes of the DEI S-proposed ecosystem mani pul ation cannot be
adequately assessed. (Conservation/Environmental Group, Boise, ID - Letter #AV3690)

Thedraft EISisnot clear whether ecosystem analysis precludes any resour ce work
being done prior to the completion of the analysis. Inanideal setting, ecosystem
analysiswould occur prior to any changed management activities. (Resource
Advisory Council, Ontario, OR - Letter #\W2956)
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Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale

Issue: TheFinal EIS should allow resource management to continue without
delays related to watershed analysis.

Sample Comments.  |sthisintended to stop ongoing projects? The DEISsfocus on additional analysiswill
come at high coststo taxpayerswith very little benefit... Watershed analysisis not
linked to the Desired Future Conditionsin Forest Plan allocations and therefore
should not be expected to provide context for many of the commodities the agencies
are budgeted and expected to produce. The FEISneedsto provide clear objectives so
project level proposals can answer the questions why here? and why now? The DEIS,
Sub-basin Review, and Water shed Analysis do not help the line officersto answer
those questions but rather focus on what should not be done and why it should not be
done. (Individual, Walla Walla, WA - Letter #\W3793)

The Eastside DEI Sfails miserably to reveal the effects of the processdecisions. This
isparticularly of concern for the multi-tiered planning process with ecosystem
analysis on the water shed scale asits centerpiece. The Eastside DEISexplainsthat
the Forest Service really does not know how much water shed analysis would occur in
thefirst decade. Sncewatershed analysisisa prerequisite to many restoration
activities, including timber harvest, and isthe key processin achieving the purpose
and need of the Eastside DEIS, the plan must indicate where and when water shed
analysiswill occur. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, LaGrande,
OR - Letter #AMG86)

It appears UCRB will put the managing agenciesin an analysis paralysisdoing all the
watershed analysiswork. Regarding Alternative 4, are we expected to do an
ecosystem analysis at the Water shed Scale for forest wide miscellaneous forest
products? i.e...firewood, mushrooms, etc. (Individual, McCall, ID - Letter #B75382)

Until ecosystem analysisis performed, interim guidance would continue to be imposed
under proposed plans. The interim guidance would remain in place for years. It
resembles the old interim guidance, and in many cases would be morerestrictive and
contain difficult quantified standards. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business
Group, LaGrande, OR - Letter #\\686)

Currently thereisno process that will revise existing project-specific NEPA
analysis schedules to include completion of high priority EAWSthat were
identified through the completion of the SBR process. (Federal Agency, Seattle, WA
- Letter #B78714)

Issue: Watershed analysis should clearly identify environmental impacts.

Sample Comments.  Although prescribed burning isa major restoration techniquein ICBEMP, only atiny
area of land would undergo watershed analysis prior to being burned. Thisignores
everything from downstream threats to human health and safety impacts due to runoff
events following burning in degraded watersheds. It failsto consider irreversible or
long-term | oss of native species following burning and invasion of annuals, to impacts
of sedimentation, accel erated runoff, etc. from burned areas on rare fish habitats.
(Conservation Group, Boise, ID - Letter #\W3690)

Iswatershed analysis at thewatershed scal€’ like suitability analysis? No. It should be
based on‘ capabilitiesand limitations of specific watersheds (DEISpage 3-89) but it snot
decision-oriented (doesn’t identify lands suitable for grazing and prescribe management),
it snot required for everything (asis 36 CFR[ Section] 219,20), it’s not donein forest
planning asrequired in NFMA, it’ s not based on ‘ alter native uses foregone’ asrequired
intheregulations. (Conservation/Environmental Group, Eugene, OR - Letter ANVA4622)
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ICBEMP Final Analysis of Public Comment

Issue:  TheFinal EIS should ensure that watershed analysis consider effects of
land management activities on whole ecosystems.

Sample Comments.  We question the statement in Sandards EM-S8 (Alternative 4) and EM-S12 that land
management activities can proceed outside of Category 1 sub-basinsin the absence
of watershed analysis. Such analysisiscritical to understand the ecosystem
consequences of potential land management activities, and is at least asimportant in
Category 2 and 3 sub-basins asin Category 1 sub-basins. Many units of the
National Park System are within Category 2 and 3 sub-basins. These sub-basinsare
in great need of the restoration activities called for in Alter native 4; the effectiveness
of such activities depends on the under standing to be gained through ecosystem
analysis at the watershed level. (Federal Agency, Seattle, WA - Letter #\W881)

Map 3-8 shows only small sections of certain drai nages/water sheds undergoing
ecosystem analysis. Major water sheds, such asthe Owyhee River drainagein
Oregon and Idaho (a wild and scenic river in Oregon), where thereis serious
documented ongoing harm being caused by livestock (BLM-Draft Owyhee RMP
1996), and a host of special resource values - including California bighorn sheep,
rare plants, numerous WSAs, several tributary drainages which have been
determined eligible for wild and scenic river status - would not have water shed
analysisoccur before prescribed fire, and highly fragmented and disconnected portions
of thelandscape would under go ecosystem analysis. (Conservation/Environmental
Group, Boise, ID - Letter #W3690)

The Draft EISislacking any recognition of the relationship of private land to public
land in water shed scale ecosystem analysis. Support for collaborative full watershed
across public and private boundaries should be promoted in the Draft EIS
Ecosystem analysisfor all landsin contiguous area, irrespective of ownership, is
desirable in mixed owner ship water sheds... Often water sheds are under multi-
ownership and a fear does or may exist that issues and recommendations for their
solution will be applied to private aswell as public lands. (Resource Advisory
Council, Ontario, OR - Letter #\W2956)

DEIS 3:174 isinaccurate when it states that lands would be managed as a whole
within water shed and as connected |ands between watersheds. |CBEMP proposes
only very limited watershed analysis. Under all alternatives, large acreage would be
omitted from analysis, and not managed as ecosystems. (Conservation/Environment
Group, Boisg, ID - Letter #\W3690)

Appendix 3-1, page 217, para 5. Problem Statement: A screening process for
identifying when ecosystem analysisis needed is not included in this Appendix.
Supporting Evidence: The paragraph indicated that the agencieswill develop a
Screening process to determine when ecosystem analysis at the landscape

(water shed) scale needs to be performed, but is not specified here, nor in Table 3-5.
Lack of a specified screening processin the DEISmakesit difficult to understand the
effects of proposed alternatives. Recommendation: A screening processis needed to
disclose and ensure the planning linkages between the broad scale and the fine
scale, and identify exemptions from ecosystem analysis. (Natural Resour ce-based
Business or Business Groups, LaGrande, OR - Letter #AV686)

Ecosystem analysis at the watershed level islikely to be at a scale that istoo fine for
preparing Access and Travel Management plans. Most sub-water sheds are not
large enough for transportation planning in isolation from surrounding Federal
lands. Recommendation: Remove this and other standardsthat are not imple-
mentable. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Groups, La Grande, OR -
Letter #\W686)
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Reserves

1.2.5 Reserves

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

Many people suggest creating biological reservesin theinterior Columbia River Basin to
conserve biological diversity and to maintain or restore ecological health. They argue that
old-growth forests, riparian regions, fish and wildlife, and roadless areas, must have
protection to meet the project’ s stated purpose and need. Numerous respondents assert that
many of the few remaining intact ecosystems|eft in the country are found in the planning
area, and this project, in their view, isthelast chance to protect remnants of disappearing
ecosystems for future generations.

Thereis some disagreement about how to manage reserves. A hands-off management
approach to the management of lands administered by the BLM and Forest Servicein the
project areais desired by some as opposed to ecosystem management. They perceive that
ecosystem management requires considerations of economic and social valuesin
management decisions. Othersfeel that active restoration, such as removing roads and
prescribed burning, is necessary to first return potential reserve areasto ecological
integrity. Many of theseindividuals do not want any type of timber harvesting, mining, or
grazing in these areas, and suggest that non-native species be controlled to ensure that
reserves function asintact natural ecosystems.

Those opposed to reserves feel designation of these areas would preclude proper
management for wildfires, wildlife, noxious weeds, and a predictable flow of commodities
from the public lands.

Many people complain that only one alternative in the Draft EI'S proposes a series of
reserves. Somefeel that even these areas are too small to maintain ecological integrity and
far too fragmented from each other. The preferred alternative has support from some, but
only if it ismodified to include all or part of the identified reserves suggested in Alternative
7. Some question the likelihood of funding for the active restoration proposed under the
preferred alternative, suggesting that passive management in reservesisamorerealistic and
effective method to restore ecological health. Some people feel that reserves should be
created next to existing wilderness areas and national parksto provide core habitat for
wildlife species. They think that areas other than those proposed in the Draft El Ss should
be considered because of their high biological integrity.

The Final EIS should use reservesto restore ecological health.

EMPHASIZE RESERVES-

Reserves containing wildlands must be established and said reserves must prevent
logging or any other activitiesthat will disturb the plant and animal world. These
must prevent mining and other extractionsincluding mineral and non-mineral items.
Logging and access roads will not be installed in these reserves and wildlands.
Everything in the reserves must be protected and allowed to develop in a natural
way. No timber harvest or extractionswill be permitted. (Individual, Roseburg, OR -
Letter #W747)

The agencies' scientific information confirmsthat old growth forests and native
grasslands have been depleted, and water sheds, habitats, and soils have been
degraded, putting fish and wildlife at risk. Unless these problems are addressed, the
Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management are likely to continue with the
business-as-usual management that has degraded these lands and waters over the
past 100 years. (Individual, Rupert, ID - Letter #B4881)

There should be a scientifically-based system of reserves with the goals of conserving
biological diversity and maintaining or restoring ecological integrity because we have
so few old-growth of riparian areas|eft in a pristine state in this country that some of
this must be preserved for our posterity. (Individual, Newcastle, WA - Letter #E13)
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ICBEMP Final Analysis of Public Comment

Sample Comments:

Reserves are too essential an element of our under standing of conservation
biology to be ignored in this planning process. In particular, there needsto be
clear protection of forested roadless areas, as well asthose areas of aquatic and
grassland ecosystemsthat still preserve essential elements of native biodiversity.
Reserves need to be protected from commercial timber harvest, especially
removal of large and/or old trees, and they also need to have cattle grazing
removed. (Individual, Portland, OR - Letter #\W4730)

Thefinal Columbia Basin plan must include a scientifically-based system of
reserves with the goals of conserving biological diversity and restoring
ecological health. We need to remember that so-called scientists of the far Right-
Wing interestsin Congress and of the timber, mining, grazing, and oil-and-gas
industries are not true scientists. They have no real scientific basisfor their
arguments or reasonsfor continuing extractive and devel opment practicesthat
destroy forests and related ecological and biologically-essential wildlands areas.
We need a sound scientifically based system of reserves which plansfor the long-
term health of multiple ecosystems and for the welfare of future generations.
(Individual, Kaysville, UT - Letter #B76357)

70% of the healthy big wild ecosystems left in the lower 48 are found in the
UCRB. Unfortunately, the DEISfailsto recognize and protect these remaining
healthy ecosystems with scientific information: 1. Integrate all major scientific
findsin Highlighted Scientific Findings of the Interior Columbia Basin
Ecosystem Projects, General Technical Report PNW-GTR-404 (May 2997) 2.
Integrate all major scientific findingsin a Satus of the Interior Columbia Basin-
Summary of Scientific Findings, General Technical Report PNW-GTR-385 (Nov.
1996) 3. Integrateall major scientific findingsin Integrated Scientific
Assessment for Ecosystem Management in the Interior Columbia Basin., General
Technical Report PNW-GTR-382 (Sept. 1996) (Conservation/Environmental
Group, Hungry Horse, MT - Letter #B81)

Only one of the alter natives examined designated reserves, and that alternative
was not the chosen as the preferred alternative by the agency team. (Individual,
Portland, OR - Letter #E25)

The preferred option does not adequately protect the fragile ecosystems of the
Columbia Basin. Thereare no areas specifically set aside for ecological
reserves. (Individual, Spokane, WA - Letter #\W602)

Unfortunately, the Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project Plan, the
BLM and the Forest Service propose no new reservesin the basin. | am now
convinced that both the Forest Service and the BLM in the West will not be happy
until all of America’ swild virgin forests and wildlife are compl etely wiped out to
extinction! (Individual, Redding, CA - Letter #\W632)

We believe that thereislittle evidence to suggest that the full range of biological
diversity can be maintained at an eco-regional scale without establishing a set of
biological reserves specifically managed to maintain biological diversity.
Therefore, Alternative 4 isinadequate for this purpose without incor porating
some aspects of Alternative 7. (Conservation/Environmental Group, Boulder, CO
- Letter #W3676)

DON'T EMPHASIZE RESERVES-

We strongly oppose alternative number 7 whereas placement of land into
reserves will not adequately address proper resource management for wildfires,
wildlife, noxious weeds and a predictable, stable harvest of our timber, mineral, and
rangeland resources. (County Agency or Elected Official, Burley, 1D, Letter #B78695)
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Reserves

Sample Comments:

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

MANAGEMENT OPTIONSFOR RESERVES-

The Reserves are not defined and it is unclear what their relationship iswith classified
Wilderness. It seems that Wilder ness meets the ecosystem management definition of
‘reserves . Display wilderness areas as Reservesin all alternatives. Thereserve
management has an entirely different emphasis and focus than the anthropocentric
and utilitarian ecosystem management. These two approaches need to have different
names. We recommend ecosystem management be considered management that
integrates ecological capabilitieswith social values and economic relationships.
(DEISGlossary). And even though the passive or reserve management also considers
ecosystems, this management should be called wilderness, reserve or natural area
management. Thiswould eliminate a major source of confusion for ecosystem
management asit is now presented. The two approaches cannot both be labeled
‘ecosystem management.’” (Professional Society, Eatonvillle, WA - Letter #\W573)

Without reservesthe current preferred alternativerdies completely uponintensive management
and restoration, both of which are neaded within the Columbia Basin but which are not needed
everywhereat once and cannot beimplemented with any semblance of a realistic budget.

By designating reserves, there are theimmediate benefits that active restoration and
intensive management can be implemented in a much more focused manner.
(Conservation/Environmental Group, Portland, OR - Letter #\W502)

The management plan should allow road removal, prescribed fire and control of non-
native species as necessary to achieve the goals of the reserve system. Without such
guidance, no plan can assure that the agencies will make the transition fromlogging to
protection and restoration of ecological values. (Individual, Oroville, WA - Letter #E11)

We do not have to choose between restoration and reserves as some have stated.
Forests do not need to be thinned to be healthy. In fact, the erosion, fragmentation of
habitat, encouragement of invasive species and destruction of wilderness far outweigh
any benefitsfromlogging. (Individual, Knoxville, TN - Letter #B75378)

What is needed is at |east one alternative that emphasizes a credible reserve design
while also emphasizing monitoring and adaptive management, and the restoration of
degraded water sheds, ecosystems, and key ecological processes and functions. Many
of the alternatives in the Draft EISdocuments address one or more of these key topics,
but none effectively combines all of them as a single package. (Conservation/
Environmental Group, Eugene, OR - Letter #\WA661)

More reserves than those identified in Alternative 7 should beincluded in
the Final EIS.

Even Alternative 7, which poses as the best of the lot, shows no recognition that a few
isolated reservesis not the same as an intact ecosystem... if you take a magnificent
Persian carpet 12 x 18 ft. and cut it into 36 pieces, you don’'t get 36 beautiful Persian
throw-rugs. You get three dozen worthless and unraveling fragments with no
discernible pattern. (Individual, Frenchglen, OR - Letter #\W24)

The current Draft EIS contains only alter native seven which superficially addresses
protection of reserved areas, however, alternative seven fallsfar, far short of what is
required. Afunctional system of reserveswould be accomplished by expanding the
existing wilderness and national park units within the Columbia Basin to provide
viable core habitat for all species associated with the ecosystem (i.e. asindicated by
key species such aswolf, grizzly bear, salmon) and connecting these expanded core
units with viable wildlife corridorsto reverse current rates of rampant habitat
destruction. (Individual, Richland, WA - Letter #\W428)
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ICBEMP Final Analysis of Public Comment

| CBEMP proposes no reserves in the Owyhee Uplands--one of two zones of
moder ate rangeland ecol ogical integrity, and no reservein the ‘Hotspot’ of
biodiversity in southern Idaho. These areas must be proposed as reserves.
(Conservation/Environmental Groups, Boise, ID - Letter #\WW3690)

The selection criteria state that habitats that support rare or narrowly endemic
specieswere included (DEIS 3-51). However, large areas of high endemism or
biodiversity value (i.e. Centers of Endemismand Rarity or Biodiversity) identified by
the Scientific Assessment wer e not included in the reserves. Thesetypes of areas should
beincluded. (Individual, Missoula, MT - Letter #W3801)

Section 1.3 ~ Scale/Decisions

1.3.1 Scale

endeavorsin the history of the nation, and this concept alone inspires a broad

spectrum of comments. Many people have questions or concerns with the scale
of the project both in terms of effects analyses and in terms of its sheer geographic scope.
Thekinds of decisionsthat will be made, the far-reaching effects of these decisions, and
the mechanismsand logistics of planning and implementation all cause reactionsranging
from enthusiastic support to fear of agovernment attempting to do morethan it should.

M any respondents feel that ICBEMP is one of the most ambitious planning

This section describes some of the broad public concerns regarding the scale of the
project, the kinds of decisionsthat will be made, the use of science in the planning
process, and the value of multiple layers of analysis, such asthe subbasin review. The
issue of the public’ strust of the government’ sintentions and global issues such as climate
change and United States sovereignty also appear in this section.

Many peoplefed the broad-scale direction found in the Draft El Ssis neither appropriate nor
adequate to analyze and manage an areaas vast, complex, and diverse astheinterior
ColumbiaRiver Basin. They notethat the areacontainsawide array of dissimilar landscapes
and resources. Many believe only fine-scale study of National Forests, BLM Didtricts,
watersheds, or landscapetypeswill lead to effective management. Somethink that the
concept and definition of an ecosystem will always be elusive even on asmall scale and that
any attempt to manage at alarger scaleisdoomed to fail. They contend that even if an
ecosystem can be defined, no agreement can be reached on its boundaries, |et aloneits health.
Respondents believe that even if some small areas do show poor eco-logical hedlth, the Draft
El Ss address only the broad-scale and do not provide appropriate remedia direction. Many
fed that standards and objectives should be developed on asmaller scale and the project
should only beaguidelinefor local land managers.

Many believe the broad-scal e approach does not adequately recogni ze the on-the-ground
knowledge and expertise of local land managers. They contend that the size of the project
makesit unresponsiveto local concerns and fostersinadequate collaboration with other
agenciesand affected parties. They fed that planning and management should not be
controlled by atop-down approach, but rather directed on a case-by-case basis by local
peoplewho are familiar with theland. Many view the motive for using the broad approach
not as sound ecol ogical management, but rather asamatter of social and political control.

Some question the methodol ogies and data.used to Sudy ecosystemsin the project area. They note
that saying portions of land arein poor ecologica condition should not be construed to mean
that thewholelandscapeisunhealthy. They contend that classificationsusing this aggregated
datagivesapoor picture of the existing ecological condition of the interior Columbia River
Basin, fail to portray site specific risks, and masks good ecological health.
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People question how cumulative effects can be predicted from alternatives when ecosystem
classification datavariesin its scale and resolution, or when only sample datawere usedin
theanalysis. They fedl forest and range clustersare artificial groupings which have more
diversity thanimplied in the plan.

Others assert that the Draft EISs apply generalized objectives and standards to the whole
project area when they should be used only for specific subjects such as wildlife habitat
management. While at other timesthe project inappropriately mandates specific standards
for the entire planning area, such asregarding road densities.

A contrasting opinion isthat a broad outlook is needed to improve the ecological health of
theinterior ColumbiaRiver Basin rather than apiecemeal approach. Still othersarguethat
there needs to be a marriage of the broad and fine scales by using intermediate, or
landscape, analysis not only to ensure proper management, but also to gain public
acceptance of the planning process.

Issue.  TheFinal EISshould offer guidelines and allow for standardsto be
developed through analysis at a finer scale.

Sample Comments.  The ICBEMP DEISs are one-size-fits-all plans which rely too heavily on
standards and not enough on guidelines... (Form Letter #225)

Ecosystem-based is an absurd term under the circumstances of the size of this
vast areas. Also, the term ecosystem is not definable in a broad context. An
ecosystem may be defined as a moss-filled crack in a sidewalk, a football field, or
Lake Superior. The national forests are composed of millions of ecosystems,
habitat types, and vegetation, soils, aspects, ... relationships. To attempt to plan
at any level for an area the size of the ICRB, in one process, is ludicrous.
(Individual, Libby, MT - Letter #W819)

Health is such a meaningless term when speaking of vast areas of unlike land
and water. If there are forest health problems, they do not occur generally over
large areas. They have historically occurred in localized areas on national
forests... (Individual, Libby, MT - Letter #\W819)

The definition of an Oregon landscape is so absolutely foreign to Northwest
Montana that it may as well be the moon. Sill you propose to develop
management direction, management strategy, for both areas? | don’t believe you
should be attempting to do that. (Individual, Twin Falls, ID - Letter #\W8119)

| had a youth baseball team last year outfitted with one sizefits all caps. One
was too large; two were small and three players couldn’t wear them at all. The
one size fits all concept in forest management doesn’t work either. Let thelocal
manager s plan the use of our local forests. Isthisa game of common sense or of
power and control? (Individual, Panama City, FL - Letter #W2126).

We have |long managed forests and rangelands by the ecosystem concept so it is
not a new idea. However, we have done it by manageable units based on many
ecological components, rather than by one enormous drainage based on only one
animal - salmon. Most of southeastern Oregon and southern Idaho have much
more in common with the Intermountain Basin than they do with the Columbia
Basin. If we are going to develop EISs on such a broad scale, it would make
mor e sense to include these areas in an EIS on the Intermountain Basin .
(Individual, Twin Falls, ID - Letter #W1910)
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Issue: TheFinal EIS should allow ecosystem management to be adaptable to
local circumstances and conditions.

Sample Comments: | believe that the best management decisions are made by those closest to each
situation - with hands-on, specific knowledge of a particular site and input fromand
coordination with locally affected parties. | amgreatly disturbed that a top-down,
cookie-cutter approach may beimplemented and, therefore, reiterate my request for
arecord of no decision. (Individual, New London, NH - Letter #\W2950)

To adequately address the Earth’ s needs, we need to start fromthe individual site
and work up to adecision. (Individual, Stevensville, MT - Letter #B76889)

We are concerned that anytime one plan or option is used to manage thislarge of an
area rather than more localized management, thereis a tendency to be unresponsive
tolocal concerns. Anytimelocal control islost, common sense seemsto be
forgotten. (Individual, Imnaha, OR - Letter #\W787)

Federal lands are lumped into degraded category, though it’ s plain to see the
contrast between excellently managed tracts and those needing changesin grazing,
etc. Theover-all viewisidealized, at the expense of troublesome data and conclusions
fromlocal community and larger management areas. Thiswhole-country approach cannot
properly identify the needs of each valley and dope. (Individual, Elgin, OR- Letter #AW733)

The plan for use of the precious natural resource rich area should be planned and
executed one parcel at a time by the local people who live on and around thisarea
and therefore know what is best for itslong termuse... (Individual, Pendleton, OR -
Letter #W1498)

Issue: TheFinal EISshould use data in its ecosystem analysisthat is
internally consistent across varying scales.

Sample Comments.  Thereisan assumption by some that when they say over-grazing they have indicated
a condition of all rangelands. Thistermisnot a condition associated with vast
acreage. Itisonly descriptive of site specific, species specific, and use specific land
that has had a methodical examination through data collection and analysis...
Clustersaretoo large of an area. They have more diverse management and risks
associate than implied here. This glosses over the premise that ecosystem
management can use the best science available and attain goals and objectives that
have been set. These areas do not identify where the high, medium, and low
integrity identification is occurring relative to private landowner s range and
forest. (Individual, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W33806)

The Project has used the term* broad-scale” inconsistently to define the realm of
environmental parametersto be included is the assessment, and therefore the
decisionsto be made. Supporting evidence: At times, the project applies hierarchy
theory to broad-scal e processes and conditions of the landscape that have coarse
resolution and are manifest only by aggregation of finer level ones; however, at
other times, the project considersvery detailed, fine-scale processes and conditions
(for example, speciesdistribution, threatened and endangered species conditions)
that are included only because they are widely distributed. This has caused the
project to propose management direction that isinconsistent in itslevel of detail and
prescriptiveness; at times, the proposed direction addresses broad ecosystem
processes and conditions that may be manifest over small areas, but other times, it
addresses fine-scal e ones that occur over broad areas. Recommendation: This
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1.3.2
Decisions

distinction needsto be clarified in the Affected Environment chapter, and the conflict
in management detail needsto be eliminated in Chapter 3 by eliminating fine-scale
management direction. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, La
Grande, OR - Letter #AV686)

In ICBEMP’ s Commonly Asked Questions and Answers: Set 1 Question 6 - it is stated
in some cases the broad scale data may not match the fine scale or conditionson a
particular piece of ground. This statement isreasonable, however, in order to have
scientifically sound broad scale data, it is essential that one have sound data on many
particular pieces of ground, not just isolated anecdotal observations which are often
cited in the Draft EISasif they were broad scale data. (Individual, Clarkston, WA -
Letter #W31114)

The proposed mid-scal e assessment has been abandoned, reportedly because of
technology problems. The CRBSUM model proved to be too cumbersometo run
management scenarios using the mid-scal e photo-interpreted data. Sub-basin or other
analyses based on the broad-scal e assessment will be too inaccurate for future
revision of Forest Service/Bureau of Land Management land-use plans as suggested
in DEIS standard EM-$4 (Chapter 3, page 89), implying additional future detailed
analysisisrequired. By abandoning this effort, relationships among componentsin
the existing environment, subsequent impact analysisin the Eastside DEISis

incompl ete and inaccurate. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, La
Grande, OR - Letter #AV686)

| dentifying that each forest and landscape has unique features and needs, many people who
oppose the project as described in the Draft EI Ssfeel that local people should make local
management decisions.

Many believe the project promotes a‘top-down’ management philosophy, which failsin
their view to adequately consider economic or social consequences. They note distant
decision makers do not have to live with consequences of their management aslocal people
must. Many decry what they perceive as an unnecessary move towards centralized control.
Contesting the assumption that local agency personnel have more knowledge and
experience, many demand that local authorities keep control over management. Working
and living with natural resources, they argue, generates scientific knowledge and common
sense lacked by those sitting at adesk far away. They state that centralized planning and
decision-making for any enterprise always suffers from aloss of productivity,
accountability, and quality.

Otherstake the opposite view: that the agencies havelet local groups and commodity
interests be too influential for too long, leading to the poor ecological consequenceswith
which they now live. They assert that business as usual will further degrade the ecological
health of theregion.

A number of questions remain about how decisions madein the plan will be translated to
decisionson theground. Othersworry that when faced with a specific |land management
decision, local agency managerswill be bound to the final decision, even if goalsare
contradictory or makelittle sensein their local area. These respondentsthink that agency
managers will be left to somehow balance vexing problems such as: reducing fire fuelsvs.
the need for downed wood, fire risks vs. impacts of harvest on agquatic resources, or
watershed restoration vs. recreational opportunities. They predict local land managerswill
be straddled with hundreds of new standards and the “impossible” task of reconciling local
land management plans with these new standards and direction or justifying any course of
action that deviatesfrom them. Respondentsfeel that the ultimate result will be
uncertainty, confusion, and costly delays. Many suggest standards be more flexible and
serve only as scientifically sound guidelinesfor local managers.
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Questions are raised about whether aprogrammatic EIS should set standards which will
directly address environmental concerns and determinetimber harvesting level swithout
site-specific NEPA analysis. Specifically, one respondent, who cites an apparent lack of
case law in support of providing standards for management in programmatic decisions,
asksthat the Final EIS explain thelegal justification for thiskind of action. Other
comments related to thisissue can also be found in Section 1.8 of this document,
Relationshipto Laws.

The sentiment that no Final EIS or Record of Decision should be devel oped was
expressed by anumber of respondentsin relationship to thistopic. Thisbelief isbased on
two factors: (1) the BLM and Forest Service should return to their original intent to bring
together scientific studies that would go directly to local |and managers and not makeit a
decision document, and (2) not only should this not be a decision document but the
science is so inconsistent that even the use of that information is questionable.

Issue: TheFinal EISshould allow local people and ground-level
administrators to make local resource decisions.

