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Appendix I

Response to Public Comments

Introduction

The public comment period for the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for
Amendment to the Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and Other Mitigation Measures
Standards and Guidelines (Draft SEIS) began on December 4, 1999, and closed on March 3, 2000.
Agencies, officials, and the public were invited to comment on the Draft SEIS.

During the 90-day public comment period, approximately 3,900 comments were received in the
form of letters, postcards, facsimiles, and e-mails (collectively referred to as letters).  Letters were
received from a variety of interests including:  scientists, individuals, organizations, businesses,
Advisory Committees, Federal and State Agencies, Tribal governments, and elected officials.

All of the letters received during the public comment period were processed and the substantive
comments were compiled into “comment statements.”  Comment statements are summary
statements that identify and describe specific issues or concerns identified in the letters.  Unique
concerns generated their own comment statement and similar concerns voiced in multiple letters
were grouped into one comment statement.  The processing of letters should not be thought of as a
tally of votes.  All letters are treated equally and are not given weight by number, organizational
affiliation, or other status of the respondents.  The comment statements were reviewed and the
Agencies used information provided in the letters in the preparation of the Final SEIS.

One hundred seventy-one letters were received after the close of the comment period.   These
letters were reviewed and any substantive information they contained was considered in the
preparation of the Final SEIS.

Several areas of controversy were raised in comment letters.  These areas of controversy with a
brief explanation of how they were addressed in the Final SEIS are listed below.  This is not a
complete summary of all public comments received.

•  A “no old-growth harvest” alternative should be considered.  This SEIS does not
include a “no old-growth harvest” alternative because the Purpose and Need identified
for this SEIS describes a need to amend some mitigation measures from the 1994
Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  The 1994 Final SEIS, which this SEIS
supplements, did include an alternative that did not harvest late-successional and old-
growth forests.

•  The annual species review process is based too much on professional judgment and too
little on well-defined, numerical criteria.  The Agencies have determined that the
proposed, more qualitative criteria coupled with professional judgment will result in
more appropriate management for the species because the sometimes limited data
available about individual species must be weighed in the context of species
distribution, habitat quality and distribution, levels of survey effort, and so forth.

•  Individual arthropod species are excluded from future inclusion in Survey and Manage.
The concern for arthropods that led to their inclusion in Survey and Manage in 1994
was for the role of certain functional groups in high-fire frequency areas.  Overlap in
function, rapid speciation, narrow geographic distributions of individual species, and
other factors indicate the group approach is most appropriate.
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•  At least one mollusk species may actually be multiple species not yet described in
published taxonomic literature.  This point is well detailed in the effects section for
mollusks and will be considered by the decision-makers.

•  The Agencies’ taxa specialists may not be sufficiently knowledgeable to describe effects
to species in this SEIS.  The Agencies’ taxa specialists that contributed to this SEIS are
highly qualified, experienced personnel who have drawn from all currently available
information about these species.  The fact that the public comment period resulted in
very little new information about species is testament to the thoroughness of the taxa
specialists in gathering and incorporating relevant information.

•  The costs of implementing the alternatives exceed current budget levels.  The Final
SEIS contains specific assumptions about funding.  It is assumed that adequate funds
will be available to implement the alternatives as described.  A discussion of the
implications of reduced funding has been added to Chapter 3&4.  Since most of the
costs are part of project preparation costs, the Agencies are expecting to apply the
standards and guidelines as written.

•  Alternative 3 does not meet the balance of species protection and timber harvest
described in the Northwest Forest Plan.  Providing species protection and providing
resource outputs are two of the four issues identified in the Issues section of Chapter 2.
The alternatives will be weighed against those issues by the decision-makers.

Organization of Appendix I

This appendix contains the comment statements and responses.  After analyzing the comment
statements as described above, the Interagency SEIS Team grouped the related topics to avoid
duplication and, then, responded to the comments.  The comments and responses are intended to
be explanatory in nature; if there are any inadvertent contradictions between Appendix I and the
text of the Final SEIS, the Final SEIS prevails.

Letters received during the comment period from federal agencies, state and local governments,
American Indian tribes, and elected officials are reproduced and included in Appendix H.

Summary

1.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS should accurately display information in the summary.

Response:  The Comparison of Effects section in Chapter 2 and the Summary have been rewritten
to better reflect the source discussions in Chapter 3&4.

2.  Comment:  The summary of effects for several resource issues is inadequate.

Response:  The summary of effects sections have been rewritten.  The Summary and the
Comparison of Effects section in Chapter 2 are intended to provide the reader with a brief
statement of the conclusions of the analysis and management implications from those conclusions.
Usually, in the interests of brevity and avoiding unnecessary redundancy, the summary does not
include a detailed discussion of the analysis, the assumptions of that analysis, or the relationship of
the environmental consequences to the affected environment.  The reader is referred to the
discussion of the applicable resource sections in Chapters 1, 2, and 3&4 for a detailed description
of the standards and guidelines, the affected environment, the environmental consequences, and
the supporting analysis for our conclusions.
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Chapter 1

3.  Comment:  The statement in the Underlying Need section that “some fungi for which only a
few sites are known do not require manage known sites” does not make sense.

Response:  The statement has been clarified.  It is a statement of a problem affecting several
species in the No-Action Alternative.  An objective of this SEIS is to clarify management direction
that appears in error or does not seem to match the needs of the species.  The action alternatives
add “manage known sites” as direction for these species.

4.  Comment:  The Forest Service and BLM (the Agencies) should reduce the number of Survey
and Manage species from that originally required by the Northwest Forest Plan.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan Record of Decision (p. C-6) states species should be
removed from Survey and Manage, or changed categories, when new information indicates their
status is more secure than originally projected.  The action alternatives propose to remove 72
species from Survey and Manage and related standards and guidelines in all or part of their range.

5.  Comment:  The Agencies should survey for species on other reserve lands to determine if
those species need protection on Matrix lands.

Response:  The key source of information that will indicate whether species are secure in reserves
are strategic surveys.  After 2 years experience with pre-disturbance surveys, and because of the
clarification of species objectives that has resulted in doing the analysis for this SEIS, the potential
benefit of completing strategic surveys is clear.  There is a renewed emphasis on the part of the
Agencies to complete strategic surveys covering all land allocations in a timely manner.

6.  Comment:  The Agencies should discuss the economic need for extraction of timber from
National Forest System lands.

Response:  The decision to harvest timber from federally managed lands is outside the scope of
this SEIS.  Probable Sale Quantity (PSQ) is displayed for the various alternatives only to show the
likely effect of the different alternatives.  The decision to harvest timber is made in site-specific,
project-level decisions that implement the land and resource management plans of the
administrative units.  When developed, these plans considered many factors, including economic
needs and the suitability of lands for timber harvest.  The economic need for timber was fully
discussed in the EISs which are supplemented by this document.  The effects to PSQ displayed in
this document are intended to show how the PSQ levels described in Forest and District Plans may
be affected.

7.  Comment:  The Agencies should not try to fix the serious problems with Survey and Manage
by fine-tuning.

Response:  The overall approach of Survey and Manage appears, at this time, to continue to be a
feasible mitigation measure for preserving the current distribution and stability of little known
species (i.e., those which are potentially endemic and about which little is known).  Because pre-
disturbance surveys for many of the species have only been required since 1998, it would be
premature to conclude there are such serious problems with the measure that it cannot be fixed.
There certainly is a need to identify criteria for removing species, and to propose removal as
intended in the original standards and guidelines.  Seventy-two species are proposed for removal
in all or part of their range.  There is also a need to correct conflicting and confusing language as
well as inefficiencies, indeed “fine tuning” the Survey and Manage and related standards and
guidelines, so that the mitigation measures will function as intended.

8.  Comment:  Does the statement that no appeal or protest is possible mean the final decision by
the Agencies will have the force of law?
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Response:  No.  It is simply pointing out that since the decision will be signed by the Secretaries
of Agriculture and Interior, the Agencies’ appeals and protest processes will not apply.

9.  Comment:  The Agencies should make habitat and ecological concerns the top priority.

Response:  The Agencies continue to make ecological concerns their top priority.  However, the
Agencies cannot make such concerns their sole priority.  Policy, regulatory, and legal mandates for
both agencies provide for multiple use and the production of a variety of goods and services to the
extent these services can be provided while meeting an overall and primary goal of protecting
ecological processes in the long term, including meeting species persistence objectives described
in this SEIS.  Examination of the needs of over 1,100 late-successional and old-growth forest
associated species during preparation of the Northwest Forest Plan indicated this primary
ecological concern can be met while still providing a level of products and services including
timber harvest.  The alternatives proposed in this SEIS do not alter that objective.

10.  Comment:  The Agencies should respond to the will of the majority of Americans and stop
cutting old growth.

Response:  An alternative that reserves all late-successional forests was considered in the 1994
Northwest Forest Plan SEIS, is described in the Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From
Detailed Study section of Chapter 2, and is outside the scope of this SEIS.

11.  Comment:  The Agencies should attempt to synthesize the roadless initiative with this Draft
SEIS.

Response:  The roadless initiative is being considered in a separate EIS.  The potential effects of
the preferred alternative in the Roadless Area EIS are considered and discussed in the Cumulative
Impacts section of Chapter 3&4.

12.  Comment:  The few remaining old-growth forests should be protected as a matter of wisdom
and justice to all species, in acknowledgment of the rights of all species, not only humans, to have
access to the necessities of life.

Response:  Changing the mix of Reserve and Matrix land allocations in the Northwest Forest Plan
is outside the scope of this SEIS.  The characterization that the million acres of late-successional
forest in the Matrix is “the few remaining old-growth forests” is incorrect.  Approximately 86
percent of the federal late-successional forest in the Northwest Forest Plan area is in reserves, and
additional ingrowth in reserves is increasing this number continuously.

13.  Comment:  The Agencies should save all remaining old-growth forests and use the SEIS to
prevent the logging of 1 million acres of mature forests allowed under the current alternatives.

Response:  A decision to reserve the million-plus acres of late-successional forests now in the
Matrix or Adaptive Management Areas and available for regularly scheduled timber harvest is
outside the scope of this SEIS.  The comment correctly distinguishes between mature and old-
growth forests however.  The 1.1 million acres of late-successional forest contributing to the PSQ
(Probable Sale Quantity) are presently comprised of about 60 percent mature (generally 80-120
years up to 180-220 years of age) and about 40 percent old growth (older than 180-220 years).
These two age groups are collectively referred to as late-successional because most stands meeting
these definitions typically contain some or all of the features or habitat components needed by old-
growth associated species, even though they would not be described as functional old growth.  The
impression that the allocations of the Northwest Forest Plan left 1.1 million acres of “old growth”
available for timber harvest is incorrect.  Any depiction that most of these acres are in large,
unfragmented blocks would be similarly incorrect.  It should also be noted that many of these
acres will be retained over time as managed known sites for Survey and Manage species, green
tree retention areas, etc.
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14.  Comment:  The Agencies should enforce the current Northwest Forest Plan survey
requirements until the Plan can be rewritten to prevent old-growth logging.

Response:  The Agencies are conducting the required surveys.  Implementation monitoring shows
a high compliance rate with all of the standards and guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan.
Further, there are no plans to rewrite the Northwest Forest Plan to prevent harvest of old growth in
the Matrix.  Any role these stands may have as habitat for late-successional and old-growth
associated species was well considered in the Northwest Forest Plan.  Other values of such stands
have been considered in the individual land and resource management plans of the individual
administrative units of the two lead Agencies and many acres of old-growth and mature forests
have been reserved as a result.

15.  Comment:  The Agencies should include a discussion of recent litigation pertaining to this
Draft SEIS in the background section.

Response:  A summary of recent, pertinent litigation has been included in Chapter 2.

16.  Comment:  The Agencies should continue with the current direction to improve the
Northwest Forest Plan.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan was a bold and significant step forward in the way we
think about and manage forest resources.  However, because it addressed the habitat needs of over
1,100 species, it was necessarily complex.  The 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Standards and
Guidelines anticipate, and in fact require, changes to standards and guidelines as new information
obtained through experience, monitoring, research, and other sources indicates a need.  These
standards and guidelines read in part “...the concept of adaptive management is straightforward
and simple:  new information is identified, evaluated, and a determination is made whether to
adjust the strategy or goals.  Adaptive management is a process of action-based planning,
monitoring, researching, evaluating, and adjusting with the objective of improving the
implementation and achievement of the goals of these standards and guidelines” (USDA, USDI,
1994b, p. E-13).  The Northwest Forest Plan also contains adaptive management language specific
to Survey and Manage, including “...as experience is acquired with these requirements, agencies
may propose changes to the Regional Ecosystem Office for analysis” (USDA, USDI, 1994b, p. C-
6).

17.  Comment:  The Agencies should not attempt to evade Judge Dwyer’s 1999 ruling by
amending the Northwest Forest Plan.

Response:  The Agencies identified a need to clarify the Survey and Manage Standards and
Guidelines well before Judge Dwyer’s 1999 ruling.  Work on this SEIS was started in 1998.  The
proposed action and the related effects discussions were essentially already drafted when the Court
made its finding in August 1999.  The Court is aware of this process intended to amend
requirements in the Northwest Forest Plan.

The U.S. District Court for the Western District of Washington found that two internal agency
instruction memos provided interpretations of standards and guidelines that were not consistent
with the language of the Northwest Forest Plan.  The Court did not rule on whether the
interpretations provided adequate species protection.  The Court did not find that management
under the Agencies’ interpretation would violate any law other than the laws requiring
management in conformance with land and resource management plans.  Because the Agencies
believe the memos were a reasonable interpretation of what the original authors of the standards
and guidelines intended, and provide the type of species management intended in the Northwest
Forest Plan, this SEIS clarifies these two issues by incorporating the basic language of these two
memos into the standards and guidelines of the action alternatives.  The effects sections in Chapter
3&4 include clear consideration of the clarified language.  The taxa specialists who prepared the
effects sections of this SEIS were aware of the clarifications included in the standards and
guidelines and, in fact, assumed the interpretation memos have been followed since the memos
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were issued.  This assumption is explained as an Effects Assumption Relating to the Action
Alternatives under the Background section in Chapter 3&4.

18.  Comment:  The Agencies should explain why the direction for individual species has
changed.

Response:  Additional detail has been added to the Final SEIS explaining the reason for proposed
changes.  For example, the explanation of the category assignment for each species has been
expanded on Tables F-1 and F-2; the restructuring of the standards and guidelines for cavity
nesting birds and bats has been clarified; standards and guidelines for Canada lynx have been
changed to reflect the recent listing under the Endangered Species Act; and, more detail has been
provided regarding why Buxbaumia piperi was removed from Survey and Manage in 1996. (See
Changing Standards and Guidelines - Adaptive Management section in Chapter 2.)

19.  Comment:  The Agencies should reexamine current land allocation amounts and categories.

Response:  The reallocation of lands between reserves and Matrix is outside the scope of this
SEIS.

20.  Comment:  The Agencies should address the need for a different approach to Survey and
Manage.

Response:  It is too early in the life of the Northwest Forest Plan to conclude it is not effective as
written.  However, inconsistencies, duplication, omissions, and cost inefficiencies have been
identified in Survey and Manage and their overlap with Protection Buffers, as well as with the
related measures addressed in this SEIS.  The action alternatives have the specific purpose of
addressing those problems.  The Agencies have learned a great deal about these species, about
which little was previously known, from just 6 years of implementing the Northwest Forest Plan.
Several species once thought to be extremely rare are now known to be much more common than
had previously been assumed.  The Agencies still need more information before a major alteration
in approach beyond the scope of the action alternatives addressed here should be considered.

21.  Comment:  The Agencies should address the need to develop proactive, rather than reactive,
management policies.

Response:  The ecosystem approach of the reserves and other elements of the Northwest Forest
Plan was developed to preclude the need for a species-specific approach and preclude the need for
further listings of species wholly dependent on federally managed lands in the Northwest Forest
Plan area.  Late in the development of the Northwest Forest Plan, it became apparent that such a
plan could not be confidently said to adequately provide for endemics and species about which
little was known.  Survey and Manage was added for these species.  The designers of the
Northwest Forest Plan intended species to be removed from Survey and Manage when new
information indicates they are secure under other elements of the Northwest Forest Plan.  This
concept is continued, and is better explained, in the action alternatives in this SEIS.

22.  Comment:  The Agencies should retain intact old-growth fragments for scientific purposes.

Response:  Eighty-six percent of the federally managed late-successional forest in the Northwest
Forest Plan area is in reserves.  Studies of the effects of various harvest levels on old-growth
species are in progress in all land allocations, particularly in Adaptive Management Areas.
Retention of additional old growth for general scientific purposes is outside the scope of this SEIS.

23.  Comment:  The Agencies should address the management needs of Survey and Manage
species to their entire range, both inside and outside the Northwest Forest Plan area, on all lands
under their authority.
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Response:  The decision made in the Northwest Forest Plan was, in part, a conservation strategy
for the northern spotted owl to be applied on Forest Service and BLM administered lands.  This
decision was necessitated by listing of the spotted owl under the Endangered Species Act.
Defining the geographic scope to coincide with the range of the northern spotted owl made sense.
Re-defining the geographic scope to coincide with each of hundreds, if not thousands of species,
would obviously become unwieldy.  The species-specific discussions in this SEIS and in the
Northwest Forest Plan SEIS do address the known status of each of these species and their needs
within their various ranges as appropriate.  When land use decisions are being made in other
geographic areas within the ranges of these species, no doubt consideration will be given to the
information contained in these documents and the effects of management under the Northwest
Forest Plan on those species.

24.  Comment:  The Agencies should adjust the language and terms of the Draft SEIS.  There
needs to be clear, unambiguous goals and objectives that are measurable.

Response:  Language has been substantially clarified in the Final SEIS.  Words have been added
to the glossary.  The Summary and most of the effects discussions in Chapter 3&4 have been
rewritten.  The species management objectives described in Chapter 2 have been clarified and
made more consistent with the stated objectives of the Northwest Forest Plan.  A detailed
explanation of the species evaluation process used by the experts writing the species effects
sections has been added to Chapter 3&4.  The monitoring section has been expanded.  Finally, the
process for adaptive management has been edited for clarity and steps have been added to ensure
discovery and use of the latest species information.  Results of the annual species review process
will be published in the Annual Report.  However, Survey and Manage is a mitigation measure
applied to other elements of the Northwest Forest Plan and, by itself, only supplies three elements
of management direction:  manage known sites, pre-disturbance surveys, and strategic surveys.
Survey and Manage will, in most cases, not be evaluated by itself, but as part of the overall
monitoring and evaluation of the success of the overall Northwest Forest Plan.

25.  Comment:  The Agencies should clarify why an EIS rather than an Environmental
Assessment (EA) was prepared.

Response:  The limited nature of the proposed action and the questionable significance of the
“needs” led the Agencies to strongly consider doing an EA.  The Agencies agree that the
environmental consequences to the proposed changes are difficult to discern.  Several points
contributed to the decision to do an EIS, including a desire to provide a longer and more structured
public comment period for the segment of the public with a high level of interest in the Northwest
Forest Plan.  Other reasons included:  (1) a high level of interest and likely controversy as
evidenced by the appeal of the 1999 EA which only proposed to delay surveys for 32 species for 1
year; (2) the numerous interpretations needed to clarify the Northwest Forest Plan intent
(particularly the details that will guide future adaptive management decisions); (3) the likely level
of interest in the proposed removal of more than 70 species in all or part of their range; and, (4)
the fact that removing the land allocation of Protection Buffers would require plan amendments.

Public Involvement and Collaboration

26.  Comment:  The Agencies should create a document that is easier for the general public to
understand.

Response:   The Agencies have attempted to create a document that is easier to understand by
using plain language where possible.  The Agencies closely examined comments that pointed out
potential ambiguities and undefined or inconsistent terminology.  Between the Draft SEIS and the
Final SEIS, several terms were clarified, the glossary has been expanded, the Summary has been
rewritten, and Chapter 3&4 was rewritten to ensure consistent use of terminology.  The description
of the Adaptive Management Process in Chapter 2 has also been re-described.  Even professional
judgment terms like “reasonable assurance” have now been described.  Survey and Manage is a
relatively technical element of the Northwest Forest Plan that does not readily lend itself to
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everyday broad descriptions of actions and alternatives, but every effort has been made to present
the alternatives and effects in clear, implementable, and quantifiable ways in the Final SEIS.
Nevertheless, addressing over 400 species, many of which are rare and endemics about which little
is known, necessarily results in a document with some highly technical discussions.

27.  Comment:  The Agencies should provide ample opportunity for the public to comment on
these issues.

Response:  The Agencies have provided the public with ample opportunities to comment.  The
Agencies chose to do an EIS, in part, to provide a longer and more structured comment period.
The standards and guidelines in the Northwest Forest Plan Record of Decision (p. C-6) clearly
indicate the Agencies can move species between categories or out of Survey and Manage as new
information indicates.  Some commenters have suggested that at least this portion of the actions
proposed in this SEIS were within the expectations of the original standards and guidelines and
could be done without an additional NEPA document and without additional public involvement.
Because of the number of changes to species proposed at this time; the clarification of the adaptive
management process to be used in the future; the changes to the Protection Buffer, Grazing, and
Bats Standards and Guidelines; and the high public interest in the Northwest Forest Plan, the
Agencies decided to use the EIS process, including its public involvement steps, to accomplish
this proposed action.

28.  Comment:  The Regional Community Economic Revitalization Team (RCERT) should be
asked for input on this Draft SEIS, particularly when addressing socioeconomic impacts.

Response:  The RCERT is responsible for ensuring an equitable distribution of funds within the
region, for identifying and addressing barriers and red tape, and for sharing information and
innovative approaches across the region (see The Northwest Forest Plan: A Report to the President
and Congress, 1996).  The RCERT does not have a permanent staff.  They would call on agency
staffs for addressing socioeconomic impacts which are the same staffs the SEIS Team used.

29.  Comment:  The Agencies should extend the Draft SEIS comment period.

Response:  Various comments were received requesting an extension; however, none of these
requests included any compelling reasons for extending the comment period.  While it is logical
that allowing additional time to comment would result in additional comment letters, the breadth
of comments received during the comment period appears to have provided a wide range of
thoughts, concerns, and opinions.  As noted in the introduction, more than 150 letters were
received after the close of the comment period.  These letters were reviewed and any substantive
information they contained were considered in the preparation of the Final SEIS.  An extension of
the comment period is not needed.

30.  Comment:  The public comment meetings should be more convenient and decision-makers
should be accessible to the public.

Response:  No public meetings were scheduled for this SEIS because of the limited scope and
technical nature of the proposed action.  The public letters have all been reviewed by the Agencies’
personnel.  Public comments will be considered by the decision-makers when preparing the
Record of Decision.

31.  Comment:  Some of your Provincial Advisory Committees (PACs) were given briefings
during the 90-day public comment period, but you did not coordinate these briefings with the
Interagency Advisory Committee or provide briefings for all PACs.

Response:  Advisory groups chartered under the Federal Advisory Committee Act were given
briefings upon request.  Not all such groups requested these briefings.
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Chapter 2

Issues

32.  Comment:  Since the acreage to be managed as known sites vastly exceeds levels discussed
in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, none of the alternatives respond to Issues 1 and 4.

Response:  All of the alternatives were designed to meet Issue 1, species management objectives.
This is consistent with the balanced purpose statements in the Northwest Forest Plan (see Chapter
1).  Issue 4, like the other issues, presents an objective and provides a measure against which to
rank or evaluate alternatives.  This approach is consistent with the instructions of  President
Clinton at the 1993 Forest Conference and noted in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Record of
Decision: “Where sound management policies can preserve the health of the forest lands, sales
should go forward” (USDA, USDI 1994b, p. 3).  While the Northwest Forest Plan predicted a
PSQ, Survey and Manage was also mentioned as providing uncertainty regarding attainment of
that PSQ.  Two of the alternatives in this SEIS are estimated to provide PSQ levels of 96 and 94
percent of the currently declared level, a level within the range of the uncertainty identified in the
1994 Final SEIS.  The Northwest Forest Plan recognized that Survey and Manage would have an
effect on PSQ.  Two of the alternatives substantially reduce that effect when compared with the
No-Action Alternative, but none of the alternatives proposed here seek to completely eliminate
that effect.

33.  Comment:  Issues 2 and 3 should not be considered issues, but management decisions.

Response:  Issues regarding efficient use of Agency expertise and resources and regarding the
clarification and elimination of duplication in the standards and guidelines reflect the narrow
purpose of this SEIS.  Since a primary purpose of the SEIS is to clarify and to increase efficiency
of the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines, these issues are appropriate for comparing
the various alternatives.

34.  Comment:  The Agencies should explain how the SEIS deals with concerns relating to early
and mid-successional forest associated species.

Response:  The need for the Northwest Forest Plan was based on Agency timber harvest
schedules, existing at that time, that were systematically converting late-successional and old-
growth forests to younger stands.  The 1994 Final SEIS explains that there is not a similar concern
for early-successional forest associated species because harvest in the Matrix and on private lands,
as well as natural disturbances in the reserves, will continue to provide adequate habitat for early-
successional forest associated species.  No early-successional forest associated species were
intentionally included in Survey and Manage.  Concerns to these species are discussed in the
Species Associated With Early-Successional Forest section in Chapter 3&4.