Sample Comments.  Each forest, community, county, state has its own uniqueness as foreseen when
national forest and state boundaries were adopted. The |ICBEMP will create a top-
down management philosophy. Land Management decisions are best formulated by
alocal planning committee. (Individual, Unity, OR - Letter #\W774)

They also reiterated their strong support for natural resource planning and
environmental management that featur es site-specific management decisions made
by local decision makers, local citizenry and partiesdirectly and personally affected
by those land management decisions. (Natural Resour ce-based Business or Business
Group, Cove, OR - Letter #\W827)

Giveit up. Give control back to local communities! The desired condition that has
been predeter mined should be scrapped and local s define that for each area. (Libby,
MT - Letter #B1144)

Most environmental and natural resource expertsin Federal, state government and
the private sector... promote the Community-based Stewardship Approach. This
approach with a scientific foundation also relies on flexible and adaptableimple-
mentation, and successfully addresses water shed and landscape visions... Thisisthe
approach needed for successful achievement of the larger vision. Contrary to the
ecosystem approach, it begins at the local level with decisions, not at the top
mandated by Federal compliance. (Natural Resource-based Businessor Business
Group, Fort Collins, CO - Letter #ANS28)

| am concerned that our forest would be managed by people that don’t live here nor
arefamiliar with local conditionsi.e. forest, economic base, community impact,
wildlifeimpact, or plants, or firefuel build-up. We would be better served by our
local forest managerswith community input. (Eureka, MT - Letter #B4607)

Real problems such asincreased fuel loading, bug kill, catastrophic forest fires, and
uncontrolled spread of noxious weeds can only be addressed by real locally-
implemented sol utions (Wise-Use Group, Omak, WA - Letter #\W758)

On page 27 for the most part site-specific direction has been deferred to local decision
makerswho are more familiar with individual site conditions and local needs. Some of
the standards make this statement absurd... | feel the EISwould be much improved and
would more closely follow its stated goals and purposeif all of the standards weretitled
possible or suggested standards. (Individual, Gooding, ID - Letter #875387)
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

Thereis no mention in the DEIS of working cooperatively with grazing or other user
permitteesin the decision making process. Sustainable land management only works if
all parties can beinvolved in the decision making process, and participatein the projects.
A good example of cooperatively working to improve rangein our areaisthe Morgan
Creek Grazing Association. Wewould like to seelanguageincluded in the preferred
alternative to include permitteesin the decision making process. (County Agency or
Elected Official, Salmon, ID - Letter #B877161)

I’d like people to see the value of regional ecosystem planning and therefore the public
should beinvolved in decision making - not just loggers, ranchers, and miners.
(Individual, Asnland, WM - Letter #\W3678)

It isthese same DEI S preparerswho havein recent yearslogged healthy forestsin the
name of ecosystem health by using trumped up excusesto Kill it to saveit, and have so
willingly looked away from grazing harms and violations of law. We have zero
confidence that these same bureaucrats, who have managed landsinflicted with the host
of woes - fromweeds to water quality problems - have suddenly gained great wisdom,
and will manage lands any better or differently under Alternative 4. All Alternative 4
doesisprovide license to do rapid widespread ecological manipulation and harmwith
very limited bureaucratic accountability. (Conservation/Environmental Group, Boise, ID
- Letter #AN3690)

The Forest Service and BLM should not issue a Final EIS or Record of
Decision.

Should not go to a record of decision. Our local studies at the local level have been
put out to pasture on the upper Columbia Basin. We believe that thereistoo big of
government trying to run our local environment. Every area needsto be treated
differently according to soil, bugs, fish, fires, etc; thelocal peoplethat livein thisarea
need to decide how to work their back yard. Not the people that has never seen the
state. (Individual, Emmett, ID - Letter #B80097)

Record of no decision... It bothers me that representatives from preservation and
environmental groups from outside the ICBEMP region can have an influence over
what happens here at home. We need the ability to manage and make decisions
LOCALLY. (Individual, Cusick, WA - Letter #880060)

| firmly believe that both the BLM and Forest Service should NOT go to a Record of
Decision on thisproject! There has already been too much time and money spent on
this top down management style of plan. Planning must be done at the local level, by
people who are actively involved in the process and who will have to live with the
results. (Individual, Kalispell, MT - Letter #B78908)

The information and analysis in the ICBEMP documents will be most useful if
finalized as an integrated resour ce inventory and assessment, not management
direction. Collecting and integrating information at the Basin level can providea
useful framework for planning and decision making at a morelocal level, particularly
with regard to issues that transcend local boundaries, such as anadromous fish
population viability. Some general, flexible guidance at the broad scalelevel can
contribute to greater consistency in updating or establishing new direction in national
forest and BLM district plans, and in completing site-specific project level analysis
and prescriptions. However, attempting to establish binding prescriptive management
direction at the geographic scale covered by the ICBEMP is not professionally or
scientifically sound. Such top-down management is not otherwise justified....
(Professional Society, Boise, ID - Letter #B75495)

| CBEMP Public Comment/Chapter 1/Page 27



ICBEMP Final Analysis of Public Comment

Issue: TheFinal EIS should contain consistent and clear direction.

Many contradictory goals and directions exist (e.g. fire fuels vs. down wood for soil
nutrients, stand type vs. big game habitat, road reduction for water shed restoration
Vs. recreational opportunity, risk of fire vs. risk of harvest/treatment on aquatic
resources). Itisnot clear who will decide which way to go when tradeoffs are
necessary. (Professional Society, Corvallis, OR - Letter #\W4635)

One of the purposes of this project isto provide consistent direction at regional and
sub-regional levelsthat will assist managersin making project decisions. | don't see
any assisting going on here; instead it isdirecting. Thereisa distinct difference. |
do not question the need for some consistency, but this has been carried to such
excessthat itisclear thereal intention isnot consistency but control. The DEISat
page 3/70 states that the local manager can modify the over 100 new standards
wherelocal conditions create a need to do so. Thisisa nice statement but simply is
not theway it will work. Local managers neither have the resources, time, or
expertise in some cases to do the type of research and documentation to support
changesin the standards. If they attempt to, they undoubtedly will be challenged
every step of the way through appeals and litigation by those seeking to prevent
changes. (Civic Group, Eureka, MT - Letter #75619)

An effective region-wide approach islegally required under commitments madein
treatieswith Indian Tribes, international treaties, and other rebuilding efforts such
as the Northwest Power Act’s Fish and Wildlife Program. We already know what
fish need, and this does not vary by watershed or by state. This EISisthe placeto
addressthese needs. However, Federal agencies have abdicated their responsibility
by postponing devel opment of standards that assure habitat protection and
restoration to the next level of process. And so, once again, we are left with empty
promises of trust uswe' |l get it right thistime.  (Tribe, Pendleton, OR - Letter #A\V625)

It isimportant to ensure that the public and decision makers do not assume that the
timber harvest projects are management targets for any of the basin’sadministrative
units, or that they will be used in any future decisions beyond this broad-scale,
programmatic NEPA process... The proper place for timber supply decisionsto be
madeisin the land use plan revision process, and in the planning of individual
projects based on site-level inventories and assessments. Unfortunately, the Eastside
DEIS sets expectations for timber quantities, and established a de facto upper limit
on the production of goods and services, that is, a maximum threshold for

production under all land use plans combined. (Natural Resource-based Business or
Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

Issue. TheFinal EISshould clarify the legality of including standardsin a
programmatic EIS.

Sample Comments.  The ICBEMP usurps the power of Congress to manage Federal lands because the
policy was adopted, not through Congressional statute as mandated in the
Constitution, but through administrative rules coming down from gover nment
agencies... The Federal agenciesinvolved in these projects of Ecosystem Planning
have evaded the power extended to Congress by the Constitution in at least two
critical ways: 1. Congress did not authorize devel opment of ecosystem plans which
would cut across management agency lines and which would devel op one set of
standards and guidelines to be used for all forest lands, and for all range lands,
regardless of the differences existing among the public lands... 2. The ecosystem
projects are being prepared outside the scope of Federal management agency
regulations. (County Agency or Elected Official, Murphy, ID - Letter #B77171)
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1.3.3 Subbasin
Review

Chapter 1, page 16-18, Planning Consideration. Problem Statement: The legal
findings of Serra Club v. Roberston, 28 F3d 753 (8th Circuit 1994), twice states that
programmatic decisions establish and provide guidelines for planning and forest
management decisions. There does not appear to be any reference to programmatic
decisions establishing or providing standards for management asthe Eastside EIS
does. Could the Eastside EISbe out of step with the cited court decision in that it puts
forth standards aswell as guidelines? Recommendation: Explain the legal
justification for including standardsin the programmatic decision document. Also,
explain how a programmatic document that is expected to alter land use and yields of
forest commodity outputs through adaptive management, as the Eastside El Sdoes,
can not effectuate any on-the-ground environment changes? (Natural Resource-based
Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

Perceiving that subbasin reviews would involve large amounts oftime and energy for
coordinating among government agencies and tribes, some people question the
assertion that these reviews will take only two to three weeks to gather the data and
complete. Many feel that the quantity and types of data available are highly
problematic as avalidation tool. For example, some suggest that new mid-scale data
may reveal little about existing broad-scale data, not to mention data that are
estimated from limited samples or are anecdotal. Many fear that inconsistenciesin the
nature of datarequired by the subbasin review process will lengthen the time needed
to approve implementation of management activities. People predict that if any
information should be incorrect, new valid datawill take along time to gather. They
feel that subbasin reviews will cross jurisdictional boundaries and private property,
creating aproblem.

A number of respondnets ask that subbasin review objectives and standards clearly
state that they will require a collaborative intergovernmental approach. These
respondents feel that such collaboration means that subbasin reviews will require
more than abrief validation asindicated in Standard EM-S1. They think thetime
required to evaluate the information contained in such reviews needs to be recognized
as an early planning requirement. They suggest that rather than prescribing a
timeframe, the Final EIS should outline the parameters of the review to assure
completeness and consistency.

Some feel that unless there are compelling reasons, on-the-ground projects should not
have to wait for completion of subbasin reviews, especially in areas where similar
reviews have already addressed project issues. People fear lengthy delaysin more
ecologically complex areas, and they want local agency managers to have authority to
continue activities without completion of subbasin reviews. They believe that forests,
wildlife, water, and other resources will suffer from any management delays. Some
think that people who depend on commodities from public lands also will suffer from
any delays.

Another rational for not requiring subbasin reviewsome individual s assert isthe extra
layer of analysis perceived to be superimposed on local land managers. Many people
refer to what they see as an extraordinary amount of data collection and wonder when
and whereit will stop. Between subbasin reviews and Ecosystem Analysis at the
Watershed Scale (EAWS) plusland management plan revisions and amendments to
the Forest Service Regional Guides, some people feel “enough is enough.”

An opposing view isthat no management should take place until subbasin analyses
have been completed. Whereas, another individual espouses the need for subbasin
review to be completed prior to issuing a Final EIS to understand and verify the
implications of all the alternatives.
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

Somefeel the Final EIS should provide clear guidance about how administrative unitswill
determine which subbasin reviews occur in thefirst, second, and third years of
implementation. All subbasins have been categorized by cluster in the Draft EISs; it is
not clear to the public whether results of subbasin review will supersede the cluster
designations. Many feel that if a specific subbasin or watershed does not clearly fit into
the pre-determined cluster, the Final EIS should state which designation takes precedence.
The results of subbasin review should be considered the source of the best information to
guide decision-making, rather than the clusters established in the Draft EI Ss.

Several modifications to the subbasin review process are suggested. Some propose
reviews and authorization by the BLM State Director or Forest Service Regiona Forester
or by local managers under the auspices of approved unit plans. Otherswant better
guidance and latitude for local managersto coordinate across administrative boundaries.
Some question whether funding will be available for subbasin reviews, and they express
concern that there areinsufficient assurancesthat the results of analytical processes
(subbasin review and Ecosystem Analysis at the Wastershed Scale) will be used to direct
land management planning and project implementation.

TheFinal EIS should ensure that lengthy subbasin reviews will be avoided.

A sub-basin-level validation process for the 3-year-long scientific assessment
for the ICRB cannot be completed in a brief 2-to-3-week validation process,
especially if existing information from all appropriate sources, including tribes,
counties, states, etc. shall be used. Proposed subbasin review as described will
fail for several reasons: 1) timerequired for intergovernmental coordination
and data acquisition alone will greatly exceed 2 to 3 weeks; 2) data input from
new sources at this mid-scale has a probability of near zero of validating the
broad-scale analysis due to data inconsistencies that prevent aggregation and
disaggregation... it is presumptuous to call the process a validation process
when it is equally likely that the broad-scale data will be found invalid. (Natural
Resource-based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #AMG36)

The Lower Grand Ronde Sub-basin Review, a pilot or trial of the analysis that
was supposed to be limited to three weeks is still in the process of being
completed after 6 months of full time work by a team of professionals. The
analysis... should be reviewed. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business
Group, Salem, OR - Letter #W4831)

The Final EIS should address if management activities can continue
during subbasin reviews or must subbasin reviews be completed before
management activities can take place.

Will projects be delayed for Subbasin Review, then Watershed Analysis, then
new/additional project-level NEPA, if the projects were recently developed and
already address the concerns associated with the ICBEMP? (Individual, Walla
Walla, WA - Letter #W3793)

Sub-basin reviews should have been accomplished as part of the ICBEMP DEIS
They are necessary for the public and decision maker s to under stand components
and implications of various alter natives. They must be completed under all

alter natives before management actionstiered to ICBEMP occur. Ditto for Watershed
Analysis... No transition periods can be allowed. No activities can occur during the
interim period. (Conservation/Environmental Group, Boise, ID - Letter #\W3690)
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| ssue:

Sample Comments:

1.3.4 Trus
and Authority

The RAC questions the need to suspend management activitiesin order for a
subbasin review to be conducted. When only 2-4 weeks are necessary for this
review, little to no conflict would be expected. However, it is conceivable that
subbasin reviews in mor e ecol ogically complex areas may take considerably
longer than one month. In those situations, the RAC recommends that
appropriate level line officers be given authority to continue management
activities unlessit can be clearly shown and verified that such activities preclude
significant future management options. (Resource Advisory Council, Ontario, OR
- Letter #W2956)

Sudies must be donein all areaswhere threatened or endangered species might live.
Thereis no explanation of how the analysis should be done or how long it could take.
Forests, wildlife and water will be at risk until all studiesare complete. (Individual,
Walla Walla, WA - Letter #W2444)

The wording of EM-S1 for alternatives 3-5 is contradictory, suggesting that
management activities can occur with or without completion of subbasin reviews.
(Federal Agency, Portland, OR - Letter #\WA4641)

The Final EIS needs to address how funding levels will effect subbasin
review timelines.

One concernisthat all subsequent analyses, such as Ecosystem Management at the
Water shed Scale, must wait until sub-basin analysisis conducted.... What happensiif
the agencies are not fully budgeted the $560,000 per year to conduct the analyses?
(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Portland, OR - Letter #\W3751)
EM-S1 - Do you really think the FSBLM will be financed to do thisjob? Where and
when do you expect to get the money when we have not budgeted for thisin the FY 98
and 99 budgets? (Individual, McCall, ID - Letter #B75382)

Numerous respondents claim that the project bypassesall legal mechanismsfor land
management and planning, and that it isamassive Federal takeover that threatensto
depopulate the Northwest, lock up public lands and steal state and local power in favor of
Federal or even international control. 1n comments ranging from suspiciousto hostile to
furious, many call the project a back-door land grab or a conspiracy, or they equate the
project with socialism, communism or dictatorship.

Many identify President Clinton, Vice President Gore, or Interior Secretary Babbitt either
as perpetrators of this perceived outrage, or as pawns of other powerful groups such as
“uninformed urban residents,” environmental |obbies or international organizations. Many
claim that Congress has neither mandated this project nor authorized ecosystem
management asadriving principlefor planning. A number scoff at the notion of public
collaboration in the project, believing that Federal officials have decided the outcomes of
the planning processlong ago.

Another “conspiracy” theory proposed by some respondentsisthat powerful interests such as
miners, ranchers, and loggers, whom some respondents see as having expl oited theland while
wielding undue control over public agencies are the force behind the project. Some arguethat
Federal control isbetter for theland than local control, because centralized plannerstake a
long and broad view of ecosystems and are less influenced by local economic demands. A few
commend the project for viewing the region as an ecosystem in need of restoration and for
attempting to restoreits heal th and promote the collaborative process outlined in the Draft ElSs.
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| ssue:

Sample Comments:

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

International organizations such asthe United Nations appear in the comments of afew
respondents, who claim that the project is amanifestation of such pan-national edictsas
the United Nations Biodiversity Treaty, the Man and the Biosphere program, and * Agenda
21'. Some claim these items, aswell as the concept of World Heritage Sites, are threatsto
American sovereignty because they propose to return much of North Americato a state of
wilderness. Otherswho fear aloss of national sovereignty accuse the President’ s Council
on Sustainable Devel opment and various non-governmental organizations of collaborating
with international intereststo the detriment of American citizens.

Many respondents, angry at the Federal government for perceived mismanagement,
demand that all Federal holdings be returned to the States. These respondents believe that
States have a constitutional right to control landswithin their boundaries; they believe that
the Forest Service and BLM are circumventing Congress, and the people, by imposing
Federal lawsand regulations.

The project appears to be an abuse of power which will take away
individual rights.

It appearsto be nothing more than a pretext for more government control over our
environment and our lives. (Individual, Moses Lake, WA - Letter #\WA470)

Thiswhole messis unconstitutional and all those involved aretraitorsto America.
(Individual, Colville, WA - Letter #\W541)

Comparison of ICBEMP with the Communist Manifesto revealsthat they blend very
well with each other. Both represent a misguided philosophy which requiresthe
citizensto give up their rights with ICBEMP using the law of environmentalism as
justification. (Individual, Roseburg, OR - Letter #\W1362)

...Knowing that we have a president who is as power and money hungry as Hitler
was, this whole thing is nothing more than a huge political grab for power and
money under the guise of environment... and naturally the Forest Service and the
BLM are eager to jump on the bandwagon because that is exactly what both of these
agencies have been wanting for sometimeisto expand their range both in authority
and a huge drain of taxpayer’s dollarswhich is exactly what is ruining our United
Sates. (Individual, Durango, CO - Letter #\W614)

The Final EIS should consider divestiture and give Federal lands back
to the States.

The ecosystem management plan really stinks! It isvery biased in favor of a
socialist type of government take-over of what was considered public lands. The
states should make decisions, not the federal bureaucracy. (Individual, Kinne,
MT - Letter #W947)

Rural America is being destroyed as a place to live and work by those insanely
selfish so-called environmentalists. We already have enough counter-enviro
terroristsregistering their protests (Montana Freemen, for example), and these
ICBEMPs are generating more and more. Can anyone remember what the
‘terrorist’ Robin Hood was fighting for centuries ago? It was for the RIGHT of
the local people to use the local lands. People who NEED lands KNOW they
cannot destroy them. Why can’t these insane regulator s appreciate that?
(Answer - because they ARE insane!). (Individual, Swveet Home, OR - Letter
#W1886)
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

| ssue:

The project is an instrument of higher levels of control who wish to take
away the United States' sovereignty over itslands.

What is driving this shift in federal land management policy seemsto bethe
philosophy of Vice President Al Gore who would shape the federal government into a
tool to carry out a ‘radical transformation of human society to save the world, a
policy he shared with usin his book ‘ Earth in the Balance'. Theway you do that is
you make sure you can do whatever you think it takes to save the world even if a lot of
people disagree with you. You write rules that are self-per petuating and incontestible.
Vice President Goreisin a unique position to do this as the Chair of the White House
Interagency Ecosystem Management Task Force. We believe hisactionsin this
capacity, of which the DEISs are a product, is an abuse of government power .
(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Bozeman, MT - Letter # B77929)

| believe thiswhole study project to have been a smoke screen to cover the planned
depopulating [ of] the Northwest United States. (Individual, Colville, WA - Letter #ANOG9)
You are so dumb you don’t even know who you are working for. The final plans of the
United Nations New World Order isto remove all habitation from 50 percent of the
land area of these United States. To turn it back to wilderness. ThisEISisastepin
that direction. The next step isto reduce the population of the U.S. by 50 percent.
Will you be onewho is allowed to live? (Individual, Bellingham, WA - Letter #B75316)

Under Gore' sdirection, the President’s Council on Sustainable Development’s
function isto implement the policies outlined in Agenda 21, the implementing
document of the biodiversity treaty.... Thisby-passviolated the U.S Congtitution.
(Individual, Kettle Falls, WA - Letter #B77206)

These proposed regulations and rules... are just another government scheme by the
dictatorial Clinton administration to steal land fromU.S. citizensaswell asgiving
into the demands of radical environmentalist groups and giving up our sovereignty to
the United Nations.... It seems President Clinton and his New World Order croniesare
hell-bent on total control of everybody and everything or turning this country into
another Bosnia. (Individual, Enumclaw, WA - Letter #\W2448)

Why does | CBEMP sound like an implementation plan for the Wildlands Project, a
radical plan that seeksto return at least one half of the North American continent to
its supposed pre-Columbian condition through a connected system of ‘ core areas
surrounded by ‘ buffer zones ? (Individual, Wellington, Co - Letter #\W3783)

The Final EIS should continue the public collaboration process
established by the project.

You have restored my faith in government, the Bureau of Land Management, [the] Forest
Serviceand [the] democratic process. (Individual, Langley, WA - Letter £ANV33)

The project isnot intended to cover the landscape with a suppressive regulatory blanket.
It isintended to be a program supportive of the multiple-use needs of citizens who have
relied on its abundance for generation. Add to that a measure of local control, which was
effectively inserted into the project because of Eastside Ecosystem Coalition of Counties
involvement, and we have a formula for the successful future we all want.... The openness
of the Executive Committee to modify and adjust in response to EECC wisdomgivesmea
great deal of confidence that we have done our job at the table and that we will continue
to exert substantial influencein thefinal form of the El Sand the project’ sultimate
implementation. (County Agency or Elected Official, Missoula, MT - Letter #B2736)
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| ssue:

Sample Comments:

1.3.5 Global
Climate

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

I n identifying the selected alternative, the project should resist the
influence of powerful lobbies.

| hope that someday the USFSand BLM adequately protect and sustainably manage
our Natural Heritage rather than follow their incessant tendency to bend over
backwardsfor privateinterests. (Individual, Los Angeles, CA - Letter #\W3679)

...Selection of #4 asthe preferred alter native strongly indicates that the Interior and
Agriculture agencies involved have once again thrown in the towel to theregion’s
hungry extractive industries. (Individual, Bozeman, MT -Letter #B3931)

Asmuch as| detest government dictating land-use policy, private interests and
corporate America have been worse. Greed drivesall!! (Individual, Vancouver, WA
- Letter #B77248)

A few comments reflect the debate over changes to the global climate. Some respondents
believethe earth’ stemperatureisincreasing, and that human activities such asthe
production of greenhouse gases are causing this change. Others claim that no such
warming trend exists and that human activity has not caused any changein global climate.

In relation to the project, some respondents say the Draft EISsand Scientific Assessment
fail to adequately address global warming. A few people, citing the perceived gravity of
the issue, state that such an omissionisamajor flaw. Noting the project’ s advocacy of
prescribed burning as amanagement tool, some wonder if planners considered global
climate when writing the Draft EISs. Others predict cataclysmic effects that might take
placeif human activities do not change “for the better.” Several claim the best way to
combat global warming isto harvest and use timber, thus preventing its carbon from re-
entering the atmosphere as part of greenhouse gases.

The Final EIS should consider effects on global climate change.

Rampant desertification, radical climate changes, much hotter summers, vastly
increased drought, mass die-offs and mass extinctions of wildlife, little or no
opportunity to seek cures for cancer and other deadly diseases, new and more
sever e diseases, collapsed watersheds, a vast reduction in our water supplies, a
vast reduction in our oxygen supplies, much worse air pollution, much higher
levels of carbon dioxide and carbon monoxide in our air, more respiratory and
heart failure, mass starvation and famine, more heat-related deaths, hotter
tempers, marked social decline, more suicides and murders, more mental illness
and severe depression, even genocide and eventually even cannibalism. How
many people that we know would really want that? Deforestation and
destruction of the natural world may be one of the greatest single causes of
dysfunctional families and social and mental illnessin today’ s society.
(Individual, Kaysville, UT - Letter #W55)

The DEISs fail to address numerous significant issues. For example, nothing is
said about global warming and possible effects upon long-term expectations or
problems. (Individual, Darby, MT - Letter #W228)

We are heaping enough climatologic disaster on ourselves without removing
mor e of our forestsin order to build more pollution-spawning cities.
(Individual, Troy, MT - Letter #W1055)
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1.3.6 Useof
Science

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

TheDEIS... issuggesting tourismfor our public lands. Your team has not taken into
consideration the Conference of the Partiesto the Framework Convention on Climate
Change. This conference callsfor reduction of emissionsto 1990 levelswith
demonstrable progressto be made by the year 2005. The U.S position would requirea
reduction of some 34% according to most studies. Tourismis not a viable alternative due
tointernational treatiesnow in effect. (Individual, Republic, WA - Letter #\W1597)

The Eastside DEI Sdevotes three paragraphsin some 900 pagesto global climate
change.... After those early statements, thereisno further discussionin the document....
Clearly the Columbia Basin Ecosystem Project hasintentionally ignored the problem of
global climate change. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Portland,
OR- Letter #WW3751)

Has anyone looked into the Global Warming that will be caused by these prescribed
fires? (Individual, Butte, MT - Letter #B3790)

The best way to stop global Warming isto cut down a maturetree and turn it into boards
and then build a house. That way all the carbon dioxide that the tree took fromthe
atmosphereislocked up. (Individual, Garrison, MT - Letter #\N4712)

Many assert the Draft El Ssare politically driven, claiming the preferred aternativeignoresthe
advice of the agencies own scientists. They cite scientific findings of poor resource health—
whether in regard to salmon, other fish species, the rarity of old growth, detrimenta effects of
roads, soil productivity, an unnatural buildup of fuels or poor range condition. They criticize
what they see asthe persona values and biases of the project staff, which they believe have
influenced the structure of the alternatives and sel ection of the preferred aternative. Some
believethe project must addressacontinually changing world and population and not set
standardsthat cannot change with the decadesto come. Othersfeel the agency iscollecting the
best data possible and commend the science used by the team.

Among respondents agreeing in genera with the science, including afew who question some
of the particular findings, many are concerned about aperceived disconnect between the
scienceinformation and direction provided in the Draft EIS. They fedl integration between the
alternatives and the science used to analyze effects and the findings of the Science Integration
Teamisweak at best. They would like to seethis resolved before aaFinal EIS or Record of
Decision has been published. Some use this concern asaplatform and rationalefor
abandoning the NEPA process and recommending that the science be passed off to thelocal
land managersfor their usein making land management decisions.

A few criticize the scientific methodology used, citing faulty assumptionsand alack of
detained analysis. They doubt the credibility of the science collected, stating that the project
used old data and did not do any field work of their own. Otherswonder why the project
didn’t collect availabledatafrom local communitiesthat had recent findings. The sciencethat
was collected, many assert, should be sent through a peer-review process, that excludesBLM
or Forest Service scientists. They believe the science would have more credibility if it had
been collected by scientists from outside the Federal agencies.

The selected alternative should be based on good science, not political or
personal biases.

| agreethat thelevel of science behind the DEIS sisfar too vague to offer afirm
foundation for public policy. There are no agreed upon definitions of such termsas
“ ecosystemheelth, integrity, or sustainability” inthescientific community. (FormLetter #219)
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| strongly oppose all of the DEIS s alternatives for the Columbia Basin. They are
ignoring their own scientific findings of degradation of land and forest. (Individual,
Portland, OR - Letter #\W644)

ICBEMP has not delivered on its promisesto create a scientifically-sound land
management strategy. ICBEMP isinstead a convoluted collection of assumptions
and theories without substance. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business
Group, Joseph, OR - Letter #\W4538)

We do not consider the outcome of the DEIS process so far to be ‘ science’ . Instead
itis ahighly biased, warped one-sided view of rangeland health which pandersto
thelivestock industry... .With these marching orders, the DEISpreparers proceeded
to omit, misinterpret, and ignor e scientific evidence which shows harms caused by
livestock grazing. (Conservation/ Environmental Group, Boise, ID - Letter #\W3689)

The mandate, implicit or explicit, that appearsto have been given to the ICBEMP
teamwas to demonstrate that so-called ecosystem management is biologically,
socially, and economically desirable. Asaresult, the federal employees assigned to
work on this project may have been unable to conduct the type of independent,
objective analyses that are necessary to devel op an optimal management strategy
for federal landsin the Interior Columbia Basin. (Natural Resource-based Business
or Business Group, Portland, OR - Letter #\W3751)

We feel most of the science devel oped and used in this study is of utmost value, to
be used and built upon. We commend the agencies involved for this and
recommend the* science” beincorporated in existing NEPA’sand EIS s presently
required for Federal Land use. (County Agency or Elected Official, Soda Springs,
ID - Letter #B77138)

In the event the processis halted as we recommend, the research generated by the
project should be forwarded to the local level for evaluation of its usefulness and
accuracy and where appropriate incorporated into regularly scheduled revisions of
Forest Service and BLM planning documents. (Wise-Use Group, Salt Lake City, UT
- Letter #E56)

The ICBEMP scientific findings rather clearly demonstrate that intensive road
building, logging, grazing, etc. has severely degraded the environment in the
Oregon east sidewild lands. The Forest Service/BLM selection of Alternative 4 is
therefore surprising because it increases logging and grazing to the detriment of
fish, wildlife, drinking water, and non-degrading uses. (Individual, Eugene, OR -
Letter #AN375)

The 50-100 year projection done for the DEIS s do not account for societal change.
They assume that no new laws and policies affecting the living and non-living
components of the environment in project area will be enacted over the next five to
ten decades; that technological changein such things as energy, materials,
transportation, communication, and agricultural will not influence theregion; and
that shifting per ceptions and preferences in everything from how the outdoors are
viewed to what constitutes an ideal homesite will likewise not impact the region and
itsenvironment. The presumption of static cultural influences on the region cannot
be sustained given our society’ s rapid and seemingly accel erating pace of change.
If I am mistaken, however, and the agencies do not presume static conditions then
they must fully explain how their projections adequately account for all the relevant
societal changesthat can occur during the next century. (Natural Resour ce-based
Business or Business Group, Bozeman, MT - Letter # B77931)

| CBEMP Public Comment/Chapter 1/Page 36



Use of Science

Issue: TheFinal EIS should verify the validity and credibility of science used in
the Draft EIS.

Sample Comments.  Scientific data lookslikeit has been retrieved from past documents, Rare |, Rarell,
new forest practices and roadless areas that already has been implemented by USFS.
The outline for this entire project seemto be coming from a study that was done for
the Cascade Range for Spotted Owl Habitat. The Montana area you areworking is
overstocked stand that is virgin forest, not regenerated from previous disturbances.
(Form Letter #227)

The public doesn’t trust the agencies involved anyway based on years of liesand
mismanagement of our public lands. Outside scientists should be reviewing these
documents not your own employees. Where are the Conservation Biol ogists and
Restoration Ecologists? If thisisa restoration of a degraded ecosystem you need
some real expertswith real experiencein thefield of restoration working on the plan.
These are also the folks why should be reviewing your scientists work.
(Individual, Portland, OR - Letter #E27)

| take exception to the often repeated statement in the video that range land condition
is declining when Interiors own recent studies show it’ sin the best condition since the
1900's. (Individual, Unknown - Letter #B4575)

The DEIS s do not provide an adequate basis for well reasoned and scientifically
sound management of federal lands. Here are a few reasonswhy: The DEIS's
assume that nature provides the perfect model for land management, which is not
true; the DEIS s make extensive use of vague , ambiguous, and controversial
concepts. (Individual, Falls City, WA - Letter #\W534)

There aretoo many emotional statements, and unfounded, and easily misinterpreted
termsused in the EIS for it to have any credibility. Here are a few examples: eco-
logical trust fund, wider lens, ecosystem, etc. Ecological integrity isa casein point.
Any forest “ ecosystem’” , at any one point in time, is not the same asit isin another
pointintime. Leftinanatural state, asingleforest * ecosystem” , however it may be
identified, will change drastically over time. (Individual, Libby, MT - Letter #A\819)

We are disturbed by the apparent fact that information was readily available from
communities and counties directly affected by ICBEMP, but no effort was made to
obtain some. (County Agency or Elected Official, Walla Walla, WA - Letter #\W3781)

Good scienceis essential. Keep up the good work. (Individual, Laramie, WY -
Letter #W1643)

Section 1.4 ~ EIS Alternatives

addressed in the Draft EISs. Comments include whether the project fulfills NEPA

requirements to provide awide range of viable alternatives to address the purpose
and need. To provide an adequate range of alternatives, many people feel the project
should combine parts of the existing Draft ElSs alternativesto better addressthe issues.
Someindividuals and organizations believe that providing their own alternativesisthe best
way to address the projects purpose and need.

T his section addresses how the public feels about the adequacy of alternatives

Many referencesto specific aternatives and detailsfound in the alternatives also are
addressed under specific sections of Chapter 2 (Affected Environment/Environmental
Consequences) and Chapter 3 (Social and Economic Consequences).
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1.4.1 Range of
Alternatives

Some people question the appropriateness and accuracy of the Desired Range of Future
Conditionsand aHistorical Range of Variation to assist in constructing and evaluating
the aternatives. Several individuals believe attempting to plan too far into the futureis
futile because of ever-changing environmental conditions. A Historical Range of
Variation, some peoplefeel, has no verifiable scientific basis, thereby questioning its
value to the project analyses.

Conflict between the alternatives presented in the Draft El Ss and the purpose and need
statement was identified by afew respondents. A number of individuals promoted the
need for awider range of alternativesto be considered.

Some people contend that although a broad range of conservation and restoration
strategies are analyzed in the Draft El Ss, little consideration is given to increasing timber
and grazing all owances and management for motorized recreation. For example, one
person notes only one cluster in one aternative is designed for high intensity commodity
management. Socio-economic issues, others believe, are treated asimpacts on the
ecosystem rather than as part of an integrated system including humans.

Many people think that various features of different alternatives should be combined to
reflect the strengths of these alternatives. Alternative combinations presented by the
publicinclude:

* Alternatives 4 and 7 to provide better protection for areas designated “low
ecological integrity” by calling for active restoration and areas of “existing high
integrity” by including them in a system of reserves.

¢ Alternatives 4 and 6 would restore damaged areas yet take a slower management
approach emphasizing conservation, research, and extensive monitoring.

¢ Alternatives 6 and 7 to utilize the active management activities along with a system
of reserves.

¢ Alternatives 4, 6, and 7, to aggressively restore some areas for wildlife needs
(Alternative 4), go slowly where uncertainties exist (Alternative 6), and also create
some reserves (Alternative 7).

¢ Alternatives 2 and 5 would provide for improved forest and range health
(Alternative 5), restoration of riparian health (featuresfrom Alternative 2), and
more timber harvesting and fewer roadless areas (Alternative 5).

For the Draft ElSsto represent a broad range of alternatives, various organizations
submitted their own aternativesfor analysis. A number of peoplefeel that the Forest
Service Employeesfor Environmental Ethics (FSEEE) “ conservation science” aternative
isalow-cost, low-risk alternative based on scientific principles which will best restore
watersheds and protect riparian areas, old-growth forests, and roadless areasin the project
area. They fedl it doesthisby incorporating new standards for salvage logging, road
building, grazing, and mining. They also likethereserves proposed in thisalternative,
and they support restoring the important role of fire to the ecosystem. Some, however,
feel the FSEEE alternativeisincomplete and does not address many issuesraised in
public scoping, nor does it effectively meet the project’ s purpose and need.

Others endorse the alternative submitted by the Natural Resource Defense Council asa
way to best protect the environment through halting commercial harvesting in old-growth
forests and roadless areas.
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

Several people promote the active-yet-cautious approach to closely monitored restoration
proposed by the Columbia River Bioregional Campaign, for what they see asits emphasis
on non-motorized recreation.

The State of Oregon submitted an aternative, which is supported by several individualsfor
its scientific approach to protecting old-growth forests, riparian areas, and roadless aress.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs endorses the Deschutes Provincial Advisory Committee’s
alternative, which favorsthe preferred alternative plus elementsfound in Alternatives 5, 6,
and 7. Elements supported include American Indian use of culturally significant fish,
wildlife, and plants, plus reservesto protect the integrity of streams containing anadromous
fish.)

All alternativesin the Final EIS should adequately address the purpose
and need.

| agree that the agencieswrite that under all the alternatives - even the Project’s
Preferred Alternative - uncertainty would increase for timber producersand “ it will be
difficult in the future to achieve predictable supplies of timber from Federal lands’ inthe
project region. Thisisdirectly contrary to the Project’ s stated “ Purpose and Need” and
theintent of Congress, which makes predictability a cornerstone of multiple use
management of federal lands. (Individual, Livingston, MT - Letter #AN877)

Alternatives 1,2,3, and 5 do not adequately respond to the identified purpose and need
for action and management priorities with respect to aquatic ecosystems. These
alternatives are inadequate for the restoration and maintenance of ecosystem health
and for the ecological integrity, restoration, and maintenance of habitatsfor plant
and animal species. (Professional Society, Corvallis, OR - Letter #\WA4635)

The Final EIS should consider a wider range of alternatives.

The ICBEMP proposed alternatives offer an inadequate range of alternatives. There
isnot areal range of grazing or timber harvest volume proposed. (Individual,
Portland, OR - Letter #W11)

Economic and social needs are treated asimpactsrather than integrated into the
alternative management approaches. The amount of detail and number of specific
economic and social programsis conspicuously out of balance with other programs.
The FEISneedsto include a variety of programs and policies to integrate social and
economic factorswith other components of the ecosystem. (Natural Resour ce-based
Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

Therange of alternativesisinadequate. All action alternatives effectively adopt the
same standards. All action alternatives adopt similar goals. (Natural Resource-
based Business or Business Group, Portland, OR - Letter #W3751)

The Draft Eastside EI S does not present an adequate range of alternatives. At
least one additional alternative should be analyzed. This alternative should
accommodate an increased amount of commodity uses such as timber, wood
fiber, livestock forage and recreation. (Individual, Clarkston, WA - Letter
#W3111)

Add alternatives for intensive management - need mor e harvest and grazing
accessed by roads. (Individual, Heppner, OR - Letter #W3838)

| CBEMP Public Comment/Chapter 1/Page 39



ICBEMP Final Analysis of Public Comment

None of the alter natives adequately addresstheissues of... removing cattle from
streams, permitting logging inriparian sensitive areas, protecting fish habitat,
establishing economic transition assistance. (Individual, Spokane, WA - Letter #\N42)

None of the management alter natives presented in the DEISs gives adequate
protection to the Basin’ s remaining roadless areas and old-growth forests.
(Individual, Kalispell, MT - Letter #B3832)

Issue: Several alternative features should be combined into new alternatives to
be analyzed in the Final EIS.

Sample Comments: [Alternatives 4 & 7] | recommend a balance between the preferred alternative
and Alternative 7. Areas of high ecological integrity must be preserved as
protected reserves and reservoirs of ecological strength. 1 would like to see the
final plan incorporate the more aggressive treatment of disturbed areas
recommended in Alternative 4. The trick is to know when Mother Natureis
already doing an excellent job and leave her be. (Individual, Littleton, CO -
Letter #B60)

[Alternatives 4 & 7] There are many good ideas devel oped in the preferred
alternative that could be combined with a series of reserves and provide a great
opportunity to make substantial progress towards restoration of lands while
maintaining a series of reservesthat function asareservoir of biological diversity
for species, communitiesand ecol ogical processes. (Conservation/Environmental
Group, Portland, OR - Letter #\W502)

[Alternatives4 & 7] My main concern with the preferred alternative (4) isthat there
is so much emphasis on management. Given the finding that the most ecologically
intact lands are those that are roadless and up to now have received minimal or no
management, it would seem only prudent to continue a policy of hands off and to
ensure that the vast majority if not all of these lands remain roadless and
unmanaged. Thiswould necessarily involve the integration of some provisions of
alternative 7. (Individual, Hudson, WI - Letter #\W311)

[Alternatives 4, 5, & 7] Alternatives 4, 5, and 7 contain features that should be
incorporated in afinal alternative. The Nature Conservancy’s Columbia Plateau
Ecoregional Planning Teamiswilling to cooperate with and provide information to
the ICBEMP team to achieve an alternative that would, among other goals,
significantly contribute to maintaining the biological diversity of the Interior
Columbia Basin. (Conservation/Environmental Group, Boulder, CO - Letter #AN3676)

[Alternative 4 & 6] | liked the restoration of Alternative #4 and the conservation of
Alternative #6. If the conservation reserves can be linked along river or stream
valleys there would be more opportunity for wildlife migration. If you would
combine 4 & 6 with more conservation, research, and elimination of roads where
possibleit would be best. (Individual, Lexington, KY - Letter #8100)

[Alternative 4 & 6] Our resource agencies continue to view some combination of
Alternatives 4 and 6 aggressive restoration combined with a conservation reserve
design and adaptive management... as holding the best prospects for success. (Sate
Agency or Elected Official, Olympia, WA - Letter #\W3780)

[Alternative 4 & 6] If adaptive management isto succeed, incorporation into the
preferred alternative of more of the experimentation, local research, and of course
extensive monitoring of Alternative 6 appears essential (Individual, Spokane, WA -
Letter #W854)
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[Alternatives 6 & 7] Our organization strongly urges you to support Alternative 6
with some combination of Alternative 7. Alternative 7 createsreserves of Federal
lands where management activitiesare limited. (Environmental/ Conservation
Organization, Clayton, ID - Letter #B105)

[Alternatives 6 & 7] We urgethe Interior Columbia Basin Management Teamto
select Alternative 6/7 with the addition of mitigation strategiesto avert the negative
socio-economic effects onisolated, non-resilient communities. (Individual, Portland,
OR - Letter #W1755)

[Alternatives 6 & 7] Alternative 6 isthe most environmentally friendly and appearsto
be the alternative that should pave the way to meet most of this projects goals. Of all
the alternatives, it appearsto be the most effective at supporting viableterrestrial and
fish populations, aswell asreducing environmental risk over thelong term.
Alternative 6 shows a lot of promise to: provide a healthy mix of forest stages and
composition, restore landscape health, and control noxious weeds... Second

incor por ate the theme of Alternative 7 which isto establish a system of reserves on
Federal lands. (Individual, Eureka, MT - Letter #875498)

[Alternative 4,6, & 7] The parts| do not like are the failure of any alternatives to ban
clear cutting, high grading, or road building, and the failure of any alternative to
include all the obviously biologically beneficial measures needed, such asthinning
from below and prescribed fire. What would work best is a combination of alternative
4,6, and 7 - aggressively restoring conditions to benefit wildlife, going slow where
uncertainties exist - aswith Lynx - and reserving the maximum area possiblein
roadless condition. (Individual, Mazama, WA - Letter #\W414)

[Alternative 4 ,6, & 7] If the watershed, or subwatershed under consideration for a
project... isjudged by all interested partiesto be in robust health... we would go with
the Alternative 4 approach. If there are problemsin the watershed... Alternative 6
might be appropriate. If the situation looks bad... Alternative 7 would be implemented
until the area moves to acceptable standards. (Individual, John Day, OR - Letter
#W655)

[Alternative 4,6, & 7] The preservation alternative (Alternative 7) should be applied
to all unroaded areas so that they can act asreserves... Restoration (Alternative 4)
should be applied only where preservation will be inadequate to return the land to
ecological integrity. Caution should be used in areas where management direction
may not be clear asto whether restoration or preservation (in areastoo small for
effective reserves) should predominate and further study (Alternative 6) is needed to
determinethat direction. (Individual, Moyie Springs, ID - Letter #B4692)

[Alternative 3, 4, & 5] The Montana Society of American Foresters believes that
Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 with some modifications would provide different but
substantial levels of forest restoration and resour ce protection. (Professional Society,
Libby, MT - Letter #\W967)

[Alternative 1, 2, & 5] My preference isfor some combination of alternatives 1, 2, and
5. Thiswill combine some level of restoration to improve forest and range health
(alternative 5), restoreriparian health (Alternative 2), and provide some level of hard
targetsto meet the social and economic needs of our society (Alternative 1)
...Alternative 5will provide alarge AQ, greater road densities, more grazing, and
lesswilderness and roadless areas than Alternative 2 by itself. (Individual, S.
Anthony, ID - Letter #B75365)
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Issue:  Alternatives submitted by other entities should be considered in the
Final EIS.

Sample Comments.  [FSEEE] The best alternative and the most likely to succeed in the long-run is one
thatisnotinthe DEIS Itisthe proposed alternative the [ Association of] FSEEE
gaveto the ICBEMP Teamtwo yearsago. Itisalow cost, low-risk alternative
patterned after the Northwest Forest Plan, which is proving implementable and
successful in the Pacific Northwest. (Individual, McCall, ID - Letter #B78386)

[FSEEE] We agree with Edward O. Wilson, Reed Noss, and other scientists.
Business as usual won’t work in theinterior Columbia River Basin. Please give full
consideration to the science based recommendationsin the FSEEE plan. The Forest
Service employees and scientists who created the FSEEE plan understand the
critical importance of combining water shed restoration with protection of riparian
areas, old growth forests, and roadless areas. (Individual, Chicago, IL - Letter #AN2562)

[FSEEE] The FSEEE plan offers an aquatic conservation strategy to restore the
ecological integrity of entire watersheds, not just riparian areas or in stream habitat.
It also proposes an extensive system of ol d-growth reserves and new standards for
salvage logging, road building, grazing, and mining. (Individual, San Francisco, CA
- Letter #WA533)

[FSEEE] An ecosystem-based plan for the Columbia Basin should do at |east three
things: (1) establish a reserve systemto protect key areas of fish and wildlife
habitat, including old growth forests and roadless areas; (2) implement strong
water shed restoration and habitat enhancement measuresin priority areas; and (3)
restoreto the fullest extent possible the important ecological role of fire and other
disturbances. No alternative being considered by the Forest Service and the
Bureau of Land Management would do these three things. The FSEEE alternative
would. (Individual, Astoria, OR - Letter #W220)

[Natural Resource Defense Council.] Please, endor se the management plan
supported by the NRDC and other conservation groups that halts commercial
logging and grazing in the Columbia River Basins old-growth areas and those
without roads. Please undo the past damage in these areas with active restoration.
(Individual, Tempe, AZ - Letter #\W49)

[Natural Resource Defense Council.] | amrequesting that you endor se a manage-
ment plan supported by the NRDC and other conservation groups that halts
commercial logging and grazing in the regions old-growth and unroaded areas and
undoes past damage with active restoration. Continued commercial logging and
continued heavy grazing is damaging to the ecosystem. We must protect our
natural resources and turn a deaf ear to commercial interests. (Individual, Rocky
Mount, NC - Letter #W111)

[Columbia River Bioregional Campaign] You have failed to include a critical
alternative that flows from: The science compiled by the Science Integration Teams,
The objectives of the... Project... and input you have received from the Columbia
River Bioregional Campaign, Indian Tribal nations, and others. Thisalternative
should involve car efully-sel ected restoration actions which are closely monitored.
It should involve varying levels of activity and controlsin some areas, so that
management is always tentative, adaptive, and compar ative with natural processes.
Finally, large, well-functioning and recovering areas should be protected within
which natural processes can predominate, with restoration activities undertaken
lightly, appropriately, and non-commer cially wherever possible. Non-motorized
recreation should be emphasized in this alternative. (Individual, Eugene, OR -
Letter #W15)
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[Columbia River Bioregional Campaign] The DEISlacks an alter native that
addresses concer nslike protecting ancient forests, roadless areas, soils, and
rangelands. Instead, | amasking the ICBEMP teamto seriously consider the CRBCs
call for a fully funded Ecosystem alternative... Migration corridors, old growth
forests, and key water sheds need protection. (Individual, Airway Heights, WA - Letter
#W312)

[Oregon State Plan] | suggest the panel 1ook closely at Oregon Gov. Kitzhabers 11-
point timber plan. He callsfor protection of remaining old-growth stands, protection
of riparian and roadless areas, and generally considers a closer look at what your
constituents and professional scientists are saying. (Individual, Eugene, OR - Letter
#WA410)

[Deschutes Provincial Advisory Committee] We support the approach to the
alternatives presented by the Deschutes Provincial Advisory Committee which are
being forwarded to you. We believe that the Alternative 4 active restoration
approach will begin to meet the Federal trust responsibility if it ismodified to include
certain objectivesfound in Alternatives 5, 6, and 7 regarding harvest ability of
culturally significant fish, wildlife and plants. One of these objectivesisthe
establishment of reservesthat will promote hydrological integrity of anadromous fish
yielding streams. (Federal Agency, Portland, OR - Letter #\W3811)

... Inorder to credibly assess the effectiveness of reasonabl e approaches to protecting
and restoring anadromous fish habitats consistent with federal trust responsibilities,
the Clean Water Act, and other applicable laws, the DEISs must be revised to include
evaluation of at least one alternative that has high levels of active restoration of road
networks in water sheds with anadromous fish AND a suspension of road construction
asrecommended... The DEISs must be revised to include an alternative that

compl etely protects RCAs from degradation fromlogging, road construction, mining
and grazing in all water sheds with anadromousfish, asis essential to rebuilding
anadromous fish runs and providing some contribution towar ds continued viability.
(Tribal Commission, Portland, OR - Letter #\WA4733)

The[Fish and Wildlife] Service strongly recommends devel opment of an alternative
that would allocate specific areasfor emphasis of certain management priorities. ...
specific locationsin the Basin should be identified where commodity extraction and
other human uses like grazing and recreation would be emphasized. Such an
approach could assure predictable future outcomes and successfully meet habitat
needswhile providing for human uses. (Federal Agency, Portland, OR - Letter #\V4641)

It may be necessary to present a new alter native, focused on aggressive ecosystem
restoration and support of local communities, reflecting the original intent of
Alternative 4. (State Agency or Elected Official, Boise, ID - Letter #B77953)

We suggest that the team devel op an alter native that modifies alternative 4 to reverse
the acres burned trend and changes the standards to regional guidelines. (Natural-
Resour ce-based Business or Business Group, Wallowa, OR - Letter #\W3761)

I recommend that instead of putting more lands into preserves or reserves, why not
increase the land base of Tribes so they can manage the lands? (Tribal Government,
Bonners Ferry ID - Letter #B75823)

The information provided in the ICBEMP documents and el sewhere supports.. an
alternative which prescribes: a) preservation of all roadless areas asroadless and
unmanaged; b) a concerted program of road obliteration in the areas already roaded,;
and c) return of wildfire rather than morefire suppression to these ecosystems. (Sate
Agency or Elected Official, Kalispell, MT - Letter #878701)
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1.4.2 Specific
Alternatives

Commentsin this section are general and less resource-specific those found elsewherein
this document (Chapters 2 and 3) which focus on the effects of the alternativesto specific
resources. For example, if anindividual believes Alternative 4 does not adequately
protect aquatic resources, the ideas and issuesin the comment are captured in Section 2.7,
Aquatic Health.

Somefeel that Alternative 1 issimply business-as-usual and does nothing to fulfill the
purpose and need of restoring ecosystem health; they feel that in the long-term Alternative
1 will not provide areliable flow of goods and services. However, some of individuals
feel current management represents the collective values of how the public wants Forest
Service- and BLM-administered lands to be managed.

Few people provide general comments on Alternative 2, thosethat do fedl it containsthe
same problemsas Alternative 1. The Draft El Ssrefer to Alternative 2 asamodified No
Action Alternative, which oneindividual believesisincorrect. Hefedlstheinterim directives
inAlternative 2 are different from current management standardsand therefore Alternative 2
cannot accurately be referred as no-action, modified or not. However, several proponents of
thisalternativefed it isthetrue no-action alternative because it emul ates current management
direction asoutlined in current land managmeent planswithinterim direction.

Alternative 3 received very few general comments. One positive aspect of Alternative 3,
some peoplefedl, isits cost-effectiveness and immediacy while retaining amoderate
amount of harvesting activity.

The preferred alternative, Alternative 4, represents for some people areasonable
compromise between social demands for commodities and ecosystem health. Others
guestion whether restoration activitieswill truly mimic ecological processes, especially in
areasthat already have high ecological integrity or are capable of recovering by
themselves. Somefeed that new harvesting technol ogies, which make restoration possible
with little environmental impact, were not sufficiently considered. Most people contend
the preferred alternative does not restore ecological health quickly enough and does not
provide goods and services as the purpose and need promises.

Alternative 5 is considered by some people to be very similar to Alternatives 1 and 2.
Promoting what they see as afavorable natural resource production orientation, some
people promote Alternative 5. Others, however, feel Alternative 5 movestoo slowly
toward ecosystem restoration.

Some people, while generally in support of Alternative 6, feel it should designate some
areas as control pointsto evaluate different types of commodity use. Someindividuals
believe that Alternative 6 offers the best benefits to aquatic resources, because of its
slower and more cautious approach.

A number of respondentsfeel that Alternative 7 designates many areastoo degraded to fulfill
their purpose as reserves and does not include some areas with high ecological integrity.
Some people contend that not enough analysis was done to show whether Alternative 7 is
attainable. They believe analysis of socio-economic impacts needsto be morein-depth. “Set
up asastraw man” captures the sentiment of some peoplewho believe Alternative 7 is
provided with criteriathat do not meet purpose and need and istherefore doomed to fail.

Alternative 1

Thisalternative, in my opinion, maintainsthe current level of accessto public lands
that is necessary and outlined by the regulations. Thisisthe alternative that makes
the most sense for both maintaining access and for producing goods from the public
lands. (Individual, Elko, NV - Letter #\W892)
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Does not recognize forest ecosystem health problem, not implementable as
demonstrated by the lack of successin the forest plans. Businessasusual is not
working now, just becauseit isrenamed Alternative 1, Alternative 1+ gridlock.
Current trends show that public support isvery low for the status quo. (Professional
Society, Libby, MT - Letter #AWNW967)

Alternative 1 may contribute to social misery in the long run by not adequately
restoring the ecosystem so asto provide a reliable flow of goods and services. In that
case we are back to ground zero. (Individual, Portland, OR - Letter #\W1755)

Thisalternative at | east represents the collective values of numerous large and small
communities throughout the UCRB area. (County Agency or Elected Official,
Dubais, ID - Letter #875494)

All of therestrictive proceduresthat are highlighted in the Preferred Alternative for
improvement of ecosystemswill be applied to all activitiesin the ElSarea, not just to
timbering or grazing. ... For thisreason | strongly feel that Alternative 1 (No Action)
isthe most appropriate alter native for management of the public lands covered by this
project. (Individual, Sparks, NV - Letter #B77857)

Alternative 1isnot a true no action alter native because the land management agencies
have already agreed to implementation of PACFISH and INFISH. Decisionswould have
to be made before implementation of them could cease. Therefore, it does not have value
for comparing action alter natives. (Federal Agency, Portland, OR - Letter #A\N4641)

Alternative 2

Just a variation on Alternative 1, with additional constraints on management
approaches, rather than enhancing flexibility or management. Unlikely to work since
it alsois proposed for implementation in the context of existing land use plans.
(Professional Society, Libby, MT - Letter #\W967)

“ Interim management guidance within Alter native 2 does not represent current
management direction as described in land and resour ce management planswithout a
decision to make the guidance permanent. Remove refer ences throughout the
document that indicate that Alternative 2 isa No Action alternative. (Natural

Resour ce-based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

The alternative presents additional standards and guidelines without explaining their
relationship to those found in theinterimdirection. Also, what is the significance of
Level | and Level 11 direction under alternative 2? (Conservation/Environmental
Group, Baker City, OR - Letter #W4608)

Alternative 2 had been implemented with environmental assessments despite the
significant federal action involved. The environmental consequences of this
action have not been disclosed and the DEIS does nothing to disclose the
consequences. (Wise-Use Group, Hayden Lake, ID - Letter #B77853)

Itisour conclusion that the evaluation of the alternatives is very subjective and based
more on individual’ s values than on anything measurable or defensible. We do not
favor any alter native more than the true current action alternative 2. (Natural-
Resour ce-based Business or Business Group, Colville, WA - Letter #\W698)

Snce Congress has not endor sed making ecosystem protection a fundamental goal of
federal land management agencies as envisioned in alter natives 3 through 7, we feel
that alternative 2 more clearly represents widely held social values. (Natural-

Resour ce-based Business or Business Group, Colville, WA - Letter #\W698)
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Alternative 2, which is essentially a no change alternative, callsfor implementation
of existing plans and adherence to PACFISH and INFISH. It isnot accurate to
assume that there would be no water shed analysis under this alternative because
such analysisis provided for under PACFISH and INFISH and would likely occur
within the context of Section 7 Conferences for bull trout and anadromous fishes.
(Federal Agency, Portland, OR - Letter #\WA4641)

Alternative 3

Concern that increased production will be socially unacceptable and promote
polarization. Successful implementation isdoubtful because of only modest
modification of existing land-use plans. Emphasison local inputisa plus. Thisis
the most cost-effective, immediate and pragmatic solution. With a more positive
philosophical spininthe narrative, Alternative 3 would become an attractive
alternative that avoidsthe costly and indeter minate analysis paralysis of Alternatives
4 and 6. Providesfor mediumtimber harvesting activities... will thererealistically
be enough money to performthinning activities? If standardsaren’t too restrictive
or constraining, then thisis a workable alternative which moves toward the DFC
with least investment... however, since thereis no emphasis of production on any of
the lands, it cannot provide predictable and sustainable level s of goods and services
in the long-term... Will not allow agencies to make significant move forward. Would
alter management just enough to address the most serious problems. (Professional
Society, Libby, MT - Letter #AWW967)

Alternative 4

The proposed activities areintended to mimic natural process, but many of the
activities... are those which have been responsible for much of the present ecological
degradation on public lands. As many of the activitieswill be designed to benefit
privateindustry... their imperativeswill beinappropriatein areasthat still retain
high ecological integrity or are capable of recovering without aggressive
intervention. (Individual, Eugene, OR - Letter #W15)

It seems a reasonable compromise, of sorts, between the extremes of preservation
and traditional resource exploitation, without however compromising the main
thrust. (Individual, Portland - OR, Letter #WA43)

Alternative 4 continues ecological declineinstead of bringing about needed
restoration... it smacks of chain saw surgery, killing the patient to cureit.
(Individual, Eugene, OR - Letter #\W372)

Alternative 4 implies knowledge of ecosystem needs (aggressive action) while
other alternatives recognize lack of knowledge of ecosystem needs. (Individual,
Blanchard, ID, - Letter #B2081)

Thetechnical ability to implement Alternative 4 islacking inthe agencies. Replacement
of thistechnical ability would require at |east five years even if an adeguate budget
existed... Logging technology existing today is vastly improved over the past. When
the objectives are correctly defined, the technol ogy exists to meet those objectives.
Not recognized is the expense of technology and the need for a defined timber supply
to justify investment in technology. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business
Group, Coeur d' Alene, ID - Letter #B75417)

For meaningful restoration and management implementation, the time frame
suggested by alternative 4 istoo long. (Civic Group, Eureka, MT - Letter #B75619)
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... Therestoration direction suggested in Alternative 4, the Preferred Alternative, isnot
clearly developed into a strategy that includes guidelines, time frames, and measurable
objectives. Because of the very general language in objectives and standar ds for
implementing the preferred alternative, it isnot possible to predict what that approach
will mean at the multiple scales. Much more information is needed about the actions for
carrying out the proposed approach to restoration, how they will beimple-mented, and how
progressand compliancewill be measured. (Federal Agency, Portland, OR - Letter #AMA641)

Withthe Project’ spreferred alternative, not a sngleacreof federal land fallsinto theagency's
management category of production. (Individual, Huachuea City, AZ - Letter #B77947)

By choosing alternative 4 the agencies have bolstered the widespread public
per ception that self-interest iswhat truly drives public lands management. (Conservation/
Environmental Groups, Republic, WA - Letter #\W4660)