NEPA Process

35.  Comment:  Survey Protocols and Management Recommendations are policy rather than
technical decisions and should comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Response:  Management Recommendations describe how to manage known sites and provide
criteria for making high-priority site decisions in the field.  Survey Protocols describe how and
where, or where not, to conduct pre-disturbance surveys.  These instruction documents are
prepared by teams of biologists with specialized knowledge of the species involved.  The need to
provide such direction is assumed with assigning species to Survey and Manage and the nature of
that direction is technical, not policy.  The decision to manage these species using Survey and
Manage is a policy decision that will be made through this SEIS.  The implementing details of
how to identify the species in the field, how to determine whether they are present on a particular
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parcel of land, and what must be done or avoided in order to reasonably ensure continued
occupancy of sites are technical decisions.  Such decisions do not escape public comment or
potential review, since the projects affected by these protocols and recommendations have NEPA
documentation and are subject to administrative and judicial review.  Furthermore, the final
versions of these recommendations and protocols are public documents and are available for
review.  The Agencies are always open to receive information from the public that would assist
them in refining and improving these recommendations and protocols.  Information can be sent to
the Interagency Survey and Manage Program Manager, c/o Regional Ecosystem Office, P.O. Box
3623, Portland, OR  97208-3623 as noted in the standards and guidelines.  If these documents
cause unanticipated impacts on the accomplishment of the objectives of the Northwest Forest Plan,
this should be discovered through the monitoring processes and periodic reviews.

36.  Comment:  Since the Species Review Panel includes managers, the process involves
professional judgment, and there is no clear formula for the decisions, it cannot be described as a
technical exercise that does not need environmental analysis.

Response:  Although the criteria for the categories and for removing or adding species are
designed to be repeatable and to confidently provide the level of protection intended by the
selected alternative, it is acknowledged that the magnitude or complexity of decisions made in
some future years might require additional environmental analysis.  A statement has been added to
the description of the annual species review process stating that “Prior to the annual application of
results, the Agencies will examine whether the magnitude and nature of changes indicate a need
for additional environmental analysis (e.g., an Environmental Assessment).  The results of this
examination will be documented in a Findings of Administrative Review document and
summarized in the Annual Report.”

37.  Comment:  The five changes to standards and guidelines between 1995 and present are not
just technical changes and should have been done with proper NEPA analysis.  These changes
were made without applying any of the criteria used in the Draft SEIS and without Regional
Interagency Executive Committee (RIEC) review and approval.  These changes should be
discussed in the Final SEIS.

Response:  NEPA provides for several levels of documentation depending upon the significance of
the proposed action.  The changes complied with the requirements of NEPA and were consistent
with the Northwest Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines, including the requirements for review
and concurrence by the RIEC.  In general these decisions are considered completed and are
outside the scope of this SEIS.  These changes included:

1.  Mountain hemlock dwarf mistletoe was removed from Survey and Manage because,
much like the species proposed for removal in this SEIS, it was determined to not be at
risk in Oregon and California.  It was known from four sites in Western Washington in
very old forests in cold, wet areas with heavy snow pack; all four sites are in reserves.
It was more appropriate to manage the species under Component 4 rather than the
specified Components 1 and 2.  The Regional Ecosystem Office (REO) coordinated
interagency review and issued the final change.  The change was consistent with the
language included in the Northwest Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines (p. C-6),
and was not significant enough to trigger additional NEPA documents in part because
effects were consistent with the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.

2.  Canada lynx is a Protection Buffer, not a Survey and Manage, species.  Like other
Protection Buffer species, it was assigned an implementation schedule to match one of
the Survey and Manage Components.  Implementation of the lynx direction was linked
to the  Component 2 implementation schedule.  Since the management direction for
lynx clearly relies on broad-scale surveys, similar to those of Survey and Manage
Component 3, the link to Component 2 was determined to have been an editing error
in the Northwest Forest Plan.  The change, which received interagency review
coordinated through the REO, simply corrected this error.  There is no indication that
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the effects discussion in the Northwest Forest Plan relied on this flawed assignment
and no additional NEPA documentation was required to correct this error.

3.  Buxbaumia piperi was removed from Protection Buffer status in a joint decision letter
by the Forest Service and BLM because conversations with staff who worked on the
Northwest Forest Plan, and a clear reading of the record, indicates it was included in
the Northwest Forest Plan by mistake.  No additional NEPA documentation is needed
to correct such an error.

4.  Adding “south range” to “Understory and forest gap herbivores” also simply corrected
an error.  Documentation of the work of the Additional Species Analysis Team in
Appendix J2 of the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS shows the “south range”
qualifier on the group to be added to Survey and Manage and the detailed SEIS
analysis was made with this condition.  The words were simply omitted when Survey
and Manage was appended to the Northwest Forest Plan Record of Decision.  No
additional NEPA documentation is required to make such a correction and interagency
review was coordinated through REO.

5.  The decision to delay surveys on 32 species was based on an environmental analysis
that concluded the risk to species would not be substantially increased from that
described in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, partly because more acres are in
reserves and total harvest levels are lower than predicted in that Final SEIS.  This
delay does not affect the alternatives in this SEIS; there was no decision made that
carries over into the action alternatives.   The status of delaying surveys for 32 species
is outside the scope of this SEIS.

38.  Comment:  The Agencies have failed to use the best available science in the decision-making
process.

Response:  The Agencies’ experts used in the preparation of this SEIS are highly qualified, as
evidenced by information included in the list of preparers.  Additionally, scientists from outside
the Agencies have supplied information to this SEIS directly to the Agencies’ scientists upon
request, to the Species Review Process participants, through publications, or through comments on
the Draft SEIS.  That information has been used as appropriate.  Of the information submitted to
the Agencies during the public comment process, the vast majority was already known and had
been used to formulate the species assignment recommendations.  Appropriate changes, including
changing species assignments to categories, were made between Draft and Final SEIS in response
to new information.

39.  Comment:  The Agencies allow political expediency to overrule reasoned scientific
conclusions in the decision-making process.

Response:  The specialists and scientists who prepared the effects discussions in this SEIS, who
continue to be involved with preparation of required Survey Protocols or Management
Recommendations, and who participate in the annual Species Review Process, are among the most
qualified persons with respect to these species in the Northwest Forest Plan area.  In each case,
these individuals are well versed in the most recent science relative to their taxa specialty and their
written conclusions are well referenced in this document and in the Species Review Process
records.  REO review of Management Recommendations, Survey Protocols, the Strategic Survey
Plan, and exceptions to specified measures will help ensure the most applicable science is
reflected in these documents.  The annual Species Review Process results will be reviewed by the
RIEC, which includes representatives from the land management and regulatory agencies.  In each
action, however, decisions about species management are made in the context of the standards and
guidelines, the persistence objectives of the selected alternative, the needs of species as indicated
in the analysis in this SEIS, and any new information.  If scientists draw unsupported conclusions
or recommend managing for objectives other than those described in this SEIS and the Northwest
Forest Plan, management will require the recommendations be rewritten to reflect objectives or



224

FSEIS for Amendment to the Survery and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standard and Guidelines

could choose not to act on those recommendations.  This is one of the appropriate roles of
management in the implementation of the standards and guidelines of the selected alternative.

Relationship to Existing Laws, Regulations, and Plans

40.  Comment:  The BLM should complete all third year reviews before finishing the current
proposed plan.

Response:  These two actions are not necessarily related and there is no reason why one should
precede the other.  If that review indicates changes are needed, they will be pursued in a separate
decision-making process.  In addition, the initial third year review period for evaluation would not
include information relevant to the implementation of the Survey and Manage Standards and
Guidelines, which, for the most part, did not begin until the fourth year of the Northwest Forest
Plan.

41.  Comment:  The Agencies should postpone amendment to the Northwest Forest Plan for
Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines until the new planning regulations are finalized.

Response:  A discussion of the relationship between this SEIS and what is expected to be in the
new planning regulations (based on current drafts) has been added to the Cumulative Impacts
section in Chapter 3&4.

42.  Comment:  The Agencies should create a litigation-proof Survey and Manage SEIS.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan addresses a complex and controversial area covered by
many laws.  The Survey and Manage mitigation measure is one small piece of that plan.  The
Agencies have a genuine interest and legal responsibility to manage the lands under their
stewardship according to laws, regulations, policy, and administrative and congressional direction.
They take this responsibility seriously.  The clarifications and restructuring of Survey and Manage
proposed by the action alternatives in this SEIS are designed to continue to accomplish the
original objectives of the Northwest Forest Plan.  To the degree genuine disagreement exists over
the intent or interpretation of one or more of the laws governing this action, individuals have the
right to challenge the decisions made by the Agencies.

43.  Comment:  The Agencies should not set aside lands suitable for timber harvesting and should
draft an amendment that complies with the O&C Lands Act of 1937.

Response:  The application of the O&C Lands Act to the Northwest Forest Plan is described in the
Northwest Forest Plan Record of Decision (p. 49) and in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS
(pp.  F-114 and F-115).  The alternatives considered in this SEIS do not change any assumptions
made in the Northwest Forest Plan.  This amendment does not alter the land allocations made in
the Northwest Forest Plan on O&C lands other than the minor adjustments in land allocations
related to certain Protection Buffer species.

44.  Comment:  This amendment should not apply the Forest Service “viability” provision to
O&C lands.

Response:  The alternatives considered in this SEIS do not change any assumptions made in the
Northwest Forest Plan Record of Decision relative to the application of the Forest Service
“viability” provision (36 CFR 219.19) or any other wildlife standards to BLM administered lands.
The Northwest Forest Plan ROD explicitly recognized that the viability provision did not apply to
BLM administered lands, but it was also recognized that management for the long-term diversity
of forest species was within the authority of BLM’s management of the O&C lands.  This
interpretation of the breadth of BLM’s authority under the O&C Lands Act was upheld by the U.S.
District Court for Western Washington and the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.  This SEIS has a
very limited scope.  The only changes being considered are changes to the Survey and Manage
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and related mitigation measures applied to the Northwest Forest Plan in 1994.  The finding of
consistency on the Northwest Forest Plan with the O&C Lands Act in the Northwest Forest Plan
Record of Decision, which was upheld by the Ninth Circuit, is still under review by the U.S.
District Court for the D.C. Circuit.

45.  Comment:  Protection of non-vertebrate species is not justified under the Forest Service
viability provision or the Endangered Species Act and violates the Multiple Use Sustained Yield
Act, National Forest Management Act, and the Oregon and California Lands Act.

Response:  The applicability of various laws to the management of non-vertebrates and to the
guiding regulations of the Agencies is discussed in the Northwest Forest Plan Record of Decision
(pp. 38-53).  These interpretations have been upheld in court actions or are being discussed in
current litigation and are not being re-discussed here.  Nothing in the proposed action changes this
aspect of the Northwest Forest Plan.  The proposed action does not change the species persistence
objectives or the applicability of various laws and regulations to lands managed by the Agencies.

46.  Comment:  The Agencies should effectively implement the Northwest Forest Plan to avoid
continued social and economic costs to resource-dependent communities.

Response:  As noted in Chapter 1, the Agencies have had difficulty implementing the Survey and
Manage and related mitigation measures.  This SEIS is designed to amend those mitigation
measures so that the Agencies can more effectively implement them.  It should be noted that the
laws governing the resources addressed in the Northwest Forest Plan are complex and the
comprehensive nature of the Northwest Forest Plan makes its implementation equally complex.
However, in spite of controversy, the successes in the implementation of the Northwest Forest
Plan and the resource protections that it offers should not be understated.  The Agencies, in part
through this action, are continuing to implement the Northwest Forest Plan as it was intended.

47.  Comment:  The Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines should support the balanced
objectives of the Northwest Forest Plan of providing for species and providing for a sustainable
supply of timber and other products.

Response:  The action alternatives in this SEIS build on the original Purpose and Need for the
1994 Northwest Forest Plan and seek to clarify the Survey and Manage and related standards and
guidelines, so they can be applied as originally intended.  The dual purposes of the Northwest
Forest Plan, including “the need for a healthy forest ecosystem with habitat that will support
populations of native species (particularly those associated with late-successional and old-growth
forest)” and  “the need for a sustainable supply of timber and other forest products that will help
maintain the stability of local and regional economies on a predictable and long-term basis” are
repeated in Chapter 1 and referenced in the Purpose statement in this Final SEIS.  Eliminating
confusing and duplicate language “which results in more restrictions on timber harvest and other
management activities than needed to meet species persistence objectives” is included in the needs
statements for this Final SEIS.  The extent the action alternatives result in different areas being
available for timber harvest as compared with the No-Action Alternative as written, is consistent
with the Underlying Need for this SEIS.  This SEIS is not being written because species were at
risk.  It is being written because confusing, conflicting, and unclear standards and guidelines are
unnecessarily impacting other forest management activities and causing unnecessarily high
implementation costs, when compared with that intended by the balance provided by the 1994
Northwest Forest Plan.  The proposed action was designed to continue the level of species
protection intended in the Northwest Forest Plan.  The proposed action would supply 94 percent of
the currently declared PSQ, an increase from the level predicted to be available under the No-
Action Alternative.  Other management activities, including restoration, will be similarly affected.

48.  Comment:  Adequate funding and administrative commitment are needed to ensure
interagency cooperation for implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan.
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Response:  The analysis in this SEIS is based on an assumption the alternatives will be
implemented as described and has already resulted in increased funding.  The effects of the
alternatives displayed in Chapter 3&4 are based on the assumption the standards and guidelines
will be sufficiently funded to be implemented as described.  Adequate funding is assumed for all
alternatives.  However, if funding is less than anticipated or is stretched out over a longer time
period, there are controls built into the standards and guidelines to prevent adverse effects to
species.  The Agencies are also committed to coordinating their efforts in implementing the
Northwest Forest Plan.

Background

49.  Comment:  References to the alternatives in the conclusions sections should be modified to
agree with the relevant text sections.

Response:  The effects summaries have been corrected to agree with their parent text in Chapter
3&4 and to correctly reference the alternatives.  Species outcomes have been expressed with
standard outcome statements.  These outcomes are listed in Table 2-13 near the end of Chapter 2.

50.  Comment:  The alternatives considered in the Draft SEIS call for surveying fewer species,
surveying less habitat, and logging more old growth than in the original plan.  The Draft SEIS
should increase, not decrease, protection for old-growth ecosystems.

Response:  The preferred alternative was designed to provide the level of management originally
intended in the Northwest Forest Plan.  The difference in harvest levels between the No-Action
Alternative and Alternative 1 results simply from the elimination of management not necessary to
meet persistence objectives.  The Northwest Forest Plan standards and guidelines called for
removal from Survey and Manage “...any species whose status is determined to be more secure
than originally projected” (USDA, USDI, p. C-6).  None of the alternatives increase harvest of
mature or old-growth forests above what was anticipated when the Northwest Forest Plan was
written.

51.  Comment:  The original timeframe and budgetary analyses for implementation of surveys
have proven inaccurate.

Response:  The Agencies have had difficulty meeting the pre-disturbance survey requirements of
the Northwest Forest Plan because surveys were specified for species for which such surveys are
not practical.  This is clearly an error in the Northwest Forest Plan; the authors did not intend to
include species “...whose characteristics make site and time-specific surveys difficult.”  This error,
and the lack of a clear process or criteria to correct it, has been the primary reason for delays and
extra costs.

52.  Comment:  The Agencies have yet to allocate sufficient resources to implement the Survey
and Manage Standards and Guidelines.

Response:  The Agencies have conducted the pre-disturbance surveys described in the Northwest
Forest Plan for all species for which pre-disturbance surveys are practical.  Clarification of
specific species objectives done during analysis for this SEIS has helped focus strategic survey
objectives.  Strategic surveys are now moving ahead for all species.  Although activities are being
affected by Survey and Manage species sites more than anticipated in the Northwest Forest Plan
SEIS, this fact should not be construed to mean the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines
have not been completely implemented.

53.  Comment:  The Agencies’ implementation of pre-disturbance surveys is not adequate as
evidenced by the delay of surveys for 32 at-risk nonvertebrates until fiscal year 2000.
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Response:  This delay affected 32 species for which practical methods for pre-disturbance surveys
had not yet been devised and for which the delay would not substantially increase risk to the
species.  The effects of this delay were analyzed and documented in an Environmental Assessment
(USDA, USDI 1998j).  This EA and its related Decision Notices are described in Chapter 2 of this
SEIS.

54.  Comment:  The alternatives require strategic surveys to begin within 5 or 10 years depending
on the category.  Given the Agencies’ implementation history to date, what is different now that
will make these surveys happen?

Response:  Extensive and general regional surveys were to start by 1996 for approximately 335
Survey and Manage species.  The Agencies were slow to implement these surveys, in part, because
their objectives were poorly defined and, in part, because of the effort to get other aspects of the
Northwest Forest Plan underway.  Some of the major efforts the Agencies were devoting resources
to during the early stages of implementing the Northwest Forest Plan were:  (1) Watershed and
Late-Successional Reserve Assessments; (2) Survey Protocols for pre-disturbance surveys; and,
(3) planning for new activities including timber sales that are in compliance with Northwest Forest
Plan objectives and standards and guidelines.  Today, most of these processes and standards and
guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan have become familiar.  The analysis associated with this
SEIS has clarified the objectives and information needs of strategic surveys; these surveys are now
underway for most species and are expected to continue to move forward quickly.  The start dates
have been removed from these categories in the Final SEIS because current progress on strategic
surveys makes this start date requirement moot.

55.  Comment:  The Agencies should include intermediate goals and objectives in the standards
and guidelines for strategic surveys to better track progress.

Response:  A Strategic Survey Plan is required to be displayed in the annual status reports, along
with progress summaries.  However, as a result of analysis for this SEIS, there is an increased
awareness on the part of the Agencies that the primary tool for removing species from Survey and
Manage, or assigning them to more appropriate categories, is strategic surveys.  Further, the
standards and guidelines for Alternatives 1 and 2 require completion of strategic surveys for nearly
two-thirds of the species within 5 years (10 years for fungi) before activities can take place in old
growth.  Because of these factors, strategic surveys for most species began this year.  Intermediate
goals should not be needed.

56.  Comment:  When will the Strategic Survey Plan be completed?

Response:  Although there is no “due date” for the Strategic Survey Plan, current budget
emphases, good work planning, and due dates for certain strategic surveys dictate that an initial
plan needs to be completed soon.  The Agencies are working on it now and expect to have a draft
version prepared and sent to the RIEC for review within the next 6 months.  A status report and
summary will be included in each annual report.

57.  Comment:  A standard template for the comparison of the alternatives should be developed to
ensure consistency within the document.

Response:  The Agencies have improved consistency within the document by standardizing the
conclusions in the environmental consequences discussions in Chapter 3&4 and by rewriting the
Summary and Comparison of Alternatives sections in their entirety.  The prescribed analytical
process and standardized terminology used by the species effects writers is discussed in the
background section early in Chapter 3&4 and in Appendix J in the Final SEIS.  The standardized
outcome for each species is listed on Table 2-13.

58.  Comment:  Timber sale revenue should be considered when choosing an alternative.
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Response:  Timber sale revenues are considered as part of the PSQ predictions.  The actual
revenues vary according to market prices which are not easily predictable.  Potential harvest level
is one of many factors that will be considered by the decision-makers in selecting an alternative.

59.  Comment:  The Agencies should retain the Protection Buffer mitigation measure because the
resultant Late-Successional Reserves serve the broad array of late-successional forest associated
species.

Response:  Combining the Protection Buffer species with Survey and Manage continues to
provide the same level of protection intended in the Northwest Forest Plan because the actual
management at each species site will remain essentially unaffected by these measures.  The
elimination of the underlying Late-Successional Reserve or Managed Late-Successional Area
designation eliminates unmapped, generally 2 to 5-acre, single species Late-Successional Reserves
and Managed Late-Successional Areas that are otherwise so scattered that they do not contribute to
the overall objectives for such reserves.  In fact, in some cases the single-species requirements for
the Protection Buffer species conflict with the overall Late-Successional Reserve Standards and
Guidelines.  Late-Successional Reserve Assessments are not needed because the management
requirements for such sites are described in the species-specific standards and guidelines which
are retained as the Management Recommendation.  The proposed removal of the land allocation
designations increases management efficiency and reduces conflict and duplication.

60.  Comment:  The Agencies have failed to justify elimination of the Protection Buffer Standards
and Guidelines, which were intended by FEMAT to be important elements of the Late-
Successional Reserves and Managed Late-Successional Areas.

Response:  As described in Chapter 2 of this SEIS, the Protection Buffers were originally included
in the report of the Scientific Analysis Team as species-specific mitigation measures added to A
Conservation Strategy for the Northern Spotted Owl (Thomas et al. 1990), and they were
incorporated into several FEMAT alternatives for the same purpose.  The administrative record for
the Northwest Forest Plan indicates the Protection Buffers were aligned with the Late-
Successional Reserves and Managed Late-Successional Areas because the management they
described resembled that required for those land allocations, not because they were considered
important elements of the allocations (in minutes of the meeting of the Scientific Advisory Group
to the SEIS Team, October 1993, Question 14).  Protection Buffers are small, and the actual
numbers (like Survey and Manage sites) were estimated to be small.  Continuing to manage
Protection Buffer sites as single-species Survey and Manage sites will have no effect on the other
species benefits attributed to the Late-Successional Reserves and Managed Late-Successional
Areas in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.

61.  Comment:  The Agencies should strengthen, not weaken, survey requirements for rare
species associated with old-growth ecosystems.

Response:  The preferred alternative, and the other action alternatives as well, strengthen the
survey requirements by clarifying objectives, removing duplication and ambiguity, and changing
or removing species so management best meets the needs of the individual species.  These changes
improve the Agencies’ ability to focus resources and establish priorities where they contribute
most to meeting species persistence objectives.  The net result is that the action alternatives each
provide more effective Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines.

Adaptive Management

62.  Comment:  Adaptive management should be used zealously by the Agencies as a primary tool
in providing for meeting species persistence objectives.

Response:  Designing and displaying the elements and parameters of an adaptive management
process that is functional, clear, and consistently repeatable is a critical objective of this SEIS.
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New information is required to be gathered, summarized, and reviewed by experts at least
annually to ensure species are in the right categories.  Continued implementation monitoring will
ensure consistent application of these standards and guidelines or quickly reveal any needs to
change.  The strategic surveys discussion in Chapter 2 has been expanded to better show how new
information will be gathered and considered in the adaptive management process.

63.  Comment:  The Agencies should use adaptive management to achieve an enduring
stewardship standard.

Response:  With this SEIS, the Agencies are using the adaptive management process described in
the Northwest Forest Plan ROD (USDA, USDI 1994b, pp. E-12 through E-15).  As described in
that section, the Agencies will continue to use the process when new information indicates a need
for other changes to the Northwest Forest Plan.

64.  Comment:  A general section on the adaptive management process should be drafted.

Response:  The adaptive management sections describing how to change species assignments to
categories, or to add or remove species from Survey and Manage, is included in both Alternatives
1 and 2 because of differences in the handling of the uncommon categories and the criteria
indicating a concern for persistence.  The sections have been simplified by eliminating repetitious
criteria for categories, instead deferring to the category descriptions earlier in the alternative
description.  This permitted the elimination of the adaptive management section in Alternative 3 in
favor of a reference to the now identical section in Alternative 1.  A more general section about the
future use of adaptive management to make changes to standards and guidelines is not needed
because it would duplicate the discussion in the Northwest Forest Plan ROD (USDA, USDI
1994b, pp. E-12 through E-15.)

65.  Comment:  Timelines for implementing adaptive management and feedback to field units
need to be stated.

Response:  The Species Review Process will be conducted “at least annually.”  Results of these
adaptive management changes will be included in the annual status report (see Chapter 2).

66.  Comment:  The Agencies should complete extensive and general regional surveys to supply
information meeting scientific rigor before they say they have enough information to be doing
adaptive management.

Response:  The changes proposed in this SEIS are limited to changes where there is currently
sufficient information to indicate a need for the change and there is sufficient information upon
which to make an informed choice from among the alternatives.  The proposal to remove species,
for example, is based on information at a sufficient quality and quantity to support a finding that
elements of the Northwest Forest Plan, other than Survey and Manage, are sufficient to provide a
reasonable assurance of persistence.  If extensive and regional surveys were already completed,
the proposals in this SEIS to change categories or remove species from Survey and Manage would
undoubtedly be substantially different.

67.  Comment:  The Agencies should use the adaptive management process more zealously and
propose elimination of categories and pre-disturbance surveys.

Response:  There is not enough new information about most Survey and Manage species, or
experience with implementing the entire Survey and Manage mitigation measure, to support more
changes than the alternatives propose.

68.  Comment:  Adaptive management is unscientific as formulated and should not be used to
implement the Northwest Forest Plan.
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Response:  Survey and Manage is a mitigation measure supplementing the reserves and other
elements of the Northwest Forest Plan for specific species.  The particular species concerns that
led to this mitigation measure are documented in Appendix J2 of the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan
SEIS.  The parameters that led to these concerns are the same as those addressed by the criteria in
the adaptive management sections in this SEIS.  Implementation of one of the adaptive
management sections in the SEIS will result in changes of the kind expected by the original
authors of the Northwest Forest Plan and appropriate for the species.  The original authors
anticipated, on page C-6 of the Record of Decision, that as the Agencies gained information
through surveys of these species that changes would be made, including removal of species from
the Survey and Manage mitigation measure.

69.  Comment:  The adaptive management process should include a species watch list category, or
alternatively, additions should be allowed to Categories 1E and 1F.

Response:  The standards and guidelines of the action alternatives have been changed to permit
adding species to Categories 1E and 1F, if they meet the criteria for concern for persistence (see
Chapter 2).  Also, the standards and guidelines have been clarified to state that compliance with
the third basic criteria is to be determined by comparing current information with the Concern for
Persistence criteria.  This means species may be added about which little is known and species
may be added to any category.  This change was made in response to public comment.

70.  Comment:  The Agencies should rely less on qualitative criteria for adding, removing, or
changing designations of species.

Response:  The current, potentially qualitative wording of the criteria permit the panel and the
RIEC to consider the origin, distribution, and likely accuracy of the available data.  Historic sites
are considered differently than current sites, sites of species easily confused with others are treated
differently than sites for large and unique species, numbers of sites can be considered in the
context of the amount of surveys conducted, and so forth.  Terms such as “likely extant” permit
this level of professional judgment and result in better decisions for these species.

71.  Comment:  The Adaptive Management section of the Draft SEIS should clarify the process
for change of species status.

Response:  The Adaptive Management section has been edited in the Final SEIS to more clearly
describe the process for using new information to make decisions about adding, removing, and
changing species between categories.

72.  Comment:  Without NEPA analysis for the annual Species Review Process, how can the
public be involved or challenge the decisions?

Response:  The Agencies will involve the public and keep resultant changes and their application
visible to the public, so potential concerns about any particular species or area may be surfaced.
First, Agencies will utilize a data call, open conference, or other method of soliciting appropriate
new information about Survey and Manage species.  Second, the results and any adaptive
management changes will be included in the annual reports.  Individuals or groups who would like
to receive the annual report should write to the Interagency Survey and Manage Program Manager
at the Regional Ecosystem Office, P.O. Box 3623, Portland OR  97208 and request to be added to
the mailing list.  Public comments about species changes or anything else in the annual report are
invited at any time and should also be addressed to the Survey and Manage Program Manager.
Third, Agency NEPA documents for activities will identify if any changes in categories have been
applied to the planned activity, or will reference the specific year an assignment was made (as
documented in the annual report) that appropriately applies to that activity or project.  Specific
public concerns about the application of a particular species assignment may be directed at the
activity applying the new assignment.  Public participation is also invited at other points in the
process.  For example, teams conducting annual Northwest Forest Plan implementation
monitoring at the province level include representatives from public groups.
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However, as noted in the adaptive management discussion under each alternative, the parameters
for making adaptive changes are part of the proposed action and, as long as the changes are within
these parameters, they would not constitute a change in this decision or constitute new information
on effects not already anticipated and addressed in this SEIS.  Prior to application of results, the
Agencies will examine whether the magnitude and nature of changes indicate a need for additional
environmental analysis (e.g. an Environmental Assessment).  The results of this examination will
be documented in a Findings of Administrative Review document that will be summarized in the
Annual Report.  Also, the accumulation of such changes over time will be monitored to ensure
their application is having the intended result and the effects of such changes are within the scope
of those described in this SEIS.

73.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS says that the Survey Protocols, Management Recommendations,
and the Strategic Survey Plan will be reviewed by the REO.  Does the REO have the biological
expertise to ensure the scientific credibility of these documents?

Response:  Much of REO’s review work is accomplished by work groups led by REO members
and staffed by technical experts from the various agencies.  The results of this work are
documented, and both REO and RIEC members have the biological professional backgrounds to
understand and appropriately question this documentation.  They seek additional professional and
technical expertise as appropriate.  Further, actions submitted to RIEC members for action are
typically examined by appropriate staffs within the member agencies before final action.

74.  Comment:  There needs to be a way to add new species to Survey and Manage.  There are
many very rare species that have only recently been identified or were missed by FEMAT.

Response:  Each of the action alternatives includes provisions for adding species to Survey and
Manage.  As described in the adaptive management process for all alternatives, species may be
added if they:  (1) are published taxonomic entities; (2) are closely associated with late-
successional forests; (3) are found in the Northwest Forest Plan area or nearby with potential
habitat in the area; and, (4) based on current information, the reserves and other elements of the
Northwest Forest Plan (other than Survey and Manage) do not appear to provide a reasonable
assurance of persistence using the criteria for concern for persistence specific to that alternative.
These criteria are the same as those used to keep species on, or remove species from, Survey and
Manage.  Species may be added to any category except 2D.  New species will be considered as
part of the annual species review process.

75.  Comment:  The SEIS needs to clarify how 14 species removed from Survey and Manage
because they are not closely associated with late-successional forests will be provided for between
now and when they are considered for the Agencies’ special status species programs.

Response:  A provision has been added to the standards and guidelines requiring known sites of
these species to be managed until their disposition is clarified under the special status species
programs or a decision is documented not to include them in those programs.  As noted on Table
2-2, there are 22 species that are proposed to be removed from Survey and Manage because they
are not closely associated with late-successional forests.  Disposition of these 22 species will be
described in the Annual Report.

76.  Comment:  The SEIS should state whether species can be re-added to Survey and Manage
once removed, if strategic surveys or other information indicates there is a need.

Response:  The provision to add species in the future has been clarified.  If a species meets the
criteria for concern for persistence, it can be re-added to Survey and Manage.  The exception to
this are the 45 species in Category 2D.  A theme of Alternative 2 is to begin reducing reliance on
the Survey and Manage mitigation measure and rely on other programs designed to accomplish
some of the same things.  The Agencies’ special status species programs are designed to prevent
listings under the Endangered Species Act or otherwise focus special management, and may
include surveys prior to habitat-disturbing activities and management of known sites, as needed
for conservation of the species.
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77.  Comment:  Species removed because they are not closely associated with late-successional
forests, or, in Alternative 2, species removed because they are in Category 2D, will be considered
for other agency programs.  There needs to be a specific commitment or guarantee.

Response:  The objectives of these programs are described in Chapter 2, Species Removed from
Survey and Manage and Related Standards and Guidelines section, and more in the discussion of
the Adaptive Management Process for Alternative 2.  The standard for inclusion in the other
agency programs is generally more conservative, but the programs are designed, at a minimum, to
manage species to preclude listing under the Endangered Species Act and, for the Forest Service,
to meet the viability provision of the National Forest Management Act implementing regulations.
Species whose status indicates they need these programs will be added.  The Agencies have
already begun to consider the 22 species proposed for removal because they are not closely
associated with late-successional forests.

Survey Protocols

78.  Comment:  The Agencies should reconsider the timeframes that have been set for
development of pre-disturbance Survey Protocols.

Response:  The grace periods defined for species newly assigned to categories requiring pre-
disturbance surveys permit 1 year to:  (1) gather the best science, then identify and describe the
habitats needing surveys; (2) describe survey procedures that will meet the practicality standard;
(3) obtain appropriate technical review; (4) complete the REO review step; (5) transmit all needed
information to the field; (6) conduct any needed training; and, (7) perhaps even hire specialists or
crews.  The next year, or two if the protocol requires 2-year surveys, is for the actual surveys.
Although quicker completion of these steps would be desirable, it is generally not feasible.  This is
a practical scenario and the effects discussions in Chapter 3&4 are presented accordingly.  This
approach is similar to the one used in the No-Action Alternative.

79.  Comment:  The Agencies should include equivalent-effort survey requirements in every
alternative, since extensive and general regional surveys did not begin on time and apparently will
not be completed by 2006 as required in the Northwest Forest Plan.

Response:  Chapter 3&4 displays the effects of each of the alternatives and, in some cases,
attributes those effects to specific provisions in the alternatives.  The decision-makers will
consider those effects in the context of the Purpose and Need and applicable laws, regulations, and
policy when making their decision about which alternative, or combination of alternatives, to
select.  That selection may be one alternative as described, or may combine the provisions of more
than one alternative, particularly where specific effects can be attributed to a particular provision.
If we added every provision to every alternative, the alternatives would become indistinguishable
and there would no longer be a range of alternatives.  Equivalent-effort surveys would be a
controversial requirement to add to every alternative because it is not clear that its costs are worth
its benefits.  Since it is a requirement that would reflect a value of preferring wildlife values over
economic values, we considered this provision as part of the alternative which would most reflect
such a value choice.  Strategic surveys for most species have already begun.  It is important to note
that identification of the new categories and other provisions of the action alternatives have
already clarified the need and objectives for strategic surveys, resulting in a substantial increase in
strategic surveys for fiscal year 2000.

80.  Comment:  The Agencies should revise the criteria that allow managers to avoid surveys
where they decide there will not be a significant negative impact.  Activities triggering surveys
should be identified in Survey Protocols.

Response:  This is not possible because of the range of habitat requirements and the range of
effects from particular activities.  Even a timber sale might not affect a Survey and Manage
species if the sale does not affect the habitat components upon which the species relies.  Survey
Protocols do contain criteria to consider when deciding whether a proposed activity triggers
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surveys, but do not identify activities that always do, or always do not, trigger surveys.

81.  Comment:  The standards and guidelines should just require surveys be completed before the
NEPA decision or decision document is signed and remove the word “implementation.”

Response:  This idea was adopted in order to avoid confusion with other potential interpretations
of that term.  As described elsewhere in this appendix and in Chapter 2, the activity decision point
is a good time to identify as the due date for pre-disturbance surveys.  The date of the decision
document represents the point when all of the environmental information is gathered, the decision-
maker makes an informed decision, and investments begin to be made to carry out the decision.  In
the case of timber sales, paint is applied, roads are surveyed, prospectuses are offered, and so
forth.  Although these are not irreversible actions, they are a substantial investment with taxpayer
money.  To require completion of surveys prior to that point, and not require additional surveys for
species that later change status through application of the Species Review Process, is a practical
and rational approach that strikes a reasonable balance.

82.  Comment:  The Agencies should ensure Survey Protocols are designed to allow completion
of survey requirements within the specified 5-year timeframe.

Response:  The 5-year timeframe comes from the Agencies’ recognition that the strategic surveys
are the cornerstone of management for some Survey and Manage categories.  The description of
strategic surveys in Chapter 2 has been expanded in the Final SEIS to include more detail.
Options for strategic survey design and identification of responsibility levels within the Agencies
have been included.  One of the objectives of this SEIS is to reorganize Survey and Manage into
categories based on information about the species.  This makes it easier to see the importance of
strategic surveys for specific species and to design objective-oriented strategic surveys that are
cost efficient and meet specific information needs.  As a result of this increased clarity, staffing
and funding for strategic surveys has already been increased and strategic surveys for most species
began during the 2000 field season.

83.  Comment:  Survey Protocols are still not written for 187 species, in spite of the requirement
to start surveys by 1996.

Response:  Table 2-1 in the Draft SEIS mistakenly gave the impression that Survey Protocols
were needed for 274 species.  This table has been edited to show the Survey Protocols referred to
are only for the 87 species requiring surveys prior to habitat-disturbing activities (pre-disturbance
surveys).  Pre-disturbance Survey Protocols are already prepared for every species that will
continue to require practical pre-disturbance surveys in the action alternatives.  Existing survey
requirements for these species will continue without interruption regardless of which alternative is
selected for implementation.

Requirements for strategic surveys will be displayed primarily in the Strategic Survey Plan and
many strategic survey actions will benefit numerous species at the same time.  Strategic Survey
Protocols may be developed for some species and these should not be confused with Survey
Protocols for pre-disturbance surveys.

84.  Comment:  The Agencies should address survey staff training requirements and standards to
assure that quality survey projects will be completed.

Response:  This and related comments have been passed along to Agency personnel responsible
for training and monitoring.  Incidences of misidentification and other survey difficulties are
known to the specialists and the data in ISMS is used accordingly.  This need for the Species
Review Process panel to consider the origin and likely accuracy of the data is one reason for not
using rigid numerical criteria to assign species to categories or remove them from Survey and
Manage.

85.  Comment:  Requiring verified vouchers before a “known site” is valid (as has been the
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practice in some cases) may lead to loss of populations.  For some species, collection itself may
lead to unnecessary and unacceptable impacts.  Alternate means of verification should be used.

Response:  Collection of very rare taxa is a concern.  If collection of a voucher specimen would
have a detrimental impact to the local population, then other methods may be used to verify if a
species is extant at a site.  If occurrence of a Survey and Manage species is suspected, then
appropriate action will be taken to confirm its presence and to provide for its persistence at the
site.  This SEIS does not require that voucher specimens be collected to have valid known sites.

Pre-disturbance Surveys

86.  Comment:  The Agencies should be allowed more time for training and protocol development
before they are required to complete pre-disturbance surveys.

Response:  Survey Protocols and agency survey expertise are available for all species included in
the No-Action Alternative for which surveys are practical; pre-disturbance surveys for these
species will continue uninterrupted into the selected alternative.  Grace periods are specified for
newly added species and these periods are believed to be adequate, while providing for optimum
species management as soon as is reasonable.  Survey techniques will, no doubt, be developed for
additional species in the future and they will be reassigned to categories requiring pre-disturbance
surveys at that time.

87.  Comment:  The timing of pre-disturbance surveys should be reconsidered.

Response:  Several options were considered when describing the timing requirements for
application of the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines, including using the interpretation
of the Northwest Forest Plan language offered the U.S. District Court for the Western District of
Washington.  Application of the survey requirements prior to completing the project-level NEPA
decision is the most appropriate because decision-makers are required by law to make informed
decisions about the design of activities, based on having gathered all appropriate information.
Applying pre-disturbance surveys and resultant known site management (and the potentially
significant effect on project design) after a decision has been made would either necessitate an
amended NEPA decision or changes to project design that were not visible to the public.  If these
were federally listed species or unreplaceable historic sites, resultant project redesign might be
appropriate.  For the Survey and Manage mitigation measure, a timing date more consistent with
existing planning processes is appropriate.  Species such as slugs, snails, lichens, moss, and fungi
(the vast majority of the Survey and Manage species) do not rapidly establish new sites.  If surveys
do not locate these species during the planning stages of the project, it is not likely that they will
move into the site between the date of the decision and the actual on-the-ground activity.  For most
species on Survey and Manage this would be true even if it has been several years between these
events.  It is more cost-effective and efficient to conduct these surveys during the planning stages
of the project, so that the project design can accommodate any actual locations of these species,
rather than wait until field work begins or contracts are awarded before finding if any of these
species are present.  The standards and guidelines in Chapter 2 make clear that surveys and
determination of known sites to manage will occur before the site-specific NEPA decision is
signed.  The effects discussions included in Chapter 3&4 of this Final SEIS reflect this
interpretation.

88.  Comment:  The Agencies should develop more efficient and flexible survey designs based on
the similarity of ecological niches among many of the Survey and Manage species.

Response:  This approach is already being used and is being incorporated into new or revised
Survey Protocols to the extent possible.  Certainly, a single taxa specialist should be looking for all
members of a taxa during a single survey, at least those that occupy similar habitats.  Survey
Protocols need to be well enough coordinated to facilitate this efficiency.  This was not the case
when some of the first Survey Protocols were written.  However, it is sometimes not possible to
write a protocol for a large group of species.  For example, narrowing transect spacing to
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accommodate the one hardest-to-find species would be fine if all administrative units had this
hard-to-find species.  If they do not, using a standardized multi-species protocol would not be
efficient.  In some cases, it is up to the local unit to combine protocols based on the species that
may occur in the proposed activity area and the expertise of their individual surveyors.

89.  Comment:  The Agencies should clarify the rationale for survey requirements outside late-
successional and old-growth forests.

Response:  Although the Survey and Manage species are, by definition, closely associated with
late-successional forests, some of them occur at potentially important, albeit lesser, rates in early-
successional forests.  In many cases these forests contain elements of the previous late-
successional stands, such as large snags or large rotten logs, that serve as the habitat for these
species.  Language has been revised in this Final SEIS to permit Survey Protocols to identify
conditions not needing surveys including “...seral stages, stand age, stand complexity, or stand
origin, where occupied sites, if present, are likely incidental, non-viable, or otherwise not
important for meeting overall species persistence objectives.”  Also, the determination of whether
the proposed activity might be “habitat-disturbing” considers the nature of the activity as well as
the conditions in the area where the activity will take place.

90.  Comment:  The SEIS “practicality” screen is not consistent with the Northwest Forest Plan
requirement to “thoroughly search” and Judge Dwyer’s ruling that nothing in the Northwest Forest
Plan allows exemption of pre-disturbance surveys.

Response:  The current Northwest Forest Plan language (see Appendix B of this SEIS) requires a
thorough search for Component 2 species and, then, goes on to state Component 3 is
recommended if species characteristics make (Component 2) surveys “difficult.”  The current
language also permits moving a species from one component to another as experience is acquired
with these requirements.  Clearly, these additional phrases indicate that such surveys should be
practical and the action alternatives in this SEIS establish a definition of “practical” to clarify this
point.  This intent is now clearly displayed in Alternatives 1 and 2.  This new language serves as
the basis for effects described in Chapter 3&4, all of which will be considered by the decision-
makers.  These clarifications would make the Northwest Forest Plan consistent with what the
Agencies consider appropriate management for these species.  Judge Dwyer did not make a
general pronouncement that no exemptions are allowed in the Northwest Forest Plan or that there
is any law which would prohibit the Northwest Forest Plan from exempting surveys which are
impractical.  To the contrary, Judge Dwyer signed a stipulated order which provided some relief
from impractical pre-disturbance survey requirements.

Strategic Surveys

91.  Comment:  The Agencies should improve the accuracy of data collection and analysis in the
strategic survey process.

Response:  This comment has been passed along to Agency personnel responsible for training and
implementation of the strategic survey process.

92.  Comment:  Strategic surveys cannot focus on habitat at highest risk because so little is known
about these species that all habitat should be surveyed.

Response:  Strategic surveys take several forms depending upon the questions to be answered for
each species.  Part of the strategic survey design includes a systematic grid of plots to determine if
particular species are present in habitats where they are not expected or if they are outside the
currently identified range.  In this way, some surveys will cover a statistical sample of all habitats,
looking for all species.

References in the Draft SEIS to conducting strategic surveys in areas “at highest risk to loss” for
Category 1B and 2B species were based on the assumption that, for most Survey and Manage
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species, old-growth forests are a higher quality habitat than other late-successional forests.  This
led to the requirement to complete strategic surveys within a province before NEPA decisions or
decision documents are signed for habitat-disturbing activities in old-growth forests in year 2006
(2011 for fungi) and beyond.  In other words, strategic surveys must be completed for the
physiographic province that encompasses the project area before signing the NEPA decision.
Numerous comments indicated confusion with the “highest risk to loss” phrase; it has been
rewritten.

93.  Comment:  The Agencies should adopt strategic surveys as the most cost-effective survey
strategy.

Response:  Strategic surveys are indeed the most cost-efficient way to gather most of the
information needed about Survey and Manage species.  For many types of information, in fact,
they are the only way to gather that information.  A good example is measuring the strength of the
late-successional forest relationship.  A hundred sites in late-successional forests discovered
through pre-disturbance surveys does not mean anything about late-successional forest
relationships if surveys have been limited to late-successional forests.  The emphasis placed on
strategic surveys in the short term will affect overall Survey and Manage costs in the long term,
because strategic survey information is, by far, the best way to gather information needed to assign
species to the best categories or to focus pre-disturbance surveys (see Chapter 3&4, Effects
Assumptions sections).  Pre-disturbance surveys are designed for one purpose, to minimize the
inadvertent loss of undiscovered sites through management activities.  While pre-disturbance
surveys have, in some cases, supplied enough information to make category assignments, they are
an inefficient way to gather information for that purpose.

94.  Comment:  The Agencies should include field representatives when planning strategic
surveys.

Response:  The Agencies are including field representatives.  Currently, the Agencies are
designing strategic surveys for the next 3 years, as well as gathering information for the Strategic
Survey Plan.  The group doing this work includes Regional Office staff and managers, taxa
specialists, and Survey and Manage coordinators from field units.

95.  Comment:  The Strategic Survey Plan should include definition, adequate detail, and an
implementation schedule.

Response:  The discussion of strategic surveys has been expanded in Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS.
This discussion includes a requirement for a Strategic Survey Plan to be developed at the range-
wide scale and generally be updated annually.  The Strategic Survey Plan will include the
following four elements, by species or taxa group:

1.  A summary of the information needs proposed to be answered by the strategic survey.
2.  The benefits expected by answering each identified need, either in terms of increased

assurance of species persistence or reduced costs or impacts.
3.  Identification of the method or methods that would best answer the proposed question.
4.  Relative priorities or priority-setting criteria.

96.  Comment:  The SEIS supports the 10-year delay in strategic surveys by saying only 2.5 to 4
percent of the old growth will be logged, but they do not say what percent of the Matrix old
growth will be logged.  A summary of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service incidental takes since 1995
indicates all old growth in the Matrix will be liquidated in 30 years, removing one-third before
strategic surveys are required.

Response:  As noted in the Draft SEIS, the 2.5 to 4 percent of late-successional forest to be
“modified” in the first decade includes prescribed fire (more than 1 percent of this total), a
potentially habitat-disturbing activity that does not reduce the amount of old growth, since a
primary goal of this activity will be to reduce understory accumulated fuels.  Since 14 percent of
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the late-successional forest is in the Matrix, and much of the area for these activities is in Matrix
(certain prescribed fires being the primary exception), this translates to about 15 to 25 percent of
the late-successional forests in the Matrix being “modified” in the first decade.  It is important to
note that strategic surveys are under way, and that there is a 5-year completion requirement for 33
species in Category 1B that, in part, has given the Agencies an incentive to complete all such
surveys in that time.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service “take” numbers need careful interpretation.  Agency project
planners often describe effects on a larger planning area rather than the actual project area since
programmatic consultation occurs early in the project planning process, prior to the identification
of the precise project location.  Actual acreage that the project affects is usually less, and is often
substantially less, than the acres associated with take of owls during the programmatic
consultation.  Therefore, the actual take of owls, and the acres of late-successional forest
associated with that take, are less than indicated during consultation.

97.  Comment:  The strategic survey schedule requirements should be revised, both to provide
reasonable protection for the species and to get species removed from Survey and Manage, if
appropriate.

Response:  This is, in effect, what has happened in this Final SEIS.  The schedules in the Draft
SEIS were set to provide for species needs.  Category 1B and 2B species require completion
within 5 years (10 years for fungi) for activities in old growth to continue.  Other start dates have
been removed because current progress on strategic surveys (see Background on Implementation
of the Standards and Guidelines 1994-2000 section in Chapter 2) makes such start dates moot.  In
addition to the meeting the 5 and 10-year completion dates for Category 1B and 2B and other
species needs, the Agencies have incentives driven by a desire to reduce the number of species on
Survey and Manage in order to reduce costs and unnecessary effects on management activities.
This factor will ensure surveys are conducted for uncommon species in a timely manner, since
those are the species most likely to be removed from Survey and Manage.  Another factor that
contributes to completing strategic surveys sooner rather than later is that surveys for taxa groups
will often be lumped together, resulting in all surveys being completed on the fastest schedule
within the group.  Finally, the Agencies intend to complete strategic surveys, at least to the degree
that survey needs can be identified from current information, sooner than the schedules describe.

98.  Comment:  The Agencies should complete ecological studies related to the specific habitat
needs of Survey and Manage species.  Based on these studies, the Agencies should determine
what, if any, mitigation measures are needed.

Response:  The purpose behind Strategic Surveys is to gather additional information at the
landscape, population, or site-specific scale to address the need to manage for a reasonable
assurance of species persistence.  Information provided by strategic surveys (as well as research
and other information-gathering efforts) will help address fundamental questions of Survey and
Manage species, including:  is there a concern for persistence? is the species rare or uncommon?
what is the appropriate management for the species? and, do the reserve land allocations and other
standards and guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan provide a reasonable assurance of species
persistence?  The Agencies will utilize this information to determine how and where to apply the
management elements of Survey and Manage, and what, if any, additional measures are needed
(subject to appropriate NEPA analysis).

99.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS, as written, is based on the premise that by identifying where
species occur on the landscape, protection can be afforded by providing habitat buffers.  The
critical question of whether this mitigation effort is sufficient for persistence should be answered
with a more proactive adaptive management/research approach.  Alternatives to field surveys, i.e.
genetic studies, should be considered for providing population biology data needed to make
viability determinations.  Surveys need to be carried out in a research framework that provides not
only presence/absence data, but key population biology data (demographic factors, relative
abundance, effective population size, etc.) that can be used to make inferences about population
viability.
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Response:  As noted in the Background section in Chapter 3&4, other elements of the Northwest
Forest Plan provide for an ecosystem approach to management of species.  This approach serves
as the backbone of the overall Northwest Forest Plan strategy.  The Survey and Manage Standards
and Guidelines are a mitigation measure added to the preferred alternative in the Northwest Forest
Plan Final SEIS to improve the distribution and stability of certain species across federally
managed lands, and/or to decrease the likelihood of extirpation of these species from federally
managed lands in the Northwest Forest Plan area.  The Survey and Manage Standards do not work
independently, but rather work together with other elements of the Northwest Forest Plan to meet
persistence objectives.  Compliance with persistence objectives cannot be attributed to any single
standard and guideline.  All of these species are benefitted by other elements of the Northwest
Forest Plan, such as late-successional and riparian reserves, and many are beneficiaries of other
mitigation measures as well.

As a mitigation measure Survey and Manage does three things:  (1) it manages species sites where
found; (2) it provides for pre-disturbance surveys where practical; and (3) it provides for strategic
surveys to improve the efficiency of the previous two items and provide information for the
adaptive management process.  These elements are deemed practicable and implementable for
mitigation.  No assumption is made that the Survey and Manage mitigation measure precludes
genetic studies, research, and so forth.  The Agencies have made a reasonable effort to identify
information gaps on these species and have developed a reasonable strategy to proceed in the face
of that unknown information.

The Northwest Forest Plan also includes an adaptive management process to incorporate what is
learned as actions are implemented.  To require genetic and/or demographic studies to be
completed on the hundreds and perhaps thousands of individual species which may be found
within the Northwest Forest Plan area before proceeding with any habitat alteration under the
Northwest Forest Plan is impractical and unnecessary.  This mitigation measure was adopted to
reduce the risk of proceeding in the face of unknown information, including information that could
only be obtained by conducting time-consuming and expensive genetic and/or demographic
studies on every single species on Survey and Manage.  As such information becomes available
over time, the Northwest Forest Plan’s adaptive management process will allow incorporation of
such relevant new information into the management requirements for these species.  In the
meantime, the Northwest Forest Plan is a conservative approach to managing this habitat.