We believe there would be many obstacles and conflicts within Alternative 4’ s proposed
standards and guides that would prevent fully successful implementation. (Professional
Society, Redmond, OR - Letter #AM693)

Lacking reserves, Alternative 4 does not sufficiently safeguard critical ecosystem
elements such as roadless areas, old growth forests, aquatic strongholds, linkage
zones, and hotspots of endemism, rarity and biodiversity identified by the Scientific
Assessment. Nor does it provide an adequate check against the hubris that we can
predict the effects of intensively managing everywhere. It does not adequately
protect old growth forests, ESA listed or candidate species, Forest Service sensitive
Species, or rare community types such asintact shrub-steppe communities or Palouse
prairie. (Conservation/Environmental Groups, Republic, WA - Letter #\W4660)

Ispractical, realistic, and gives the basin a win-win opportunity. The theme of
Alternative 4 best speaks to the widest range of values. (Eastside Ecosystem Coalition
of Counties, Salem, OR - Letter #\WA4555)

Alternative 5

Acceptableif feasible - difficulties of implementing and gaining social acceptance - Too
much like old paradigms of Alternatives 1 and 2 without balance of ecosystem manage-
ment. Although it meets a portion of the purpose and need, it rankslow in trend toward
DFC. Itisbetter than existing Plans (Alternatives 1 and 2) but movestoo dowly toward
ecosystem health in the long-term. (Professional Society, Libby, MT - Letter #AM967)

This approach appears to be similar to the recommendations of the Public Land Law
Review Commission in the late 1960’ s. The commission recommended dominant use
asthe alternative to multiple use. Perhapsit iswise to revive the wisdom of the
Commission. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Coeur d' Alene,
ID - Letter #B75417)

The Inland Empire SAF would generally favor some of the features of Alternative
5 more than the others because it supports the human aspects of the ecosystem
and limits the imposition of restrictive basin-wide standards... (Professional
Society, Moscow, ID - Letter #\W546)

Alternative 5 gives the impression that species conservation will be focused in a few
areas and be de-emphasized on the remaining lands. Thisscenario will most likely
lead to continuing problemsfor currently listed and depressed populations and may
contributeto additional listingsunder the ESA. (Conservation /Environmental Group,
Baker City, OR- Letter #ANA608)
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Alternative 6

This experimentation is to take place everywhere without leaving large areas from
which to learn as natural controls. Such an approach does not constitute
experimentation... The stated goal of Alternative 6 isto proceed with restoration on
an experimental basis, with comprehensive monitoring. However, this
‘experimentation’ isto take place everywhere without leaving large areasfrom
which to learn as natural con-trols. Such an approach does not constitute
experimentation. The commercial push for motorized recreation is not confronted.
(Individual, Eugene, OR - Letter #\W15)

Through the application of a conserve/restore emphasisrather than restore only
emphasis, Alternative 6 al so providesthe greatest potential benefit to the health of
aquatic species. Alternative 6 considers ecosystem management on a smaller/subbasin
scale, making it easier to observe and to measure results of management applications.
ICBEMP isthe new paradigm for ecosystem management that considersusing a
100 year management plan... it seems more prudent to take a slower and more
cautious approach wher e success and failures can be reviewed and documented for
the use of further generations. (Individual, Ellensburg, WA - Letter #B77292)

Because Alternative 6 embraces adaptive management, [ this commenter] fearsthat
adaptive management would evolve into a do-nothing-but-study approach as
manager s fear making a decision that has not been studied. 1t will likely become an
excuse to do nothing or aslittle as possible until all answers are known. We believe
that thisis the alternative that Alternative 4 would evolve into when funding is not
available. Without a clear definition of the desired future condition this alternative
is attempting to meet, it is not possible to comment further. (Wise-Use Group,
Hayden Lake, ID - Letter #B77853)

Alternative 7

The Idaho Dept of Landsis not convinced that a series of reserved or protected
areas needs to be established in order to meet the objectives of ecosystem
management. While there may be social rationale for preserves, thereis certainly
no economic or scientific basisfor creating them at the expense of timber or forage
production, community stability and other human amenities. (State Agency or
Elected Official, Boise, ID - Letter #B77849)

Alternative 7 is set up with management restrictions that doomit to failurein the
evaluation scheme of the DEISand , therefore, it is designated to fail. Fromthe
outset Alternative 7 was burdened with criteria that would fail to meet the purpose
and need. The emphasis on restoring degraded forest and rangeland systems within
the proposed reservesin Alternative 7 isinconsi stent with the direction stated for the
document. While it may be more consistent with ultimate ecosystem per sistance and
naturalness, itisset up asa ‘straw man’ for comparison and ultimate rejection. Its
inclusion also ‘frames’ Alternative 4, the preferred alternative, and makesit seem
morereasonable. (Individual, Missoula, MT - Letter #W3801)

Alternative 7 needsfurther clarification. It proposesa strategy that would protect
large tracts of high quality habitat for the conservation and restoration. The
alternative does not, however, identify specific areasfor protection, give clear
direction for consistent identification of lands to be set aside, nor propose a process
of allocation asa meansfor reconciling conflicting land uses. ...the passive
restoration approach to its management makes this alter native unacceptable...
Regulatory agencies would be severely limited in active efforts toward species
recovery and restoration of habitat. (Federal Agency, Portland, OR - Letter #AN4641)
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Alternative 7' swor st failing is the enormous reserve system that incor porates great
areas of degraded lands without providing for needed active restoration. ... The DEIS
readily concedes that no effort was made to exclude seriously degraded lands fromthe
alternative’ sreserve system. ... no plansareincluded for any active restoration. Road
removal, exotic species eradication, controlled use of prescribed fire are foregone. In
the highly degraded forest landsincluded within the reserves, where restoration
thinning might make sense, noneisprovided for. ... Neither conservationists nor the
scientific community recommends exclusively passive management of reservesin the
region. Aggravating thissituation isthe full commodity orientation of management in
Alternative 7’ s between-reserve matrix. (Conservation/Environmental Group, San
Francisco, CA - Letter #\W4834)

The standards and guidelinesin Alternative 7 were purposely designed to fail the
Science Integration Team' s evaluation... such that Alter native 7 achieveslow ratings
relativeto criteriafor landscape management, fire management, and speciesviability.
By relying on wildfire to restore forest and range condition and by preventing road
restoration and weed management, the framers of Alternative 7 designed an
alternative that was guaranteed to receive low marks. Far frombeing a reasonable,
reserve-based alternative, it never had a chance and thereforefailsto contributeto a
range of reasonable alternatives. ... With a few simple modifications a reserve
alternative could have been constructed that would have achieved high ratings
against all of the Science Team' s criteria. (Conservation/Environmental Groups, Boise,
ID - Letter #B78654)

Many areas of high ecological integrity have been left out of the these proposed
reserves, and many which have been included arein degraded conditions. (Individual,
Eugene, OR - Letter #W15)

Alternative 7 billed asthe ‘ conservation alternative’ offersonly a disconnected series
of reserves that omits significant areas and allows no active restoration of habitat or
removal of exotic speciesin reserves. (Conservation/ Environmental Group, Boise, ID
- Letter #W14)

There has been no analysisto suggest that Alternative 7 isrealistically attainable. The
economic analysis needsto be revised to include a robust analysis of the types of
social and economic impacts purported in the DRFCs. (Natural Resource-based
Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

1 4 3 Des r ed Many people question the validity and usefulness of the Desired Range of Future
e Conditions (DRFC). They feel that any predictions of the future will fail because we

R an ge Of cannot predict how landscapes and society will change over time. They note that the Draft
ElSs state, “ranges of future conditions over the next 50-100 years are relatively
F Ut ure unpredictable,” and they wonder whether the unpredictability is dueto faulty environmental
.- analysis. If faulty analysisis not to blame, they wonder whether long-range DRFCs should
Conditions remainin the document.

Some people argue that new laws, policies, and technological changesin energy,
transportation, communication, and agriculture, will makethe year 2150 as different from
today as the changes since 1850. The DRFCs, some contend, reflect what people would
liketo seein the future rather than what is reasonable to expect. Some peoplefear that with
vague predictions the DRFCs could mislead the public and decision makers. Severa
people believe that the DRFCs should vary among clusters and between communitiesin
order to reflect site-specific variability.
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Issue: TheFinal EISshould allow for the Desired Range of Future Conditionsto
be as accurate as possible, yet flexible enough to address Ste-specific issues.

Sample Comments.  You have failed to prove that the proposed logging and thinning will restore
foreststo their pre-European condition, because only a long-term study on the
order of 100 years or more could be that. Computer models are only as good as
what is put into them, and if the input is slanted, the results will be slanted.
(Individual, Weiser, ID - Letter #B2743)

The world istoo dynamic for usto predict conditions 50 to 100 yearsin the
future. The environment is constantly changing... The Forest and Rangeland
Renewable Resour ce Act of 1974 requires forecasts of resources and supplies
and demands within the next 50 years. This DEIS should not be structured for
conditions of the resource based 50 to 100 yearsin the future. (Individual, S.
Maries, ID - Letter #W3792)

DRFC have taken on the tone of what someone would like to see in the future,
not what can reasonably be expected to actually occur. The DRFCs and the
themes for alternatives are somewhat imaginary and do not consider major
concerns such asrisk of catastrophic events. (Natural Resource-based Business
or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter # \W686)

DRFCs need to be as specific as possible so that the public and decision makers
are not misled by vague statements. (Natural Resource-based Business or
Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter # \W636)

The footnote on page 53 on Chapter 3, Table 3-4 states that ‘ ranges of future
conditions over the next 50-100 years arerelatively unpredictable.” This
statement suggests an inadequate environmental analysis. This statement
implies that the DRFCs associated with each alternative are unpredictable and,
therefore, unreliable statements that cannot be model ed to an adequate level in
the document. If the modeling effort is flawed, on what basis are projections
made and reported in Chapter 4? Reconcile this statement or remove long-term
DRFCs and/or alternative-specific DRFCs from the document. (Natural

Resour ce-based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\WW636)

They assume that no new laws and policies affecting the living and non-living
components of the environment in the project area will be enacted over the next
five to ten decades, that technological change in such things as energy,
materials, transportation, communication and agriculture will not influence the
region. (County Agency or Elected Official, Salmon, ID - Letter #B77161)

Develop rangesin variability to accommodate disturbance, societal needs, and
activity priorities. The desired range of variability may differ between clusters
and between communities. (Professional Society, Eatonville, WA - Letter
#W573)

Another desired future condition isto maintain or restore healthy, productive
and diver se populations and communities of plants and animals. This says
nothing about the compo-sition of these populations and communities. (Federal
Agency, Seattle, WA - Letter #\W881)
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1 4 4 Use of the concept of Historical Range of Variability (HRV) tends to confirm some
T people' s perceptions that one goal of the project isto make the interior Columbia River
Historical Basin look asit did in 1850. They feel European settlers and those since have greatly
increased the productivity and health of theland. Agriculture and other developed water
R an ge Of sources, some people believe, have afforded wildlife amuch larger range, while dams have
. - prevented flooding and riverbed scouring. They question how anyone could know the
Variabili ty exact conditions of the land 150 years ago.

Some argue accurate scientific estimates of existing ecological health can barely be made,
soitisnot feasible to estimate previous health. Although HRV is defined as areference
point in the Draft EISs, many peoplefear that it isused asagoal for alternatives. They
strongly assert any evaluation of the success of alternativesin satisfying purpose and need
should be done against established goals and DRFCs not against the HRV. Many people
note that the HRV isnot a stated management goal under any alternative; therefore, they
believe that HRV should not be used to determine the effectiveness of alternatives.

Issue: TheFinal EIS should not establish standards for past ecological
conditions based on the Historical Range of Variability.

Sample Comments: | agreethat the DEISsimply that the perfect landscape is one unaffected by
Europeans and their descendants. The alter natives seek to have management mimic
nature to make much of the landscape ook as though Europeans never settled the
region. We believe there is no sound reason to accept this nature-knows-best
philosophy and want to point out that human well-being in the area isfar higher than
in the mid-1800s while most other species continue to thrive. (Form Letter #221, 219)

The EISsuggests that thereis variation in conditions over time that can be described
and reconstructed based on oneinstant in time, the period of time before the
settlement of the Columbia Basin by Euro-Americans. Thisisthen taken to be a mid-
point in the historical range of variability of conditions. (Individual, Ellensburg, WA
- Letter #B77279)

Suppose resear cher s knew everything about every living thing that occupied the
Interior River Basin during the 1800s. What would be the basin’ s Historic Range of
Variation? What would be the mid-point of the HRV?. There is no comparison of
estimated historical values of speciesrichnessto present values. Thereisno com-
parison of estimated historical values of biotic integrity to present values. (Natural
Resour ce-based Business or Business Group, Bozeman, MT - Letter #B77931)

How will you determine what the ecosystem of 150 years was like, and when will you
know you have attained your goal? Which 1850 vegetation maps were used to make
your determinations, and why did you use them? (Individual, Latah, WA - Letter #AVA85)

Thereis no scientific data to prove that the condition of these lands in the 1850s was
ideal. Left alone, biological communities do not tend toward equilibrium, but fluctuate
dramatically. (Country Agency or Elected Official, Salmon, ID - Letter #877161)

If the meadow or range was produced by human effort is low integrity, never mind its
increased productivity, lack of erosion, but if an opening was by natural calamity
(wildfires, etc.) it swonderful and rated high integrity. An example of thisPre-
settlement biasis the referencesto riparian areas and how man has desecrated them.
The truth ismost of the streams in the west and beyond flooded severely, nearly
annually, scouring a wide area preventing streamside vegetation... Human occupation
has devel oped many mor e scattered water sources since that benefit the wild aswell
asdomestic animals. (Individual, Kettle Falls, WA - Letter #B77206)
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| ssue:

Sample Comments:

The Final EIS should not determine how well alternatives achieve their
goalsin relation to the Historical Range of Variability.

The team should come clean and clearly state the natural range of variability... is
not simply a reference point or indicator, but instead isa primary criteria that drives
the analysis. (Civic Group, Eureka, MT - Letter #B75619)

Thelast sentence in paragraph 4, page 37, Chapter 4 states that comparisonsto
HRV areintended to deter mine how effectively alter natives would meet management
goals. Thisis absolutely an incorrect approach to alternatives analysisand a
significant flaw in the evaluation of alternatives. By the project’ s own admission,
HRV is not a management goal under any alternative, so it cannot be used to

deter mine the effectiveness of alter natives. The effectiveness of alter natives needsto
be based on the ability of the alternative to achieve the DRFCs and the project
purposes and needs. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, La
Grande, OR - Letter #AV686)

Although HRV is defined as a reference point, not a goal for alternatives, the
alternatives wer e evaluated on the basis of how well they acheive HRV. Presumably,
the more deviation fromHRYV, the lower the evaluation of ecological integrity is.
However, the alternatives should have been eval uated against the DRFCs. Performa
valid evaluation of alternatives, which evaluates how well the alter natives achieve
their stated goals and the project purposes and needs. (Natural Resource-based
Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

Section 1.5 ~ Collabor ation and Public | nvolvement

1.5.1 Public
| nvolvement/
Adequacy of
Process

project officials, American Indian Tribes, State and local governments and

agencies, and other areas of the Federal government. Many harbor doubts
regarding the methods and effectiveness of consultation and collaboration, and they
remind the project to fulfill its obligations under the National Environmental Policy Act.
Others suspect alack of commitment by the Federal government regarding public
involvement in the planning process. Respondents al so note possible conflicts between
the various public and government entities which may arise during implementation of the
project, and they desire clarification about how such conflicts will be resolved.

N umerousindividuals are concerned about collaboration and consultation among

Most individuals who comment on the adequacy of public involvement in the process
agree on the importance of public input to the project. However, many are frustrated with
the process and suspect their input will not be considered by the decision makers.

Many state the process for public involvement for the project should be more clear and
accessible. These people contend that the very size of the document and supporting data
discourages participation and understanding of the project goals. If the project would
present the local impacts of each alternativein a clear and accessible format, some
suggest, the public could more easily identify their concerns and offer constructive
comment. Instead, many feel abandoned by a government they suspect has already made
its decision under pressure from well-funded interests. Some suspect the cumbersome
and confusing nature of the documents conceal s an ulterior motive, such asadeliberate
attempt to exclude the public from interfering in the decision-making process and/or with
theimplementation of decisions already made.
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| ssue:

Sample Comments:

Several repsondents feel that comments from people living within the boundaries of
the project area should be more influential than those from outside, because more
distant people have aless crucial stake in project outcomes. Others state the opposite:
that since public lands belong to the entire nation, the entire American public should
have a say in decisions concerning public lands. To some, the level of comment is not
an indication of public sentiment but merely areflection of the political campaigns of
interest groups that have mailed thousands of form letters aimed at influencing the
process.

While some appreciate government efforts such as public meetings designed to clarify
the project, others say they wish government employees were better informed on the
project so the public’s questions could be answered at public meetings. They feel the
generic answersthey receive are inadequate. Many say such meetings provide only a
one-way flow of information from the government to the public, rather than an
opportunity for the public to express their concerns to government officials. Some
people believe the public input process began only after alist of alternatives was
presented to them and state they could have participated in the process more
effectively if they had been invited from the start.

A few people commend the use of newer technology to present project information and
offer suggestions to make it work better. For example, one suggests the Final EIS could
be divided into smaller on-line documents, each with atable of contents, enabling
computer users at home to download and print their particular areas of interest, rather than
the entire document.

Many respondents have requested that project officials extend the time for public comment.
Many of these letters were received prior to the decisionsthat resulted in extending the
comment period from October 6, 1997 to May 6, 1998.

The process for public involvement in project should be more clear and
accessible.

You solicit public input in the decision making process. |’ velisted bel ow some aspects
that seem to discourage participation:

1- the sheer volume of the documents.

2- the very unfamiliar termsthat are used and the lack of any definition for those
terms.

3- In order to fully understand this document, one would need to be familiar with
plansthat precedeit.

Thetime for this much study is very difficult to find for those who work for a living
and have a family to care for. For many it becomes overwhelming and | wonder if that
isthe purpose. (Individual, Libby, MT - Letter #\W852)

Will the public have a chance to comment on local impacts or input into the changes
that will be made? The Final EISshould clarify this process. (Non-Natural-
Resource-based Business, Portland, OR - Letter #\W368)

Many arefrustrated by the seeming inability of local Forest Service officialsto provide
information that will help them under stand how implementation of the project will affect
management of national forestsintheir area. | appreciate the fact that these are not easy
questions. But the public’ s participation in this processis hindered when substantive
information isnot availablefor their consideration. (Federal Elected Official, Billings,
MT - Letter #B75280)
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Issue: Input from the public residing within the project boundaries should
be more influential than input from those outside the basin.

Sample Comments.  Small groups of people who have NO vested interest or direct connection, other than
philosophically, are allowed too much influence on decisions affecting our forest
eco-system. THISMUST STOP!! | would like to see a plan which incor porated
mor e direct input and control from our local people. These people know, under stand
and rely on the forest system--they live and work here. (Individual, Kamiah, ID -
Letter #B879133)

Thelocal working peopl€ svoicein this matter should also be considered. We have
mor e at risk than the non-local peopledo! (Individual, &. Maries, ID - Letter
#B79071)

We ask that the ICBEMP project stratify the public commentsreceived during the
comment period, to distinguish between comments fromrural stakeholdersand
comments from citizens living out-of-region of urban areas - those who have a | esser
stakein ICBEMP outcomes. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group,
Salem, OR - Letter #\WA732)

In taking a big picture look, you lost focus on localized reality. Your opportunity to
recover that focusisgone. Thelevel of comment on the ICBEMP documentsis not
an indication of public involvement. What you have seen isthe determined political
campaign of interest groups aimed at influencing you in various ways. Lots of
money and lots of time went into these efforts but very little quality public
involvement aimed at finding real solutions. That perception angered and frustrated
many of us and resulted in reams of formlettersand blanket mailersfromall sides.
It would be the height of cynicismfor you to count the public battle over ICBEMP as
public involvement. (Individual, Spokane, WA - Letter #B77866)

Issue:  Theproject should continue and improve itsmethods for public participation.

Sample Comments.  There were many new and innovative devel opments from this project that warrant
recognition: Thelevel of public participation through the * monthly” meetings,
newsletters, and tel econferencing, as well asthe multitude of other meetings, was
very beneficial to those interested in the devel opment and outcome of the project.
(Natural Resource-based Business, Coeur d' Alene, ID - Letter #B77304)

It would also be nice to be able to download the EI'S summary, which was available
in paper copy but not via Internet. (Individual, Bennington, NH - Letter #B2834)

Issue: In addition to providing information, the project staff should be more
interactive with the audience at their public meetings.

Sample Comments: | would prefer to get an answer to my lettersrather than the generic, rather
uninformative documentsthat | usually get. (Individual, Boulder, CO - Letter #877311)

Snce the beginning of this project, the EI STeam has maintained that there has been
public involvement throughout the process. However, fromitsinception, every
meeting attended by Idaho Cattlemen Association members, has been informational
only with no public input being accepted, particularly with reference to repeated
requests for outside peer review of the science methods employed. (Natural
Resource-based Business, Boise, ID - Letter #877302)
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1.5.2 Inter-
gover nmental
Collaboration

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

At a hearing conducted in our county, we were unable to get satisfactory answersto
many questions asked. (Individual, Wenatchee, WA - Letter #\W1812)

‘Scoping’ meetings are not local input meetingswith regard to content of the plans which
aredeveloped. They are meetings where the federal teams spread around arooman
intimidatingly large number of maps and indices, and then ask member[ g of the public
what they think the issues are which should be pursued in the planning. Itisquite
obviousthat the agencies have already honed in on the issues which they will pursue, the
methods by which they will pursue the issues, and the likely results of the pursuit of the
issues by thetimethe ‘ scoping’ meeting[ s] are held. (County Agency, Murphy, ID - Letter
#B77171)

Collaboration between the project and other governmental bodies during the planning
process isimportant to the vast majority of respondents who commented on thisissue.
Many feel that the rights and interests of state and county governments play an integral role
inproject planning and must not be neglected. Some suggest that Canadian agencies
should be included in the process because activities there can affect the project area. Many
statethat the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) mandates such collaboration and
consultation.

Some respondents believe that local governments are too vulnerable to the pressure of
industry, and they admonish the project to resist excessive collaboration with county
governments and agencies. Others state that |ocal governments have neither the resources
nor thewill to enforce existing laws.

The majority of people commenting on collaboration do not believe enough collaboration
was done with county, State, or Tribal governments. Additional comments on this subject
are presented in Section 1.6, Relationships to Other Planning Processes. A few respondents
did expressthe sentiment that the Forest Service has alwaysincluded State and local agencies
intheir planning and that thisbal ance hasworked well and needsno major changes.

Several people ask for clarification between collaboration and cooperation. They say they
will be looking closely at the mechanismsthat will be established to ensure interagency
coordination among the different agencies.

When conflictsin implementation at the local level arise, somewonder how these
differences between Federal and local agencies will be resolved. For example, many feel
that if the project directives and a county land use plan conflict, the degree of control or
enforcement isunclear. Many fear delaysinimplementation will arise.

Some people express concern that the collaborative process might block or slow action,
while afew predict that interagency consultation will be unfocused and inefficient. Others
say they are concerned that funding may not be available to ensure effective collaboration
inimplementing the project.

In developing the Final EI'S, the project should collaborate more with State,
Tribal, and local governments aswell as Federal agenciesin the planning
process, as mandated by NEPA.

Sop playing games with local gover nments and meet with them, talk to them, listen to
themand you will find that they can be a great help in finding solutions to the
problems at the grassroots level by using custom, culture and common ordinary horse
sense. (County Agency, Lander, WY - Letter #B3839)
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

It is mandated in NEPA that local governments are to be granted joint planning
opportunitieswith ALL Federal Agencies. The Counties and Satesare no less
important and must be given the same credence as the Tribes you are so focused on.
(Individual, Kila, MT - Letter #B4563)

| can’'t emphasi ze strongly enough that as this process continues, our local
governments and county commisioners must be given a major rolein shaping the
final version of ICBEMP. Thereare 104 countieswithin the ICBEMP boundaries.
County commissioners are best equipped to eval uate the social and economic
impactsthiswill have on their counties. (State Agency, Olympia, WA - Letter
#B77186)

Objective HU-02 callsfor increased coordination. Thisdiffersfrom collaboration,
and it isunclear why this objective does not call for a fully collaborative process.
(Federal Agency, Seattle, WA - Letter #W881)

Analysis cannot be permitted to block and unreasonably slow proper action.
Analysis processesin the Final EIS, including interagency consultation, must by
focused, timely, and efficient. (County Organization, Salem, OR - Letter #\WA4555)

[ Regarding] EM-02 Objective - notify affected agencies-- opportunitiesfor
participation - reasonable deadlines. Isthisrealisticin relation to other agencies
having time, people, etc. to addressthis? (Individual, McCall, ID - Letter #B75382)

EM-02 could be widely interpreted and implemented. This section should clearly
define which entitieswill be involved in what processes at what level. A standard
should state that the best, most recent scientific information will guide analysisand
management. (Federal Agency, Portland, OR - Letter #\WA4641)

|CBEMP' sinteragency, intergovernmental collabor ative approach especially during
analysis processes providesfor early involvement which could increase efficiency
and credibility of theproductsof all agencies. (Federal Agency, Seattle, WA - Letter
#B78714)

The project should reach its Record of Decision free from
disproportionate local influences.

| amvery concerned about the potential for disproportionate influence over the final
decision is being granted to certain groups or individuals (FACA free or otherwise)
with agendasthat are clearly inconsi stent with the scientific findings and proposed
management. 1" m particularly concerned about the evolving relationshi ps between
the ESC and the Eastside Ecosystem Coalition of Counties... and the possible deals
that might, or already have been cut behind closed doors. (Individual, Grangeville,
ID - Letter #B4705)

The Final EIS should have a mechanism to resolve conflicts that may
arise with local plans.

| am hereby requesting information for King & Pierce Countiesin Washington State
which indicates the inconsi stencies between the ICBEMP DEISand the county plan
required by Washington State’ s Growth Management Act aswell as any other local
and county land use regulations.... If Washington State amends the Growth
Management Act so that it conflicts with ICBEMP in the future, how will these issues
be resolved in a timely manner? (Natur al-Resour ce-based Business or Business
Group, Auburn, WA - Letter #\W623)

| CBEMP Public Comment/Chapter 1/Page 56



Relationship to Existing Forest Serviceand BLM Plans

Saetion 1.6 ~Rdationghip to Other Planning Processes

1.6.1
Relationship
to Existing
Forest Service
and BLM
Plans

This section contains public comment on the relationship of the project to various
Federal, State, and local laws; interim strategies; other planning processes; and
effects on other public and private lands.

Some argue that other State and locals plans conflict with direction found in Draft
EISs. These respondents warn that the project will overlap and sometimes negate
local plans which are now effectively working. They also fear it will create economic
hardshipsin the area.

Another concern isthat the project will negatively affect adjoining Federal, state, and
private lands. The greatest concern is how the project will cause increased pressures
on private lands, including more wildlife use and increased restrictions on private
land use. As accessto public land is decreased, they believe, more commodity and
recreational pressureswill be put on private property.

Many respondents note that Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management units
already havetheir own plans as mandated by the National Forest Management Act
(NFMA) and Federal Land and Policy Management Act (FLPMA). They feel that
these plans enjoy broad local support, use valid scientific methods, and are the result
of years of hard work, planning and compromise. Respondents worry that a decision
made on this large a scale will prohibit flexibility for local managers. Many people
suspect the project will supersede these plans. Some state that supplanting the plans
would violate NFMA and FLPM A, which establish rulesfor revising or amending
plans, and would also add yet another layer of regulation and procedure which many
See as unnecessary.

Apparent conflicts between the project and existing plans confuse and alarm many
respondents. They fear that strategies and commodity output levels established in the
individual planswill be superseded by project’ s more general broad-scale output
goals, in violation of NFMA, FLPMA, and the Forest and Rangeland Renewable
Resources Planning Act Draft Program of 1995. Suggestions are made to provide a
well-defined Forest Plan amendment/revision process before proceeding with a Final
EIS and Record of Decision.

Some note that planning has occurred prior to the development of any guidelines or
direction for planning at this scal e, generating confusion regarding the planning
process for both BLM and Forest Service. The respondent asks how a Record of
Decision can be signed amending current BLM and Forest Service Land and Resource
Management Plans, Forest Service Regional Guides, and BLM State Director
guidance, when each has a different processto follow for amendment. Another asks
when an EI'S became a vehicle for setting policy, noting that both agencies already
have established procedures and that policy can always be mandated by law,
something many respondents express has not been done in thisinstance. Some people
ask both agenciesto either follow existing regulations or amend them before going
around them.

Hoping to only minimally alter existing plans, some support Alternative 3, which they
state continues with existing plan’ s direction more than any other alternative. Many
respondents feel the best use of the project isto give local managers the scientific data
that was gathered and not continue towards a Final EIS and Record of Decision.
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| ssue:

Sample Comments:

The Record of Decision should amend or revise existing Federal plans
only as permitted under Federal law.