That said, studies will be conducted by the Agencies in monitoring the effectiveness of the overall
Northwest Forest Plan strategy and of certain elements of the strategy as appropriate.  See
discussion in the Monitoring section in Chapter 2.  Further, there are similarities between the
information needs suggested by the commenter and the information that will be gathered for some
species through strategic surveys.  In most cases, however, the criteria in Chapter 2 indicating
whether there is a concern for persistence will be obtained through pre-disturbance and strategic
surveys.  Survey information is expected to help determine if other elements of the Northwest
Forest Plan provide reasonable assurance of persistence.  The concern for persistence criteria are
basically the original criteria used to place species in Survey and Manage in the Northwest Forest
Plan.  These criteria will be used to place species on, or remove species from, Survey and Manage
in the future.

Survey and Manage can fulfill its intended role as a mitigation measure to the otherwise
ecosystem approach of the Northwest Forest Plan, without needing demographics or other
“proofs” of species persistence before proposed changes under this mitigation measure are made.
If, for example, through these surveys, some of these species are found to be persisting in
abundance in reserved habitats or are not affected by habitat alteration, it would not be necessary
to know everything which could be known about the species through genetic studies or long-term
demographic studies before proceeding with the management of the federal lands under the
Northwest Forest Plan.  Some of these species are on Survey and Manage primarily because little
is known about them.  If strategic surveys find these species in equal abundance in late-
successional habitats as well as in recently cut-over areas, it is reasonable to conclude that there is
no need to keep such species on Survey and Manage.  Conducting a demographic study on such a
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species would not provide the agency with any information relevant to an environmental concern.
This is not to say that the Agencies will never conduct any genetic or demographic studies.  The
Agencies may choose to conduct such studies in situations where there is some reasonable
expectation that such studies would yield relevant information important to a management
decision.

Management Recommendations

100.  Comment:  Management Recommendations should be included in the Draft SEIS.

Response:  As noted in Table 2-1, there are 263 completed Management Recommendations and 7
more in progress.  They are too voluminous to include in the SEIS.  Management
Recommendations are available upon request or on the internet at www.or.blm.gov/
surveyandmanage.  The Management Recommendations for the standards and guidelines are the
technical application, and are not part of, the standards and guidelines.  Management
Recommendations are subject to revision as information from strategic surveys and other sources
indicate a need.

101.  Comment:  Management Recommendations should be based upon scientifically-defensible
guidelines.

Response:  Management Recommendations are developed by taxa experts and land managers.
They are based on the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS Appendix J2, appropriate literature,
information from the ISMS database, the Species Review Process, strategic surveys, professional
judgment, and other information as appropriate.  They are subject to review by the REO “...to
ensure they identify and integrate the habitat or life-history factors key to managing the species to
the level of protection intended in the standards and guidelines.”

102.  Comment:  Strategic surveys should be completed prior to the development of individual
species Management Recommendations.

Response:  Strategic surveys do not need to be completed in order to develop Management
Recommendations.  Management Recommendations that describe the habitat parameters to
maintain known sites are already written for most species.  They were developed using
information that is already available.  In addition, these documents are necessary to apply the
“manage known sites” element of the alternatives.  Management Recommendations will be
updated as additional information indicates a need.  These modifications, including the
identification of high-priority sites, will only occur as the information to support these updates
becomes available.  Strategic surveys will usually be the best, but not necessarily the only, source
of this kind of information.

103.  Comment:  Protection of known sites should not be dropped until site-specific NEPA
analysis shows that buffers are not needed for other resource concerns, such as green tree
retention.

Response:  The NEPA analysis to determine if known site management is necessary for Survey
and Manage species is being conducted through this SEIS.  If known sites contribute to other
resource objectives, such as green tree retention, through double counting, they would continue to
be managed to meet those requirements.

104.  Comment:  The Agencies should better define professional judgment in the manage known
sites exemption process.

Response:  The requirement for “professional judgment” in biological decision-making infers
being able to show that a reasoned decision was made with appropriate, scientifically credible
information.  This should include, as needed, information about the species from the Northwest
Forest Plan Final SEIS, Appendix J2, more recent literature, and information about the species, its
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known locations, and its status.  Analysis of this information will typically involve professional
biologists or related journey-level specialists familiar with the species’ ecology and management
needs, in consultation with regional-level taxa specialists.  Requests for exemptions and
exceptions to managing known sites must include an analysis of available pertinent information
and use professional judgment, as appropriate, to interpret available information.  Although the
exact nature of the information needed may differ somewhat depending on the situation,
experience over the past 6 years with REO review of Late-Successional Reserve Assessments and
other REO review requirements indicates that if there is insufficient information to support the
request, it will not be found to be consistent with the standards and guidelines.

105.  Comment:  Best Management Practices should be developed for all species assigned to
categories that do not require pre-disturbance surveys.

Response:  In effect, assigning 86 percent of all federal late-successional stands in reserves,
requiring green tree retention on many Matrix acres, placing due dates for strategic surveys in old
growth for Categories 1B and 2B, and managing known sites are best management practices.
Given the percentage of potential habitat likely to be affected during the next 5 to 10 years and the
fact that Survey and Manage is a mitigation measure that is designed to preserve the current
distribution and stability of certain species, these steps are considered adequate to meet the
objectives of the Northwest Forest Plan.

106.  Comment:  The Agencies should provide a more adequate definition of site than that found
in the glossary.

Response:  The definition of site has been expanded in the glossary to distinguish between
occupied sites and known sites, including buffers, as described in Management Recommendations.
An occupied site is a detection point or polygon surrounding several detection points.  The
Management Recommendation document described in Chapter 2 indicates, in most cases, that
some sort of buffer be applied around an occupied site to ensure persistence of the species at that
site.  The manage known sites direction in these standards and guidelines covers the occupied site
and the buffer.  Thus, most references within this document to sites, particularly if used in the
context of a managed site, or a species for which management of known sites is required, refer to
the occupied site with the buffer.

107.  Comment:  The Management Recommendations for species should include further
clarification of high-priority sites and criteria for their evaluation and management.

Response:  Management Recommendations, developed by taxa experts and land managers, will
address high-priority sites for “uncommon” species.  High-priority sites will only be designated
for species when it has been determined that all sites are not needed in order to provide a
reasonable assurance of persistence.  Parameters used to identify sites may include quality of
habitat, robustness of individual populations, density of populations (so many per unit of land area
or arrangement so as to provide interaction and connectivity), or other parameters indicated by the
needs and identified concerns for that particular species.  Sources of information leading to such
designations will include the records from the Species Review Process, where particular concerns
or strengths leading to the category assignment are discussed.

The Agencies felt sufficient information was available about the “uncommon” species that an
additional method to identify high-priority sites has been added in the Final SEIS.  If a
Management Recommendation has not yet been prepared identifying high-priority sites, then local
determinations of non-high-priority sites may be made on a case-by-case basis with:  (1) guidance
from the Interagency Survey and Manage Program Manager; (2) local interagency concurrence
(FS, BLM, FWS); (3) documented consideration of the condition of the species on other
administrative units as identified by the Program Manager, typically adjacent units as well as
others in the species range within the province; and, (4) identification in ISMS.  The Survey and
Manage Program Manager will involve appropriate taxa specialists.
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108.  Comment:  The Agencies should retain the centralized authority to determine what habitat-
disturbing activities require surveys.

Response:  The Survey Protocols will provide the guidance in this area, particularly since they
will specifically address habitat conditions or areas where surveys are not needed even though
potential habitat is present.  These documents must be reviewed by the REO “...to ensure they
identify and integrate the habitat or life-history factors key to managing the species to the level of
protection intended in the standards and guidelines.”  However, each habitat and each proposed
activity is different and it is appropriate to permit local line officers to make the final decision
regarding whether a proposed activity is potentially habitat-disturbing.

109.  Comment:  The REO and the RIEC have too much latitude to exempt or delegate the
decision-making process without review.

Response:  The provision for the REO to develop criteria to exempt certain documents or
processes from review is the same as the Northwest Forest Plan ROD requirement for REO review
of silvicultural activities in Late-Successional Reserves.  In practice, when the REO has reviewed
enough similar actions to be able to describe the elements that made the proposal satisfactory, they
exempt from review further activities meeting these same elements.  This approach allows the
REO, after experience with actual activity proposals, to better describe objectives or desired future
conditions than could be described in these standards and guidelines at this time.

The discussion of the REO and RIEC review process in Chapter 2 has been expanded in the Final
SEIS.  It should be noted that the REO does not make “decisions” that are, by statute, the
responsibility of each agency to make (see Northwest Forest Plan ROD, p. 58).  The REO does
make findings of consistency with the standards and guidelines and the Agencies have committed
to complying with these interpretations.  The provision for RIEC to delegate review of the annual
species review process to the REO director has been removed.

110.  Comment:  The Agencies should develop alternate review strategies if the Regional
Ecosystem Office is eliminated in the future.

Response:  The participation of the REO is described in numerous places throughout the
Northwest Forest Plan.  If the REO was to be eliminated in the future, there would be more review
strategies to be developed than just those described in this SEIS.  In the absence of any proposals
to eliminate the REO, developing alternate review strategies would be speculative at this time.

111.  Comment:  There needs to be more detail about the criteria applied in Management
Recommendations to designate high-priority sites and how, or if, the public will be involved in
their preparation.

Response:  Of 346 species proposed to remain on Survey and Manage, the manage high-priority
sites direction applies only to 24 species in Alternatives 1 and 3 (none in Alternative 2).  These are
species for which known sites are concentrated in some areas beyond the number needed to
provide a reasonable assurance of persistence.  They remain on Survey and Manage typically
because there are large gaps in their known distribution that will most likely disappear as
additional surveys are conducted in these areas.  The risks to the species of removing special site
management from a portion of known sites is very low.

The standards and guidelines in Chapter 2 have been clarified.  Management Recommendations
“are developed by taxa experts and land managers (at any administrative level) for use at field
offices of the BLM and Forest Service.  Because these documents describe site management, and
for uncommon species, identify sites not needed to provide a reasonable assurance of persistence,
they are subject to review by the REO.  This review is to ensure they identify and integrate the
habitat or life-history factors key to managing the species to the level of protection intended in the
standards and guidelines.”  Developing or modifying Management Recommendations constitutes
administrative changes to the technical details of specific site management; it is not anticipated
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that such changes will require any further NEPA documentation.  They will continue to be
available on the internet and comments to them, or to other aspects of Survey and Manage, are
invited through the Survey and Manage Program Manager.

112.  Comment:  The Agencies should incorporate effects on nonfederal lands when preparing
Management Recommendations.

Response:  Where it is known that populations or habitat will be maintained on nonfederal lands,
such influences should be considered as appropriate.  Except for the Habitat Conservation Plans
and other changes described in the Cumulative Impacts section the beginning of Chapter 3&4, the
assumptions about habitat on private land continues as described in the 1994 Northwest Forest
Plan Final SEIS that there is little or no contribution because the timing and rate of harvest of
adjacent habitat is unknown.  However, many of the Survey and Manage species are rare endemics
and are included specifically because significant portions of the total population may occur on
Matrix lands proposed for harvest or other habitat-disturbing activities.  For many of these species,
effects or populations on private lands have little effect on the need to maintain the species on
federally managed lands.  A review of Habitat Conservation Plans that apply within the range of
the northern spotted owl was completed during the preparation of the Cumulative Impacts section
of this Final SEIS.  The results of this review have supported the assumptions from the Northwest
Forest Plan Final SEIS that Habitat Conservation Plans may provide some inadvertent but
unquantifiable benefits to Survey and Manage species, but few specific measures are targeted at
mitigation of impacts to these species.   Furthermore, inadvertent management of Survey and
Manage species on nonfederal lands would not result in changes to the anticipated effects or
expected outcomes from federal actions.

Alternatives

Range of Alternatives

113.  Comment:  The Agencies should evaluate other alternatives in the event strategic surveys
are not funded.

Response:  For the species where strategic surveys are most important, the 222 species in
Categories 1B and 2B, the standards and guidelines preclude habitat-disturbing activities in old
growth from proceeding in any province where strategic surveys are not completed within 5 years
or where equivalent-effort surveys are not done.  Failure to conduct strategic surveys also means
that the information needed to remove species from Survey and Manage, such as knowing whether
the species is adequately represented in reserves, is not generally available.  This results in
continued pre-disturbance survey costs and greater impacts to other activities.  The clarifications
of objectives and effects resulting from analysis for this SEIS have substantially heightened
management’s awareness of the value of these surveys, and the funding devoted to them has been
substantially increased.

114.  Comment:  The Agencies should draft a new alternative delaying implementation of the
revised standards and guidelines until Survey Protocols are finalized.

Response:  Nearly all of the species requiring pre-disturbance surveys in the preferred alternative
already require pre-disturbance surveys in the No-Action Alternative, and Survey Protocols for
these species are written.  For species that would begin requiring pre-disturbance surveys as a
result of category assignments proposed in one or more of the action alternatives, there is a grace
period to allow time to prepare protocols before conducting surveys.

115.  Comment:  The range of alternatives presented in the Draft SEIS is inadequate:  there is no
rationale presented for the buffer widths in each alternative and there is too much difference
between no known site buffers in Alternative 1 and 250-meter buffers in Alternative 3.



243

Appendix I

Response:  The Management Recommendations (see Chapter 2, Provisions Common to
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 section) “describe the habitat parameters that will provide for a reasonable
likelihood of persistence of the taxon at [the] site.”  These Management Recommendations
describe the conditions or parameters that must be maintained within the occupied site.  For
Alternatives 1 and 2, field personnel match these described needs to the conditions at each site,
within the context of the surrounding geography and forest conditions, to determine the size of
buffer at each site.  Experience with this same approach in the No-Action Alternative is that
buffers typically range from 2 acres to 160 acres, depending upon the species and conditions at the
site.  The known site buffers for Alternative 3 build upon work by Chen et. al. (1995), indicating
that edge effects (to microclimate) sometimes extend greater than 240 meters into old-growth
stands from the edge of clearcuts.  Although all sites are not bordered by clearcuts, and all species
do not require totally pristine microclimate, Alternative 3 standardizes buffer widths at 250 meters
for “rare” species.  This width is only prescribed for the “rare” species, which currently account
for less than one-fourth of the currently known sites of Survey and Manage species.  A reference to
this rationale for the buffer widths has been added to the Introduction to the Action Alternatives
section of Chapter 2 in the Final SEIS.

116.  Comment:  The range of alternatives is inadequate; there is too much of a gap between
Alternatives 1 and 3.

Response:  Alternative 1 is designed to provide a level of management equal to the Northwest
Forest Plan, to the extent practicable.  Alternative 3 is designed to provide minimal risk to these
species.  The intent was to provide a clear opportunity to see the effects of a wide range of
approaches to the management of these species, while still meeting the described Purpose and
Need.  Where there is a significant difference between the level of protection provided by
Alternative 1 for certain species and that provided by Alternative 3, the effects discussions
generally explain what aspect of Alternative 3 provides the additional protection.  The decision-
makers may decide to choose a blended or mitigated alternative as a result of this discussion.

117.  Comment:  The range of alternatives presented in the Draft SEIS is too narrow.

Response:  As identified in The Underlying Need for the Proposed Action section in Chapter 1 of
this SEIS, the problems identified for the Survey and Manage and related standards and guidelines
center around unclear, overlapping, or unnecessary (given species persistence objectives)
direction.  This is a very narrow need and, thus, the range of alternatives is appropriately narrow.
The Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines have not been applied or monitored long
enough to make any broader conclusion about their adequacy or effectiveness. Additional time is
needed to give the current approach a chance to work.  Broader consideration of the Survey and
Manage Standards and Guidelines would require reconsideration of their role in the overall
Northwest Forest Plan and potentially a reconsideration of other elements of that plan.  Nothing so
far in the Agencies’ experience with the Survey and Manage mitigation measure indicates that
there is a need for reconsideration of other elements of the Northwest Forest Plan at this time.

118.  Comment:  The alternatives do not provide sufficient protection for all species.  For
example, two bryophytes receive “enough” mitigation under Alternative 3, but not Alternative 1.
Alternative 1 should include more protection.

Response:  Alternative 1 is designed to provide a level of management equal to the Northwest
Forest Plan, to the extent practicable.  All of the alternatives direct certain management actions for
managing species and the environmental consequences of those actions are described in Chapter
3&4.  Species outcomes, by alternative, are displayed on Table 2-13.  The decision-makers will
examine the differences between the alternatives.  As a result, they may consider adding additional
mitigation for certain species, or they may limit their selection based on what is practicable.  There
is no defined minimum level of protection that meets the Purpose statement and the applicable
regulations, agency interpretation, and practicality will be part of the decision.  Adjusting the
alternatives so they all provide equal levels of protection would reduce the range of alternatives
available to the decision-makers.
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Common to All Action Alternatives

119.  Comment:  Does the Draft SEIS phrase “or close to the Northwest Forest Plan area” mean
the planning area for the Northwest Forest Plan is expanding?

Response:  No.  If a Survey and Manage species is known to occur close to the Northwest Forest
Plan area, it does not mean that the Survey and Manage or other Northwest Forest Plan Standards
and Guidelines would be applied to that site.  The phrase is used in conjunction with “and have
potentially suitable habitat within the Northwest Forest Plan area” to describe a species that might
appropriately be on Survey and Manage even though no sites are known within the Northwest
Forest Plan area at this time.  If future strategic surveys or other new information indicates the
species is unlikely to be in the Northwest Forest Plan area, the species will be removed from
Survey and Manage.

120.  Comment:  The Agencies should curtail the discretionary latitude given to their employees
in the Survey and Manage process.

Response:  The judgment and interpretations required to implement various management steps,
from writing Survey Protocols to determining if an activity is potentially habitat-disturbing, are
made in the context of the parameters or sideboards described in these standards and guidelines.
Key decisions having implications to many sites, including the results of the annual Species
Review Process, Management Recommendations, Survey Protocols, and the Strategic Survey
Plan, are subject to review by the REO or the RIEC.  The Agencies’ taxa specialists, some with
Ph.D.s working for agency research branches, are among the most knowledgeable about the group
of species on Survey and Manage.  The types of professional decisions expected to be made by
agency staff and line officers are no different in Survey and Manage than the other decisions these
employees make on a regular basis.  The management processes and steps for Survey and Manage
are now better described, including better descriptions of when and where  “professional
judgment” should be used.

121.  Comment:  The Agencies should better justify the concern for persistence criteria and
include quantification methods.

Response:  The endemic nature, irregular distribution, fragmentation of habitat, varying levels of
surveys, and other factors make the development and application of strict criteria difficult.  There
is considerable doubt as to whether such criteria could better or more uniformly determine levels
of concern.  Using the indicators of a concern for persistence is guided by the overarching
question of whether the reserves or other elements of the Northwest Forest Plan provide a
reasonable assurance of persistence.  The indicators, or criteria, are professionally applied by
persons with the appropriate biological background to meet the specific Survey and Manage
Standards and Guidelines.  It is understood by the species review panel, for example, that 100
species sites found through random, statistically designed surveys represent substantially different
information than 100 sites found through pre-disturbance surveys.  Such qualifications apply to
each of the criteria and apply to each species differently depending upon their particular level and
basis for concern as identified in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, Appendix J2, this SEIS,
and the most recent scientific literature about each species.  Development of more rigid criteria
would necessarily restrict the use of certain types of new information, just because they did not fit
the required format.  For species where so little is known, this would be an unfortunate restriction
on the use of new data.  Although the criteria may appear to be non-specific, in practice, these
criteria are the best way to approach decisions for this particular set of species.

122.  Comment:  The Survey and Manage criteria for persistence should be rewritten to include
full consideration of threats from all sources rather than only those from management activities.

Response:  Threats, and for that matter, recovery efforts, from all known sources were considered
in the development of the Northwest Forest Plan.  This same information and any newly acquired
information was considered in this Final SEIS to set the context for making species assignment
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decisions.  Similarly, the species review process recognizes that reserves and other standards and
guidelines emphasize late-successional forest associated species management on over 86 percent
of the habitat for these species.  Threats to known sites that occur in Matrix land allocations (or
some other grouping of sites) will not keep a species on Survey and Manage, if it is determined the
reserves or other elements of the Northwest Forest Plan will meet species persistence objectives.

123.  Comment:  The change from a “high likelihood” to a “reasonable assurance” of persistence
requirement is inappropriate.

Response:  The “high likelihood” phrase applies to the reliability of pre-disturbance surveys for
Protection Buffer species.  There is no similar standard stated for Survey and Manage, but it is
likely to have been intended differently.  The Protection Buffer species were included in the
original Option 9, as land allocations.  Survey and Manage was added as a mitigation measure,
with pre-disturbance surveys prescribed for species for which such surveys were not deemed
“difficult” (Northwest Forest Plan ROD, p. C-5).  The “practical” criteria for the combined
standards and guidelines applicable to the action alternatives in this SEIS are designed so that a
reasonable effort is likely to determine the presence of a species on a specific area.  A primary
purpose of this SEIS is to eliminate this type of confusing double standard.  The proposed change
to the standards and guidelines is reasonable.

The phrase “reasonable assurance of persistence” refers to the persistence objective for this SEIS
as described in Chapter 2.  Persistence objectives are adapted from the Northwest Forest Plan
ROD (p. 44).  In the Northwest Forest Plan ROD, there is no requirement that the Survey and
Manage mitigation measure provide a “high likelihood” of viability.  The Northwest Forest Plan
ROD (p. 44) sets the standard used in this SEIS of meeting the NFMA viability provision for
vertebrates and meeting “...a similar standard with respect to non-vertebrate species to the extent
practicable.”  “Practicable” is carried from the Northwest Forest Plan ROD into the need statement
for this SEIS.

124.  Comment:  The basic criteria for inclusion in Survey and Manage should be the same as that
used by FEMAT and the Northwest Forest Plan.

Response:  The three Basic Criteria for Survey and Manage were developed in response to the
Purpose stated in Chapter 1 of this SEIS, to clarify language, to eliminate inconsistent and
redundant direction, and to establish a process that responds to new information.  Establishing the
three basic criteria is essential because they clarify why species should be removed or added to
Survey and Manage.  These criteria are based on and similar to the criteria that were used to place
species in Survey and Manage in the first place, with few exceptions as noted below.  Use of the
same criteria as used in the Northwest Forest Plan would be impossible without reconvening the
FEMAT panels.  The three basic criteria are:

1.  The species must occur within the Northwest Forest Plan area or occur close to the
Northwest Forest Plan area and have potentially suitable habitat within the Northwest
Forest Plan area.  FEMAT intended to use this criteria, however, some species were
inadvertently included that did not exist here.  One species included is known only in
Wyoming.  Clearly, inclusion here would not help this species because the Record of
Decision for this action will only amend land and resource management plans within
the Northwest Forest Plan area.  Another species closest known location is Mt. Lassen
National Park.  In this case, the species is included because similar habitat occurs
nearby, within the Northwest Forest Plan area.

2.  The species must be closely associated with late-successional or old-growth forests.
The need for the Northwest Forest Plan was based on the systematic and planned
continuance by the Agencies to reduce the amount of late-successional forests on
federally managed lands through timber harvest.  The northern spotted owl was listed
as threatened under the Endanger Species Act, for example, not because the loss of the
next owl would cause a population collapse, but because there were plans and
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practices in place at the time that it appeared would reduce interconnected large blocks
of habitat below levels needed to sustain a healthy, interactive population at some
point in the future.  Species originally identified by FEMAT for consideration in the
Northwest Forest Plan were ones for which there was this similar concern of
dwindling late-successional and old-growth habitat.

Early to mid-successional forest associated species, while potentially at some risk to disturbance
of individual sites, are, by definition, not at the same risk as late-successional forest associated
species.  Early to mid-successional species habitats are not in decline, particularly when compared
to historic levels on and off federally managed lands.  In this context, the only element of risk
these species share with late-successional species is the possibility of being disturbed by a
management activity.  In these cases, existing programs like the Agencies’ special status species
programs are appropriate to provide necessary management.  The 22 species proposed for removal
from Survey and Manage in the action alternatives because they are not associated with late-
successional and old-growth forests are being considered for inclusion in these alternate programs.

3.  The reserve system and other standards and guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan
do not appear to provide for a reasonable assurance of species persistence.  For the
1,120 or so species considered by FEMAT, a panel of taxon experts gave long-term
distribution ratings to 7 of the 10 FEMAT options.  As described in Appendix J2 of the
Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, some species, estimated to have less than 80
percent probability that the land allocations and other standards and guidelines of each
alternative would at least meet “habitat is of sufficient quality, distribution, and
abundance to allow the species population to stabilize, but with significant gaps in the
historic species distribution on federal land...”, were considered for additional
mitigation measures.  As described in Appendix J2 of the Northwest Forest Plan Final
SEIS and summarized in Chapter 2 of this SEIS, Survey and Manage was ultimately
adopted as one of the mitigation measures resulting from that process.  Clearly, the
third basic criteria in this SEIS is an accurate restatement of the criteria that was
initially used to place species into Survey and Manage.  Since the Northwest Forest
Plan is first an ecosystem management plan, it would be inappropriate to include in
Survey and Manage any species adequately provided for by other elements of this
plan.

Potential questions around this third criteria exist regarding what level of certainty should be
required.  The criteria under Concern for Persistence, and the corresponding criteria indicating
when there is not a concern for persistence, guide the annual Species Review Process in
determining whether the other elements of the Northwest Forest Plan are adequate for the species
before the species is removed from Survey and Manage.  The criteria to add new species to Survey
and Manage is exactly the same.  Published taxonomic entities meeting the three basic criteria may
be added to Survey and Manage as part of the annual species review process.

Another issue is species considered and ranked by FEMAT, and included in Survey and Manage,
but the threat to species distribution or stability is outside the control of the Agencies
implementing the Northwest Forest Plan.  If Survey and Manage would at least help such species,
they were left on.  If Survey and Manage provides no benefits, the species is removed.

The Northwest Forest Plan Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines at page C-6 state that
species should be removed when their “...status is determined to be more secure than originally
projected.”  There are no criteria included in the Northwest Forest Plan to help make this
judgment.  The three basic criteria described in this Final SEIS, and the associated criteria defining
when there is a concern for persistence, appear to duplicate the judgments intended by the original
authors of the Northwest Forest Plan.  The three basic criteria work well as a standard to judge if
species should or should not continue to be included in Survey and Manage.

125.  Comment:  Standards for species inclusion in the “surveys not practical” category are not
justified or accurate.
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Response:  The Agencies have identified criteria that must be met for pre-disturbance surveys to
be considered “practical” (see Chapter 2).  Pre-disturbance surveys are considered not practical if
any one of those reasons do not apply.  By “not practical,” the Agencies do not mean to imply
impossible, only that it is not likely that a reasonable effort would determine the presence of the
species on a specific area.  The Agencies have determined that strategic surveys, which focus on
acquiring information on specific habitat associations, growth cycles, and other characteristics of
the species, should be an effective and more efficient method of defining habitat characteristics,
locating potential habitat, and detecting species sites.  For some species, the extreme difficulty of
identification and few available facilities and trained specialists suggest that survey efforts are
better expended under systematic and more focused strategic searches than through relatively
random pre-disturbance surveys.  For some species, surveys are considered impractical due to
concerns for human safety, such as for lichens that grow high in large, old-growth trees, where
climbing would be required in order to examine specimens for identification.

126.  Comment:  The Agencies should reconsider the provision to eliminate survey requirements
for species simply because taxonomic classification has not been completed.

Response:   No “species” are being removed from Survey and Manage because they are not
published taxonomic entities.  The requirement for taxonomic classification applies only to
species, or taxa, being considered for addition to Survey and Manage in the future.  Since the land
management agencies are generally not mandated to research and describe new species
classifications, using published species as a criteria is logical.  Without published descriptions,
elements of Survey and Manage, such as management of known sites, become difficult to define.
Note that the use of “species” in this context applies to taxa, which may include subspecies,
groups, or guilds.  The provision to add species to Survey and Manage in the future is unique to
the action alternatives; there is no provision to add species in the No-Action Alternative.

127.  Comment:  Species should be removed from Survey and Manage if they are not taxonomic
entities now.  If they have not been published in the 6 years since the Northwest Forest Plan was
adopted, they probably will not be.

Response:  The unpublished “species” included in the Northwest Forest Plan have proven to be
identifiable and pre-disturbance surveys and management of known sites is under way.  Species
included in Survey and Manage that have proven to be mislabeled as other, more common, species
have been removed from Survey and Manage.  If the unpublished species turn out to be other
species, they will be combined during the Species Review Process and removed if appropriate.

128.  Comment:  Recreation should be considered a habitat-disturbing activity.

Response:  Determining whether a proposed activity, including recreation, is habitat-disturbing is
based on the individual activity.  Survey Protocols contain criteria that provide guidance when
determining whether an activity is habitat disturbing.  Application of the survey requirements to
habitat-disturbing activities as defined in Chapter 2 provides substantial benefits without
unnecessarily and unreasonably restricting other forest uses that might occasionally and
incidentally harm a Survey and Manage species.

The Survey and Manage mitigation measure was designed to add confidence that the Northwest
Forest Plan will continue to meet species persistence objectives.  Survey and Manage was not
designed to ensure that every possible site is protected from every possible disturbance.

129.  Comment:  Survey and Manage provisions should not apply to thinnings designed to
accelerate the development of late-successional forests.

Response:  Although species on Survey and Manage are anticipated to be closely associated with
late-successional forests, some sites important to a species’ overall stability, connectivity, or other
life needs might be located in stands less than 80 years old that contain structural or functional
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characteristics derived from late-successional forest that occupied the site prior to the current
forest stand.  This could be especially true for species dependent upon remnant large snags or
down logs from a previous old-growth stand.  In stands in Matrix or within the North Coast Range
Adaptive Management Area, thinning could occur in stands greater than 80 years of age that have
developed some characteristics of late-successional forest habitat.  Since thinning could alter this
habitat, it would be prudent to survey for potentially rare species in their suspected habitat and
consider potential impacts, especially for those species for which available information about their
habitat associations is limited.

However, some elements in the standards and guidelines of the action alternatives are intended to
address the situation where such sites do not need to be managed.  First, clear identification of
“closely associated with late-successional forests” as a Survey and Manage basic criteria, and
strategic surveys conducted specifically to test the relationship (or dependence) of the species on
late-successional forests, should result in the removal from Survey and Manage species not closely
associated with late-successional forests.  Second, whereas the No-Action Alternative required
surveys for, and management of, sites wherever they were likely to occur, provisions have been
added to the action alternatives that “pre-disturbance Survey Protocols should also identify habitat
conditions or locations, or criteria for identifying such conditions locally, where surveys are not
needed for a reasonable assurance of persistence.  Such habitat may include, but not be limited to,
seral stages, stand age, stand complexity, or stand origin, where occupied sites, if present, are
likely incidental, non-viable, or otherwise not important for meeting overall species persistence
objectives” and “Management Recommendations may also identify areas where it is no longer
necessary to continue surveys prior to habitat-disturbing activities or strategic surveys for the
taxon” under their charter to “provide guidance to Agency efforts in conserving Survey and
Manage species.”  Finally, “for ‘uncommon’ species, Survey Protocols should specify habitats or
conditions not needing surveys because ‘high-priority’ sites are not expected.”  For some species,
Survey Protocols or Management Recommendations may define high-priority sites based, where
appropriate, on stand age or seral stage.  None of these factors eliminate the need to survey mid-
successional stands, but rather clarify the needs to survey and manage such stands for many
species.

130.  Comment:  Routine maintenance activities should be included in activities that require pre-
disturbance surveys.

Response:  Routine maintenance activities occur in areas that already have some type of
development (i.e. road, campground, trail, dam).  If a species that is closely associated with late-
successional forests, incidentally occurs in some type of developed area, it would likely represent
elements of a population that is not crucial to meeting persistence objectives.  If such sites were
crucial, it raises questions about the dependence on late-successional forests.  Finally, sites such as
earth-fill dams, campgrounds, etc., must be maintained for health, safety, and legal reasons.
Requiring surveys in these circumstances is not necessary to meet species objectives, conflicts
with legally required actions, or simply represents poor stewardship of existing infrastructure and
investment.  The implications of this standard and guideline, like all others described in Chapter 2,
were considered in the effects discussions included in Chapter 3&4 of this SEIS.

131.  Comment:  Pre-disturbance surveys should be required for all Survey and Manage species.

Response:  Pre-disturbance surveys are clearance surveys designed to minimize the inadvertent
loss of undiscovered sites.  They are tremendously expensive in terms of cost, obligation of
agency expertise, and impacts to activity planning efforts.  Where characteristics of the species
prevent such surveys from consistently finding sites, Agency resources can be better spent
conducting strategic surveys to find some sites and determine the management needs of the
species.  This approach is similar to that used to assign species in different components in the first
place, and is used in Alternatives 1 and 2.  All alternative therefore require strategic surveys for all
species.  Alternative 3 also requires pre-disturbance surveys for almost all species.   The resultant
increase in costs as well as the increase in species protection is discussed in the effects sections in
Chapter 3&4 and will be considered by the decision-makers when selecting an alternative.
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132.  Comment:  Prescribed burning activities should not be included in habitat-disturbing
activities.

Response:  The Final SEIS has been revised to suggest that the appropriateness of prescribed fire
be specifically addressed in the Management Recommendations for each species.  Prescribed
natural fire in Wilderness has been excluded from the pre-disturbance surveys requirement, and
similar fires in backcountry and Late-Successional Reserves are excluded from such surveys with
REO review.  Also, an explanation that prescribed fire may not always be a habitat-disturbing
activity is included in Chapter 2, separating prescribed fire from the general discussion about
timber harvest.  No general exclusion of prescribed fire has been included, however, because
prescribed fire could have a substantial negative effect to some species at particular sites.

133.  Comment:  The SEIS should provide examples of habitat-disturbing activities.  Salvage
logging, pesticide spraying, and fertilizer applications should be included, and line officers should
not have the latitude to arbitrarily decide.

Response:  Salvage, pesticide and fertilizer applications, restoration projects, thinning, trail
construction, and other activities may be habitat-disturbing.  Management Recommendations
describe the habitat parameters that must be maintained for each species.  Survey Protocols
identify conditions or areas where sites may occur (see Survey Protocols in Chapter 2).  If a
proposed activity is likely to have a significant negative impact to the habitat or life requirements
of the species, it triggers the survey requirement.  This standard, included in Chapter 2 of this
Final SEIS under Habitat-Disturbing Activities and used by the Agencies as administrative
direction since November 1, 1996, must be applied on a site and activity-specific basis.  Actual
application of surveys depends on a variety of site-specific factors including the type of habitat
potentially affected, the nature of the predicted effect, and the species in whose range the activity
may occur.  For example, if a wildfire creates an early-seral condition that is no longer habitat,
surveys may not be appropriate.  For these reasons, the standards and guidelines cannot identify
particular activities that are always habitat disturbing.  Each habitat and each proposed activity is
different, and it is appropriate to permit local line officers to make the final decision regarding
whether a proposed activity is potentially habitat-disturbing.

134.  Comment:  The initial selection process for Survey and Manage species should be discussed
in detail.

Response:  The initial selection process for Survey and Manage species is briefly discussed in the
Background on Origin of Standards and Guidelines section in Chapter 2.  As noted in Chapter 2,
the initial selection process is discussed in detail in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS
Appendix J2, to which the analysis in this SEIS is tiered.  Appendix J2 is available upon request.

135.  Comment:  The criteria for determining relative rarity are inadequate and the categories are
incomplete.

Response:  There are currently over 400 species on Survey and Manage because of uncertainty,
endemism, small population sizes, association with scarce habitats, and impacts of previous
management.  Further, information about these species comes from a variety of sources and each
source has its own level of confidence and applicability.  This complexity makes strict application
of numerical or other criteria inappropriate.  The Species Review Process considers the interaction
of the criteria in the context of the Northwest Forest Plan system of reserves and other standards
and guidelines, the likelihood of future disturbance, the origin of the data, the advice of taxa
experts, and other factors to arrive at a decision regarding reasonable assurance of persistence.
Strict criteria were considered and determined to be unworkable given the variability of the
circumstances for each species and the persistence objectives of the Northwest Forest Plan as
mitigated with Survey and Manage.

136.  Comment:  The management guidelines for “rare” species have been unacceptably
weakened in all the alternatives by permitting exceptions to management of known sites.
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Response:  This exception permits a reasoned consideration in cases of greater public good or
where another location for a needed activity would likely cause even more concern.  Survey and
Manage species are not “endangered” and the risk that an exception will lead to significant
problems is low.  Requests for exceptions will address this risk and be forwarded to the REO for
review.

137.  Comment:  The provision to manage only high-priority sites is an arbitrary and
unmanageable weakening of the Survey and Manage provisions.

Response:  The concept behind “manage high-priority sites,” which is unique to the action
alternatives, is that there are species (24 of the 346 proposed to remain on Survey and Manage) for
which there are enough sites in some areas of the Matrix to preclude the need to continue to
manage them all.  This provision eliminates the requirement to manage sites in high density areas,
while keeping the species on Survey and Manage because of low numbers of known sites in other
areas.  It provides a way to reduce the impacts to activities or reduce the high costs of surveys in
areas where the species is well represented and local population stability is not in question.  This
provision does not apply to rare species, so the risk of this strategy is limited.  Most sites not
retained will result from application of Management Recommendations developed by taxa experts
and land managers and reviewed by the REO.

138.  Comment:  Human disturbance should include all activities, not just extractive uses.

Response:  Habitat-disturbing activities that trigger pre-disturbance surveys for Survey and
Manage species are discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS, and include a variety of activities,
not just extractive uses.

139.  Comment:  Species now requiring pre-disturbance surveys should not be removed from
Survey and Manage.

Response:  In the action alternatives, species are proposed for removal because they do not meet
the three basic criteria for Survey and Manage.  The species review process found that 63 species,
and 9 others for part of their range, no longer need to be included in Survey and Manage because
they are not closely associated with late-successional forests, are not found within the Northwest
Forest Plan area, or other elements of the Northwest Forest Plan provide a reasonable assurance of
persistence.  These species are proposed for removal in all three action alternatives. The need to
conduct pre-disturbance surveys is not a criteria for retaining a species on, or removing a species
from, the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines.  However, some species currently
requiring pre-disturbance surveys are proposed for removal, in part, because such surveys found
them to be more than common than originally envisioned.

140.  Comment:  The Agencies should consider all known sites for Survey and Manage species to
be high priority unless scientific evidence demonstrates otherwise.

Response:  The species for which the standards and guidelines permit identification and
management of “high-priority sites” are sufficiently numerous or other factors contribute to a
lower level of concern for persistence.  For these species, all sites must be managed until either the
Management Recommendation, written by experts and reviewed by the REO, or carefully
considered case-by-case decisions, identifies sites not needing management.  In both cases, these
are decisions considering the latest scientific evidence and the status of populations in the
province.

141.  Comment:  The Agencies should resolve the problem of continuing to cut old growth in the
Matrix before the reserves have grown back.

Response:  Both the Matrix harvest rates and the expected ingrowth in reserves are adequately
discussed in the Northwest Forest Plan SEIS and additional discussion of this topic is outside the
scope of this SEIS.  Figure 1-2 in the Draft SEIS gave the impression late-successional forest
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totals were being reduced over time.  This graphic has been corrected in the Final SEIS to show
ingrowth.

142.  Comment:  What happens if you find a site after a decision notice is signed?  I can see
where an uncommon species might not need site management ,but you should at least modify the
decision to manage sites for rare species.

Response:  Surveys need to be completed to locate most sites prior to the decision notice or other
decision document.  A standard and guideline has been adding stating that sites of rare species
found after the decision will typically be managed, but uncommon species will be dealt with on a
case-by-case basis.

143.  Comment:  If species are to be considered for sensitive (special status) species programs,
known sites should not be released for other resource activities until after this consideration is
completed.

Response:  As suggested, known sites for these species will continue to be managed until their
disposition is clarified in the special status species consideration or other management process.
Additional wording has been included in Chapter 2.

144.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should describe how species being removed from Survey and
Manage, but still of concern, would be protected until they are placed under another program.

Response:  The Final SEIS better describes interim measures to protect those species.  Chapter 2
has been changed to show these species are either on, or are currently being considered for, the
Agencies’ special status species programs.  Further, a statement has been added that known sites
for these species will continue to be managed until a determination is made regarding application
to these programs.  The likelihood these species may not qualify, and why, is also explained.  If a
species does not qualify, it is because the level of information or the level of concern required to
be included in the Agencies’ special status species programs is different than for Survey and
Manage.  The resultant level of management will still meet viability and other applicable
regulations.  It is important to note that the Northwest Forest Plan focus on late-successional
species originated because of a pre-1993 systematic and scheduled reduction in the amount of late-
successional forests on federally managed lands.  Although there are potential disturbance risks for
22 early to mid-successional species, these risks do not include the continued, range-wide
reduction of habitat.

145.  Comment:  The Agencies should justify why individual arthropod species are excluded from
consideration in the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines.

Response:  Arthropods were analyzed by FEMAT and the Additional Species Analysis Team, as
documented in the Northwest Forest Plan SEIS Appendix J2, as functional groups.  The potential
effects of fire on forest litter layers and on the four groups led to their inclusion in Survey and
Manage.  This inclusion should drive strategic surveys for these groups relative to this identified
issue.  Because of the extreme number and complex speciation of arthropods, particularly sub-
surface arthropods, there is little evidence of individual species meeting the Survey and Manage
basic criteria, i.e., needing the Survey and Manage measure to ensure stable populations.  Further,
inclusion of individual arthropod species would result in management that would likely not meet
the “to the extent practicable” criteria in the Need statement.

146.  Comment:  The current proposal would make it easier to log 1 million acres of old growth
and unacceptably increase risks for Survey and Manage species.

Response:  None of the alternatives in this SEIS would increase the harvest of old growth above
levels already projected in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan.  The nearly 1 million acres of late-
successional and old-growth forest displayed in the document as potentially available for harvest
was identified in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  It is that portion of the more than 8
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million acres of such stands that is not needed to meet ecosystem, species, recreational, scenic, or
other non-harvest management objectives.  Further, that Final SEIS identifies that nearly 90
percent of the Northwest Forest Plan Probable Sale Quantity is dependent upon these acres.  The
current balance of late-successional forest in reserves verses being available for timber harvest is
key to the balance sought by President Clinton when he established the Purpose and Need for the
Northwest Forest Plan.  In 1994, and again in this SEIS, species effects determinations are made
with the understanding that these acres are subject to regulated timber harvest.

All alternatives were designed to clarify standards and guidelines and reduce duplication and
inconsistencies from the current direction.  Alternative 1 was designed to accomplish this while
providing for the level of species protection intended in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan.
Alternatives 2 and 3 provide slightly different levels of management, but all action alternatives
keep the basic elements of Survey and Manage, as described in the Northwest Forest Plan, intact.

147.  Comment:  The Agencies should address the flaw in the Draft SEIS which allows harvest of
old-growth forests within the 5-year window when strategic surveys are not required.

Response:  Strategic surveys have already begun and information from those surveys will be used
to make appropriate changes to category assignments at least annually, and to make changes to
Survey Protocols and Management Recommendations as appropriate.  Surveys will continue so
that the 5-year date will be met.  It is recognized that the identified start-up periods could result in
the inadvertent loss of some undiscovered sites.  However, the risk to overall species persistence
objectives remains low for two reasons.  First, the risk of disturbing sites is low because only 2.5
to 4 percent of late-successional forests are proposed for activities in the next decade, half this
amount in the next 5 years.  Second, other elements of the Northwest Forest Plan, notably the 86
percent of the late-successional forests now in reserves and the additional retention of the 15
percent oldest and largest trees per cutting unit, already retains most habitat.  These reserves are
the primary building block for the Northwest Forest Plan and Survey and Manage was provided as
a mitigation measure to the basic plan.  Partly because of this, 80 percent of the Survey and
Manage species never had a requirement for pre-disturbance surveys; and, there was no
expectation that activities would stop while other types of surveys were completed.  This SEIS
continues this approach, and the potential to lose undiscovered sites is considered in the effects
determinations included in Chapter 3&4.

148.  Comment:   Riparian species should be managed similarly to terrestrial Survey and Manage
species or they should be included until studies ensure riparian management is adequate.

Response:  Survey and Manage is a mitigation measure applied to the Northwest Forest Plan
system of reserves and other standards and guidelines.  The Northwest Forest Plan was designed to
provide an ecosystem approach to management of late-successional forest associated species.
Where the strategy was deemed to provide for species, for example where the needs of riparian-
dependent species are provided by elements of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy, the species
should not be included in Survey and Manage.  If evidence is presented demonstrating the reserves
are not adequate for some species and this mitigation measure would benefit the species, the
Agencies can consider adding it to Survey and Manage in the future (according to standards and
guidelines in the action alternatives only).

149.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should clarify, if removed, Survey and Manage species can later
be reinstated.

Response:  Species removed from Survey and Manage can later be added as new information
indicates.  Decisions to remove should be sufficiently considered that such reinstatements will be
unusual, but new information could lead to a species being re-added to Survey and Manage.  This
potentiality was demonstrated between the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS.  When rerunning the
Step 3 process, new information led to a few species being returned to Survey and Manage, at
least for part of their range, in the Final SEIS.  These species are discussed at the end of Appendix
F.
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Monitoring

150.  Comment:  A program to evaluate the success of Management Recommendations should be
developed and implemented.

Response:  Determining whether sites managed according to Management Recommendations
actually provide for persistence of the taxon at the site is expected to be part of effectiveness
monitoring.

151.  Comment:  The Agencies should use LIDAR and other remote sensing technology to
document the amount and condition of northwest forest ecosystems.

Response:  Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) remote sensing applications are mostly
associated with atmospheric chemistry.  The Agencies are currently using remote sensing
technology to document stand conditions as part of the effectiveness monitoring process.

152.  Comment:  The Agencies should make a clear distinction between monitoring and strategic
survey programs.

Response:  The Strategic Survey description in Chapter 2 has been expanded and includes a
description of the process for identifying what the specific strategic objectives (questions to be
answered) are for each species.  The definition of when a strategic survey is completed has been
expanded to include “...and information is sufficient to conclude that existing or resultant
management direction will provide a reasonable assurance of persistence.”  Surveys will not be
needed if, for example, a species is in Category 1A and obvious rarity shows it should always be
in Category 1A.  The Monitoring section in Chapter 2 has also been expanded and the possibility
of building monitoring on information gathered during strategic surveys is noted.  With the large
amount of information expected to be gathered through strategic and other surveys, some overlap
or connection between strategic surveys and monitoring is likely.

153.  Comment:  Monitoring effectiveness programs should be included in the Survey and
Manage EIS to evaluate the effects of adaptive management and disturbance activities.

Response:  The Monitoring section in Chapter 2 has been expanded to describe the link to other
Northwest Forest Plan effectiveness monitoring and to identify how and when additional
approaches may need to be developed to deal with individual species.  This section also describes
how information from strategic surveys can provide baseline and background information.

154.  Comment:  The Agencies should require the completion of monitoring studies as required
by the Northwest Forest Plan prior to permitting any management activities.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan was designed to meet persistence objectives for Survey and
Manage and other species while continuing to conduct certain management activities.  Monitoring
is to take place as part of the implementation of the entire plan.  The expanded Monitoring section
in Chapter 2 addresses application of that strategy.

Implementation monitoring began in 1996 and continues to show a high level of compliance with
Northwest Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines, including those for Survey and Manage.
Effectiveness monitoring for Survey and Manage species is being included in Northwest Forest
Plan biodiversity monitoring currently being designed.  The revised Monitoring section in Chapter
2 describes that more species-specific monitoring may need to be designed for species too rare to
be covered in the biodiversity monitoring design.  Considerable new information has been
gathered for about half of the Survey and Manage species through pre-disturbance, extensive, and
general regional surveys.  This information has been compiled into central databases (generally
ISMS, see Appendix D) and has been reviewed twice by the Species Review Process.  Finally, it is
acknowledged that there is not yet significant new information upon which to judge the
effectiveness of Survey and Manage or other elements of the Northwest Forest Plan for many
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species.  This SEIS generally does not propose to change direction for those species (except in
cases where review of the information available to the FEMAT lead the Agencies to different
conclusions).  This SEIS proposes primarily to reorganize existing Standards and Guidelines more
efficiently to eliminate confusion and duplication.  It also proposes to remove species from Survey
and Manage or reduce management levels for some species, but only in those cases where new
information clearly justifies that proposal.

155.  Comment:  Monitoring plans for Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines do not yet
exist and should be drafted.

Response:  Implementation monitoring has been conducted for application of all standards and
guidelines in the Northwest Forest Plan for the past 3 years.  Standards and guidelines changed as
a result of selection of one of the action alternatives in this SEIS would be incorporated into that
monitoring effort immediately.  Other types of monitoring are underway in the Northwest Forest
Plan area.  For example, effectiveness monitoring to track changes in late-successional and old-
growth forests over time is taking place.  Survey and Manage species are being specifically
addressed in the biodiversity monitoring module currently being designed.  These are longer term
monitoring efforts, and implementing such efforts before the application of the Survey and
Manage Standards and Guidelines has had a chance to make an identifiable difference to species,
would be premature.  Strategic surveys required by the standards and guidelines will gather
information that could be incorporated into baseline conditions for some species and used in future
effectiveness monitoring.

No-Action Alternative

156.  Comment:  The No-Action Alternative in the Draft SEIS is not adequate and should be
rewritten.

Response:  When updating a land and resource management plan where ongoing programs will
continue, even as new plans are developed, the “no-action” alternative” is the “no-change” from
current management direction.  Consequently, this allows the projected effects of the action
alternatives to be compared to those effects projected for the existing plan.  The No-Action
Alternative identified in this SEIS is the existing direction in the Northwest Forest Plan.  This
meets the requirements of NEPA for the No-Action Alternative.

157.  Comment:  The No-Action Alternative leaves in place conflicting management direction and
should not be selected.

Response:  The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1500 - 1508)
require that the No-Action Alternative be described to provide a point from which to quantify and
compare the effects of the action alternatives.  It will be up to the decision-makers to examine the
components and effects of all four alternatives, in the context of the Purpose and Need discussion
in Chapter 1, and make a reasoned choice among the alternatives.

158.  Comment:  Discussion of the Survey and Manage categories of the No-Action Alternative
should include the number of species assigned to each group and identify which species are not
practical for pre-disturbance surveys.

Response:  The number of species in each category has been added to the Final SEIS.  An analysis
of Table 2-2 permits the reader to determine most of the Category 2 species where pre-disturbance
surveys are considered not practical.  If the No-Action Alternative column contains a “2” or “PB”
(Protection Buffer), and Alternative 1 shows a 1B or 1D, pre-disturbance surveys are not practical
(unless footnoted otherwise).  If Alternative 1 shows a 1A or 1C, pre-disturbance surveys for those
species are practical.

159.  Comment:  “Rarity Unknown” species should be assigned to the more conservative 1E
category rather than being left in Category 1F without management of known sites.
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Response:  If there was a question between rare and uncommon, the more conservative
assignment to rare was used.  The “rarity unknown” label was only applied to species for which
there was a question between uncommon and removing them from Survey and Manage
completely.  This label has been changed in Chapter 2 and in Appendix F of the Final SEIS to read
“concern for persistence unknown,” since the concern for persistence criteria describes the lower
limits of the uncommon categories.  Additional language has been added to the Introduction to the
Action Alternatives section of Chapter 2 to explain the split between these two categories.

160.  Comment:  The Agencies should clarify what is being returned to the “underlying or
appropriate surrounding land allocation” in the first paragraph under Protection Buffers on page
47 of the Draft SEIS.

Response:  This paragraph has been rewritten to clarify that it is the unmapped Late-Successional
Reserve or Managed Late-Successional Area designation associated with the species site that is
removed.  The site itself continues to be managed according to the Northwest Forest Plan direction
for the species unless a revised Management Recommendation, or assignment to a different
species category, changes it.