Current federal fire policies mandate the devel opment of new fire management plans
that provide for the reintroduction of fireinto fire-dependent ecosystems. ICBEMP
clearly did not share this per spective nor even acknowledge the existence of new
federal firepolicies.... How does |CBEMP addressthe Federal Wildland Fire
Management Policy and Program Review? (Individual, Eugene, OR - Letter #\\4828)

Alternative Three updates existing agency use plans rather than initiating yet
another planning effort... Such plans are uniquely suitable to the specific areasthey
address... Alternative Three would minimize changesto local plans, addressing only
priority conditionsthat most hinder effectivenessor legal conditions. (Individual,
Vale, OR - Letter #B875314)

Isthere a better game in town with general support? Yes. The forest plans that were
locally established and have general local support. Other than Eastside Ecosystem
Coalition of Countiesthereisno general support for ICBEMP. Let the federal land
manager s use the peer reviewed and peer accepted science documentsto help
administer the plansthat are already in place. (County Agency or Elected Official,
Canyon City, OR - Letter #B4726)

Existing Forest and Area Management Plans - Appendix 3-1: Develop and include
in the DEISand ROD an interagency process that includes a defined time line for
amending or revising plansthat will resolve conflicts asthey may arise between
current management area designation or land allocations and those resulting from
required processes (e.g., SBR, EAWS, water quality management plans,
transportation management plans, and the results of ICBEMP monitoring and
adaptive management processes). (Federal Agencey, Seattle, WA - Letter #B78714)

Local USFSplans have extensive public input during forest planning revisions that
reflect changing public needs and ‘ healthy functioning conditions' that meet the
geographic concerns. Current planning processes have the ability to make quick and
timely revisions due to climate, weed expansions and other measures needed to
address changing conditions. Current planning is at a reasonable scaleto plan
management that provides sustainable goods and servicesthat directly affect people.
(Individual, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W3806)

At minimum, the Eastside DEIS must show how the alter natives will affect the
existing forest plan resource output schedules. The NFMA requiresthat these
tradeoffs be considered during a significant forest plan amendment. Remarkably the
Eastside DEISmakes no estimate of effects for individual forests which would
provide for meaningful comparisonsto existing forest plans.... The Eastside DEIS
assignment of the management output emphasisto land clusters... affects what lands
are suitablefor timber production and the level of resource outputs.... The NFMA
and forest plans prohibit changing the land assignments to management areas and
management emphasiswithout revising the forest plan.... Rather than serving asa
foundation for efficiency, such a processwill generate 75 additional headaches....
Froma resource user’ s standpoint, the specter of a plan that cannot be implemented
to produce tangible outputs, being overlaid on a suite of nearly dysfunctional plans,
isa nightmare. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Portland, OR
- Letter #W3751)

|CBEMP has no way around significant amendments to forest plans because the end
of the 10-year life of the plansisfast approaching, and NFMA requiresthat the
Secretary review the land classified unsuitable for timber production in the plans at

| CBEMP Public Comment/Chapter 1/Page 58



Relationship to I nterim Plans

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

1.6.2
Relationship
to Interim
Strategies:
PACFISH,
INFISH, and
the Eastside
Screens

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

least every 10 years and shall return these landsto timber production whenever he
determinesthat conditions have changed so that they become suitablefor timber production.
(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter AMG86)

Tables 3-6 and 3-7 essentially revise the commodity outputs, such astimber allowable
sale quantities, in current land-use plans. This has been proposed without mid-level or
fine-scale analysis. Recommendation: Broad-scale data should not be used to directly or
indirectly modify commodity output expectations of fine scale planswithout adequateanalysis.
(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter AMG86)

Beforea Final EISiscompleted and a Record of Decision is signed,
administrative planning rules should be modified to regulate and direct
broad-scale analysis and decisions.

Therdationship of the ICBEMP to forest-level land-use plans and site-specific environ-
mental analyses of projects are not adequately explained. Thisneedsto be rectified.
Please explain the procedures and outcomes wher eby the ICBEMP results will be
integrated with forest plans and project analyses. Please explain how this new
approach will improve the ability of the agenciesto withstand legal challengesto
existing plans. Appendix B of the UCRB DRAFT EISisa good placeto start, but the
discussion should be more precise and clear. Please feature thisanalysis prominently
in the Final EISand Record of Decision, not buried in a Appendix 7. (Individual,
Moscow, ID - Letter # B77884)

PACFISH, INFISH, and the Eastside Screens (the screens) are three interim management
strategiesthat affect management of Forest Service- and BLM-administered landsin the
project areain relationship to anadromous fisheries (such as salmon), native fresh water
fisheries (such asbull trout), and old forest standsin eastern Oregon and Washington
respectively. Few respondents commented on these strategies, but those that did disagree on
whether the project should rescind or continuethem. Some say theinterim strategies have hurt
loca economies. Othersfeel the riparian protectionsin these strategies are necessary and
the project should incorporate them into the Final EIS.

Some individual s are suspicious of what the screenswill really could be used for. For
example, they ask whether the screens are going to be used to exempt activities on Forest
Service- and BLM- administered lands? Some believethat if used properly, screenswould be
necessary to determine how the activities should be changed to comply with the ROD. One
respondent feelsthat the Forest Service should remove the interim guidelines (21-inch DBH
[Diameter at Breast Height] maximum cut tree size and the PACFISH guiddines) and use the
existing Forest Plans, while arepresentative from a Federal Agency asked for the opposite;
expansion of theinterim standards.

The selected alternative should rescind the interim strategies: PACFISH,
INFISH, and the Eastside Screens.

Recognize the implementation of revised ICBEMP aquatic/riparian standards and
rescind PACFISH, INFISH, and Eastside screening direction. (Professional Society,
Eatonville, WA - Letter #W573)

The USFSshould removetheinterimguiddine (21" DBH max cut tree s ze and the PACFISH
guiddines) and usethe existing forest plans. (Individual, La Grande, OR - Letter #AN2484)
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

1.6.3
Relationship
to Other
Planning
Processes

The Eastside DEI S claims that commitments made through the interim direction of
PACFISH, INFISH, and the Eastside screens provide the requirement and authority
for permanent ecosystem-based management... But the Forest Serviceinthe Prairie
Wood Products case argued to the court that the interim direction did not make com-
mitments and thus was not a significant amendment to any existing plans. To that
extent the PACFISH, INFISH, and the Eastside screensinterim directions
represented predetermined decisions. (Natural Resource-based Business or
Business Group, Portland, OR - Letter #\WW3751)

Theimpact of theinterim strategies (PACFISH, INFISH, and the Eastside screens)
have already negatively impacted thousands of job. These strategies are said to be
discontinued with the acceptance of ICBEMP. They arefor all intent and purposes
incor porated into the standards, objectives and guidelines. We already have some
history with the economic and social impacts of these strategies. Such information,
we believe, has not been completely or properly addressed in the economic analysis.
(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Salem, OR - Letter #\WA4831)

The sdlected alternative should incorporate PACFISH, INFISH, and the
Eastside Screens.

|CBEMP must ...permanently adopt the Eastside screens. (Individual, Eugene, OR -
Letter #W4541)

Many respondents believe the Draft El Ssfailed to recognize many existing local, state,
and Federal plans, though ignoring plansthat work, causing overlap, and creating
conflicts. Some claim the project fails to recognize the successes of other plans, such as
Best Management Practicesin Montanaand numerous county zoning or land-use plans.

A few respondents claim that the project is strikingly similar to the Northwest Forest Plan
(NWFP), which they feel is destructive to western Oregon; they urge project planners not
to emulate NWFP too closely. Taking an opposite view, another respondent suggests the
problem with the proposal for biological reservesisthey allow no active management, a
stand the Northwest Forest Plan did not take. Thisrespondent believesif the project
would reevaluate this policy and emulate the NWFP by allowing active, silvicultural, and
restorative treatments aggressively while meeting species conservation objects, the project
may have a better chance of success. The writer sees no scientifically valid reason why a
similar integrated approach could not be applied to the rest of the interior Columbia River
Basin.

Onthe statelevel, respondents mention Oregon Governor Kitzhaber’ s 11-point timber
plan and Washington’ s Growth Management Plan as possi ble conflicts or models.

More than one county accuses the project of not coordinating with either existing or
pending county plansin progress. They assert that local plans, such as at the county level,
are the best way to manage local areas, and that Federal programs should conform to
those plans. Some counties express disappointment in what they saw as good intentions
in the beginning; they feel strongly now that the project became a political platform for
the Clinton administration and leading environmental lobbyists. They now ask for ahalt
or at minimum a serious overhaul of the Draft EI Ssand areturn to what they perceive as
the original intent, to provide sound scientific datafor local |land managers.

One county points out that while Forest Service and BLM personnel insist they
coordinated closely with the Eastside Coalition of Counties, this coordination did not
happen and project cooperation efforts are not sufficient to be in compliance with NFMA
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| ssue:

Sample Comments:

and FLPMA. They say that work with the Coalition did not include counties with existing
planning and management programs.

Several respondents commented on the Rangel and Reform Regional Standards and
Guidelines, stating that since these guidelineswereissued after the Draft EISswere
released for comment, they should be incorporated on alocal level. A Federal agency
points to some inconsi stencies between the Healthy Rangelands effort and the project that
need to be resolved before issuing a ROD; they strongly recommend that the selected
alternative provide direction to restore rangel and conditions.

The Final EIS should clarify itsrelationship with local, Federal, State,
Tribal, and other plans.

The Draft ElSs arefilled with erroneous and flawed information and analysis.
Comments regarding such erroneous and flawed data and analysis are being
submitted by individuals, companies, and associations.... Coordination of planning
would have required that the Project Team take a hard look at information, data and
analysis provided by those who regularly use the resource. Without such information,
data and analysis, the economic stability of Owyhee County is endangered by the
Draft EISwhich can be used by management agenciesto restrict grazing and
recreation use regardless of the actual condition of the resource. That isnot the
result which we believe Congress intended for planning and management related to
the federal lands. It certainly is not the result which should be reached under the
clear coordinate planning language of FLPMA. (County Agency or Elected Official,
Marsing, ID - Letter #B78644)

The Association of 1daho Countiesissimply a lobbying and informational
association which counties may join on a voluntary basis. The Association has no
authority to speak for the citizens of Owyhee County. The Association has no
authority to substitute for Owyhee County in planning activities with the federal
planning teams...etc. (County Agency or Elected Official, Marsing, ID - Letter #B78644)

We believe all landsincluding state and federal lands should be subject to all
provisions of local land use. This policy supportsour belief that federal land
management actions should support local land use planning and not contradict or
work against local land use plans. ICBEMP seriously threatenslocal land use
planning, particularly asthey relateto agriculturein the form of livestock production.
(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Salem, OR - Letter #\WA4831)

The Project should revisit consistency review efforts. Out of 104 counties and 476
communitiesin the Project area, a sampling of 32 is not sufficient to be in compliance
with 43 CFR 1610.3-2 and 30 CFR 1502.16 requiring a discussion of possible
conflicts between the proposed action and the objectives of federal, tribal, regional,
state, and local, land use plans, policies and controls for areas concerned.

....The DEI Sthen states that the scope involved over 100 counties which makes
consistency review effort more challenging , the document further points out that one
effort undertaken... involved the collection and review of many county land use,
economic development , and other plans which were submitted in late 1994 and early
1994. Apparently these were summarized in a report. The County/Community Vision
Statement Project, completed in August 1995. Thisreport isnot included asan
appendix, nor can we find any significant discussion of it in the document other than
this paragraph. (Natural Resource-Based Business or Business Group, Colville, WA -
Letter #\W698)
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The ICBEMP project is partially fashioned after the President’ s Forest Plan for

most of the west side of Oregon. Promised flexibility and continued use of the

resour ces of the federal lands were promised aswas a declinein litigation. None of
this ever happened. The courts have stopped almost all timber salesin the region.
While management actions based on the plan have threatened and caused livestock
producersto lose permits or had their permits reduced to a point that their economic
and practical management value have been lost. (Natural Resource-based Business
or Business Group, Salem, OR - Letter #\W4831)

The DEIS does not adequately eval uate county and community land use plans,
economic devel opment plans, zoning plans, and other resource related plans.
(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Colville, WA - Letter #\W684)

Issue: TheFinal EIS should incorporate existing plans that work.

Sample Comments.  What do we need 400 pages of ICBEMP for when we already maintain our soil,
water and harvest timber using voluntary guidelines contained in Best Management
Practices? (Individual, Fortine, MT - Letter #W593)

We have made some mistakes in management... most of them cures, such as...
Montana’ s Best Management Practices, Certified Logger Training, and other
education programs have improved slash treatment, disease recognition, wildlife
values, weed control, etc. We are making great improvements. (Individual, Trout
Creek, MT - Letter #B4725)

I would urge you to look more closely at Oregon Governor Kitzhaber’s 11-point
timber plan as a good guideline for what can be donein protecting old-growth
forests, riparian and roadless areas. (Individual, Eugene, OR - Letter #\WA479)

In reviewing Draft EIS contents | am concerned that thereis no mention of the
Northwest Power Planning Council which was established by Congressin 1980.
Thisregional policy-making body concerned the Columbia River’ s energy resources
and uses have spent mega-tax dollars on their studies for adaptive management
programs. | believethey just completed their study in 1995. I’'m concerned that
your studies have not integrated their findings, particularly in the area of on-the-
ground implementation. (Individual, Seattle, WA - Letter #W359)

What about Washington’s Growth Management Act? The studies for almost all
counties have been completed and are now being implemented through the
development of regulations. How will this affect your planning strategies and
management? Would you please clarify theseissues? (Individual, Seattle, WA -
Letter #W359)

Thisisin direct conflict with the Washington State Growth Management Act plan.
(Individual, Republic, WA - Letter #W542)

...Sate programs such asthe Forest Practices Act, Cumul ative Water shed Effects
Assessment Process, the Beneficial Use Reconnaissance Project, and the Governors
Bull Trout Recovery Plan arein place and have been found effective through on-the-
ground audits. Throughout the DEIS, existing state programs designed to provide
efficient and effective resource use and protection are dismissed or denigrated. This
oversight is a serious flaw and on its own is reason enough for reevaluation of the
DEISwith full involvement of state agencies. This causesthe DEISto fall short of
the standards set by the NEPA process, and robsthe public of a clear, factual basison
whichto makeadecison. (Sate Agency or Elected Official, Boise, ID - Letter # B77849)
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

Granite County has devel oped and adopted the Granite County Natural Resources
Land Use Plan. The Plan established dual sovereignty between Granite County and
federal land resour ce management agencies... (County Agency or Elected Official,
Philipsburg, MT - Letter #B77944)

Master Memorandum of Under standing between USDA Forest Service, Region 6 and
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, R.E. Worthington, Regional Forester,
Region 6, Portland OR. , effective 30 March 1979. Hasthis MOU been replaced? If
not, what isthe relation of ERU-based analyses and proposed application of
regulations linked to classification as a cluster with the statewide comprehensive fish
and wildlife plans? How do the Policies and Guidelines for Fish and Wildlife
Management in Wilder ness Areas, devel oped by the International Association of Fish
and Wildlife agencies and adopted as the foundation for management of fish and
wildlife in the National Forest wilderness within Oregon, by Sate of Oregon and
USFSin March 1979...how does this policy effect the Eastside DEISeffort?
Particularly, arefederal agencies required to evidence consultation with State of
Oregon ODFW initiatives underway that may affect the success of the federal
agencies proposed strategy? How are these state and federal efforts being explicitly
integrated, since the state manages fish populations and federal agency manages
habitat? Arefederal agenciesrequired to secure state certification of standards as
adequate to meet state forestry or water quality or other best management practice
requirements? Hasthe state offered or made such certification(s)? (Conservation/
Environmental Group, Baker City, OR - Letter #\WW4608)

Section 340-41-026(7) of the Oregon Administrative Rules effective in June 1980
indicates that logging and forest management activities shall be conducted in
accordance with the Oregon Forest Practices Act so asto minimize adver se affects on
water quality (citing authority of Oregon Revised Statutes Chaper 468). In May
Director Ellson directed, in part, that ...the quantitative standards... are to be used as
goalsin USDA Forest Service planning and monitoring management activities.... The
above mentioned standar ds supplement the Best Management Practices requirement
of the Clean Water Act and provide a yardstick for evaluation of BMPs. Please
explain how the proposed standardsin the DEISrelate to the applicable standardsin
state ORSand OAR; please explain how Forest Service activities approved under the
DEISwill comply with and be shown to comply with BMPs established by PL-95-217.
Please provide examples of successful enforcement of the State Forest Practices act as
directed for 17 years; if such information islacking etc. Please explain fully how this
timewill be new - substantially different than every year for thelast 17 years.
(Conservation/Environmental Group, Baker City, OR - Letter #\WW4608)

The Final EIS should better explain coordination efforts and planning
considerations when analyzing cumulative effects of tribal plans.

Within the Other Planning Efforts subsection, page 1/23, the DEIS states the tribal
planswere considered in analyzing cumul ative effects. But to the Yakama Indian
Nation’ s knowledge there was and is great hesitancy on the part of ICBEMP staff to
seriously consider the Salmon Recovery Plan adopted by the Yakama Nation. Can
you explain this contradiction and be more specific about the amount of consideration
giventribal plans, and the conclusions or assessments made after their consideration
with respect to their use and influence? Smilarly, page 1/25, with the Recovery Plan
subsection the DEISlists species with approved recovery plans, but does not list those
species covered by the tribal Salmon Recovery Plan. Why are these species not
listed? (Tribal Governement, Toppenish, WA - Letter #\WA556)
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| ssue:

Sample Comments:

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

1.6.4 Effects
on Other
Public Lands
and Private
L ands

The overall goals of ICBEMP (integrated scientific assessment for ecosystem
management in the Interior Columbia Basin.... pages 30-37) are generally consistent
with the Wallowa County Nez Perce Tribe Salmon Habitat Recover Plan, however,
the specific objectives and standards throughout the DEIS make it incompatible with
our local plan. (County Agency or Elected Official, Baker City, OR - Letter #B78802)

The Final EIS needs to be clear that the objectives and standards of the
Northwest Forest Plan apply to all alternativesin areas of overlapping
jurisdiction.

Sate clearly that where the ICBEMP and Northwest Forest Plan overlap, entire
water shed should be managed under the Northwest Forest Plan. Chapter 1 of the
DEISexplains that where the ICBEMP overlaps with the NFP, the ICBEMP could
not super sede without specific, subsequent amendmentsto the NFP. Chapter 3
describesthe NFP as a component of Alternative 1, but does not mention it under any
other Alternatives. (Federal Agency, Portland, OR - Letter #\WA4641)

The Final EIS should address and incorporate the Rangeland Reform
regional standards and guidelinesinto the selected alternative.

The DEIS(p. 1-20) statesthat the fundamental s of Rnageland Health are the basis for
the standards and guideliens on BLM lands; however, since the Rangeland Health
standards and guidelines were not finalized until after the DEISwas issued, we
suggest that the final ElSreflect the final standards and guides aswell asthe
philosophy that they belocal in nature. (County Agency or Elected Offical,
Roseburg, OR - Letter #\WA4835)

The effects of the project on private property is of great concern among the majority
of respondents who discussed this subject. Many fear that the project’s vast scope
and philosophy of ecosystem management cannot help, but negatively affect private
property values and the rights of property owners. They feel that the project only
hints at its effects on private lands, a denial which many view with suspicion and
anger.

Many assert that if the project plansto protect wildlife with corridors and buffer
zones, private property owners will endure added restrictions on use of their own
land. If the plan provides for more abundant wildlife, some suspect private
landowners will suffer the consequences of unwanted big game or predatory animals.
Several landowners state they are already burdened by restrictions on use, licensing
requirement for various activities, and excessive taxes.

Others are suspicious of claimsin the Draft EISs that deny the project will have a
major effect on private property. They state that the Historical Range of Variability,
for example, isaplan to revert the land to the way it was in 1850; they cannot
imagine that this approach would preserve the rights of property owners from small
owners, large corporate owners, to inholders on Federal lands.

A number of respondents fear that public use and resource production on public land
will be curtailed by the project and the shortfall they anticipate will increase stresses
on private lands, resulting in degradation of those lands and increased commodity
prices.
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| ssue:

Sample Comments:

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

Somefeel that increased restrictions on private lands will inevitably ariseif the preferred
alternativeisimplemented, which they predict will lower land values and amount to an
illegal taking. They state that such takings would violate the Fifth Amendment of the
U.S. Constitution.

Several respondents believe the Final EIS should disclose the effects of land exchanges,
both current and planned. Some respondents feel NEPA is being violated by (a) not
addressing the effects of pending land exchanges and (b) not analyzing and disclosing the
impacts of potential habitat loss and cumulative effects of other new ownershipswith
regard to unanticipated management activities such as extraction and devel opment.

A few disagree that the project will negatively affect private property. They fed that resource
extractorsmight treat their privatelands more responsi bly than they would public lands.

Similar worries about the spillover effects of the project apply to those concerned with
other public lands. Some state the project is unclear about its effect on numerous public
lands other than those administered by the Forest Serviceand BLM. They say State’ srights
could be compromised, aswell asthe cultural and natural integrity of National Park Service
lands. Several feel the Draft EISsfail to address these concerns.

The predominant argument with regard to private and other property rightsliesinan
expressed belief that this project will institute more regulations then are already in place.
One respondent points out that the project emphasizes how ecosystems cross legal
boundary lines, and the writer feelsthat because of thisthe project will intrude, infringe,
and therefore regulate private lands. Others ask what legal right the project hasto impose
regulationsin abasin consisting of 144 million acres, of which only 75 million are public,
intermingled with 69 million acres of private.

TheFinal EIS needsto include additional analysis as mandated by Executive
Order and Congressional direction for effects on private property rights.

The DEISs do not include a Takings Implications Assessment as required by Executive
Order. It does not include such analysis of impact on rural counties and provision for
flexibility for rural countiesasrequired by Congressional mandate. (County Agency
or Elected Official, Marsing, ID - Letter #B78644)

The selected alternative should clearly protect the rights of private
property owners.

Resour ces do not recognize boundaries between private and public lands. Water
flows, wind blows, fire spreads, and flora and fauna move with no regard to human
constructs and imaginary lines. This means that even though the proposed action
appliesonly to lands administered by the Forest Service and BLM, private lands,
especially ones adjacent to Forest Service and BLM landswill inevitably be affected.
The concerns of private landowners asto how their property will be affected by
decisionsinvolving the public land under consideration islegitimate. (Individual,
Unknown - Letter #B77287)

| want inholdersto beleft alone. (Individual, Wheaton, MD - Letter #\WW3598)

| disagree that although ICBEMP is proposed to manage Forest Service and BLM
lands, it will significantly impact the adjacent landowner s, causing conflictswith
private property rights. The DEISs do not address the impacts of decisions such asroad
dosuresontheuseand valueof privatelands. (Individual, Vancouver, WA - Letter #ANV3101)
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I ssue:

Using the assumption that private land would counter the potential shortfall of
availableland for recreational uses could be construed as disregard for private
property rights. (County Agency or Elected Official, Okanogan, WA - Letter #A\W4571)

Too much emphasis on wildlife habitat can cause serious over population and
resour ce damage on adjacent private lands and the landowner will have no say asto
how many big game animals they can accommodate. (Resource Advisory Council ,
Prineville, OR - Letter #\W1830)

We have seen how over -zeal ous enviro-bureaucrats have favored animals or land in
favor of humans at the loss of private property rights, jobs and money. The spotted
owl went too far, stopping hound hunting has shown an increase in cougar attacks
against people and wildlife etc.... Wefear the ultimate goal s of these special interest
groupsisto deny virtually all accessto federal lands by individuals and to limit private
property access by over-regulation. (Individual, South Bend, WA - Letter #AN1683)

The encroachment of regulations and the impact on adjacent privatelandsisa
major source of fear to anyone who has ever read The Communist Manifesto. The
type of land grabs which Clinton, Gore and Babbitt areimplementing sound like the
veritable text taken fromthat document. (Individual, Richfield, UT - Letter #\W1609)

There are also several referencesto the fact that this processwill transcend juris-
dictional boundaries. Thistendsto say that any analysis of ecosystemswill occur
across boundaries - even onto private land. (Individual, Elko, NV - Letter #W892)

Sncethis project seeksto restore the land in question to the conditions of
1850...how will this affect the property rights of private citizens and the land they
own. (Individual, Latah, WA - Letter #\WA485)

We are concerned about ‘wildlife corridors' or natural corridors. How will this
impact private land? (Conservation/ Environmental Group, Sagle, ID - Letter #AN231)

The Final EIS should consider its consequences on other public lands.

We are concerned that no apparent consider ation was given to the effects of the
proposed actions on National Park Service (NPS) lands. I1n general the actions
proposed in all the alternatives are broadly described and specific implementation
plansaredtill lacking. 1t istherefore difficult to ascertain the likely effects on NPS
lands. We trust that we will be provided future opportunities for input as specific
implementation plans are developed... We did not see any attention given to the
effects of this plan on National Historic Landmarks (NHLs) or National Natural
Landmarks (NNLs). There are six designated NHLs and 18 designated NNLs within
the planning area managed by the Forest Service, BLM, NPS U.S Fish and Wildlife
Service, Corps of Engineers, Washington State Parks, Oregon State Parks,
Washington Department of Natural Resour ces, Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife, Whitman County, the Nature Conservancy and private landowners. Itis
important that the ElSaddress protection of natural and cultural resources of these
sites.... (Federal Agency, Seattle, WA - Letter #\W381)

Therewill be an infringement of states’ rights because of the assertion of federal
control over water rights and/or the assertion of control over the beds of navigable
streams as a result of adopting ecosystem management. Ecosystem management
cannot succeed without simultaneous management of wildlife and fish populations
thereby infringing upon the rights of the states who are charged with management of
these populations. (County Agency or Elected Official - Salmon, ID - Letter
#B77161)
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Section 1.7 ~ Implementation

1.7.1
Priorities

| ssue:

A number of people feel that implementation and funding issues are not adequately covered
in the Draft EISs. Some feel that the project is clearly too big, too expensive, and too
cumbersome to be implemented in the manner proposed. Some question who will be held
responsible for monitoring and implementing the Selected Alternative and its associated
actions.

Some of the respondents assert the Draft EISs do not adequately address how the project
will beimplemented. Several individuals believe implementation methodol ogy will be
ecologically unsound and not sustainable. They contend ambiguouswording inthe
alternativeswill hamper implementation of the project. For example, anumber question
the differences between a Restore and a Produce category.

Pointing to studies of the effects of the project on individual National Forests, some people
claim that the project istoo vague, eliminates active management in some National Forests,
and the proposed process could require increasing staff and budgets. Some people fear the
project is biased toward theory and philosophy while downplaying tough analysis of
specific actions and their effects on real ecosystems and communities. Several respondents
cite past history of congressional members promoting, what some see as, ill-conceived
individual Forest Plans; they believe a broad ecosystem-based project will never get off the
ground for lack of congressional support. They feel the Final EIS and Record of Decision
will never be sucessfully implemented and be another plan on the shelf “gathering dust.”

Setting specific implementation prioritiesin the Final EIS concerns many people who feel
the question of whereto beginisnot addressed in the Draft EISs. They believe the Final
EIS should set a schedule for conducting projectsin local areas so communitieswill know
what will occur. Some people assert that the Draft EI Ss provide little in the way of
guidancefor local land managers and community leaders, and they fear thiscould resultin
inconsi stent application of project management guidelines. Othersfeel thetimelinessetin
the alternatives are unrealistic and cannot be met.

The Final EIS should set clear guidelines on how the project will be
implemented.

ICBEMP isclearly too big, too expensive and too cumbersome to be implemented in
the manner proposed. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group,
Ellensburg, WA - Letter #B877305)

Plansto gain acceptance of Congress for any of the alternatives arelacking. Inlight
of promotion of ill-conceived forest management plans by Senators and
Representatives, any rational and well thought out plan haslittle chance of
acceptance. What isthe plan for gaining acceptance of this plan? Will all thiswork
end up gathering dust on a shelf? (Individual, Spokane, WA - Letter #W1017)

My concern iswith implementation.... Please use non-toxic, sustainable methodsto
achieve these ends or you will find that the means can defeat the ends. (Individual,
Fayetteville, AR - Letter #875390)

What is the implementation significance of an area in a restore category compared
with onethat isin a produce category? How does ecological integrity affect an area?
This new and loosely defined terminology will likely impede implementation. (Natural
Resour ce-based Business or Business Group, Portland, OR - Letter #\W3751)
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

1.7.2 Funding

Implementation of any of the alternativesis highly unlikely. There have been
several efforts by the Forests to evaluate how the recommendations of this DEIS
might be implemented. The Colville N.F. determined that additional 47 more
staff persons would be required to meet all the process requirements - in a time
where one reduction in force after another is reducing the size of the agencies.
The Boise N.F. found it to be too vague and ill-defined to implement. The
Kootenai N.F. took what they knew, assumed what was unclear and eval uated
the plan as it would impact management on the ground and found that
essentially it leads to no management on the ground. Stated differently, all
lands aretied up in RCAs, BMU, etc. and no land is |eft to actively manage.
With all the Standardsin place, the restrictions preclude any significant activity
or implementation. Current budget levelswill also preclude the implementation
of any of the Alternatives. The pending modifications to the planning
regulations and the interim road building policy only add to the unlikelihood
that implementation will be possible. (Natural Resource-based Business or
Business Group, Coeur d’Alene, ID - Letter #B77304)

The Final EIS should set clear priorities for implementation.

If the programis accepted and option 4 is selected, where in the 72 million acres
will you start? If you accomplish option 4 in a given area, how do you propose to
continueto keep the area in a proper state? How often do you propose to visit the
area for cleanup? (Individual, Cle Elum, WA - Letter #\W315)

The broad scale of priorities do not allow for local predictions of outcomes. The way
priorities are described in Chapter 1 and 3 of the DEIS does no allow the public to
predict what kind of management activities would occur where. How and at what
timewill localization of the plan information take plane. Subbasin review? Local
Forest Plan revision? What isthe public’s chance for comment on the localized
prediction or to make changes to this plan based on morelocal problems. We
recommend that the plan clearly states the relationship between these processes.
(Individual, Portland, OR - Letter #\W840)

Proposed management objective, standards and guideline create problems for
implementation. The lack of clear guidance to thelocal managersin the proposed
alternative will result in inconsistent application to the project area. The plan deals
with such a large area with very diverse ecosystems withinit. Standardsarerelied
on for broad scale decisions where guidelines should be used so that the local
manager s can adapt to their special situations. (Individual, Pendleton, OR - Letter
#W2979)

How will activities that deserve the highest level of ecological priority be
determined? (Non-Natural Resource Based Business, Portland, OR - Letter #W868)

The Draft setsvarioustimelines for implementation. Based upon our experiencewith
the agenciesinvolved, thesetimelines are not realistic and are doomed for failure.
(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Challis, ID - Letter #B77161)

Some respondentsfear that in atime of budgetary constraint, sufficient funding and staff
will not be available for the BLM and the Forest Service to implement the project. Some
others doubt that the Congresswill approve a project that requires such large-scale
funding. A few statethey will ask their congressional representative to vote against
the the project.
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Sample Comments:

A number of people are adament when discussing the amount of money being spent on the
project to date, with their estimates ranging from 35 to 40 million dollars. Not only are
they upset about the money spent, but they also questions spending more than 100 million
dollars per year onimplementation.

Many respondents believe any funding must come from the Congress and not from timber
sales. Some people see the project as claiming that the vast majority of future revenue from
public landswill be generated by recreation; they feel that funding existing recreational
infrastructure should be emphasized. If the project isnot paid through “logging returns’,
some people wonder whether aback up plan exists should funding not become available.

Funding sources to implement the Final EIS should be clearly identified.

The money spent on the DEISfor a nebul ous ecosystem management proposal seems
to be misdirected when the money could go into the field offices for on the ground
mitigation and access improvements. (Individual, Lewiston, ID - Letter #£19)

The preferred Alternative 4 estimates the annual cost of implementation to be
$118,573,000 (EIS, p.4-218). With federal funding constraintsit isnot realistic that
this amount of additional fundswill be appropriated. Aswith most plans this means
planning goals will not be met or they will be deferred. (Professional Society,
Eatonville, WA - Letter #W573)

My question to the ICBEMP staff: Knowing that you do not have the approval or
support of Congress, state, and local governments and a good share of the local
working and recreating public, how are you funding this Project? (Recreational
Groups, Post Falls, ID - Letter #\W756)

Include a standard to continue or increase funding emphasis on maintaining
recreational infrastructure. Currently only Alternative 7 includesthis emphasis. The
DEISand supporting scientific documents detail that federal lands provide 700
million recreational activity days per year, and that the value of this activity is
estimated at $1 billion a year (in terms of willingnessto pay). Recent national news
indicates that in future years, 90% of all public land revenue will be generated by
recreation. Thismakesit imperative to emphasize, at a minimum, funding of the existing
recreational infrastructurein all alternatives. (Individual, Portland, OR - Letter £ANB40)

Alternative 4 appearsto be overly ambitious. The Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) do not have the resourcesin personnel, equipment, or funding to
implement the preferred alternative. The Forest Service budget does not and is not
likely to match the emphasisin the preferred alternative. It isunreasonableto expect
Congresswill increase funding to meet the intent of Alternative 4. The deciding
officials need to assure the public the sel ected alter native can be implemented given
the agencies workforce and budget. The Forest Serviceis already near the fine line of
misappropriation of fundsin an attempt to balance fund allocation with ecosystem
management needs. (Individual, Walla Walla, WA - Letter #\W3793)

The cost analysis discussion in chapter 4 isvague and confusing. | believethetrue
costs of implementing this plan will be too high for Congressto approve funding. |
will certainly recommend to my congressmen that it not be funded because of the cost
and because it is not the proper way to manage our federal lands. (Individual,
Lewiston, ID - Letter #W3670)

I’ m concerned about the monetary cost of the preferred alternative. What fall back
plan have you devel oped should the money not be forthcoming? (Individual
Uniontown, WA - Letter #B4806)
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1.7.3
Collaboration,
Accountability,
and
Monitoring

The Final EIS should consider the role that funds from timber sales will
play in implementing the project.

Above all, funding should come from Congress, not fromlogging sales. (Individual,
Sookane, WA - Letter #\W42)

For the sake of future generations and for a healthy, thriving Pacific Northwest
environment, | strongly urge you to correct these problems. Get funding from
Congress, not logging. (Formletter - #201)

The ecosystem plan needs to be funded by Congress rather than by logging returns.
Our children’ sfutureisdependingonus. (Individual, Airway Heights, WA - Letter #AN312)

Presumably, timber harvest dollarswould pay for forest restoration. But with timber
harvest volumes as low as projected, the plan will be unable to support revenue-
consuming restoration activities or rapidly increasing ecosystem management need
and costs. The result would be that neither activity would be performed adequately
to meet the project needs, and the future timber programwill be incapable of
bearing the costs of restoration and other ecosystem management programs.
(Resource Advisory Council, Prineville, OR - Letter #\W1830)

Asfor the $125 million per year projected price, will Congress be willing to approve
this huge appropriation? Thereisno shame in selling timber and offsetting a portion
of the cost. It isthefiscally responsible thing to do and the timber harvest can
achieve many of the forest health concerns we are trying to address. (Individual,
Missoula, MT - Letter #B4302)

Many people assert that for the project to be successful, someone must be held
accountable. However, they feel the project aswritten failsto list how each alternative's
objectiveswill be monitored and by whom. Who, some question, will decide when an
ecosystem is healthy?

Some respondents believe that working with the BLM and the Forest Service has not been
productivein the past, and they fear thiswill continue with implementation of the project.
They fedl that many Federal agencies cannot work together, and that the project consequently
will fall apart. Severa respondents blame the regulatory agenciesfor getting the BLM and
Forest Service off track with this project, leading to Draft El Ssthat they feel cannot meet the
purpose and need because of so many “unnecessary” standards and guidelinesexist. These
respondents see no hope for successif thisalso happensin implementation.

A number of respondents feel that Federal agencies are not held accountable for
producing results, and they advocate monitoring by others. They believe that an absence
of objectives and standards requiring accountability means that an agency could do
nothing and still bein compliance. Several individualswant the Final EISto eliminate
specialized language and “weasel words’ such as“when practical.”

Others believe the Draft EISs|ook at accountability only as meaning how well the
different agencies collaborate, ignoring how actual production of goods and servicesis
provided for. They feel that if the agenciesfail to produce any commodities, they cannot
be said to violate any objective or standard requiring accountability. Some assert a
violation of FLPMA, NFMA, and NEPA if an estimate of goods and servicesis not
included in the Final EIS, because of afailure to disclose effects of actions authorized
and implemented as aresult of the project. They also point out possible violations of the
Endangered Species Act for not addressing foreseeable actions on a site-by-site basis.
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Issue:  The selected alternative must decide who will be responsible and
accountable for the implementation of the project.

Sample Comments:  |n discussing how the needs of forest-dependent wildlife species will be met, the desired
future conditions for Alternative 4 state habitat attributes of old forest [will be] abundant
(page 3:32). Habitat attributes are different from habitats. Thisstatement reflectsa
confidence that we have the ability to accurately mimic the habitat requirements of
ol d-growth-dependent species, without having to actually retain old-growth. Such an
assumption requires close and constant monitoring. This monitoring needsto be
explicitly called for in this plan. (Federal Agency, Seattle, WA - Letter #\W881)

One way to tighten-up on responsibility and accountability isto have specialist input
to the EA process be written in the form of contract clauses. The language should
include measurabl e objectives and be free of weasel words or phrases like where
practical’ or if present. (Individual, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W250)

One reason previous management plans have failed is the absence of anyone to accept
ultimate responsibility. Thereforeit seemsthat successin any future management
plan will depend on the placement of accountability. The mandate for this plan fails
todothat. Without it, objectives change from one administration to the next,
monitoring could cease from lack of funding and it could be business as usual again

in just a few years, which could set the whole process back another 20 yearsin a very
shorttime. Asit standsit isextremely vulnerableto political whims. This should be
corrected by obtaining congressional authority in the formof legislation or at least a
resolution in order to makeit an effective and credible tool that won't soon lose its
clout. (Individual, Moyie Springs, 1D - Letter #B4692)

The DEISlacks commitment to monitoring for special status species. Key populations
and habitats should have been identified as part of the ICBEMP process, and a strong
monitoring commitment made. The DEISfailsto identify or prioritize areas/habitats
for reintroduction or re-establishment of rare native species. (Conservation/
Environmental Group, Boisg, ID - Letter #\WW3689)

ElSneedsto state how the action under each alternative will be monitored and
policed. For example, what will be done if logging companies take the big logs
instead of the smaller ones, and how will you check to see if they do? (Individual,
Weiser, ID - Letter #B2743)

The focus of accountability isto the processes of the ICBEMP Strategy, and to
working with other regulatory agencies. Accountability, it seemshaslittle to do with
the actual production of tangible resources fromthe federal lands. If the agenciesfail
to produce one stick of timber or utilize one AUM, no accountable objective or
standard has been violated.” (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group,
Portland, Or - Letter #\WW3751)

There should beregional and state oversight of compliance and effectiveness for progress
toward DFC in the alternatives. Thismonitoring should not be |eft exclusively to the
USFSor BLM local unit. (Professional Society, Corvallis, OR - Letter #ANA635)

Issue: Collaboration among agencies should be thoroughly addressed in the
Final EIS.

Sample Comments: | feel that with all the different federal bureaucracies that will be trying to
implement this program that it is doomed from that aspect alone. There will be
in my opinion far too much of internal control or a power struggle for any
alternative to work efficiently. (Individual, Orofino, ID - Letter #B96)
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The DEISrefers often to undefined intergover nmental collaborative processes,
that would include tribes. However, it should be noted that it would be
impossible for the CTUIR to effectively participate in the many annual USFS
BLM projects on our ceded lands. A few years ago the CTUIR took part on a
project on the Upper Grande Ronde River. The process took two years and a
great deal of staff time. Consensus was reached between USFS, Tribes, ODFW,
and academics on conditions necessary to protect and restore anadromous fish
habitat. Everyone agreed these were minimum requirements for fish habitat.
But the plan was never implemented. We cannot afford thislevel of commitment
to Tribal staff and resources and we cannot justify expenditures only to find the
USFSunwilling to implement the products. (Tribe, Pendelton, OR - Letter
#W625)

Our RAC believe that the DEISneeds a clear process defined for interagency
coordination. We recommend that this process must be developed and included
in the FEIS before we can support a ROD. We are concerned about how much
collaboration will be enough and who will control the process. (Resource
Advisory Council, Prineville, OR - Letter #W1830)

Section 1.8 ~ Relationship to Laws

1.8.1 Specific
L aws,
Regualtions
and Executive
Orders

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

array of environmental lawsregarding natural resource management and

administrativerule-making. Compliancewith specificlaws—includingthe
Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act, Wilderness Act, Clean Water Act, and others—were
of concernto many individuals. Somefeel that interfering with National Forest planning
processes would violate the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other laws. A number of respondents cite specific
laws and regulatory violations perceiving afailure of the project to comply with them. A
prevalent issue brought forward is that ecosystem management is not alaw passed by
Congress and it is not an Executive Order from the President; therefore, they feel it should
not replace or change the direction of the BLM and the Forest Service from amultiple-use
Mmanagement mission.

M any individual s express strong concern about what they see asthe dismissal of an

Othersfear that the project will decrease or eliminate access to National Forest System
and BLM landsfor those disabled by physical constraints caused by age, health, or
handicaps; consequently, some believe the alternatives would contradict the intent of the
Americanswith Disabilities Act by reducing safe access to remote facilities.

People also allege violation of their civil and human rights because they claim they are
being denied the right to choose rural residency and occupation. They believe the Draft
ElSs do not adequately address whether there is a disproportionate impact on tribal
communities or on their subsistence, religious, and social activities as required by
Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice.

The Final EIS needs to better discuss the relationship of the project to
Federal, State, and local laws and regulations.

The discussion of the relationship of the EISto Federal, Sate and local regulations
isincomplete and failsto address the full realm of environmental regulation which
must be met by BLM and USFS (page 1-17). At a minimum add a table or section on
1) Wild and Scenic River Act (Federal/Sate); 2) Safe Drinking Water Act; 3) Oregon
Groundwater Act; 4) Resource Conservation and Recovery Act on Hazardous and
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

I ssue:

Solid Waste regul ations including underground and above ground storage tanks; 5)
Other programs under the CWA such as 401 certification, stormwater permits; 6)
Toxic Use Reduction and Hazardous Waste Reduction Act; 7) Clean Air Act; 8)
EPCRA Section 313; 9) TSCA; 10) Superfund Amendments; 11) Oregon Land Use
Regulations; 12) Federal Livestock Grazing; 13) Surface Mining and Reclamation
Act; 14) CERCLA,; 15) Federal Water Pollution Control; 16) NEPA; 17) ESA and 18)
The Oregon Plan... (Sate agency or Elected Official, Portland, OR - Letter #AN3699)

The selected alternative should comply with Revised Statute 2477.

This statute addresses access to rights-of-way. Some respondents are concerned about what
they seeasapotentia lossor restriction of existing or future accessto private or statelands
that border or areintermingled with National Forest System lands. They also fear potential
loss of accessto traditionally used access routes, many of which they claim cannot be closed
because the routes are public rights-of-way covered under Revised Statute (RS) 2477. Some
warn of legal action if any moves are taken to close or restrict travel on RS 2477 routes.

Satutory authority exists for right of accessin connection with natural resource
development, transportation, energy transmission, water and for those roads and
easements existing before 1976 that have been created by RS 2477 and other
legislation. The DEISdoes not adequately addressthe legal implications of these
land use restrictions on both private and public lands. (Natural Resource-based
Business or Business Group Boise, ID - #B77302)

The selected alternative should comply with the Clean Water Act.

The goals of the Clean Water Act areto restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the nation’ swater. Clean drinking water isa concern to many. They
fear that without adequate protection the water quality in the Columbia River Basin will
drop because of contamination.

Clean water is a concern for many who do not believe the project will have strong
enough standards and objectives to enforce compliance with the Clean Water Act. The
majority comment referencing this act are usually worried that thereistoo much
compromise for active management, not enough protection of aquatic habitat, and not
enough coordination with the States regarding exi sting management plansand
regulations, such as Best Management Practices.

The DEISfailsto address numerous significant issues... The current failure of
agency-administered streamsto meet state and Clean Water Act standards.
(Conservation/ Environmental Group, Bates, OR - Letter #\W222)

The management plan must asaminimum: requirethat all Sreamsand riversarebrought into
compliance with the Clean Water Act. (Individual, Blackfoot, ID - Letter #B3873)

The selected alternative should comply with the Organic Act.

Citing the Organic Act of 1897, which established National Forestsfor the purposes of
improving and protecting forests, protecting water flows, and furnishing a continuous
supply of timber for the United States, some people emphasi ze the need for National
Forests to supply timber products. Anumber of respondents view the project asillegally
reducing timber supply by denying access to roadless areas for harvesting.
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Sampl e Comments: TheDEISand the analytical process used to reach this point are insufficient fromthe
legal standpoint. The purpose of the National Forestsisbeingignored. The organic Act
of 1897 clearly stated that the purpose of National Forests areto provide favorable
conditions for water flow and a continuous supply of the timber for the use of citizens of
the United Sates. This DEIStotally ignores thiswhen timber outputs are considered
only as a by-product of ecosystem management. (Natural Resource-based Business or
Business Group, Prineville, OR - Letter #\W746)

Issue: The selected alternative should comply with the National Forest
Management Act and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act.

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) requires the preparation of Forest
Service Regional Guides and Forest Plans and regulations to guide their
development. The Draft EISs, some people feel, interfere with planning processes
that are required by thislaw. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act
(FLPMA) formally recognizes the mission pursued by the BLM and requires the
BLM to manage public lands under the principles of multiple-use and sustained yield
through land use planning. Aswith NFMA, many respondents perceive the Draft
ElSsasinterfering with planning processes set out under FLPMA.

Other respondents state that by not falling completely under the Forest Service
lead or under BLM, the process has been circumvented |eaving decision makers
the ability to decide anything they want without a biding by one set of rules
alone. Several respondents question the motives of the Clinton Administration
on allowing this decision-making process to continue.

Sample Comments.  The Preferred Alternative proposes even | ess protection than is currently
mandated by the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), by requireing only
that species be managed to avoid listing under the Endangered Species Act.
Thisisdifficult to understand, given the clear intent of NFMA requiring viable
populations of vertebrates will be maintained throughout their ranges on the
National Forests. The Preferred Alternative (4) Offers no special protection for
identified diversity hot spots, which should be part of any credible managment
plan based on current state of scientific knowledge on the preservation of
biological diversity. (Conservation/Environmental Group, Seattle, WA - Letter
#W2008)

The DEISfails to adequately address or deal with the economic needs of
resour ce dependent communities as required by the Charter as well as NFMA
and other legal mandates. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business
Group, Heppner, OR - Letter #\W866)

Issue:  The selected alternative should comply with the Forest and Rangeland
Renewable Resources Planning Act (RPA).

Some view the project as violating the principles of multiple-use and sustained
yield. Respondents ask how RPA isincorporated into the analysis process; they
claim aviolation of NFMA by not following RPA for amending/revising Forest
Plans. They believe that if the project will be automatically amending portions
of Forest Plans, then it must follow the planning regulations. One respondent
also believes the project should be stopped until the 1995 RPA Draft Program is
signed, asit provides program guidance for the Forest Service, which might be
contradictory to the project, such as changing from multiple-use to ecosystem
management.
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Sample Comments:
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Sample Comments:
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Sample Comments:

The ICBEMP should be stopped and the Forest Service should be required to revise
Forest Plansin compliance with the Renewabl e Resour ces Planning Act of 1974, as
amended by the national Forest Management Act of 1976. The Congress hasthe
responsibility to seethat isaccomplished. (Individual, Libby, MT - Letter #W1067)

The selected alternative should comply with the Endangered Species Act.

Thegod of thisAct isto establish programsto conserve and maintain endangered and
threstened species. Thereisa perception by somethat the Draft El Ssabdicate respongbility to
provideminimum basdine protection and restoration measures asestablished under thisAct.

....with respect to BLM Resource Management Plans, we urge you to stay on top of
[the Endangered Species Act consultation] process. The BLM has a specific legal
obligation under the ESA to ensure that its plans do not harm endangered species or
their habitat. Not onlyisBLM legally vulnerableif it has not yet finished
consultation, but the decisions made by the agency in this plan may be harming fish
and their habitat while we all engagein the ICBEMP process. (Conservation/
Environmental Group, Seattle, WA - Letter #B75255)

WITHOUT THE CERTAINTY OF AN ACCEPTABLE PLAN THERE WILL BE MORE
ESA LISTINGSAND A CONTINUING LOSSOF FLEXIBILITY...thereisno flexibility
in the standards associated with this plan without further costly analysis. With this
plan we are codifying what were interim guidelines and applying themto a broader
area. Thereisnothing in thisplan that will prevent or assure no further listings under
the ESA. (County Agency or Elected Official, Canyon City, OR - Letter #\W626)

The selected alternative should comply with the Regulatory Flexibility Act
and the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act.

Congress passed the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) in 1980 to make sure Federal
regulations did not place an unfair economic hardships on small businesses. Some
respondents express concern that the Draft EI Ss do not properly follow the procedureslaid
out inthe RFA. The RFA is strengthened under this Small Business Regul atory
Enforcement Fairness Act, which allows small businessesto seek ajudicial review of any
new Federal regulations to make sure they comply with the RFA. Some fedl the project
ignoresthe concerns of small businesses.

Forest Service and BLM violate Regulatory Flexibility Act and the Small Business
Regulatory Enforcement Act. Because ICBEMP can be considered a rule that sets
standards, we believe the RFA applies. Congress passed the RFA in 1980 after
learning that uniform Federal regulations produced a disproportionate adverse
economic hardship on small entities. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business
Group, Lebanon, OR - Letter #E48)

The selected alternative should comply with the American Folklife
Preservation Act.

In 1976, the U.S Congress passed the American Folklife Preservation Act (P.L.94-201).
Inwriting the legislation, Congress had to define folklife. ICBEMP seeksto ignorea
culture that has been defined over two centuriesand it isno more or less significant
than any other culture present in America. (Natural Resource-based Business or
business Group, Olympia, WA - Letter #\WW3747)
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Sample Comments:
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Sample Comments:
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Sample Comments:

The selected alternative should comply with the Presidential Executive
Order 12866, Regulatory Planning and Review.

Have each of the Federal requirementslisted been addressed with all local
governmentsin the area? Presidential Executive Order 12866-Regul atory Planning
and Review; National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). (Natural Resour ce-based
Business or Business Group, Connell, WA - Letter #\W4631)

The selected alternative should comply with the 10th amendment of the
Constitution, associated with State jurisdictions.

The Tenth Amendment gives States jurisdiction over all matters not expressly
designated to the federal government by the Constitution. Not only doesthe
Constitution not designate water sheds to the federal government, but the Supreme
Court has given jurisdiction of water to the statesin case after case. Therefore, the
Columbia Basin should be managed by whatever state that portion of it iswithin,
with respect for state boundaries. (Individual, Custer, MT - Letter #B77091)

The selected alternative should comply with the Multiple-Use/Sustained
Yield Act of 1960.

...\While we commend the agency’ s steps toward an adaptive, ecosystem management
approach to national forest management, we are concerned that a legal basis may
belacking in federal staturesfor your principal goal of national forest management
to maintain or restore ecosystem sustainability. Under the Multiple Use-Sustained
Yield Act of 1960, the national forests are not established to maintain and restore
ecosystem sustainability, but “ are established and shall be administered for outdoor
recreation, range, timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish purposes, in supplement
to purposes established in the Act of June 4, 1897. (Professional Society, Moscow,
ID - Letter # \W546)

The selected alternative should comply with the Americans with
Disabilities Act.

Some respondentsfeel thereis not enough emphasis on access and recreation, that
when recreation is even mentioned it isin the form of monitoring it for ecological
reasons, not to ensure the recreational experience. Someworry thisisaforecast for
fewer and fewer recreational opportunities, especially for people with disabilities
who have limited access.

| am handicapped and cannot walk great distances (1 mile or more). For this
reason | require the use of my 4 x 4 vehicleto enjoy our public lands. Your DEIS
basically ignores the motorized recreation community. The only time you
acknowledge motorized recreation iswhen you propose to restrict and deny access
to vehicles by eliminating an unspecified number of trailsin your DEIS (Individual,
Ridgecrest, CA - Letter #B75548)

My oldest son is handicapped. Heisin awheelchair. Hisonly means of viewing
and learning about our beautiful surroundingsisin a motorized vehicle. To deny
him that means by closing roadsin the Kootenai Forest, and elsewhere, isan act of
discrimination. Onewe intend to fight. (Individual, Eureka, MT - Letter #B4675)
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The Final EI'S should comply with the spirit and intent of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Alleged violations of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) are scattered through
most of the procedural and effects comments. Some people believe that NEPA isviolated
because the “ decision” does not sufficiently consider the economic impact on small rural
communities. Some think the Draft EI1Ss do not comply with NEPA because they are not
seen as meeting agency procedural requirements to do a consistency review, especialy with
other county and tribal |and management plans.

Others believe the Draft EISs do not comply with NEPA for a number of other procedural
reasons. Allegations of bad science and analysis|eads many respondents to accuse the
project of having inadequate cumul ative effects models, not disclosing missing information,
not taking connected actionsinto account, having a proposed action and alternatives that
don’'t meet purpose and need, and having arange of alternativesinsufficiently broad
enough to fulfill public needs and environmental encompass compliance questionswithin
the Administrative Procedures Act.

To comply with NEPA, if a commitment is made to binding management directionin
an ICBEMP Record of Decision, it must be preceded by adequate detailed analysis of
the significant environmetal effects of implementing that direction. Shoosing alarge
geographic scale for analysis and decisionmakeing is not excuse for lack of detail in
NEPA assessment. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Bosie, ID -
Letter #B75569)

Your DEISviolatesthe spirit and intent of NEPA. Your decision does not sufficiently
consider the economic impact on small rural communities. (Individual, Ridgecrest,
CA - Letter #B75548)

The project needs to prepare a Supplemental EIS.

A number of respondents advocate the need for the project to prepare a Supplementa EIS
priortoaFinal EIS. They fed that the additiona socio-economic work presentedin the
Economic and Social Conditions of Communities report needs to be further elaborated upon in
aSupplemental EIS. Othersexpressed the sentiment that additional sciencework hasbeen
completed since the Draft El Sswere released and that this* new information” needsto be
incorporated into a Supplement. By doing this many people fedl will allow thento be ableto
better respond to theinformation onceit isin one document.

Please protect the Columbia River Basin by pushing the passage of a SQupplemental EIS. |
have read the FSEEE which could serve asa model and is backed up by solid scientific data.
(Individual, Chattanooga, TN - Letter # B77870)

In general, | believe that the DEI Ssrequire a major rework because of the alternatives
adequately support the* aggressive active management approach” determined as needed by
the Project’sown scientific findings. Management direction islight on guidelines and heavy
on standards, which areinappropriate for a land use management DEIS...I recommend that
the Project remove most of the standards, especially the highly prescriptive ones, and create a
plan that ismore like a Regional Guide. This new would then be the subject of a Supplemen-
tal DEIS Asan alternative, the DEISs could be suspended and the extensive material
produced by the Project could be used to support the next round of individual Forest Plan
revisonsat thelocal level. (Individual, Riggins, ID - Letter #B878506)
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Sample Comments:

It isabsolutely essential that supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statementsbe
undertaken and released. The comment period is closing without the public having the
benefit of commenting on the Terrestrial Species study, which has not yet been released.
Further, it has only been a short while since the rel ease of the new Economic and Social
Conditions of Communities: Economic and Social Characteristicsof Interior Columbia
Basin Communities and an Estimation of Effects on Communities fromthe Alter native of
eastside and Upper Columbia River Basin Draft Environmental Impact Satements.  (Natu-
ral Resource-based Business or Business Group, Billings, MT - Letter #ANVA823)

Preparing one decision for the lands administered by the BLM and Forest
Servicewill resultin legal “gridlock.”

Severa individuasfed that by preparing one, broad-based decision for the BLM-and Forest
Service-administered landsin theinterior Columbiariver Basin, alegal battlewill ensuethat
will prevent any decisions from occurring while the courts render adecision. They fedl that

thiswill result inlegal gridlock where no management activitieswill occur for several years.

Others advocated the need to complete aFinal EIS and Record of Decision to overcome what
they believeisasystem aready bound by court decisonsand legal battles. They fed by
completing the project it will provide a coherent strategy for lands administered by the two
agencies addressing some of the courts concerns.

We would expect the current management gridlock to worsen as litigation over the meaning
and intention of this document mushroomed. Natural Resource-based Business or Business
Group, Mountain Home, 1D - Letter #B111)

...\WWe comment the Forest Service and BLM for undertaking such an ambitious project asthe
ICBEMP. Wetoo are concerned with the current grid-lock and lack of agreement on how
public lands should be managed. We were hoping that a Basin-wide approach would
develop more of a consensus. We fedl that a consensus has not yet been achieved and desire
to beinvolved in future planning to reach thisgoal. (Professional Society, Eatonville, WA -
Letter #AW573)

What this entire process[with unproven concepts & undefined ecosystems] will createisa
massive administrative nightmar e leading to uncertainty, lawsuitsand delaysin decision
making processes. The entire management proposal in the DEISisfatally flawed with the
public paying the price. (Individual, Pacific, WA - Letter #AN532)

...Termination of the Project would lead to litigation that would result in lockouts of federal
lands similar to what nearly happened on the Westside of the Cascadesin the wake of the
northern spotted owl listings. Benton County does not wish to have public lands uses and
access decided by the courts. (County Agency or Elected Official, Prosser, WA - Letter 3
W3079)

The selected alternative should comply with the Wilderness Act.

The 1964 Wilderness Act was enacted to assure that “ an increasing population, accom-
panied by expanding settlement and growing mechanization, does not occupy and maodify
all areaswithin the United States and its possessions. Leaving no lands designated for
preservation and protection in their natural condition.” Two million acres of Oregon’s
public forest are protected, 14 million acres remain unprotected. The U.S. Forest
Service predicts a 35% erosion of our unprotected forests by 2010 with complete
eliminationin 50 years. (Individual, Ashland, OR - Letter #W1674)
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The selected alternative should comply with the 1872 Mining Law.

Rather than regulating for multiple use while meeting resour ce needs, the objectives stated
in the Preferred Alter native mandate habitat preservation on a watershed scale. This
makes habitat conservation and preservation the dominant use. Therefore, activities
previously allowed on public lands when those lands wer e being managed for multiple
uses, such as mineral exploration and development, may no longer be allowed under the
Ecosystem Project or could be regulated to the extent that they are not economically
feasible. Thisisin direct contravention of the limitations contained in these authorities
and of the General Mining Law. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group,
Boise, ID - Letter # B78680)

Why isthat mining law, so damaging to the public, that came out of the 19th century still
on the books? (Individual, Klamath Falls, OR - Letter # W374)

So let’s get back to using the still valid 1872 Mining Law. We have had enough overkill
with laws already on the books. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group,
Blaine, WA - Letter #W2048)

While the leasing and sale systems used to regulate federal land mining prevent some of
the serious threats to salmonids, the current, archaic location system under the 1872
Mining Law actually magnifies hardrock mining as a threat to salmonid biodiversity.
Where mining claims occur under the 1872 Mining Law, mineral extraction is considered
the best and most appropriate use of the land. This system not only disregards existing
land and fisheries values, but there is no guarantee that lands claimed under the Mining
Law will even be used for |legitimate mineral development. Reformin mining must start
with an overhaul of the 1872 Mining Law for hardrock minerals. (Conservation/Environ-
mental Group, Portland, OR - Letter #B4789)

The selected alternative should comply with Presidential Executive Order
12898, Environmental Justice.