Alternative 1

161.  Comment:  The Agencies should explain how surveys in Category 1B will “minimize
inadvertent loss of undiscovered sites.”

Response:  That was an error.  The phrase has been removed from the strategic survey direction in
Categories 1B and 2B.  A comparison of the relative benefits and limitations of pre-disturbance
versus strategic surveys has been added to the Effects Assumptions Relating to the Action
Alternatives section in Chapter 3&4.

162.  Comment:  The Agencies should justify the premise that Alternative 1 should be the
preferred alternative because it provides the best balance between ecological and financial
commitment.

Response:  The explanation of the preferred alternative is expanded in this Final SEIS.
Alternative 1, consistent with the Purpose and Need, is designed to provide increased clarity of the
standards and guidelines and correct assignments of species to categories so they can be managed
to meet the persistence objectives intended by the Northwest Forest Plan while reducing
unnecessary effects to other management activities.  Success in achieving these objectives can be
seen in part by the increase in PSQ as compared to the No-Action Alternative.  The 1994
Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS indicated that Survey and Manage added uncertainty regarding
1994 PSQ estimates, and the action alternatives in this SEIS do not eliminate all of the
experienced PSQ effect of Survey and Manage.

163.  Comment:  The Agencies should reconsider the practicality of Alternative 1 based on the
survey expenses.

Response:  While the total expected cost of the implementation of Survey and Manage in all
alternatives is a concern to the Agencies, there are several reasons to consider Alternative 1
“practical.”  First, past allocations are a poor indicator of an appropriate expenditure because pre-
disturbance surveys have only recently been implemented for all species.  Second, although
Survey and Manage in Alternative 1 represents a sizeable portion of the overall sale preparation
costs, this is not necessarily unreasonable or impractical.  Finally, the Agencies have an
opportunity to substantially reduce costs over the long term by completing strategic surveys
quickly so that common species can be removed from Survey and Manage and so management
direction for uncommon and rare species can be kept current with the best species information.
Strategic surveys will, for instance, help identify habitats or conditions where pre-disturbance
surveys are not needed.  Overall, the alternatives increase efficiency and provide for timely
adjustments to categories and surveys as soon as information about the species justifies such
changes.
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164.  Comment: Category 1B management guidelines are confusing and inadequate.  “General
geographic area” is vague.  Limiting activities solely to “not in old growth” does not completely
protect these species.  The order to “not adjust the sampling activity units” is alarming.

Response: The management direction for Category 1B has been revised and the requirement for
completing strategic surveys before habitat-disturbing activities occur in old growth after a certain
date has been clarified.   In the draft SEIS, Category 1B contains the provision to not conduct
habitat-disturbing activities in old growth if strategic surveys have not met at least one of four
main completion criteria.  The reference to “geographic area that encompasses the project area”
within that provision received much public comment, primarily as requests for clarification of the
intended landscape scale for “geographic area”.  Much consideration has been given to the
appropriate landscape scale on which to apply this provision.  Several landscape scales were
considered, from the site- or stand-specific, to the scale of the individual species distribution, to
the entire range of the Northwest Forest Plan.  These scales were rejected in favor of the
physiographic province.

Scales similar in size to a typical project area were considered too small to be appropriate for
addressing persistence objectives for Survey and Manage species.  Scales that could be applied to
individual species, such as the species’ geographic range, would create a complex set of
overlapping landscapes resulting in unnecessarily burdensome analyses that would be difficult to
interpret and implement.  The scale of the Northwest Forest Plan area would merely duplicate the
annual Species Review Process.  In contrast, the physiographic province provides a scale that is
appropriate to addressing pertinent species needs; encompasses habitats that (by the definition of
physiographic province) are likely to encompass habitats that are similar and of importance to the
species; have sufficient information to evaluate potential impacts of site-specific activities; and
would encourage the coordination of a reasonable number of field units administering the
provision.  Hence, the description of Category 1B has been modified to include the physiographic
province as the appropriate geographic area in which to apply this provision.

This provision requires that no habitat-disturbing activities proceed in old-growth forest
(specifically identified as a subset of late-successional forest) if strategic surveys are not
completed within the province.  The limitation to old growth focuses retention on the highest
quality potential habitat for Survey and Manage species.  That is, old growth represents slightly
less than half of the acres of late-successional forest habitat in non-reserve land allocations, but is
assumed to have the highest likelihood of providing quality habitat for species associated with
late-successional forest.  If strategic surveys are not completed in a timely manner, habitat-
disturbing activities could only occur in younger late-successional forest stands, unless equivalent-
effort surveys are completed in old-growth portions of stands affected by habitat-disturbing
activities.  This provision is intended to partially buffer the impact on management activities
without compromising the best potential habitat.  This provision of the standard and guideline is
intended to provide a balanced approach that protects habitat, provides incentives, and allows
flexibility.  The species effects displayed in Chapter 3&4 are written accordingly.

The Draft SEIS included the statement “Do not adjust the sampling intensity, repetitions, or design
to include specific stands or proposed activity units because or this requirement.”  This statement
has been removed.

165.  Comment:  Category 1E management direction guidelines are inadequate.  Pre-disturbance
surveys should be required.

Response:  There is uncertainty whether these species meet the three basic criteria for Survey and
Manage and, in many cases, it is unknown how to survey for them.  This is an interim category
and species are assigned to other categories or removed from Survey and Manage as soon as
additional information becomes available.  The Species Review Process conducted between the
Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS reduced the number of species in this category from 44 to 22; most
of them moved to Category 1A or 1B.  Strategic surveys will continue to provide information to
assign these species to appropriate categories.
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166.  Comment:  Category 1E should contain a provision that allows species to be added to this
category.  In many cases, the only way to obtain the information necessary to determine if the
species are provided a reasonable assurance of persistence by the reserves and other elements of
the Northwest Forest Plan would be through Survey and Manage.

Response:  The standards and guidelines for the action alternatives now specify that species for
which current information indicates there is a concern for persistence may be added to Survey and
Manage in any category, except Category 2D.  The restriction on placing species in Categories 1E
and 1F has been removed.

167.  Comment:  The Agencies should extend known site management to Category 1F species.

Response:  Although Category 1F is considered “Status Undetermined,” there is usually enough
information to be able to distinguish between rare and uncommon based on reported number of
sites.  If only a few sites are known, a species would be in the corresponding rare category,
Category 1E.  Species falling in Category 1F are sufficiently numerous that inadvertent loss of
sites between now and when long-term placement of the species is determined, is not a concern.
The determination of how many sites is sufficient considers the level of effort made to date to
locate sites.  For most species in Category 1F, an adequate number of sites are known in spite of
little or no survey effort.  It is expected, or at least likely, that with additional effort, more sites will
be located.  Experience so far indicates the most likely next step for these species is removal from
Survey and Manage.

168.  Comment:  The standards for protection of snag-dependent species should include
provisions to protect residual overstory from harvest during thinnings.

Response:  Retention of residual (scattered) overstory is already provided for by the green tree
retention standard and guideline and the related need to provide snag recruitment trees.

169.  Comment:  Snag provisions in Alternative 1 need to clarify that snag requirements are
cumulative and need to provide for other cavity nesters as well.

Response:  The provisions for the four cavity-nesting birds has been clarified in the Final SEIS to
better show it retains nearly all of the existing wording in the Northwest Forest Plan standards and
guidelines, either as the standard and guideline or as the Management Recommendation.  A
sentence has been added pointing out that interpretation of the 100 percent potential population
levels need to be based on appropriate new references as they become available.  Provisions for
other snag-dependent birds are provided in underlying land and resource management plans.  The
most current available research will be used to determine to what degree the requirements for
these other species are met by these snags or whether additional snags are needed to meet these
other species objectives.

170.  Comment:  The Agencies should select Alternative 1 for various reasons because it is:

- the best balance between ecosystem health and timber harvest;
- the best balance between ecological and financial commitment; and
- the most efficient and unified way to meet Northwest Forest Plan persistence objectives.

Response:  These factors are displayed in the effects sections in Chapter 3&4 and summarized in
Chapter 2.  The decision-makers will consider these, and other, effects in the context of the
Purpose and Need and existing laws, regulations, and policy, prior to making their decision.

171.  Comment:  Removing individual species from Survey and Manage is contrary to the
FEMAT- identified need (p. II-34) that taxa groups should receive priority attention for study.

Response:  The species covered by the Northwest Forest Plan Survey and Manage Standards and
Guidelines includes species from the original FEMAT analysis.  The analysis was based on the
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limited knowledge and information available at that time.  Information obtained through forest
plan implementation would address questions about species relationships to late-successional
forest management.  Information that has been gathered from surveys, research, and other sources
has clarified the role of the Northwest Forest Plan in managing for reasonable assurance for
persistence of these species.  Changes to species categories, and the proposal to remove some of
these species from Survey and Manage, reflects our improved understanding of these species.
This is consistent with Northwest Forest Plan intent as written on page C-6 of the ROD.  In
meeting the criteria to be included in different species categories, or removed from Survey and
Manage, these species have a reasonable assurance of meeting persistence objectives throughout
their range.  By meeting this standard, they should continue to be an integral part of forest
ecosystems.

Alternative 2

172.  Comment:  The introduction to Alternative 2 should include a list of the 53 species to be
removed from Survey and Manage in 5 years.

Response:  The species assigned to Category 2D in Alternative 2 are shown on Table 2-2.  After
conducting the Species Review Process again between the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS, the total
number of species is 44.  It includes 16 fungi, 9 lichens, 2 bryophytes, 4 vertebrates, 4 mollusks, 5
vascular plants, and the 4 guilds of arthropods.

173.  Comment:  The introduction to Alternative 2 should better justify why the 53 species are to
be removed from Survey and Manage.

Response:  The introduction to Alternative 2 includes a theme statement based on an assumption
that the group of uncommon species are those species that are most likely to be removed from
Survey and Manage in the near future.  Alternative 2 seeks to expedite removal by concentrating
efforts on completing strategic surveys within 5 years.  The effects discussions in Chapter 3&4
indicate whether this assumption is reasonable.

174.  Comment:  Category 2D species should be eligible for reclassification as rare as new
information becomes available.

Response:  Species were assigned to Category 2D because the current information does not
indicate that these species are rare.  The assumption in Alternative 2 is that rare species would
likely qualify for the Agencies special status species programs and that these programs would
provide a reasonable assurance of persistence.

175.  Comment:  The direction for Category 2D should continue to do pre-disturbance surveys
and manage known sites.

Response:  The suggested change would make Alternative 2 identical to Alternative 1.  There was
an assumption that since more than three-fourths of all of the known sites are for these few
species, fixing known sites at current levels would be an acceptable risk.  The Agencies’ efforts
could be devoted to completing strategic surveys quickly, in order to determine the best long-term
management for these species.  The accuracy of this risk assumption can only be determined by
reviewing the effects discussions in Chapter 3&4.

176.  Comment:  The Agencies should select Alternative 2 for various reasons including:

- it is the most economically feasible;
- the three alternatives all meet species persistence objectives, there is no measurable

difference in the way alternatives meet species persistence objectives or ecosystem
function and, therefore, there is no justification for the added costs or greater
reductions of PSQ of Alternatives 1 or 3;

- it supports those forests in compliance with the 1994 Record of Decision which
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already has in place management tools providing reasonable assurance of species
persistence;

- it is the most cost effective; and/or
- PSQ is closer to that projected in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan SEIS, while

decreasing unneeded protection for “uncommon” species.

Response:  These factors are displayed in the effects sections in Chapter 3&4 and summarized in
Chapter 2.  The decision-makers will consider these, and other, effects in the context of the
Purpose and Need and existing laws, regulations, and policy, and make their decision.  There is a
difference in the predicted stability and distribution of some species between the three alternatives,
as well as differences in costs and PSQ.  These effects are described in detail in Chapter 3&4,
displayed on Table 2-13, and summarized on Table 2-12 and in the Summary.  The decision-
makers will examine predicted effects to species while also considering costs, effects on PSQ,
effects to other Agencies’ programs, policy, other objectives relating to species management, and
regulatory and other legal direction, when determining which alternative to select.

177.  Comment:  The Agencies should not select Alternative 2 for various reasons including
because:

- it puts too many species and, thus, tribal resources at risk;
- it does not fulfill the requirements of the Northwest Forest Plan; and/or
- the survey timeline is too restrictive.

Response:  See previous response.  The decision-makers will consider these, and other, effects in
the context of the Purpose and Need and existing laws, regulations, and policy, prior to making
their decision.

Alternative 3

178.  Comment:  Alternative 3 should include six categories to distinguish survey requirements
for each species more clearly.

Response:  There is a gradation across the species regarding the practicality of surveys.  For some
“equivalent-effort” species, surveys may be successful nearly half the time while others may be
successful less than 20 percent of the time.  For all species in Categories 3A and 3B, however, the
actual survey effort will be about the same and they will be done according to written Survey
Protocols.  For operational purposes, the distinction between the two groups is only needed to
assess effects in this SEIS.  In Alternative 3, the Species Review Process would not classify survey
practicality.

179.  Comment:  Alternative 3 should include 250-meter buffers for all Category 3B amphibians
because they are easily affected by off-site activities.

Response:  The draft Management Recommendations do not specify a specific buffer width for
these species, but buffers should be sufficient to provide for persistence of the species at the site.
If these species are particularly sensitive, these needs should be identified in the Management
Recommendation and an appropriate buffer applied.

180.  Comments:  The Agencies should select Alternative 3 for various reasons because it
provides better effects to individual species.  Conversely, Alternative 3 should not be selected
because the effects to activities were so high and additional species protection is not needed.

Response:  These factors are displayed in the effects sections in Chapter 3&4 and summarized in
Chapter 2.  The decision-makers will consider these effects in the context of the Purpose and Need
and existing laws, regulations, and policy, and make their decision.  There is a difference in
stability and distribution for some species between the three alternatives, as well as differences in
costs and PSQ.  These effects are described in detail in Chapter 3&4, summarized in Chapter 2 and
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the Summary, and displayed on Table 2-13.  The decision-makers will examine predictions of
species stability and distribution while also considering costs, effects on PSQ, effects to other
Agencies programs, policy and other objectives relating to species management, and regulatory
and other legal direction, when determining which alternative to select.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated

181.  Comment:  To better ensure the success of the Survey and Manage mitigation measure, the
Agencies should eliminate timber harvest and verify the persistence of late-successional and old-
growth associated species in reserve allocations.

Response:  The elimination of timber harvest is outside the scope of this SEIS.

182.  Comment:  The Agencies should adopt an alternative protecting all remaining old growth.

Response:  An alternative that prohibits harvest of old growth is described in the Alternatives
Considered But Eliminated From Detailed Study section of Chapter 2.

183.  Comment:  The Agencies should adopt an alternative protecting all roadless areas over
1,000 acres and all remaining old growth.

Response:  Management direction for roadless areas is outside the scope of this SEIS.  However,
management direction for roadless areas is being examined through another process and is noted
in the Cumulative Impacts section in Chapter 3&4.  Prohibiting harvest of old-growth forests is
discussed in the Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Detailed Study section of Chapter
2.  Survey and Manage is a part of the Northwest Forest Plan specifically to increase confidence
that the Northwest Forest Plan would provide a reasonable assurance of persistence for rare or
little known species.  There is no demonstrated reason to expand the alternatives in this SEIS to
include all old growth or all roadless areas in order for Survey and Manage to continue to meet
this objective.

184.  Comment:  The Agencies should withdraw the Draft SEIS and issue a new Draft SEIS
which includes the Citizens’ Alternative for Old-Growth Logging.

Response:  The Citizens’ Alternative for Old-Growth Logging was examined for substantive
comments.  Those comments were considered and are described elsewhere in this appendix.  The
“Citizens’ Alternative” closely resembles Alternative 1 in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final
SEIS.  There is no need to reissue another Draft SEIS to consider this alternative, since it has
already been addressed as part of the analysis underlying the decisions made on the Northwest
Forest Plan.

While Survey and Manage has not been entirely implemented, the Agencies have had enough
experience and new information to realize that changes would be needed in order to meet the
purposes and needs of the Northwest Forest Plan.  There has been no change in policy or
administrative direction that has changed the ability of the Agencies to carry out this strategy.  The
keystone strategy of the Northwest Forest Plan is the system of reserves.  The Survey and Manage
Standards and Guidelines are one of eight mitigation measures adopted in the Northwest Forest
Plan from Appendix J2 (1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS).  All of the species included in
Survey and Manage are afforded benefits from the reserve strategy, and most are also beneficiaries
of other aspects of the Northwest Forest Plan, including other mitigation measures.  This is not the
sole, or even the principle, strategy for conserving these species.  The primary concern addressed
by the Survey and Manage mitigation measure is uncertainty caused by lack of information about
these species.  Given that 81 percent of the federal forest is in reserve, the Agencies expect that
completion of the strategic surveys will indicate that reserves and other standards and guidelines
provide for many of these species in the long term, and this mitigation measure will no longer be
considered necessary for them.
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185.  Comment:  The Agencies should prohibit logging of old growth until strategic surveys are
completed.

Response:  The proposal for an alternative delaying harvest of old growth until strategic surveys
are completed is addressed in the Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Detailed Study
section of Chapter 2.  The proposed action in this SEIS addresses difficulties identified with the
implementation of the Survey and Manage mitigation measure and does not propose to remove the
measure or change the mix of land allocations made in the Northwest Forest Plan.

186.  Comments:  The remaining old growth should be protected because:

- private producers rely little on federal timber and it is only a small portion of the
timber processed by the wood products industry;

- the economy of the Pacific Northwest is flourishing and diversifying despite logging
cutbacks;

- forests have a greater value;
- they are spiritual, aesthetic, and healing sanctuaries from urban sprawl, adding unique

dimensions to the quality of life for this and future generations; and
- forests of the Northwest, especially old-growth areas, are a magnificent national

heritage and should be protected.

Response:  The subject of reserving additional old growth is addressed in the Alternatives
Considered But Eliminated From Detailed Study section of Chapter 2.  The 1994 Northwest Forest
Plan Final SEIS included an alternative that reserved all remaining late-successional forests.  The
proposed action in this SEIS addresses difficulties identified with the implementation of the
Survey and Manage mitigation measure and does not propose to remove the measure or change
the mix of land allocations made in the Northwest Forest Plan.  Reconsideration of the amount of
old growth that should or should not be in reserves is outside the scope of this SEIS.

187.  Comment:  Protections provided by the President’s roadless areas proposal should not be
counteracted with new logging of old-growth forests.

Response:  The subject of reserving additional old growth is addressed in the Alternatives
Considered But Eliminated From Detailed Study section of Chapter 2.  The 1994 Northwest Forest
Plan Final SEIS included an alternative that reserved all remaining late-successional forests.  The
proposed action in this SEIS addresses difficulties with the implementation of the Survey and
Manage mitigation measure and does not propose to remove the measure or change the mix of
land allocations made in the Northwest Forest Plan.  Reconsideration of the amount of old growth
that should or should not be in reserves is outside the scope of this SEIS.

188.  Comment:  The SEIS should address an alternative that adjusts the Survey and Manage
requirements to maintain the “balanced” harvest level established by the Northwest Forest Plan.

Response:  An alternative that maintains the PSQ level described in the 1994 Northwest Forest
Plan Final SEIS is included in the Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Detailed Study
section of Chapter 2.

189.  Comment:  The Agencies should preserve old-growth forests because of the economic value
in preserving old growth:  clean water, healthy fish and wildlife populations, tourism, and
recreation.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan and the underlying land and resource management plans
for the individual administrative units in the Northwest Forest Plan area have addressed these
items.  The alternatives in this SEIS would amend the Survey and Manage and related standards
and guidelines only and would not materially change the effects for any of the above resources
from effects displayed in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.
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190.  Comment:  The Agencies should preserve the scenic beauty of the Northwest.

Response:  The land and resource management plans for each administrative unit specifically
address maintenance of scenic resources.  Where retention of those resources is compatible with
some level of regularly scheduled timber harvest, those areas contribute to PSQ.  Where scenic
resources are deemed not compatible with timber harvest, those areas are shown in the Northwest
Forest Plan as Administratively Withdrawn.  Reconsideration of the standards and guidelines for
maintaining scenic quality is outside the scope of this SEIS.

191.  Comment:  The Agencies should halt the harvest of old-growth forests because it is
unprofitable for the Forest Service and subsidized by taxpayer dollars.

Response:  Timber sales are sold to the highest bidder based on detailed stand management
prescriptions.  Which trees to harvest and other contract requirements are carefully specified by
agency employees and contracts are administered by qualified on-the-ground specialists.  Any cost
allowances or pre-work by the government are available to all bidders and included in the
advertisement, so the concept of government subsidies to timber companies is a myth.  Further, the
Agencies do not harvest timber to make a profit, but to provide wood products to meet U.S.
demands in ways that are more environmentally friendly and better for the U.S. balance-of-trade
than if our needs were met with imports or alternative products.  However, a reconsideration of the
relative costs or values associated with the level of harvest in mature, old-growth, or any other
forests is outside the scope of this SEIS.

192.  Comment:  Old growth should not be cut, except as needed for forest health.

Response:  The determination of the proportion of such lands to be reserved was made while
considering other resource values derived from these federally managed lands, including the value
of old growth.  Individual unit land and resource management plans have considered the need for
aesthetics, Wilderness, visual, and other recreational resources and specified management
direction for some old-growth areas that precludes regularly scheduled timber harvest.  The
Northwest Forest Plan, with its focus on the needs of over 1,100 late-successional and old-growth
associated species, considered the size, quality, and distribution of existing (and future) late-
successional forests and specified an additional area to be managed for late-successional and old-
growth characteristics.  About 86 percent of the late-successional forest identified in the Northwest
Forest Plan area is in reserves or otherwise withdrawn.  Additional requirements for harvest units
in the Matrix will result in the retention of approximately 15 percent of the forest remaining in
those units, made up of small patches of the largest and oldest trees available.  The late-
successional forest remaining available for timber harvest is that area not designated for other
management in the above two processes.  In comparison to the portion that is reserved, the area
subject to harvest is more likely to be in smaller, less functional fragments.

Portions of the forest land administered by the Forest Service and BLM have been managed for
long-term sustained yield of timber and related products for several decades.  A result of that
management has been the creation of fast-growing plantations generally ranging in age from 0 to
50 or 60 years old.  These stands are prevalent enough that a long-term yield could be achieved
from them that is higher than the current PSQ for the Northwest Forest Plan, but only after about
30 more years when these stands become mature.  Until that time, offering timber to meet the PSQ
is dependent upon late-successional stands.  In addition to providing the balance that President
Clinton was seeking when he directed development of the Northwest Forest Plan, harvest in these
stands maintains an even flow, supporting communities and industries that will be available to
harvest the younger stands as they mature, and that are available to do commercial thinning, forest
health, and other stand management treatments in the short term.

Finally, it is important to note that the amount of old growth on federally managed lands in the
Northwest Forest Plan area is increasing two to three times faster than it is being harvested.  The
pie chart and numbers displayed in the Draft SEIS were designed to provide information about the
likelihood of disturbing a species site for an endemic species located only in the Matrix.  It was
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not intended as a display of late-successional forest over time.  This chart, and the discussion of
late-successional forests in Chapter 3&4, have been modified to address this concern.

Chapter 3&4

Introduction/Background

193.  Comment:  The Agencies should analyze the potential risks to species moved from one
survey category to another.

Response:  The anticipated effects to species and taxa groups is identified in Chapter 3&4.
Experts writing the species effects sections were provided all information that the Species Review
Process used to place species into Survey and Manage categories or to remove species from
Survey and Manage.  These writers described the predicted stability, distribution, and uncertainties
for all species based upon management included within each category.  Experts did not evaluate
effects to species from changes in category, per se, but did address effects to species for each
alternative, including the No-Action Alternative, so the change resulting from a change in category
is apparent.  Whether or not it is practical to conduct pre-disturbance surveys for a species is an
important criterion for assigning species in categories.

194.  Comment:  The relative risks to the persistence of individual species for each alternative
should be better analyzed.

Response:  The species effects sections in Chapter 3&4 have been restructured to clarify findings,
the basis for those findings, and any uncertainty regarding those findings.  The summary of effects
section in Chapter 2 has been rewritten to more consistently show effects.  Also, two new tables,
Table 2-13 and 2-14, have been added to Chapter 2.  Table 2-13 summarizes anticipated effects for
all species and Table 2-14 provides a summary of species with outcomes that vary by alternative

195.  Comment:  The Agencies should clarify the requirement for species to be published
taxonomic entities in order to be considered for future addition to Survey and Manage, while
unpublished taxonomic entities would be retained on Survey and Manage.

Response:  Some of the unpublished species on Survey and Manage in the original Northwest
Forest Plan Final SEIS have been resolved since the release of the Northwest Forest Plan ROD.
The Agencies continue to work on resolving issues for many of the remaining unpublished
species.  These species were placed under the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines by
the Northwest Forest Plan and will remain under this management until the Species Review
Process determines the reserves and other elements of the Northwest Forest Plan provide a
reasonable assurance of persistence or they are no longer considered a separate species.  All of the
unpublished species currently on Survey and Manage have been reviewed through the Species
Review Process and continue to meet the three basic criteria for management under the Survey
and Manage Standards and Guidelines.

The decision to limit future additions to the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines to
published species is based, in part, on the need to ensure there are published descriptions for use in
survey and identification of the species.  Otherwise, no records can be demonstrated to represent a
particular taxon and future publication could devalue all agency records for the taxon to that point.

196.  Comment:  The Agencies should include state and private lands in their evaluation of the
environmental effects of the proposed actions.

Response:  The cumulative effect of reasonably foreseeable actions on adjacent lands was
considered in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS and continues to be considered here.
Nonfederal lands are generally not considered as contributing to populations of Survey and
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Manage species because there is no assurance management actions will not disrupt those
populations, except in cases where Habitat Conservation Plans implement specific management
strategies that directly or indirectly benefit Survey and Manage species.  Some of the Survey and
Manage species are relatively non-mobile endemics which benefit little from stands several miles
away.  For vertebrate species, the viability provision applies to each Forest Service administrative
unit within the species range.

The Cumulative Impacts section in Chapter 3&4 has been expanded to address nonfederal actions
undertaken since 1994 and pending or reasonable foreseeable federal actions.  New information
collected since 1994 tends to confirm that nonfederal lands do not contribute significantly to the
stability of Survey and Manage species.  However, some nonfederal lands may incidently
contribute to the stability of these species through Habitat Conservation Plans prepared for listed
species or through modifications to state forest practices acts.  The cumulative effects analysis
conducted during preparation of this Final SEIS included a review of Habitat Conservation Plans
that have been completed within the range of the northern spotted owl.  In this review, potential
direct and inadvertent benefits that might accrue to Survey and Manage species are identified.
This analysis concluded that some benefits could accrue to these species, mostly through the
protection or restoration of older forest conditions and other habitat structural conditions, but these
benefits were most often as a result of specific management measures implemented to meet other
species (especially those listed under Endangered Species Act) goals.

197.  Comment:  Projected future habitat is not acceptable mitigation for the loss of current
habitat.

Response:  The changes in the amount and arrangement of late-successional forests over time was
well analyzed in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  Projected future habitat is not being
offered as “mitigation” for potential “losses” of Survey and Manage sites, although future late-
successional ingrowth as described in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS will certainly
contribute to meeting persistence objectives for late-successional forest associated species at the
ecosystem scale in the long term.

198.  Comment:  The Agencies should consider the effect of their management decisions on all
types of activities that are economically dependent on the forest, not just timber harvest.

Response:  The Agencies have considered the effects on all types of activities.  The definition of
habitat-disturbing activities in Chapter 2 is not limited to timber harvest or any other particular
management activity.  In Chapter 3&4, the SEIS described effects to management activities
expected to be affected differently by the different alternatives.  If activities are affected by Survey
and Manage as described in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, and that effect differs
little between the No-Action and the action alternatives, they may not be identified or discussed in
this SEIS, because there is no change, and additional discussion will not contribute information for
making a choice between the alternatives.

199.  Comment:  The Agencies should analyze the cumulative effects of eliminating the
Protection Buffer Standards and Guidelines.

Response:  Although Protection Buffers are “returned to their underlying or appropriate
surrounding allocation,” the management direction applicable to these sites is not eliminated.  The
Protection Buffers were designed to serve single-species objectives.  Management direction  is
retained as the “interim management direction” for these species until an updated Management
Recommendation, using the best available science, is prepared.  A primary reason for modifying
the Protection Buffer Standards and Guidelines is because they are duplicative and redundant.
There is no actual change in the management direction from what was intended in the Northwest
Forest Plan unless the Management Recommendation is revised or the species is assigned to a
different category.  No cumulative effects examination beyond that included in this SEIS is
needed.
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200.  Comment:  The Agencies should conduct forest-by-forest analyses of the effects of the
proposed alternatives.

Response:  The new information indicating a need for this SEIS is not forest or district-specific. It
applies throughout the Northwest Forest Plan area.  The action alternatives will not distribute
effects differently than would result from the No-Action Alternative except where species removal
from Survey and Manage may affect one or more species with localized distributions.  The
information used to develop some of the effects, for example PSQ, is not so specific as to be
identifiable at the scale of the individual administrative unit.  For the scope of this decision,
identification of more area-specific effects is neither possible or necessary.  Effects at the
individual administrative unit level will be more appropriately displayed when individual land and
resource management plans are revised.

201.  Comment:  The Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines are part of the Northwest
Forest Plan and should be evaluated within the context of that Plan.

Response:  This is, in fact, what has been done.  The Survey and Manage and related mitigation
measures were adopted in 1994 as an element of the Northwest Forest Plan.  The measures work
in concert with other elements of the Northwest Forest Plan.  Survey and Manage by itself would
not be expected to adequately provide for all species.  For example, one reason the strategy
provides a reasonable assurance of persistence, even for those species where pre-disturbance
surveys are not practical, is the high likelihood that other elements of the Northwest Forest Plan
are making significant contributions to their habitat needs.

202.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS should include a detailed comparison of species-by-species and
landscape approaches to forest management.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan was designed primarily around an ecosystem approach.
Effects to species were examined during that process and a decision was made to add additional
mitigation for certain species in the form of Survey and Manage (and other mitigation measures
added at that time).  This SEIS proposes to address difficulties the Agencies have had with
implementing those mitigation measures.  These difficulties include conflicting, unclear, and
absence of direction.  The alternatives in this SEIS do not propose to reconsider the entire
application of Survey and Manage to the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, nor to reconsider
other alternatives considered but not selected in 1994.  The suggested analysis is outside the scope
of this SEIS.

203.  Comment:  The Agencies should clarify the analysis of the alternatives using adequate
scientific support.

Response:  The Agencies have relied on the most up-to-date scientific information as the basis for
the analysis.  Chapter 3&4 has been reorganized and rewritten to add clarity, consistency, and
better display the basis for conclusions.  However, many of the species on Survey and Manage are
rare endemic species about which little is known.

204.  Comment:  The Agencies should expand on the concept of “ecological or species risk” in
the Final SEIS.

Response:  The action alternatives have been designed to consider various management strategies
to meet persistence objectives for Survey and Manage species.  While providing for alternate
means of achieving the overall goal of reasonable assurance of species persistence, the action
alternatives objectively address common criteria or factors that indicate whether there is a concern
for persistence (see Concern for Persistence section in Chapter 2).  Additional information on
ecological or species risk can be found within the species effects sections in Chapter 3&4.  The
species effects sections in Chapter 3&4 have been rewritten to better describe the effect of each
alternative in terms of stability, distribution, and level of uncertainty.
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205.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS briefly identifies changes since the Northwest Forest Plan was
approved, but none of the changes are considered significant.  How can new information about
Survey and Manage be significant, but the listing of over a dozen ESUs (Evolutionary Significant
Units) of salmon not be significant?

Response:  The changes, including listing of a number of species under the Endangered Species
Act, are not considered significant in relation to the analysis of effects to these species because
probable listings under the Endangered Species Act were anticipated in the Northwest Forest Plan
Final SEIS.  Further, the biological status of these species, as described in the listing decisions,
were not significantly different from their condition as described in that Final SEIS.  Tiering, as
presented in 40 CFR 1502.20, is an appropriate action in this situation since the Proposed Action
is a change only to the Survey and Manage and related mitigation measures of the Northwest
Forest Plan.  The potential effects of these listings under the Endangered Species Act are briefly
addressed in the Cumulative Impacts section in Chapter 3&4 and in Appendix G.  An SEIS is
being prepared here, not because the Agencies consider these changes to be significant, but, in
part, because the Agencies wanted to provide a more structured public comment period and there
is a high level of interest and likely controversy.

206.  Comment:  The Agencies should identify and consider species that are not limited only to
old growth.

Response:  FEMAT and the Northwest Forest Plan identified the concern for old growth and old-
growth forest associated species as a major issue for habitat in the Pacific Northwest because the
amount of old growth was being systematically reduced at the time.  Species associated with other
habitats are provided for through other elements of land and resource management plans,
including the Agencies’ special status species programs.

207.  Comment:  The Agencies should add species to Survey and Manage with this SEIS.

Response:  The action alternatives each contain provisions to add species in the future.  Since the
Northwest Forest Plan (No-Action Alternative) does not suggest adding species, no call for
nominations or information about new species was initiated.  Assuming one of the action
alternatives is selected, the addition of species will be considered in future years.

208.  Comment:  The Agencies should account for the effect eastside Late-Successional Reserve
management is having on meeting species persistence objectives.

Response:  Assumptions about Late-Successional Reserve management on the east side of the
Cascades are consistent with the management of such areas suggested in the Northwest Forest
Plan Standards and Guidelines.  In general, experts writing the species effects sections considered
Survey and Manage species to be secure in reserves, not because every site was guaranteed
protection, but because the objectives of Late-Successional Reserve management in general are
consistent with meeting persistence objectives for late-successional forest associated species.

209.  Comment:  The Agencies should only offer protection to species entitled legal protection.

Response:  Species included in the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines were identified
in the Northwest Forest Plan because there was a concern for their persistence and they were
thought to be closely associated with late-successional and old-growth forests.  One of the goals of
the Survey and Manage mitigation measure, as with the Agencies’ special status species programs,
is to prevent listing under the Endangered Species Act.  Although some Survey and Manage
species are considered to be uncommon, rather than rare, listing under the Endangered Species Act
can be prompted by substantial threats to a species, not just immediate rarity.  For those species for
which reserves and other standards and guidelines do not appear to provide a reasonable assurance
for persistence, the Agencies are adopting these mitigation measures to avoid creating threats to
species persistence from Agency actions which could result in legal protection under the
Endangered Species Act.  Further, the National Forest Management Act requires that the Forest
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Service manage habitat to provide for viable populations of all native vertebrates and desirable
non-native vertebrates.  The Agencies’ special status species programs establish policy for the
management of other species to the degree practicable.

210.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS violates NEPA by failing to fully and fairly discuss the
significant impacts that could result from the changes proposed to extensive, regional, and pre-
disturbance surveys.

Response:  Extensive and general regional surveys required under the Northwest Forest Plan are
replaced by “strategic surveys” as described in the Strategic Survey section in Chapter 2.  The
need for and purpose of pre-disturbance surveys is clarified in Chapter 2.  The effects of these
changes are appropriately described in Chapter 3&4.  The discussions of these two key parts of the
actions alternatives has been expanded and clarified in the Final SEIS.

211.  Comment:  The SEIS should provide an analysis of the environmental effects that result
from extending implementation dates and postponing completion of strategic surveys.

Response:  Categories 1B and 2B in Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively, contain the restriction of
“...the Agencies will not sign NEPA decisions or decision documents for habitat-disturbing
activities in old- growth forests (a sub-set of late-successional forests - see glossary) in fiscal year
2006 (fiscal year 2011 for fungi) and beyond, unless either:  strategic surveys have been
completed for the province that encompasses the project area; or, equivalent-effort surveys have
been conducted in the old-growth habitat to be disturbed.”  The environmental consequences
discussions in Chapter 3&4 disclose effects on species where appropriate.

212.  Comment:  Alternative 3 includes 250-meter buffers.  The Draft SEIS fails to disclose how
the smaller buffers under Alternative 1 will allow species to persist at the site given the edge-
effects of timber harvest.

Response:  Alternatives 1 and 2 provide for a buffer size delineated as necessary to provide for
persistence of taxon at the managed known site.  It is anticipated the size of these sites would vary
depending upon the species’ needs and geographic, geologic, and botanic differences.  The
purpose of the 250-meter, one-size-fits-all buffer in Alternative 3 is to provide for ease of
implementation.  The size was selected because there are some parallels to maintaining
microclimate conditions adjacent to clear cuts.  Generally, there were no major differences in
meeting species persistence objectives by alternative based on these differing approaches.

213.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS fails to consider the cumulative effects of exceptions and other
changes to the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines.

Response:  The standards and guidelines specify that professional judgment, coupled with locally
specific information and advice from taxa specialists about the species, may be used to identify
occasional sites not needed for persistence.  These exceptions will be reviewed by the REO.  One
of the purposes of including advice from taxa specialists and REO review is so the implications of
the exceptions can be considered in context with other exceptions and other information.  The
request should include sufficient information for the REO to complete an informed review.

214.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS does not mention logging in reserves.  This logging should be
acknowledged and included in the PSQ for a better estimate of actual volume removed.

Response:  Harvests in the reserves are guided only by the management objectives of the reserves
and are not part of the regularly scheduled timber harvest.  Thus, they are not part of the PSQ.
Although such management is statistically predictable (as it was in the Northwest Forest Plan
Final SEIS), this volume is not included in PSQ because selling the higher volume would then
become an objective, even if the reserve objectives would not allow harvesting.  Including such
constrained areas in the harvestable land base tends to place greater pressure to over-harvest other
areas with fewer constraints.  Harvests in the reserves are not discussed in this SEIS because they
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involve young stand thinnings, salvage, or hazard reduction that do not significantly affect the
stands functionality for late-successional forest associated species.

215.  Comment:  Since costs seem to be going up while appropriations are declining, sources and
priorities for funding should be described.

Response:  A discussion entitled Effects Assumption Relating to the Potential for Reduced
Funding has been added to the Background section of Chapter 3&4.  This discussion explains why
Survey and Manage budgets are expected to increase, why identification of priorities for reduced
funding would be impossible, and how species persistence objectives would continue to be met
with reduced funding.

216.  Comment:  The SEIS should discuss how the alternatives will affect timber, prescribed
burning, treatment of insect infestations, and any other programs that may be affected by
implementation of the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines.

Response:  The timber harvest discussion has been updated to include one additional year of
known site information and effects to harvest volumes are displayed in the most detail possible
given the nature of the available information.  A detailed prescribed fire discussion has also been
added that includes acres expected to be available or unavailable for prescribed fire, by alternative.
Effects to other potentially habitat-disturbing functional areas are expected to be similar to those
described for timber harvest.  The Socioeconomic section describes effects to mining and other
resources.  Management of insect infestations takes on added complexity because of the Survey
and Manage Standards and Guidelines, but many of these effects are not new and do not vary
between alternatives.  Effects because of the overall Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines
are described as part of the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS and it is not necessary to repeat
them in this SEIS.  One standard and guideline was added to the Final SEIS that could affect
management of outbreaks of exotic species or other fast-moving serious pests:  “Pre-disturbance
surveys are not required in the unusual circumstance such that a dely in implementation of the
activity (to permit pre-disturbance surveys) would result in greatly increased and unacceptable
environmental risk.  Such circumstances are subject to review by the REO to ensure the urgency
of the activity justifies the risk to species.”

217.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS does not adequately describe the options available when Survey
and Manage species are discovered where eradication of an exotic pest or pathogen is needed.

Response:  An exception to the requirement for pre-disturbance surveys has been added to the
Final SEIS for “...unusual circumstances such that a delay in implementation of the activity...
would clearly result in greatly increased and unacceptable environmental risk.  Such
circumstances are subject to review by the Regional Ecosystem Office to ensure the urgency of the
activity justifies the risk to species.”  Also, exceptions to the management of known sites may be
proposed, subject to review by the REO.

218.  Comment:  The effects of specific elements of the alternatives should be displayed.  For
example, how much of the timber harvest effects of Alternative 3 are from the larger buffer sizes.

Response:  In general, the alternatives are similar enough to preclude the need to display the
effects of individual elements.  However, Alternative 3 does differ from Alternative 1 in two
substantial ways and it is desirable to display the effects of these differences.  Alternative 3
includes larger buffers and equivalent-effort surveys which both increase the projected acreage of
known sites.  Figure 3&4-13 has been added to the timber harvest discussion to display additional
information about the projected acreage of known sites, based on relative rarity and alternative.
Providing further detail on this subject is complicated by the overlap between known sites
projected from equivalent-effort surveys and sites resulting from larger buffers.
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Aquatic Ecosystem

219.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should include a factual and detailed explanation of the
protection provided to aquatic species by the different alternatives.

Response:  There is no need to provide the suggested information in the Final SEIS.  The
alternatives in this SEIS do not change the basic approach to the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
nor conclusions relating to aquatic species contained in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.
“Riparian Reserves are designed to be large enough to protect the ecological values required by
riparian-dependent plant and animal species” (USDA, USDI 1994a, p. F-167).  The Aquatic
Conservation Strategy is a landscape-level strategy and was not designed to address species-
specific needs.  It is designed to restore watershed and aquatic ecosystem functions and processes
that support aquatic and riparian-dependent species throughout the range of the northern spotted
owl.  (See also comment/response 148.)

220.  Comment:  The Agencies should take into consideration studies demonstrating the superior
water quality and wildlife habitat provided by streams untouched by human activity.

Response:  The Aquatic Conservation Strategy, in particular the Riparian Reserve land allocation,
maintains and restores the functions and processes needed to sustain the conditions to support
riparian and aquatic-dependent species.  The widths of the Riparian Reserves are based on
information to maintain and restore water quality.  “Full implementation of the selected alternative
(Aquatic Conservation Strategy) is expected to maintain and improve water quality and be
consistent with the enforceable policies of federally approved...pollution control programs”
(USDA, USDI 1994a, p. F-177).  Additional consideration of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy is
outside the scope of this SEIS.

221.  Comment:  The Agencies should incorporate data on the relationship between natural
disturbance regimes and terrestrial-riparian diversity into management plans for riparian buffers.

Response:  Studies on the relationship between disturbance regimes and terrestrial-riparian
diversity is beyond the scope of this SEIS.  The alternatives display different ways of addressing
the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines with some species-specific management
guidance.

222.  Comment:  The Aquatic Ecosystem section of the Final SEIS should include a cumulative
effects analysis.

Response:  Cumulative effects are addressed in the Cumulative Impacts section in Chapter 3&4 of
this SEIS which briefly discusses the effects of listing of various fish stocks.  This analysis
supplements the analysis provided in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  This SEIS concludes
that none of the alternatives affect the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan conclusions for maintaining
and restoring healthy watersheds in the planning area.

223.  Comment:  The Agencies should specify the nature of the “additional measures” described
in the Aquatic Ecosystem section of the Draft SEIS (p. 141) that purport to reduce the risks to
aquatic-dependent species.

Response:  Species-specific mitigation measures are described in this SEIS.  As stated in the
Aquatic Ecosystem section, the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines provide
management guidance for riparian and aquatic-dependent species in addition to the standards and
guidelines established through the Aquatic Conservation Strategy of the Northwest Forest Plan.
For Survey and Manage species associated with aquatic and riparian habitats, the Survey and
Manage Standards and Guidelines provide for Management Recommendations that would guide
management of known sites for these species, specific to their particular habitat needs.
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224.  Comment:  The Agencies should protect riparian areas to reduce declining salmon
populations.

Response:  Over 40 percent of the lands in the Northwest Forest Plan area are managed according
to the standards and guidelines for Riparian Reserves specified in the Northwest Forest Plan ROD.
None of the alternatives would change that management direction.

Forest Ecosystem

225.  Comment:  The Agencies should maintain small, old-growth habitats that still exist within a
matrix of younger stands.  Future activities that might remove these remnant stands should be
disclosed to the public.

Response:   The Agencies do maintain small patches and individual old trees within younger
stands.  Retaining these characteristics during regeneration harvests helps provide for structural
diversity in the new stand much sooner than would develop if the stand were even-aged.  The
Northwest Forest Plan already includes standards and guidelines requiring, on most National
Forests, retention of 15 percent of each cutting unit in the largest and oldest trees available.
Nearby riparian and other reserves do not count toward this 15 percent.  BLM units have a similar
standard.  Individual Survey and Manage sites may correspond with these patches, or may be in
addition to these patches and provide additional benefits to those intended by the 15 percent
retention requirement.  These standards and guidelines in the Northwest Forest Plan relative to
old-growth fragments are not changed by this SEIS.  The public, including tribal organizations,
will also have a chance to comment on individual projects that affect these remnant stands.  These
individual projects, proposed at the local level, will be analyzed through the NEPA process and
disclosed to the public.

226.  Comment:  The Agencies should recognize that about 50 percent of the reserves are
plantations and young natural forests.

Response:  The mix of forest stand age classes in reserves was considered in the Northwest Forest
Plan SEIS and by the FEMAT panels.  The expected increase of late-successional age classes in
this mix over time due to ingrowth is described in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  Relevant
points of that discussion have been carried into the Forest Ecosystem section in Chapter 3&4 of
this SEIS.  Impressions in the Draft SEIS that total late-successional and old-growth acreage was
being reduced have been corrected.

227.  Comment:  The Agencies should consider the role of forests in the global carbon cycle when
making management decisions.

Response:  The role of forests in the global carbon cycle, or for that matter the portion of the
federal forests to be managed for regularly scheduled timber harvest (PSQ), is outside the scope of
this SEIS.  The Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, which is being supplemented by this document,
already discussed these issues, as appropriate.

228.  Comment:  The Agencies should substantiate their claim that late-successional and old-
growth forest will be replaced at four times the rate it is lost.

Response:  The discussion of late-successional forests in the Forest Ecosystem section of Chapter
3&4 has been rewritten to provide a better explanation of the rate of ingrowth.

229.  Comment:  The courts have held that short-term ecological degradation is not an acceptable
trade-off for unsubstantiated long-term benefits Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s
Associations v. National Marine Fisheries Service (No. C99-67R - W.D. Washington, Sept 30,
1999) (PCFFA v. NMFS) as stated on page 133 of the Draft SEIS.  The Agencies seem to think it
is acceptable to lose an unknown number of Survey and Manage species and associated late-
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successional and old-growth habitat if the forest ecosystems within the range of Northwest Forest
Plan are benefitted at some as yet undetermined point in the future.

Response:  The court in the cited case did not find that trade-offs cannot be made.  The court was
dissatisfied with the supporting documentation for the biological opinion’s conclusions that the
short-term degradations would not jeopardize the species, even though there were long-term
benefits to the species.  Neither this court nor any other court has held that, as a matter of law,
such trade-offs cannot be made.  For example, the court recognized the fact “that a project [that]
will result in some degradation does not, standing alone, constitute [Aquatic Conservation
Strategy of the Northwest Forest Plan] noncompliance.”  See PCFFA v. NMFS, page 15.
Furthermore, the same court upheld the programmatic biological opinion on the Northwest Forest
Plan, even though it recognized and accepted that individual projects had the potential for minor,
short-term adverse effects.  See  PCFFA v. NMFS, page 16; and PCFFA v. NMFS, Civ. No. C 97-
775 R (W.D. Washington, April 28, 1998).

Where decisions involving short-term degradations have been subject to adverse court rulings, it is
because of a finding of inadequate analysis or documentation to support those decisions under
procedural statutes such as the National Environmental Policy Act or the Administrative
Procedures Act.  So long as the proper analysis is made and so long as no jeopardy would be
caused to a species listed for protection under the Endangered Species Act, there is no law which
would prohibit the decision-maker from choosing to accept short-term degradation to gain long-
term benefits.

If such a ruling were made, it would prevent the Agencies from choosing trade-offs such as
accepting a few days of turbidity in a stream in order to open up a blocked culvert that is
preventing fish passage to spawning areas.  The removal of any discretion by agency decision-
makers to accept trade-offs between short-term degradation and long-term benefits would be far
more detrimental to the long-term recovery of endangered fish species than any short-term impacts
of restoration activities.  Long-term benefits can be “substantiated” without having a centuries
long test project.  Sufficient information is known about the life history and habitat requirements
of fish species to know that such things as passage to spawning beds is important to their recovery.
Precise data to substantiate the exact degree to which a particular spawning bed would contribute
to the long-term recovery of the species is not needed.  Scientists know from countless
observations that the presence of large down woody debris is important to many species.
Numerous sites, which have been previously logged for high grade timber many decades ago, have
given us unintended test plots for observing the likely long-term benefits of various standards and
guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan such as green tree retention and large down woody debris
requirements.

The long-term benefits of the Northwest Forest Plan are not “unsubstantiated.”  The Northwest
Forest Plan is intended to be adaptable to changing information.  As knowledge is gained
regarding the habitat requirements and management techniques which are beneficial to Survey and
Manage species, the beneficial aspects of the Northwest Forest Plan will continue to improve as
well.  The greatest threats to the long-term management of these species are rigid principles such
as “no short-term impact can be traded off for a long-term benefit” or “no human activity can be
considered as beneficial to wildlife.”

The adoption of any of the alternatives in this Final SEIS is not expected to lead to the loss of any
of these species.  Nowhere in the Northwest Forest Plan, or in this SEIS, has it been stated that the
loss of any species was acceptable for any reason.  This SEIS proposes to amend certain
mitigation measures that were adopted in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan ROD.  These mitigation
measures were designed to prevent the possible unintended loss of any species from the activities
contemplated in the Northwest Forest Plan.  What was determined acceptable in the Northwest
Forest Plan in 1994, for instance, was the magnitude of the potential inadvertent loss of individual
members of certain species during the time given for developing Survey and Manage protocols.
The reason it was acceptable was because this potential inadvertent loss was not expected to
significantly affect meeting persistence objectives for any of these species.
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230.  Comment:  Forested ecosystems should be managed by registered foresters.

Response:  Forest management to meet the full array of management objectives, is planned and
designed by interdisciplinary teams of professionals using the best available science, for ultimate
decisions by Agency line officers.  These teams are comprised of professionals in a variety of
disciplines including foresters, wildlife biologists, hydrologists, fish biologists, ecologists, and
archeologists, etc.  The resultant management activity is described in detail in a silvicultural
prescription.  The documentation and the results are not unlike what could be expected from a
good prescription written by a registered professional forester with access to multiple biological
specialists.

231.  Comment:  Environmental safeguards recommended in the Draft SEIS should be stronger
than those called for in the original Northwest Forest Plan.

Response:  The scope of this SEIS is limited to the needs identified in Chapter 1 regarding Survey
and Manage and related mitigation measures.  Consideration of the standards and guidelines or
land allocations in other parts of the Northwest Forest Plan are outside the scope of this SEIS.

232.  Comment:  The Agencies should reconcile the different definitions of “old growth” found in
FEMAT, the Northwest Forest Plan, and the Survey and Manage documents.

Response:  Definitions of old growth vary with forest type.  The FEMAT glossary definition that
seems to apply to west-side Douglas-fir, and the FEMAT general definition of old growth have
been included in the glossary, as well as a reference to the Forest Service’s 1993 Interim Old-
Growth Definitions which contain specific parameters for various forest types including those on
the east side of the Cascades.