There should be an evaluation criterion that addesses environmental justice, including
impactsto minorities and economically disadvantaged citizens. Executive Order No.
12898 requires that NEPA documents address the issue of environmental justice. Add a
criterion to evaluate environmental justice factorsfor each of the alternatives. Thisis
particularly important for some topics such asrecreation, where, under alter naties such as
Alternative 7, accessto federal landswill be severly limited for elderly and physically
challenged individuals. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, La Grande,
OR - Letter #AMG86)
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affected environment as described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EISs. It also presents

comments regarding the proposed management alternatives and the environmental
consequences of the alternatives as described in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Draft EISs.
These discussionsinclude general and technical areas such asthe consequences of the
proposed management actions on soil, water, air, terrestrial wildlife, aguatic wildlife,
forests, rangelands, vegetation, and riparian areas. This section also includes narratives
about the consequences of roads and disturbances such asfire and insect or disease
infestation. While some legal and policy issues related to these specific resources appear
in this chapter, more specific legal concernsare found in Chapter 1 of this document.

Chapter 2 discusses and analyzes public comment specifically related to the

Social and economic aspects of resource issues, such as commaodity outputs from public
lands, recreation, and the effects of management actions on the people, communities, and
economies of the project area, are discussed in Chapter 3 of this document.

Section 2.1 ~ Soil Quality and Productivity

2.1.1 Soil
Health, Quality,
Productivity

ualitative’, and ‘ unsubstantiated’ to describe how they view ICBEMP efforts as

mmarized in the Draft EISs. They ask, given what some assert isalack of
adequate information on soilsin the region, how the project team will determine current
soil productivity and conditionsin any given area. They feel the project haslittle or no
scientifically substantiated information with which to make good decisions, other than
descriptions of seriesand soil mapping unitsidentified during analysis.

plewith an interest in soil productivity used the terms* opinion-based’,
q
su

Fearing strict basi n-wide standards and objectives, some respondents maintain that the
data on soil quality described in the Draft EISistoo broad, opinion-based, qualitative,
and unsubstantiated. Soil data, they say, must be gathered on afiner scale. Many
challenge statementsthat soil productivity isgenerally stable or declining, noting that the
Draft El Ss acknowledge having inadequate data. A few question whether project
scientists have aclear definition of soil quality and productivity. Some are unclear about
cause and effect regarding the alleged declining productivity; these respondents demand a
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more detailed analysis. Some say that any new inventory should provide a summary of
trendsin annual forest productivity across the entire basin as afundamental basisfor why
soil productivity should be considered anissue. These respondents want clarification or
scientific evidence to back up such statements as* many soils take less than 50 yearsto
recover naturally from compaction.”

Respondents al so question the accuracy of Draft EISS' statements on historical soil
productivity. Onewriter points out an inconsistency in the Eastside Draft EIS, which
statesthat carbon and nutrientstied up in woody debris have increased (page 2-68) while
also stating (page 2-18) that coarse wood has decreased.

Issue: TheFinal EISshould reanalyze the information on the state and history
of soil productivity.

Sample Comments.  Summary of Conditions and Trends, Bullet 1. The statement * soil productivity across
the project isgenerally stable to declining’ lacks order of magnitude importance and
conflicts with text on Chapter 2, page 4, paragraph 1 which statesthat soilsare
improving. Eliminate the statement if it cannot be scientifically supported. (Natural
Resour ce-based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

We note the DEIS (2-22) statesthat soil conditionsin the planning area are stable or
declining but does not make any quantitative analysisto validate this statement This
statement also contradicts an earlier statement that best management practicesare
causing a positive trend in soil productivity. We suggest a more complete historical
context be provided or utilize a baselinethat is better documented. (County Agency,

Canyon City, OR - Letter #\W4580)

Issue: TheFinal EIS should contain a new inventory and analysis of soil
productivity to address the existing analysis of soil conditions and trends
which isinadequate for determination of effects of the alternatives.

Sample Comments.  The soils data presented is woefully inadequate when compared to the information and
data presented and considered for above ground components of the ecosystem. (State
Agency, Boise, ID - Letter #B77849)

With due respect to members of the expert panel, an opinion-based inventory should
not form the under pinnings of changes to management of soil at the scale of this
project. Asimportant as soil isto the ecosystem, it can only be appropriately
evaluated at finer scales and, as such, cannot be adequately analyzed in thisEIS.
(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #A\\686)

Serious contradictions and/or over-generalizations occur in the soilsand soils
productivity section and thereisa general lack of information about the improve-
mentsto soil productivity that can occur through land management. (Natural
Resource-based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #AM686)

Issue: TheFinal EIS should validate the statement that soil productivity is
generally stable or declining.

Sample Comments:  Fragile soilswhich should be protected from wheeled vehicles and cattle trampling
were not mapped or protected. (Individual, Moscow, ID - Letter #\W38)
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The document states: ‘ Soil productivity across the project area is generally stable
to declining. Determination of the exact status of soil condition for any given area
is difficult because of the lack of inventory and monitoring data.” If thereisalack of
inventory and monitoring data, how can ICBEMP make ANY conclusion with regard
to soil productivity or condition? To my knowledge, the existing soil inventories did
not address soil condition, they only included a description of soil seriesand
mapping units. (Individual, Clarkston, WA - Letter #W3111)

[Eastside Draft EIS, Chapter 2] Soilspage 3 last paragraph. Thefirst sentence
stating * soil productivity isgenerally stable or declining’ cannot be substantiated by
scientific data. This statement should be removed. The statement that greater
declinesin soil quality and productivity are associated with greater intensities of
vegetation management, roading and livestock cannot be substantiated either. It
should also beremoved. (Individual, Joseph, OR - Letter #\WWA4538)

The Final EIS needsto clarify terms such as soil quality and soil
productivity.

[Eastside Draft EIS, p.2-18] Summary of Conditionsand Trends, Bullet 1. Theterm
soil quality is nebulous. The term’ s meaning cannot be determined fromthe text or
fromthe glossary. Removeit or define. (Natural Resource-based Business or
Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

A few respondents note that management activities can and do affect soil conditions
and productivity, a perception they believe the Draft EISsfail to recognize. These
people question how the Draft EISs can alternately argue that (1) impacts from
current forest and range activity require improvement and (2) the method for
achieving this end under the preferred alternative is through aggressive management
actions for forest restoration. Inthe opinion of these respondents, the emphasis
must be on prevention of management impacts as opposed to mere mitigation or
restoration. For example, someindividualsfeel that without drastic changesin
grazing practices, soil standardsto maintain productivity cannot be achieved.

In contrast, one respondent assertsthat the Draft EISsfail to note that not all ground
disturbance is harmful to soil. He asks that descriptions of ground-disturbing factors
clearly identify those that are beneficial to soil productivity.

Some charge that the scientific evidence does not support claimsin the Draft EISs
that mitigative approaches such as Best Management Practices (BMPs) can
substantially reduce decreasesin soil productivity. These respondents suggest
adequate analysis of the effects of the proposal and other specific activities on soil
productivity will require new and more exhaustive inventory and study. Others
claim that State programs such as BMPs have been successful in improving post-
harvest soil quality, and that the Final EIS should acknowledge and promote such
arrangements.

The Final EI S should address the effectiveness of Best Management
Practices.

The soil section overgeneralizesthe effects of bulk density increases on soil
productivity and failsto separate the effects of pre- and post- Best Management
Practices effect (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, La Grande,
OR - Letter #AMG86)
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

2.1.3 The
Effects of

M anagement
Objectives and
Fire on Soil

Quality

It remains unclear how Best Management Practices could have resulted in
improvements to soil productivity over the last 10 to 20 years (Chapter 2, page 4,
Positive Ecological Trends) and yet management activity level remains a surrogate
for soil productivity lossin this section. (Natural Resource-based Business or
Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

The DEISinappropriately assumes that Best Management Practices and mitigation
will substantially reduce declinesin soil productivity. Thissimply has not been
shown to betrue. We have been mitigating soil effects for years, yet the soil is till
seriously affected by livestock grazing, ground-based harvest activities, and ever-
proliferating roads. Scientists agreethat soil effects cannot be mitigated in any
reasonable amount of time. (Conservation/Environmental Group, Eugene, OR -
Letter #W4622)

The selected alternative should contain management direction for soil
productivity that emphasizes the prevention of negative impacts before
mitigation or restoration.

Thelnterior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project should be written with an
emphasis on protection of ...soil resources. (Individual, Bozeman, MT - Letter #B4358)

The DEISadmits on page 4-11 that current levels of activity are causing soil
declines. The aggressive forest restoration plan proposed here will make things

wor se instead of better, because of all the new roads and multiple harvest entries
that will berequired. The emphasis must be on prevention of soil impacts not
restoration/mitigation of management impacts. The Region 6 Soil Manager believes
thisto betrue. (Conservation/Environmental Group, Eugene, OR - Letter #\WA4622)

According to information in the document and overall concer ns about forest health,
existing decline of soil productivity becomes a questionable conclusion. Soil dis-
turbing factors can include those that improve soil productivity aswell as degrade
it. (Resource-based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

Some respondents note that soil productivity isadynamic process, not, as one putsit, “a
nutrient and moisture bank account.” These people arguethat any analysis of soil health
and the necessary mitigation of impactsto its productivity must observe the fact that soils
are made up of both abiotic and biotic components. In their view, this becomes
particularly important when considering how to mitigate impacts, restore soil
productivity, or do both simultaneously.

Several contend that the Draft El Ss have not adequately considered the detrimental
effects of fire on soil quality. While many respondents believe that prescribed and natural
fire can have beneficial effects, some feel that fire’ s destructive capabilities, especialy
compared to logging, could outweigh the benefits. For example, some note that logging
affects only localized sites, whereas severe wildfires can consume organic soil matter and
volatilize soil nutrientsover large aress.

Many feel the statements regarding vegetation management and downed woody debris
with respect to soils are counter-productive, contradict other objectives, and contribute to
therisk of catastrophic wildfire. Some respondents say that project documents have
failed to prove alink between decreased vegetation levels and decreased soil quality.
Another respondent holds that the Draft El Ssfail to describe or prescribe the levels of
coarse woody debris needed to reach desired goals, particularly in Objective PE-O4 and
Standard PE-S1 inthe preferred alternative. Some note that simply addressing these
issuesinthe Final EIS, without a chance for public response, would violate NEPA.
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

The Final EIS should address Coarse Woody Debris Requirements
which may create a firerisk that is detrimental to soil quality.

Coarsewoody material and standing snag requirements do not appear to have been inte-
grated with goals for prescribed burning. (Resource Advisory Council, Bend, OR - Letter
#W3080)

| am concerned about the removal of biomass to prevent catastrophic fires. Although on
the surface this appearsto bea win/win arrangement, it will deplete nutrients of the

soil, & possibly encourage erosion. (Individual, Kansas City, MO - Letter #\W280)

[ Sandard PE-S1] Requirementsfor leaving coarse woody debris appear excessive and
conflict with scientific literature. In Table A, define: 1) whether “ total/acresrefersto all
downed material greater than 3 inchesor only coarse wood greater than or equal to 8
inches; 2) whether the ‘Minimum pieces’ are on a per-stand, per-acre, or some other
basis, and 3) how much reduction in coarse woody debris or organic matter is needed
for asiteto belabeled ‘ disturbed’; explain why a specified quantity of small diameter
downed wood cannot be substituted for large-diameter material. (Natural Resource-
based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #A\\686)

TheFinal EISshould offer a comparison of fireand logging effects on soils.

The authorsfail to completely discusstherole of firein soil productivity losses and
weight their discussions of impacts toward active management. Snce research has
shown that fire can have a significant negative impact on the productivity of soil,
fire should receive equal treatment in both the ‘ Affected Environment’ and
‘Environmental Consequences analyses. (Natural Resource-based Business or
Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\NG686)

Without logging, forests becomefire hazards. Fireisharder on the ecosystemthen
logging - it leaves the soil un-protected so it washes away, silts the streams and the land
un-protected and useless for hundreds of years. (Individual, Seeley Lake, MT - Letter
#B79298)

Page 12, first paragraph. Severe wildfire on poor sites can be areal disaster - to
return to pre-fire conditions may take a hundred years. But logging would expose
mineral soil for seed germination and possible new cover inlesstime. (Individual,
Klamath Falls, OR - Letter #W3798)

The statement * Soil fertility on some site has been depleted through timber harvest
practicesor frommultiplefires,” [Eastside Draft EIS p. 2-80, Paragraph 3] does
not support the broad-scal e generalization of declining soil productivity associated
with vegetation management. If multiplefires are a contributor to declining soil
fertility, roaded areas and vegetation management may be essential to controlling
multiplefires and indirectly contributing to soil productivity. Reduce biasin this
section through a balanced review of referred journal information to support
conclusions. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR
- Letter #\WW686)

Your study indicated that Native Americans have been and are presently ideal
environmentalists. Their past record doesn’t substantiate this. They were
responsible for the burning of the old prairie grass of the western plainsin the
spring, for they thought in so doing would make the buffalo meat sweeter not
realizing they were burning future top soil. (Individual, Aitkin, MN - Letter #\W847)
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

The Final EIS should address how vegetation |oss effects soil quality.

[Eastside Draft EIS p. 4-15] Paragraph 4. Thetext statesthat vegetation
manipulation in the direction of HRV (that is, selectivetreeremoval) ismore likely
to sustain soil productivity, but the fifth bullet on page 10 implies that vegetation
loss contributesto loss of soil function. Remove the conflicting assumption that
vegetation loss contributesto the loss of soil production. (Natural Resour ce-based
Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

Section 2.2 ~ Air Quality

2.2.1 Air
Quality Data

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

ElSs, some people feel the Draft EISs should consider: compliance with Federal

laws and State strategies; impacts to human health from proposed increasesin
prescribed burning; impacts of other sources of air pollution on management options; and
the use of dataand modeling of theimpacts on air quality from management actions.

Q ddressing the need for amore comprehensive analysis of air quality in the Draft

Some people suggest that alack of data provided in the Draft EISs makesit difficult to
determine the anticipated changein effectsfrom current to future air quality conditions.
They contend the Science Integration Team did not conduct afull air quality analysis of
the basin, but instead studied conveniently located areas. One writer urgesamore
thorough assessment of current and historical conditions using existing State, Federal and
local data.

According to some, cumul ative effects on air quality also lack appropriate study; one
writer saysit is“unacceptable’ that “limitations of the analysis’ prevent comparisons of
the predicted emissionswith existing ambient air quality. Thisrespondent also maintains
that assumptions madein the Draft El Ssregarding the Historical Range of Variability are
inaccurate, because acreage burned in pre-settlement conditions, as examined by the Draft
ElSs, failsto take into account other variables such asfuel type and vegetation density.

Some of the methods used in the Draft El Ssto assess the air quality impacts of prescribed
fires come under criticism. Onewriter saysthat the public is deprived of meaningful data
if the EIS simply addressesimpacts as being above or below the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS).

The Final EIS should better analyze air quality in the interior
Columbia River Basin.

The DEISprovides no information on current air quality conditionsin the ICRB
(Interior Columbia River Basin) or on observed trends (and causes for the trends) in
recent years. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR
- Letter #\WW686)

Preparation of a ‘ programmatic EIS is no excuse for not conducting fine-scale air
quality analyses that would be extrapolated to the entire broad-scale planning area.
The ST (Science Integration Team) has performed the scientific assessment and
evaluation of alter nativesinconsistently, selectively choosing to pursue detail ed
analysiswhere convenient. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group,
La Grande, OR - Letter #\N686)
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| ssue:

Sample Comments:

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

We believe... that the Draft El Ss do not adequately disclose air quality impactsfrom
increased levels of prescribed burning. They should more fully disclose the modeling
results. Theactual ambient air quality levels predicted by the model should be
displayed in the Final EIS- asopposed to the general statement relative to whether
national ambient air quality standards are exceeded or not. Because the model
predictions did not include emissions from any sour ces other than wildland burning,
the presentation of modeling resultsin terms of grid cells above and bel ow National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) concentrationsis somewhat misleading...

...The National Ambient Air Quality Standards are ambient concentr ations that
reflect contributionsfromall sources. Only by evaluating the cumulative effects of
all pollution sourceswould the analysis be able to say that the NAAQS s violated or
not. By failing to disclose any modeled numeric ambient concentrationsfromfire,
and by solely reporting the modeling analysisin an ‘ exceeds' v. ‘ not exceeds'
fashion, the write-up misleads the reader into believing that concentrations bel ow
150pg/méareinsignificant and safe. We suggest that this be modified in the final
EIS (Federal Agency, Seattle, WA - Letter #B78930)

The Final EIS needsto re-address the discussion of air quality in
pre-settlement conditions.

[Eastside Draft EIS, p. 2-26] Presettlement conditions. Thefirst paragraph in the
section does not address presettlement air quality. Information on the average
annual wildfire acreageisrelevant only if other information needed to estimate
emissionsis known (for example: fuel type; average fuel loading; weather and fuel
moisture conditions; and fireintensity). Thisinformation should either be used to
estimate smoke production in the presettlement period, or removed fromthe FEIS....
The suggestion that a higher number of acres burned prior to settlement translates
to a greater quantity of smoke emissionsis not necessarily true. In some vegetation
types found in the ICRB, presettlement fires burned with much greater frequency and
under lower average fuel loadings than firestoday. Although larger in size,
presettlement fires might have produced lower total emissions. The text should be
revised to clarify the relationship between fire and smoke. (Natural Resource-based
Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

The Final EI'S should include improved methods and methodology in
air quality modeling of the effects of prescribed fire.

[Eastside Draft EIS, pp. 4-21 to 4-23] Use of Models. The approach that was used
to predict air quality impacts has greatly under estimated the effects of wildfires and
prescribed burns. Fireimpacts should be remodel ed by using one of two alternative
approaches: 1) model with the current approach but use smaller gridded source
areas, or 2) use a non-gridded approach that treatsindividual fires as discrete point
area sources. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR
- Letter #\WW686)

Visihility. The statement is madethat, ‘...the visibility impairment isfairly equivalent
between the March and May scenarios (Table 4-8 and 4-9), while the October
scenario (Table 4-10) has much greater loss of visibility.” This statement does not
match the results shown in Tables 4-8 through 4-10. It appears that the wrong
values were entered for Table 4-10. Make the appropriate correctionsto the
visibility impairment data in Tables 4-8 through 4-10. (Natural Resource-based
Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)
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2.2.2 Legal
| ssues Related
to Air Quality

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

Many people believe that future prescribed burning activities on BLM- and Forest
Service-administered lands need to comply with Federal and State requirements such
asthe Clean Air Act. They feel the Draft EISs inadequately addresses how
prescribed burning will affect State and Federal air quality standards. Some people
emphasize that certain requirements of the Clean Air Act should be met, including:
the Prevention of Significant Deterioration, Visibility Protection, and changesto the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Particulate Matter (PM) regulations (from
the previously approved measure of 10-micron particulate (PM, ) to the newer 2.5-
micron (PM, ) measure).

Some say other State and regional plans and Memorandams of Understanding have
also been ignored in the Draft EI Ss.

The selected alternative should ensure that smoke resulting from prescribed
burning complieswith Federal and State air quality requirements.

If an activity in an attainment area causes indirect emissionsincreases within a non-
attainment area, they may have to be analyzed.... Given the program scale of
the Draft EIS, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to conduct a conformity
analysis. Nor does the DEISinclude sufficient information to determineif 40
CFR Part 93.15 (c) isfulfilled to allow for exemption from confor mity
requirements. (State Agency or Elected Official, Boise, ID - Letter #B77873)

There are three Clean Air Act requirements that we believe need further
analysisinthe DEIS: 1) National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
One of the reasons we are concerned about the high level of prescribed fire
under Alternative 4 is due to the Environmental Protection Agency’s new
NAAQSfor fine particles (PM 2.5). These new standards will result in much
greater emphasis on reducing emissions from smoke sour ces such as prescribed
burning... 2) Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). Another concernis
the impact of the selected alternative to PSD requirements. We note that while
PSD is mentioned in Chapter 4, no PSD air quality analysis was conducted...
We believe that some general PSD impact analysisis needed. 3) Visibility
protection in federal Class| areas. (State Agency or Elected Official, Portland,
OR - Letter #W4710)

The effect of increased levels of prescribed burning on air quality and the
ability to meet EPA and state air quality standards was not specifically
addressed, even though concerns over air quality were a significant reason for
the declines in recent years of the use of prescribed burning as a forest
management tool. (Professional Societies, Eatonville, WA - Letter #W573)

The Final EIS should consider existing state and regional air
guality plans and Memorandams of Understanding.

The preferred alter native needs to be consistent with state airshed protection
strategies such as the Forest Health/Air Quality Memorandum of
Understanding devel oped for the Blue Mountains in northeastern Oregon.
(State Agency or Elected Official, Portland, OR - Letter #WA4710)
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2.2.3

M anagement
Activity
Effects on Air
Quality

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

The proposal to increase prescribed burning on BLM- and Forest Service-administered
lands prompts some people to question the effects of increased air pollution on human
health. They feel the Draft EISs do not sufficiently consider the potentially adverse effect
of increased smoke to human or ecosystem health.

While most people addressing air quality question the effects of prescribed burning on air
quality, afew voice concerns about pollution input from other sources. They believe
management must account for urban and industrial contributionsto air quality degra-
dation, and they wonder how these pollution sourceswill affect management options.

Some note that the Draft ElSsfail to address the impacts on air quality from sources other
than fire, such as emissionsfrom mining, industrial, and transportation sources. They
urgethe Final ElSto correct this shortcoming.

A few assail the methods used to model the effects of prescribed fire. One writer saysthe
assumption of a400 square kilometer area (98,800 acres) for fire sources inaccurately
dilutes the apparent impacts of afire.

The Final EIS should better analyze the effects of smoke from
prescribed burning on human health.

You talk of burning in the forest to reduce the fuel load, but I have seen in many
places where timber could be harvested first to clean up a lot and then burn. First
beware of pollution when you burn, the more fuel left, the more smoke (a health
hazard). (Individual, Columbia Falls, MT - Letter #B76333)

Ozone fromwildfires and prescribed fires should be acknowledged as a possible
contributor to ecosystem and human health effects. (Natural Resour ce-based
Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

We believe that any effort to return fire to the ecosystem must be balanced with the
need to protect public health and air quality. (State Agency or Elected Official,
Portland, OR - Letter #\W4710)

The major increasesin prescribed fires being proposed under the DEIS, in our view,
pose a threat to public health and air quality. Smoke from both prescribed fire and
wildfire contains particulate matter (PM) and gaseous compounds that can have
serious health effects. Medical evidence has shown that exposure to the fine
particlesin smoke can penetrate deep into the lungs, overriding the body’ s natural
cleansing abilitiesand resulting in various respiratory and cardiovascular ailments.
(State Agency or Elected Official, Portland, OR - Letter #WA4710)

The Final EIS should addressimpacts of air pollution from non-burn
sources on air quality and proposed management options.

Theair quality sectionsin the * Affected Environment’ chapter (page 2:26-31) and
the ‘ Environmental Consequences chapter (page 4: 18-28) dismiss any discussion of
air pollution from urban and industrial sources and concentrate only on the
pollutants generated by natural resource management activitieswithin the Basin.
Comprehensive discussion and analysisis needed for all sources of air pollution
which could have adver se impacts on resour ces within the (Interior Columbia)
Basin, including stationary and maobile sources within and outside the Basin.
(Federal Agency, Seattle, WA - Letter #\W881)
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A significant shortcoming in the analysis of prescribed burning impacts is that
neither background particulate levels nor cumulative impacts from other

sour ces wer e taken into account, and ther efore compliance with NAAQS under

the highest proposed level of prescribed burning is not known. (State Agency
or Elected Official, Portland, OR - Letter #W4710)

Other planned actions that affect air quality include fire suppression,
prescribed wildfire policies, and the rate and intensity of fuels treatment. It
needs to be acknowledged that management inaction is a deliberate decision to
not reducefirerisk. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, La
Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

The DEISsfail to consider air-borne pollution from mining operationsin any
context. (Conservation/Environmental Group, Portland, OR - Letter #B77923)

2 2 4 Al r Some respondents say project documents fail to consider visibility impacts such as
v haze, particularly in Class | areas, which could suffer great impact from nearby
Qua| |ty and prescribed burns. One writer warns that prescribed burns within 100 kilometers of a

Class| areas are subject to NEPA and the public participation process. Thiswriter
Class| Areas  statesthat relevant scientific materials are not referenced in the Draft EI Ss.

Issue: TheFinal EIS should consider the air quality impacts of prescribed fire
on Class| areas.

Sample Comments:  Visibility protection in Federal Class 1 Areas. The (EPA) will be adopting new
Regional Hazeruleslater thisyear. The DEIS should acknowl edge that the major
increasesin prescribed burning under the selected alter native could lead to regional
haze impactsin Class 1 areas of the Interior Columbia Basin, and therefore should
include avisibility impact analysis as part of the overall air quality analysis pro-vided
in Chapter 4. (State Agency or Elected Official, Portland, OR - Letter #AN4710)

An air quality assessment... was prepared for the Science Integration Team.... This
assessment needsto beincluded in the air quality discussion in the Affected
Environment and Environmental Consequences chapters of the EIS. Two other
major documents should also be referenced: (1) Satus of Air Quality and Effects of
Atmospheric Pollutants on Ecosystems in the Pacific Northwest Region of the
National Park Service (Technical Report NPSNRAQD/NRTR -- 94/160, November
1994), and (2) Ozone and Particulate Matter Air Quality Scoping Study for the
Pacific Northwest (Draft Report, SYSAPP-97/51d, September 1997, Systems
ApplicationsInternational, Inc., prepared for the Washington Department of
Ecology and the Environmental Protection Agency Region X, Seattle). (Federal
Agency, Seattle, WA - Letter #B75568)

Section 2.3 ~Wild and Prescribed Fire Effects

Comments addressing fire management mostly reflect support or opposition to

prescribed fire standards. Many viewed prescribed fire as an effective

management tool insist on itsimplementation to properly restorelands. Others
who are concerned with the “locking up” of the land feel that aggressive management
such as salvaging and thinning practicesin conjunction with the use of fireis necessary to
preserveforest, riparian, and rangeland health.
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2.3.1
Restoring Fire
as a Process

| ssue:

Many peoplefeel that the requirement to rest burned areas from grazing practicesisa
disincentive to cooperate with managing agencies on fire management plans. They
believe grazing can help restore burned areas. Contrary to thisbelief, others deem the
standards are not strict enough, insisting rangeland health would decrease if vegetation
and riparian areas were not properly restored.

A number of respondents note that disturbance processes play acritical rolein atering
ecosystem function and structure; therefore, management strategiesin the Draft EISs
received numerous comments focused mainly on prescribed-fire management,
rehabilitation standardsfor disturbed areas. Othersbelievethat the Draft EIS programs
for using fire as amanagement tool lack clarity and the guidelines necessary to makeits
implementation truly effective.

Believing that lands “will be left to fend for themselves,” some people claim “bonafide”
restoration of disturbancesis necessary, even when it means managing before
disturbances occur. Some suggest that accommaodation of disturbance into land
management plansis necessary, and that someflexibility inthe Draft ElSs standardsis
needed to effectively manage for ecosystem health.

Arguing that firewill help restore ecosystem health, many support the prescribed fire
goalsof the project. Several believe that fire plays an integral rolein ecosystem
processes, but some question how fire should be managed and, if prescribed, how burning
should be used as a management tool. A few would like to see fire suppression curtailed
and more natural firesallowed to burn.

Others are more skeptical of fire' srolein establishing ecosystem health. They fedl fire
management decisions should be made on a site-specific basis and only under proper
conditions. Some respondentsfeel that the Draft EISs do not accommodate disturbances
such asfire because of “multiple-use zoning” and varying management emphases, such as
Conserve, Restore, and Produce. These people argue that management direction should
be based on a holistic approach, with flexibility in standards to accommodate
disturbances.

The selected alternative should manage ecosystems flexibly to
accommodate disturbances.

Under standing and incor porating disturbance regimesis essential to successful
ecosystem management. It isgenerally accepted the disturbance processes have
been altered over thelast 100 years. Management must adjust to disturbances, both
anticipated and unforeseen, in order to achieve desired future conditions and
ecosystemintegrity. The current multiple-use zoning with emphasis areas do not
accommodate disturbances. Neither will the ecosystem management strategies of
“conserve,” “restore,” and“ produce’ unlessthereissomeflexibility built into the
strategies. Recommendation: Base ecosystem management on the whole-unit
approach with flexibility built into management strategies to accommodate
disturbances. Use effective monitoring and adaptive management techniques.
Design periodic activities that move the area towar ds the desired future condition.
(Professional Society, Eatonville, WA - Letter #W573)

We further support the importance of fire management decisions being based on the on-
the-ground situations. (Resource Advisory Council, Ontario, OR - Letter #AV2956)

One approach to maintaining or improving ecosystem health and integrity would be by
designing management activitiesto emulate natural disturbance processes and patterns,
while providing goods and services. (Wise-Use Group, Eureka, MT - Letter #B78881)
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I ssue:

Sample Comments:

2.3.2 Fire
Effects on Fish
and Wildlife

The Draft EI Ss do not adequately consider therole of natural fireasa
tool for restoring ecosystems on public land. The selected alternative
should abandon fire suppression policies and practices and increase use
of both prescribed and natural fire.

Thereis no substitute for the many ecological functions- some known and many yet
to bediscovered - of fire. Slvicultural treatments can make at best, crude attempts
to‘mimic’ the structural outcomes of severefires, but no credible agency scientist
will claimlogging of any kind is an adequate surrogate for fire. It istime for federal
land management agenciesto fully renounce the legacy of past fire suppression
policies, programs, and practices not only in word, but in deed. (Individual,
Eugene, OR - Letter #\WA4828)

Besides the use of prescribed fire, we also need to allow more natural firesto burn,
especially during low-moderatefireyears. (Individual, Fortine, MT - Letter
#\WA666)

For healthy forests, ecosystems and communities, we need to follow the scientists
recommendationsto restore the ecosystems on public lands including reducing fuel
loads through non-commercial practicesincluding prescribed fire. (Individual,
Portland, OR - Letter #\AW1694)

We wholly support prescription burning as a management tool in order to manipu-
late vegetation and prevent catastrophicfires. It has been a proven practice for
thousands of years. (Conservation/Environmental Group, Lakeview, OR - Letter
#W387)

Wein all probability will or would have more fires and consequently more erosion
under these proposed rules... Let wild fires burn! They need to burn on aregular
basisto perpetuate a healthy forest. (Individual, Twin Falls, ID - Letter #B4870)

The preferred alternative failsto allow natural firesto return to the analysis area.
Instead, it take the misguided position that logging (mechanical thinning) performsthe
same function asfire! That isludicrous for the following reasons. Logging removes
standing material which otherwise would have remained standing and provided shade
and wildlife habitat. Logging compactsthe soil, adversely altering habitat for a myriad
of plants, fungi, and animals. Logging does not cause the nutrient recycling that fire
does. Logging almost always requires roads, which are extremely harmful as stated
above. Fireisa chaotic process, whilelogging is systematic and non-random. (Natural
Resour ce-based Business or Business Group, Moscow, ID - Letter #878807)

Some people fedl that the Draft EISs does not adequately consider the effects of fire's
impactson fish and wildlife habitat. Othersare concerned about spring and fall burning
as described in the Draft EI Ss. These people contend the potential negative effects of this
type of prescribed fire are inadequately addressed. They suggest more detailed analysis
of these effect on flora and fauna adapted to summer and fall fire regimes.

Thereisalso strong concern the Draft EI Ss overlook the impactsfire could have on
aquatic and riparian habitats. Some believe fuel loadsin riparian areas need to be reduced
to lower the potential of a catastrophic wildfire. Otherswant more discussion of how
natural disturbances such asfirerelate to the devel opment of agquatic habitat.
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Sample Comments:

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

The Final EIS should adequately address the cumulative effects of
prescribed fire on plants and animals.

Theforests of the Interior Columbia Basin evolved with summer and fall fire
regimes. Plants and animals’ survival strategies need to be recognized prior to
implementation of large scale spring prescribed fire programs. Inherent conflicts
and trade-offs between Desired Seral Stages and habitat requirements for aquatic
species, big game, and woodpecker s need to be displayed. (Individual, Libby, MT -
Letter #B4167)

Two themes which run through all or most of the alternatives are commerce and pre-
scribed burning... Prescribed burning—any deliberate firesetting—isinsane. Itis
incal culable how many animals perish in wildernessfires. (Individual, Sacramento, CA -
Letter #B75376)

Please address more specifically the timing of these burns. (e.g. spring burning would
decimate some nesting bird populations locally and may displace birthing wildlife of
numerous species, while fall burning may disrupt migration or lead to inadequate time
for forage recovery before peak erosion or winter dormancy seasons.) (Individual,
Kennewick, WA - Letter #\W1844)

Fire would make a much bigger mess and burn alot of animals and birds. (Individual,
Canon City, CO - Letter #W2160)

The Final EI'S should adequately address the cumulative effects of
prescribed and natural fire on aquatic and riparian habitats.

Even though we agree that wildfire is not a major threat to healthy aquatic systems
the majority of our watersheds do not met the healthy water shed definition relation
to fuel loads. The prevention of catastrophic wildfires through fuel load reduction
isalow priority inthe DEIS. When afire burnsariparian area, serious damageis
done. Catastrophic fires have and will occur in the future. (County Agency, Baker

City, OR - Letter #878802)

The aquatics section says that active management could be used in riparian
areas to reduce the severity of wild fire. Thisisan important point that needs
to be emphasized for the benefit of field units. The lack of management in
riparian areas, such as would happen in Alternative 7, leaves these areas at an
increasing risk of loss fromfire as well as frominsects and disease outbreaks.
This point has been demonstrated repeatedly in recent years on a number of
national forests, especially where large intensity wild fires have occurred.
(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Prineville, OR - Letter
#W746)

Discussion of natural disturbance regimesis limited to forest wide events. Both
documents should include discussions of how natural disturbances relate to the
development and alteration of fish habitat over time. Thereis no discussion of
the relationship between natural and human - induced disturbance events - asit
pertains to the devel opment and maintenance of productive fish habitat in
either DEIS. Anthropogenic disturbances must be managed within the
framework of unavoidable natural disturbancesto ensure that ecological
processes and functions are maintained and to allow for the devel opment of
needed habitat conditions in the future. (Conservation/Environmental Group,
Baker City, OR - Letter #\W4608)
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2.3.3
Silviculture
and Fire

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

Even though we agree that wildfireis not a major threat to healthy aquatic systems
the majority of our water sheds do not meet the healthy water shed definition relating
tofuel loads. The prevention of catastrophic wildfiresthrough fuel load reductionis
alow priority inthe DEIS. When afireburnsariparian area, serious damageis
done. (County Agency or Elected Official, Enterprise, OR - Letter #\W1649)

Fearing that there is afire management problem or “alack of management,” asone
person states, many who are opposed to the prescribed fire objectives of the Draft EISs
argue that too many fuels have already built up and that active management (such as
salvage logging) is needed to lower therisk of fires. They believe that prior management
such as salvaging and thinning is necessary in order to keep prescribed burnsfrom turning
into major conflagrations. Some claim the standards supporting the natural disturbances
objective are weak and in need of arequirement for risk assessment associated with the
development of prescribed fire plans.

Taking exactly the opposite stance, many other people believe timber harvesting and
thinning addsto the fuel loads and increases the potential for catastrophic fires. Many of
these people feel timber harvest and thinning alone should not be considered a substitute
for fire.

Because of the potential of catastrophic wildfire, the Final EI S should
analyze a proper balance among timber harvesting, commercial
thinning, and prescribed fire.

Forest scientists agree that an aggressive program of fuel removal needsto be
implemented to avoid catastrophic losses of timber and rangelands in the coming
decades. Thethreat of severelethal fires hasincreased by at least 20%. Will
removing roads provide the access needed to the forests to provide programs for
fuel removal? How will this threat be handled? Controlled burnsare much more
likely to get out of control currently than historically. Wildfire management is
different today as we have different conditions asa result of our years of fire
suppression. (County Agency or Elected Official, Cascade, ID - Letter #\W1861)

With the enormous build-up of fuels currently on the ground, the ability to contain
prescribed burns and prevent them from escaping and burning out if control needs
to be addressed. Pre-commercial thinning prior to burning will not remove all of
therisk. (Professional Society, Eatonville, WA - Letter #\W573)

Without reducing the fuels prior to burning, a wildfire condition will occur. The
Report to Congress fromthe USFS(1997) states that less than 10% of the USFS
land can be safely burned without fuel rearrangement. Limiting entriesand the
amount of woody material that can be removed will continue to exacerbate
unhealthy forest conditions and create even higher risks of catastrophicfires.
(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Joseph, OR - Letter #\W1360)

Much of the science, with the notable exception of the socio-economic assumptions
used in the analysis confirms what many of us who live in the West have known for
years. We know that if we are to avoid huge catastrophic fires, aggressive
management is necessary. Thisincludeslogging and thinning to reduce the amount
of fuel built up from decades of fire suppression. ICBEMP callsfor dramatically
increasing the amount of prescribed burning, yet we know that the fuels (dead trees,
etc.) must be removed prior to that prescribed burning if we are to avoid disastrous
results. (Wise-Use Group, Whitehall, MT - Letter #AN4665)
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Sample Comments:

2.3.4 Fire
M anagement
Effects

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

If forests were managed better, fire would not be such a threat. (Individual,
Portland, OR - Letter #AMB65)

The impact of poor management is hard to evaluate, but its effects are clear. Something
as apparently innocuous as fire suppression can have adver se results, such as beetle
damage, which is so severein someareas. The point to be understood hereisthat the
Federal Agencies charged with managing their public trust are, in general, full of well-
meaning people, but the living systems they over see areimmensely complex. (Individual,
Soringfield, OR - Letter #B877271)

The Final EIS should consider additional methods other than timber
harvest and thinning for management of fire-prone areas.

Timber harvest, through its effects on forest structure, local microclimate, and fuels
accumulation, hasincreased fire severity more than any other human activity. If not
accompanied by adequate reduction of fuels, logging increasesfire hazard by
increasing surface dead fuels and changing the local microclimate. Fireintensity
and expected fire spread rates thusincrease locally and in areas adjacent to harvest.
(Conservation/Environmental Group, Eugene, OR - Letter #\W4622)

Thinning of the forests, especially pre commercial thinning, adds greatly to the fuel
for the next threeto five years. Thisislaying atinder bed for hot fire. Select cut
logging thins, and removes much of the fud to themill rather than leaving it intheforest to
increasefud levelsandfirepotential. (Individual, Fortine, MT - Letter #84591)

Some people believe that fire is not always an appropriate technique for addressing
ecosystem management. They feel the Final EIS should consider areas where fire may
not be an advisable means of restoring disturbance processes, especially near private
property and urban—wildland interfaces. They feel that the Forest Service should be
actively managing these areas through thinning and clean-up techniques without
damaging soils, streams, and wildlife habitat. Othersbelievethat the Final EIS needsto
address the impact of fire on noxious weed growth. Many people are concerned about
fire' seffectson air quality, which isaddressed in Section 2.2, Air Quality.

TheFinal ElSshould addressimpacts of fire management on private property.

Although this project isintended to be implemented only on federal lands, ecosystems don t
follow admini strative and owner ship boundaries. Implementation of the project will have
financial and economic impacts on adjacent land owners and local communities. Depart-
ment-managed trust lands in eastern Washington are adjacent to many federal landsand
lands under other ownership’s. We also have responsihility for fire prevention and suppres-
sion for both state and private landsin the plan area. While we support the effort to restore
ecosystem health and integrity, we re concerned about extensive use of prescribed fire
suggested by the preferred alternative. 1t could have impacts on the department sresponsi-
bility and expendituresrelated to fire prevention and suppression. Itisour expectation that
the cooperation between uswill befinancially supported fromfederal partners. Our ability
to meet trust management responsibilities depends on afair sharing in this cooperative
effort. (State Agency, Olympia, WA - Letter #B881208)

Forests have to be managed or all they will do is burn and when they do they also
take towns and lives with them. We are talking about people dying here: moms,
dads, kids and family pets. (Individual, Whitefish, MT - Letter #879049)
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Aclear priority for projectsis needed that will reducefire hazard whereit isthe
greatest: previously logged dry forests adjacent to private property. The Forest
Service should be thinning small trees and cleaning up slash, without damaging
soils, streams, and critical wildlife habitat. (Individual, Seattle, WA - Letter #\W490)

The DEIS should identify specific areas where the use of prescribed fire would pose
too great a risk and only non-burning treatments should be considered, such asin
‘urban/wildland interface’ areas, either from a fire hazard standpoint due to heavy
fuel loadings, or from a smoke impact standpoint due to the close proximity of
surrounding populated areas. (State Agency, Portland, OR - Letter #WA4710)

Issue:  TheFinal EIS should addressfire’ srolein the spread of noxious weeds.

Sample Comments.  Thereisno discussion of the role of prescribed burning in the spread of noxious
weeds. (Conservation Group, Bates, OR - Letter #\W222)

The effect of prescribed burns upon noxious speciesis not addressed well. Are
native species morefire adapted? Which ones? Who decides which speciesto
favor? (Individual, Kennewick, WA - Letter #\W1844)

2 3 5 Fl re Some respondents assert that some of ICBEMP' sfire management programs need to be
S strengthened and their standards and objectives clarified for the programsto be
successful. They suggest that the coordination of management programs should be
M an agern ent required (not optional). Othersbelieve that the standards supporting the natural
disturbance objectives are weak and in need of arequirement for risk assessment
associated with the devel opment of prescribed fire plans. One person stated that the Final
EIS needsto state the methods and rationale for computing wildfire acreages.

Issue: Thecoordination of fire management programs should not be optional,
but should be a requirement for the region to ensure successful
implementation of Final EI'S goals and objectives.

Sample Comments.  The coordination of fire management programs should not be optional. This should be
arequirement for the regionsif they expect to succeed in implementation of these actions.
(Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #A\N686)

Issue:  TheFinal EIS should re-evaluate Objective TS-O2 which fails to give
resource managers the guidelines necessary to implement the stated fire

strategy.

Sample Comments.  Theobjectiveto restore natural disturbance processis excellent. The standards
supporting the abjective are weak. The standards lack a requirement for risk assess-
ment associated with the devel opment of prescribed fire plans. Establish risk evalu-
ation standards. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, La Grande,
OR - Letter #AMG86)

The objective to use prescribed fireisa good one. It isinteresting that this section lacks
substance when other areas have specific standards that go beyond the intent of the
broad scale nature of the plan. It isafeel good objective but offers no direction on what
is expected. (County Agency, Boise, ID - Letter #78624)

| CBEMP Public Comment/Chapter 2/Page 2-16



Rehabilitating Burned Areas

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

2.3.6
Rehabilitating
Burned Areas

I ssue:

Sample Comments:

Good objective but how much, when and by what meansis this to be accomplished.
Great caution should be used in planning and implementing prescribed fire. (County
Agency, Baker City, OR - Letter #B78802)

The Final EIS needsto provide the methods and rationale for
computing annual wildfire acreage.

The DEIS does not indicate whether the incidence of wildfirein a grid cell
influences the futur e probability of wildfire assigned to that cell. The methods and
rationale for computing annual wildfire acreage need to be stated. (Natural
Resour ce-based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

Some people are convinced that Standard TS-S4 in the Draft EISs to maintain soil
productivity by resting burned areas from grazing, discourages the ranching community
from become involved in fire management on rangelands. Asone person putsit, “[the
standard] constructs a barrier to becoming part of the overall solution.” If funding for
monitoring rangel ands should decrease, they believe monitoring effectivenesswill decline
aswell, resulting in less prescribed fire than planned. Some people claim that since fire
can burn in diverse mosaic patterns producing site-specific effects, not all burned areas
require the prescribed resting period; they view standard TS-$4 in the Draft EISsas
lacking strategiesto involve livestock grazing asatool to rehabilitate these lands.

In comparison, others assert that grazing in recently burned areas should be delayed until
the implications of grazing can be better understood. Somefeel standard TS- 4 is
insufficient to restore rangel and health, suggesting that soil crustsaswell asvegetation
and litter need to be established or rangeland health will be jeopardized.

Some people feel the Draft ElSs standards (TS-S2 and TS-S3) to rehabilitate disturbed
areaswith ecologically appropriate speciesisunclear. They questioning how aperennial
speciesis defined and how management activities for fire are developed. Native species,
they suggest, should be used in revegetation and restocking programs. Some assert that
restoring soil crusts and not just vegetation should be a priority of any post-fire
management. Othersfeel that because the primary goal of restoration isto prevent
erosion, using faster growing non-native specieswould be appropriate under certain
conditions.

The Final EIS needs to completely display the effects of Standard
TS-$4, including effects on economics and cooper ative relationships.

TS SA requires resting burned areas from grazing until monitoring data indicates
recovery. Thisseemsto be a disincentive to the permittee to become a partner in the
prescribed burn. It directly affects the permittee’slivelihood, and the wording istoo
subjective to be helpful. Can the site-specific planing for a particular burn address
how it will be done and its potential effects? The effect of fires on the landscape can
vary, so treatment should be based on what has happened on the specific site. In
addition, livestock grazing can be used to decrease competing vegetation. (County
Organization, Salem, OR - Letter #\WA4555)

TS A will require either areduction in grazing areas or reduction in proposed
prescribed fire. (Individual, Walla Walla, WA - Letter #\W3793)
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The requirement to wait until ‘monitoring data indicates that desired
vegetation and litter have ‘recovered’ is placing a restrictive standard on
what should be a professional range manager’s decision. Also, the
continued reduction of monitoring dollars available strain the ability to
extensively monitor each acre. Thisrequirement could result inless
prescribed fire and less cooperation amongst per mittee and adjacent land
owners. (Natural Resource-based Business or Business Group, Joseph, OR
- Letter #W1360)

On the Crooked River National Grassland we have had Rx burns where one
of the objectives was to consume old plant material (bunchgrass) to
improve forage quality. We normally end up with a mosaic of burned and
unburned area, so we have been grazing the burned area immediately
following the burn to graze down the portion that did not burn. This
results in a more even forage base the following year rather than very
palatable feed where the fire burned and rank, unpalatable feed where the
Rx fire did not burn. We normally graze the fall after the burn. Not all
burn areas need to rested after fire. (Individual, Madras, OR - Letter
#W206)

Issue: Standards TS-S2 and TS-S3 for rehabilitating disturbed areas with
ecologically appropriate species are unclear. Native species should be
used in revegetation and restocking programs and should be clearly
defined and discussed in the Final EIS.

Sample Comments. Standard TS-S3, which directs managers to use native plantsin seeding, also allows
for exceptions whenever it is established that natives are predicted to have little
chance of success. How thisis determined is not stated, leading to the possibility
that exceptions will become the rule. (Conservation/Environmental Group, Repub-

lic, WA - Letter #W4660)

Therationale for TS-S2 reveals the patent absurdity of the DEIS sanctification
of fire, and DEIS-imposed values - seed with desirable species so the area can
bereturned to itsdesired fireregime. What are desirable perennial species?
Does thisinclude crested wheatgrass? Does thisinclude intermediate
wheatgrass, which due to its aggressive nature, is completely incompatible with
most rangeland ecosystems? What parameters are used to determine a desired
fireregime? We also stress here that |ICBEMP must specify the use of only
native species in any revegetation efforts. Does TS S3 imply that areas with
less than 10" precipitation will be purposefully disturbed, then seeded with
exotics such as crested wheatgrass? (Conservation/Environmental Group,
Boise, ID Letter - #W3690)

TS-S3 should state a preference for native species, local ecotypesin reseeding
and restocking programs. This preference preserves native plant population
genetic diversity and isrequired by NFMA (16 USC 1604(g)(3)(A) and the
regulations (36CFR 219.26, 219.27(g), 219.27(a) and 219.3). Both require
preservation of the tree species diversity. Such guidelines are also necessary to
prevent permanent impairment of the resource and loss of long term
productivity under FLPMA multiple use requirements. (Individual, Missoula,
MT - Letter #W3801)
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Issue: TheFinal EIS should consider the use of non-native speciesin
revegetation programs.

Sample Comments. A primary goal of reclamation is to stabilize the site to prevent erosion and reduce
sedimentation. Several non-native speciesaretypically included in the reclamation
seed mix that grow quickly and are more effective at controlling erosion in the short
termthan are native species. The species selected are intended to be non-persistent,
and native species in the seed mix and those that colonize from surrounding areas
eventually will out compete the non-native speciesto result in a native plant
community established on the reclaimed site. Thus, the requirement for only native
species should be deleted fromthe FEIS. (Natural Resour ce-based Business or
Business Group, Englewood, CO - Letter #B78926)

Introduced species absolutely have a place in achieving resour ce management goals
relative to water quality, soil stability, wildlife habitat and forage, and livestock
forage. Placing an inordinate emphasis on native species for reseeding will
increase costs, and has the potential to fall short in meeting management goals
associated with base resources. (County Agency or Elected Official, Philipsburg,
MT - Letter #B77944)

Issue:  TheFinal EIS should analyze the effects of grazing on burned areas.

Sample Comments.  The[Fish and Wildlife] Service strongly supports delaying grazing until the effects
of fire and implications of livestock use are fully understood. However, fire and
other dramatic events are not presently a trigger for conducting [ Ecosystem
Analysis at the Watershed Scale]. We suggest that major fires should precipitate
EAWS and that the information gained be used to determine when regular
management actions like grazing can resume. Absent EAWS this Standard should
include specific information about what monitoring is required and how managers
should decidewhen grazing may resume. (Federal Agency, Portland, OR - Letter #ANA641)

Issue: TheFinal EISshould consider post-fire management as part of the
restoration process for rangeland health.

Sample Comments. Management after fire must include an explicit effort to restore soil crusts, not just
vegetation and litter. Soil crustsin range ecosystems serve important ecological
functions and they requirelong rest to re-establish. If vegetation and litter arethe
only goals, not enough rest will berequired to re- establish ecosystem functions.
(Conservation/Environmental Group, Eugene, OR - Letter #\WA4622)

Section 2.4 ~ I nsects and Disease

aken responsibility for the effects of what they perceive as poor or inadequate
anagement of pests on Forest Service, BLM, and other Federal lands. They note

that harmful forest insects and diseases may spread from Federal to private lands. These
people feel that apast inability to effectively confront forest pest problems has | eft current
managers with fewer options, putting private lands and wilderness areas at risk. Healthy
forests, they argue, will continueto fall prey to insects and disease, and treatment will
becomeincreasingly difficult. Oneindividual suggeststhat the need for more future
emphasis on forest health could negatively affect other parts of ecosystemsin the basin.

Sme individuals argue that government land managersin the project area have not
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2 4 1 Someindividualsfeel that whilethe Draft El Ss state fire suppression may be amain cause
T for insect disturbances, they fail to consider even-aged management effects on insect
M an agem ent disturbancerates. Suggesting more prescriptive measuresto control insect disturbances,
they deem it amistake not to treat areas which represent what they believe to be aforest

of Forest health crisis.

| nsects, Pests,  incontrast, other people view planned activities such as prescribed burning and thinning
. of forest stands (both suggested in alternatives astoolsfor improving forest health) as

and DI Sease potential catalystsfor increased tree insect infestation and root diseasein theinterior
ColumbiaRiver Basin. Ecosystem management for general forest health ininfected
areas, they suggest, may itself be detrimental to ecosystem health, leading to credibility
problemsin future planning. Still others believethe Draft ElSsignore the role many
insects play in maintai ning ecosystem health, as pollinators, food sources, and biological
control of potentially damaging species.

Someindividuals are concerned with the clarity of the Draft EIS' language regarding
disturbance management, citing the content in tables TS-G115 through TS-G121 and
supporting narratives as confusing. They feel this part needsto be rewritten more clearly.
In particular, these respondents assert that the Draft El Ssfail to adequately characterize
theimplications of management guidelines under the alternatives. For example, one notes
that management of riparian areas may call for littletreatment. This person and others
argue that depending on the alternative and the percentage of land base allocated to
riparian conservation areas, significant portions of the project area may escape forest
health treatments. In their opinion, this potential effect needsto be better captured in the
analysis of alternatives. They ask that the Final EIS clearly identify how many acreswill
be excluded from treatment for insects and disease under each alternative.

Issue: TheFinal EISshould fully address insect disturbance management
responsibilities and effects on non-Federal lands.

Sample Comments.  Pleasedo not let the bugs eat it and destroy good produce. We do not let this
happen in a garden in our home. We take prideinraising good crops. Thisislike
taking food fromthe table of children. One exampleisthe Lodgepole pine coming
out of the Pyramid Mountain Passin Montana. This happensto bein a buffer zone
for the Bob Marshall Wilderness. Here Lodgepole pineis being eaten by the Pine
beetle. Pine beetlesarekilling the forest and are not being stopped. How long will
it take for themto eat their way out of Forest Service timber and make private timber
or thewildernesstheir dinner? Who'sresponsibility isit to not let this cross over?
This could be happening in most states. (Individual, Seeley Lake, MT - Letter
#B103)

Problems on their [ National Forest] property spread to ours and they accept no
responsibility nor do they take the stepsto correct the problem, Spruce Bark beetles
inthiscase. (Individual, Cedar, UT - Letter #W3380)

The favored proposal #4 isan ecological disaster. | suggest they look at the Alps.
First they stopped all harvesting, consequently, they stopped planting, because
harvesting pays for planting. Next thetreesbeganto die. Theloggerswere gone.
The expertswere gone. The equipment was gone. They piled diseased trees to make
erosion barricades. Theinsects|eft the dead trees and moved on to kill healthy
trees. The diseased trees should have been burned but who knew that? The Alps
today face devastation because they were managed based on theological ideals
rather than hard real facts. This mistake has already been made, don’t makeit here.
Don't doit again. Already in our country the epidemics are starting on wilderness
land then moving into managed forests. (Individual, Eureka, MT - Letter #B4606)
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| ssue:

Sample Comments:

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

| ssue:

Sample Comments:

The Eastside DEIS and its supporting science material have not adequately
identified forest ecosystem health hazards and risks as they relate to wildfire,
insects, and disease potential. Because of thisfailing, many other important
ecosystem components and conditionswill not meet expectations. Theforest health
crisis has been acknowledged by many scientists and managers. (Natural Resource-
based Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

The Final EI'S should incorporate management activities to treat insect
disturbances.

Insect and disease mortality remain higher than historical levelsfor all alternatives,
suggesting that levels of harvest, thinning, and burning need to be increased.
(Professional Society, Eatonville, WA - Letter #W573)

Commercial logging used to thin stands is more specific to species. (Individual,
Fortine, MT - Letter #B4591)

Make faster decisionsthat will help the forest get rid of diseases. Let uslog before the
treesare unharvestable. (Individual, Orofino, ID - Letter #879413)

The Final EIS should address negative effects of insect disturbance
treatments.

In Douglas-fir and grand fir on the west side of Region 1 USDA-FS; thinning /(fire)
exacerbatesthe armillaria root disease. ...Without more exact wording against
thinning in Douglas- fir/grand fir forest types, whereroot rot is present throughout
the EIS you are presenting a platform against the observations of your pathologists.
And, theresult will be to discount the necessity for regeneration cutting whenitis
the correct decision to be made. (Individual, Trout Creek, MT - Letter #\W2851)

| believe burning as you describe, damages remaining trees, some to a point that
they are not healthy and insects take over, and good species of new trees are slow to
start. (Individual, BonnersFerry, ID - Letter #B4678)

The Final EIS should be clear in its prescription for insect disturbance
treatments.

Problem Satement: Guidelines TS G115 through TS-G121 concerning control of
tree diseases are also required within RCAs. Supporting Evidence: I1f RCAsareleft
untreated, effective control of disease across landscapes and water sheds will be
much more difficult, if not impossible. Thisisparticularly trueif the selected
alternative callsfor a percentage of the project area to beincluded in RCAs.
Alternatives 4, 6, 7 would classify approximately 1/3 of entire Dry Forest water sheds
as RCAs, and on the order of 2/3 of Moist Forest watersheds. Recommendations:
The text of Chapter 4 in the DEIS should clearly state that a large percentage of the
landscape would be untreated for insects and disease. (Natural Resource-based
Business or Business Group, La Grande, OR - Letter #\W686)

Table 4-28. Very difficult table to understand. Do we know if the spring prescribed
burning might increase insects/decrease problems? Assumption with Alternative 4
seems to be we will be covering lots of acres with prescribed burning and/or harvest.
| doubt that. (Individual, McCall, ID - Letter #B75382)
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Sample Comments:

The Final EIS should acknowledge the role many insects play in
maintaining ecosystem health.

The'* Evaluation of Environmental Consequences in‘ Explanation of Terrestrial Soecies
completely ignores many phyla or organisms. Thereisno discussion of arthropods, including
the Class Insecta, which alone containsmore speciesthan all other animalsput together .
Insects play many rolesin the ecosystemincl uding pollinators, food sources, biological
control of potentially damaging species, and recycling of nutrients. These pecieshave great
potential for negatively disrupting ecosystems. Thisomission raises seriousquestions
regarding the ecosystemmanagement aspect of the DEIS (Sate Agency or Elected Official,
Boise, ID - Letter #B77849)

Section 2.5 ~ Forest Health

2.5.1
Forest Health/
Forest Clugsers

be addressed in the EIS process. However, when contemplating how forest

health should be improved, people differed on the concepts and strategies
presented inthe Draft EISs. Claiming that past management activitiesaretheroot causefor
current forest health decline, many individuals promote a passive approach to the
management of landsin the project area. Others champion the need to increase management
activities, suggesting that active management isthe only way to address declining forest
health in amanner benefitting local economies dependent on management activitiessuch as
timber harvesting.

M any people believe the urgency to improve forest health is an important issue to

While most people concur thereisaneed to addressforest health in theinterior Columbia
Basin, opinionsdiverge on thelevel of activity needed. Questioning exactly what a healthy
forest consists of, someindividualsfed thisissue has not been adequately answered in the
Draft ElSs.

Thereisno consensus among respondents about what the composition and structure of
forested standsin the project areashould be. Someindividuas stressthe need to increase the
amount of larger diameter treesin the basin, and they commend the Draft El Ssasapositive
step inimproving forest ecosystems. Othersview this as acontinuation of unwiselimitations
on t