233.  Comment:  Protection levels for species should be at an ecosystem level.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan was designed to apply to the ecosystem level, to restore
ecosystem processes that may have been lost due to previous activities or events.  Some late-
successional forest components (such as down logs or canopy cover) are specifically mentioned
when addressing late-successional forest issues, such as the management of habitat components
for individual species.  However, the goal of the Northwest Forest Plan is to promote the
maintenance and restoration of ecosystem function and structure for all late-successional forest
associated species in the area of the Northwest Forest Plan.  For many of these species, this
provision is only a transitional protection measure until strategic surveys can determine that their
needs will be met by the reserve system and other standards and guidelines.  Some species have
such local distribution and specific habitat requirements that site-specific management, including
specific habitat components, may be needed to adequately provide for a reasonable assurance of
persistence.  This site-specific management for species that meet the criteria for inclusion in
Survey and Manage does not preclude ecosystem management at the landscape level.  Indeed, for
species with extremely local distribution and unique habitat requirements, site management would
equate to ecosystem management for that species.

234.  Comment:  The Agencies should protect the genetic diversity of the flora and fauna of the
remaining Pacific Northwest old-growth forests.

Response:  For the most part, the Northwest Forest Plan takes an ecosystem-based approach to
protecting the genetic diversity fo the flora and fauna of species closely associated with late-
successional forests.  The Late-Successional Reserves were developed to include the most
“ecologically significant” old growth in a network large enough to withstand and benefit from
disturbance processes and the diversity they create.  The Northwest Forest Plan is a management
strategy designed to provide for the diversity of old-growth forest associated species.  The
identified purpose and need of this SEIS deals with the efficiency and effectiveness of Survey and
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Manage Standards and Guidelines, surveys, and management recommendations.  Regardless of the
alternative chosen, ecosystem effects are expected to continue to be within the range anticipated
by the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.

235.  Comment:  The Agencies should take into account the geographic and temporal cumulative
effects of large-scale disturbances in reserves on population viability.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan is a broad-based approach to sustaining ecosystem
functions, processes, and long-term resilience.  The network of Late-Successional Reserves and
the standards and guidelines for the forest Matrix between reserves are designed to work together
to provide for long-term recovery of individual reserves following large-scale disturbance
processes such as fire and windstorms that might have adverse short-term impacts to late-
successional forest associated species.  The designers of this strategy built a restoration and
maintenance strategy to apply to all lands administered by the Agencies in the Northwest Forest
Plan area.  Effects are predicted to be a positive influence on population viability.  To the extent
information is available, these cumulative effects are incorporated into species outcomes
anticipated for each alternative.

236.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should include an analysis of impacts to forest ecosystems and a
summary of the Northwest Forest Plan data to which the analysis is tiered.

Response:  The analysis of impacts to forest ecosystems from the implementation of the combined
standards and guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan is an issue that has been addressed through
the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  The Survey and Manage SEIS does not substantively
change the baseline for that analysis so additional analysis of this issue is not required.  Data
pertinent to effects on Survey and Manage species has been used in the Species Review Process to
assign species to management categories and has been considered in the analysis of effects to
those species and other resources, as presented in Chapter 3&4.

237.  Comment:  The Agencies should analyze the effectiveness of protected areas in maintaining
biodiversity and ecosystem functions.

Response:  The analysis of the effectiveness of reserves and other areas is an issue that has been
addressed through the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  Briefly, the Northwest Forest Plan has
as its basis a system of reserves where species (even species that have large home ranges and are
wide-ranging) can persist.  The intervening Matrix is managed to provide an adequate level of
connectivity among those large reserves, in part through management of Riparian Reserves.  The
Aquatic Conservation Strategy provides a high level of protection for the associated aquatic
system.  Other standards and guidelines provide for the retention of other forest legacy that
promotes some retention and restoration of old forest conditions in the activity areas within each
watershed.  Finally, Survey and Manage measures were added as a mitigation to decrease the
likelihood that some species would be inadvertently harmed by management activities.
Collectively, these measures maintain biodiversity and ecosystem processes and functions.  This
Survey and Manage SEIS does not substantively change these principles or the baseline for that
analysis and additional analysis of this issue is not required at this time.

238.  Comment:  The Agencies should protect the microclimate associated with old-growth
forests.

Response:  The effects of forest management on microclimate associated with old-growth forests
is an issue that has been addressed through the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  Microclimate
effects were considered and are the basis for certain elements fo the Northwest Forest Plan such as
the size of the Late-Successional Reserves, Riparian Reserves, and buffers for individual species.
The Survey and Manage SEIS does not substantively change the baseline for that analysis and
additional analysis of this issue is not required at this time.
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239.  Comment:  The Agencies should recommend Wilderness protection for mature and old-
growth forests.

Response:  Recommending lands for Wilderness is beyond the scope of this SEIS.

240.  Comment:  The Agencies should preserve biodiversity by protecting old-growth forests.

Response:  The maintenance and protection of biodiversity is an issue that has been addressed
through the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  The role of Survey and Manage species in
maintaining biodiversity of late-successional forests has not changed since that analysis and
additional analysis of this issue is not required at this time.

241.  Comment:  The Agencies should take into consideration the superior ecological condition of
old-growth forests.

Response:  Ecological conditions provided by old-growth and late-successional forests is an issue
that has been addressed through the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  The Survey and Manage
SEIS does not substantively change the baseline for that analysis and additional analysis of this
issue is not required at this time.

242.  Comment:  The future of the forest and its irreplaceable resources should be protected
against the gradual destruction of old growth.

Response:  The resources associated with, and values of, old-growth forests are issues that have
been addressed through the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  The Survey and Manage SEIS
does not substantively change the baseline for that analysis and additional analysis of this issue is
not required at this time.

243.  Comment:  The Agencies should use natural disturbance processes as their primary late-
successional and old-growth management tool.

Response:  Natural disturbance processes in late-successional forests is an issue that has been
addressed through the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  The Survey and Manage SEIS does not
substantively change the baseline for that analysis and additional analysis of this issue is not
required at this time.

244.  Comment:  The Agencies should include a margin of safety in their protection measures for
old-growth ecosystems.

Response:  The management of late-successional and old-growth forests is an issue that has been
addressed through the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  First, the standards and guidelines call
for management activities that will reduce the risk of large-scale disturbances.  Second, reserves
were identified in a system across the range of the northern spotted owl, in a somewhat redundant
network.  This network is designed to provide for recovery of ecosystem functions and processes
following catastrophic natural disturbance.  Loss of one or more reserves due to large disturbance
events would be mitigated by the availability of other reserves in the network, thus, providing a
margin of safety.  The Survey and Manage SEIS does not alter this system of reserves.  Additional
analysis of this issue is not required at this time.

245.  Comment:  The Agencies should clarify the relationship between management for
ecosystem health and protection of Survey and Manage species.  Some management activities,
particularly prescribed fire, are a necessary remedy for declining forest health on a landscape scale

Response:  Ecosystem management concepts emphasize the importance of processes at the
landscape scale over hundreds of years.  Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines emphasize
individuals and populations at the site scale over several life cycles.  There will continue to be
conflicts between these approaches.
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The Final SEIS states that ecosystem health is associated with disturbance processes.  Fire is an
example.  This is particularly true in the ecosystems of southern Oregon and northern California,
and the dry “east” side Cascade types, where historic intervals between fire events were often less
than 10 years.  Species in these environments have evolved with fire, and in many cases, viability
is linked with fire.  Disturbance, in this case fire, provides selective stress that helps drive
selection, adaptation, and evolution.  It is likely, the Survey and Manage species in these systems
have also adapted to and evolved with fire.  However, both fire exclusion and prescribed burning
are potentially detrimental to individuals or populations in the short term.  The SEIS also discloses
that with any disturbance event, there will be “winners” (individuals within a species that are
enhanced by disturbance) and “losers” (individuals within a species that are killed or left at a
competitive disadvantage).  Moreover, given the random affects of fire, even individuals with
well-developed avoidance and resistance strategies may be killed.

Decisions on whether to extinguish (i.e. exclude) or prescribe fire cannot be answered in a general
context.  Specific local variables should be considered and there will always be some degree of
uncertainty.  Risk management will be a critical element of decision making.

Allowing fire to play its natural role, particularly in areas where management is basically passive
(i.e. wilderness and research natural areas) has been gaining support and is likely to benefit Survey
and Manage species in the long run, particularly in fire-adapted ecosystems.  This SEIS
acknowledges the fact that fire can potentially have short-term detrimental impacts to individual
members of some Survey and Manage species and those concerns will be addressed through
Management Recommendations.

246.  Comment:  The Agencies should validate their assumptions regarding the role and
management of old-growth fragments.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan ROD (p. C-44) requires retention of old-growth fragments
in watersheds where little remains.  The Survey and Manage SEIS does not change the existing
standards and guidelines for retention of old-growth fragments; additional analysis of this issue is
not required at this time.

247.  Comment:  Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines should be applied to all forest
lands vulnerable to timber harvest activities.

Response:  Generally, the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines apply to all habitat-
disturbing activities, not just timber harvest activities, in all land allocations.  However, the
standards and guidelines do contain a few specific exemptions.

248.  Comment:  Our relative ignorance of ecological and species interdependence carries its own
risk of species extinction; therefore, the Agencies should implement Survey and Manage
Standards and Guidelines to achieve 100 percent assurance of species persistence, instead of
assuming that loss of species under a “reasonable assurance of persistence” would not affect
ecosystems.

Response:  The SEIS does not conclude that species extinction does not affect ecosystems.  The
Survey and Manage mitigation measure is designed to add confidence that the Northwest Forest
Plan meets persistence objectives (which would prevent extinction).  However, regardless of the
alternative, or mix of alternatives chosen, absolute certainty or 100 percent assurance of
persistence of all species is not possible because there are risks in all endeavors.  The best that the
Agencies can do is apply the best science and make a responsible investment of public resources.

249.  Comment:  The Agencies should ensure protection for old-growth associated species.

Response:  The management of old-growth forest and associated species has been addressed
through the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  The Survey and Manage mitigation measure
provides additional management for species for which other elements of the Northwest Forest Plan
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may not provide a reasonable assurance of persistence.  All of the action alternatives are designed
to continue meeting this objective.

250.  Comment:  The Agencies should protect old-growth stands as ecological anchors
counteracting the effects of private industrial forestry.

Response:  The cumulative effects of timber harvest on nonfederal lands is an issue that has been
addressed through the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  The Survey and Manage SEIS does not
substantively change the baseline for that analysis and additional analysis of this issue is not
required at this time.

251.  Comment:  The Agencies should take into consideration the long-term effects of logging on
the environment.

Response:  The long-term effects of logging on the environment is an issue that has been
addressed through the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS and in individual land and resource
management plans.  The Northwest Forest Plan was the reconciliation of these perceived
conflicting needs.  The Survey and Manage SEIS does not substantively change the baseline for
that analysis and additional analysis of this issue is not required at this time.

252.  Comment:  The Agencies should conclusively demonstrate that the Survey and Manage
mitigation measures will have a “relatively minor effect” on and “no significant cumulative
change” to forest ecosystems.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan designated approximately 81 percent of the planning area
as reserves.  The Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS estimated that a comparatively small number
of additional acres would be designated for the management of occupied sites for Survey and
Manage species.  Since Survey and Manage species were believed to be rare and the known site
management requirements were at the site scale, the acreage was expected to be small.  In cases
where a relatively large number of sites were discovered, it was expected that the species would be
removed from Survey and Manage, management of known sites would not be necessary, or that
the species would be found to be relatively more common than expected and management of high-
priority sites would meet persistence objectives.  Acres to be managed as known sites for Survey
and Manage species is now projected to be higher than projected in the 1994 Northwest Forest
Plan Final SEIS, but at the ecosystem function scale the acreage is still expected to be relatively
small.  Further, standards and guidelines have been changed to better facilitate the use of
prescribed fire in high fire frequency areas.  For these reasons, the Northwest Forest Plan Final
SEIS conclusions regarding ecosystem effects remain as expected.

253.  Comment:  The Agencies should reconcile the conflicting Northwest Forest Plan statements
proposing late-successional and old-growth harvest and the need for late-successional and old-
growth reserves.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan was based on dual needs, the need for forest habitat and the
need for forest products.  The Survey and Manage SEIS does not alter those needs and additional
analysis of this issue is not required at this time.

254.  Comment:  The Agencies should analyze the effects of soil biodiversity on the cycling of
limited nutrients in the Klamath/Siskiyou region.

Response:  This purpose of this SEIS is limited to analyzing the effects of modifying the Survey
and Manage and related mitigation measures.  The suggested analysis is outside the scope of this
SEIS.
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Wildland and Prescribed Fire

255.  Comment:  The Northwest Forest Plan failed to include an estimate of acreage potentially
affected by natural fire occurrences.

Response:  The Wildland and Prescribed Fire section in Chapter 3&4 (added to this Final SEIS as
a result of public comment) includes an estimate of the annual acreage burned under historic
natural fire regimes.

256.  Comment:  The Agencies should examine potential conflicts between the stated goals of the
reintroduction of prescribed fire and meeting species persistence objectives.

Response:  The Wildland and Prescribed Fire section in Chapter 3&4 has been expanded to
address the implications of this conflict to forest ecosystems.  Additionally, language was added in
Chapter 2 suggesting that Management Recommendations address whether the use of low-
intensity prescribed fire within known sites is acceptable.  Such fires may be appropriate in order
to reduce an unacceptably high risk of future large-scale disturbance, even if it entails some risk to
individual site occupancy.  This approach is expected to at least partially reduce this conflict,
provide better overall ecosystem protection from large-scale disturbance, and permit continued
restoration of south and eastside fire-dependent plant communities.

257.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should include new information on fire events occurring after
the completion of the Northwest Forest Plan.

Response:  Information relating to wildfire occurrence, fire regime, and condition class
information has been updated to reflect recent wildfire history and fire risk.  Wildland and
Prescribed Fire is now a separate section in Chapter 3&4.

258.  Comment:  Underburns, fire break systems, thinning of young stands, logging, and other
treatments should be used to reduce the risk of catastrophic fires.  These activities pose a low risk
for most species.

Response:  The activities listed are ways to reduce the risk of large-scale, high-intensity wildfire.
Provisions to utilize these activities to reduce fire risk are built into some of the Northwest Forest
Plan Standards and Guidelines, notably in the Guidelines to Reduce Risk of Large-Scale
Disturbance section in the Late-Successional Reserves Standards and Guidelines.  Management of
known sites for Survey and Manage species can potentially limit these activities and, in some
cases, put the species at more risk than the activity would because of the risk of intense wildfire.
For this reason, several changes to the standards and guidelines were made in this Final SEIS.  The
direction for writing Management Recommendations (which are the instructions for managing
known sites) now includes:  “In high fire frequency areas such as east of the Cascades or in the
Klamath Provinces, specific consideration should be given to the acceptability of the use of
prescribed fire in known sites to reduce the risk of future large-scale or high intensity fire, even if
it entails some risk to individual site occupancy.”

Text has also been added to the instructions for Survey Protocols authorizing protocols to “...
identify habitat conditions or locations, or criteria for identifying such conditions locally, where
surveys are not needed for a reasonable assurance of persistence.  Such habitat may include, but
not be limited to, seral stages, stand age, stand complexity, or stand origin, where occupied sites, if
present, are likely incidental, non-viable, or otherwise not important for overall species
persistence.”  This language will preclude surveys in younger stands for many species and will
allow thinning activities to be completed where appropriate.

Wording has also been added to exclude certain prescribed fires (wildland fire for resource
benefits) from the pre-disturbance surveys requirement because the nature of the fire and the
habitat make unacceptable effects unlikely.  This wording is included in the definition of habitat-
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disturbing activities, and applies to designated Wilderness, certain backcountry areas, and Late-
Successional Reserves where the burn is discussed in the Late-Successional Reserve Assessment
and reviewed by the REO.

The requirement to retain all snags over 20 inches has been changed and now identifies that “snags
over 20 inches dbh may be marked for cutting only after retaining the best available snags
(considering size, longevity, etc.) in sufficient numbers to meet 100 percent of potential
populations levels of these four species.”  This, and existing authority to make necessarily
balanced resource decisions at the project level, help provide needed flexibility to keep fuel breaks
effective and safe.

Finally, the Wildland and Prescribed Fire section in Chapter 3&4 has been expanded to better
show the effects of the various alternatives on the prescribed fire program.

259.  Comment:  Fuel reduction activities should occur in a timely manner to reduce the risk of
catastrophic fire.

Response:  Several changes to the standards and guidelines regarding prescribed fire have been
made in the Final SEIS.  The instructions for Management Recommendations now include a
requirement to specifically consider the use of prescribed fire in known sites in high fire frequency
areas.  The improved emphasis and clear direction for strategic surveys should result in more
information about species habitat needs, which will be reflected in the Management
Recommendations and ultimately result in more appropriate and timely application of fuel
management, including prescribed fire.  The sooner species information becomes available, the
sooner fire management plans can be completed and fuel reduction activities can be conducted.  In
drier ecosystems where fire was frequent and the proportion of stand replacement fire was low, the
risk of high severity fire should gradually decrease.  The likelihood of meeting persistence
objectives for species that evolved in these fire-dependent systems will likely be enhanced.
Standards and guidelines for pre-disturbance surveys in Wilderness and other similar areas have
been changed to exempt most such areas from pre-disturbance surveys.  This will help achieve
both hazard reduction objectives and species management objectives in a cost-efficient manner.  In
other areas, prescribed fire is a planned event, allowing pre-disturbance surveys to be completed as
required.

260.  Comment:  The Agencies should address the relationships between Survey and Manage and
fire suppression/forest protection in the Final SEIS.

Response:  The Final SEIS has an expanded section on the effects of Wildland and Prescribed Fire
activities.  In Chapter 2, Survey and Manage requirements are addressed as they relate to
Wilderness, wildland fire use, and emergency fire suppression activities, as well as prescribed fire.

261.  Comment:  Prescribed burning and commercial logging activity should be addressed
separately in the Final SEIS.

Response:  There is some confusion in the difference between fuels treated as part of timber sales
and the use of prescribed fire for hazard reduction and ecosystem restoration purposes.  The
Wildland and Prescribed Fire section in Chapter 3&4 has been rewritten to assist in differentiating
between the two.  Generally, the use of the term “prescribed fire” in this document relates to
hazard reduction and ecosystem restoration.

262.  Comment:  The Agencies should consider that they are mandated by both the Northwest
Forest Plan and the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy to conduct intensive surveys of
species potentially affected by fire management actions.

Response:  The Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy does not specifically mandate that
intensive surveys be done.  What the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy does do is direct
wildland fire agencies to develop fire management plans.  Fire management plans are
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implementation documents and tier to land and resource management plans with management
direction coming from these plans as well as from the Northwest Forest Plan.

263.  Comment:  The Agencies should allow exceptions for fuel breaks in the standards and
guidelines for snag retention.

Response:  Standards and guidelines for Late-Successional Reserves (USDA, USDI 1994b, pp. C-
12 and C-13) provide guidelines for reducing risk of large-scale disturbance.  They address the
need for “providing effective fuel breaks wherever possible.”  Normally, the objective of providing
effective fuel breaks and meeting standards and guidelines for snags can be accomplished at the
same time.

264.  Comment:  The Agencies should address the effects of fire on habitat and meeting long-term
species persistence objectives.

Response:  For Survey and Manage species, the effects of fire on habitat for long-term species
persistence objectives is addressed in Chapter 3&4 of this Final SEIS.  This SEIS is tiered to the
1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS which includes additional analysis related to the effects of
fire on meeting species objectives.

265.  Comment:  Species surveys for Canada lynx should be a required element of all site-specific
fire management plans.

Response:  Canada lynx is now listed under the Endangered Species Act as a threatened species.
Site-specific fire management plans will consider the effects of fire on suitable habitat and known
sites for Canada lynx and be reviewed for compliance with the Endangered Species Act.  A
nationwide conservation agreement has been developed and signed by the Forest Service and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  In this agreement, the Forest Service has agreed to use the Lynx
Conservation Assessment and Strategy, an interagency strategy developed by biologists and
managers with expertise on the species from several federal and state agencies, in making
determinations of effects for actions potentially affecting Canada lynx or its habitat in the planning
area.  Although a similar conservation agreement has been developed between the BLM and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the BLM has concluded that no suitable Canada lynx habitat
occurs on BLM administered lands within the Northwest Forest Plan area, based on habitat
identification and mapping criteria recently recommended by the Lynx Science Team.  In addition,
the Agencies will continue to conduct extensive surveys to further clarify the description and
location of Canada lynx and their suitable habitat within the Northwest Forest Plan area.

Water Quality

266.  Comment:  The Agencies should consider the cumulative effects of past, present, and future
activities on watersheds.

Response:  The Aquatic Ecosystem section in Chapter 3&4 discloses impacts to watersheds.  As
noted there, none of the alternatives affect the analysis or outcomes included in the Northwest
Forest Plan Final SEIS.  The cumulative effects of past logging and other management activities
were analyzed in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS and in the Agencies’ land and resource
management plans.  The Survey and Manage SEIS does not alter that analysis and additional
analysis is not needed at this time.

267.  Comment:  The Agencies should address the effects of logging on water quality.

Response:  The potential effects of logging on water quality was addressed in the Northwest
Forest Plan Final SEIS and is outside the scope of this SEIS.

268.  Comment:  The Agencies should prioritize watershed restoration.
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Response:  Prioritization of watershed restoration efforts and rural stabilization is outside the
scope of this SEIS.

269.  Comment:  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) licensing should not be held up
because of Survey and Manage requirements.

Response:  FERC licensing or re-licensing may be considered a potential habitat-disturbing
activity.  The Forest Service and BLM, under the Federal Power Act, may require compliance with
the Survey and Manage mitigation measure.  The action alternatives clarify the Survey and
Manage mitigation measures and should reduce survey costs and reduce processing time for FERC
licensing applications.

Amphibians

270.  Comment:  Alternative 3 provides the best assurance of meeting species persistence
objectives for amphibians because it retains pre-disturbance surveys for all five species.

Response:  Alternative 3 does provide a higher level of assurance of meeting species persistence
objectives for amphibians than the other action alternatives as discussed in Chapter 3&4.
However, pre-disturbance surveys are not necessary for all amphibians in order to meet species
persistence objectives.

271.  Comment:  The No-Action Alternative is the best alternative to ensure the continuation of
amphibian species because it maintains the Protection Buffer management direction.  The loss of
the Protection Buffer Standards and Guidelines for amphibians under the No-Action Alternative is
a serious loss of mandatory species protection.  Guidance under the action alternatives’
Management Recommendations is undefined, potentially unbinding, and results in lesser species
protection.

Response:  The effects analyses identify several problems with the Protection Buffer Standards
and Guidelines (e.g., Shasta salamander Protection Buffer Standard and Guideline does not
recognize all occupied habitat areas for management and does not manage areas adjacent to
occupied habitats as is implied in the standard’s title by the use of the word buffer).  With these
issues being identified in the SEIS, the Management Recommendations under the preferred
alternative would resolve these various conflicts.  Thus, the replacement of Protection Buffer
Standards and Guidelines with Management Recommendations would not result in less protection,
but would improve known site management.

Once the draft Management Recommendations are approved and released, individual
administrative units will comply with the Management Recommendations.  Discretionary
elements of Management Recommendations and Survey Protocols for salamanders are explicitly
stated to clarify areas where field unit flexibility is expected.  Case-by-case issues are expected to
arise, requiring species-expert guidance or regional office decisions.  Management
Recommendations and Survey Protocols will be revised as new information or experience
indicates a need.

Finally, the action alternatives do provide less management for two species, Siskiyou Mountains
salamander and Del Norte salamander, when compared to the No-Action Alternative which
requires management of all known sites.  These two species have been assigned to less
conservative categories, C and D, such that more risk to some individual sites is possible.  The
numbers of known sites and their distributions within their ranges were key criteria for this change
in categories.  These species are not as rare as those included in Category A; management of all
known sites is not necessary for a reasonable assurance of species persistence.  Although the No-
Action Alternative provides more protection per site for these two species, it does not provide a
mechanism for connectivity maintenance.  The action alternatives of this SEIS provide greater
protection for the important element of connectivity for these species than does the No-Action
Alternative.
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272.  Comment:  Definition and wording with regards to amphibians should be changed.

Response:   The amphibian definition and related wording has been revised in the Final SEIS.
The change to the definition suggested by this commenter was adopted (see Glossary).

273.  Comment:  Del Norte salamander should be assigned to Category 1C because there is a lack
of justification to discontinue pre-disturbance surveys, it is unclear why it is “not practical” to
survey for this species, and it is unclear why individuals are at risk under Alternative 3 when there
are pre-disturbance surveys in effect.

Response:  This species was assigned to Category 1D by the species review panel (see Appendix
F).  In particular, the total number of known sites, the large number of new sites detected during
pre-disturbance surveys since adoption of the Northwest Forest Plan, and their distribution across
the species’ range led to a determination that this species was uncommon (as opposed to rare), and
that not all known sites throughout the species’ range were necessary to provide for a  reasonable
assurance of persistence.  Category 1D includes species for which pre-disturbance surveys are not
practical or not necessary.  For Del Norte salamanders, such surveys are practical, but were
determined not to be necessary by the Species Review Process to meet persistence objectives.
These effects are discussed in Chapter 3&4.

The statement from the Draft SEIS “the risk of extirpation of individuals at local sites due to direct
adverse effects of land management...” stems from site prioritization for management in
Alternative 1, not from lack of pre-disturbance surveys.  Under Alternatives 1 and 3, high-priority
sites are to be identified and managed.  Those sites determined not to be “high priority” may have
management activities that pose risks to these salamanders at the site level.

274.  Comment:  The Agencies have failed to conduct Del Norte salamander surveys as required.
Instead of surveying all likely-occupied talus habitat, the Agencies have sometimes chosen to label
such habitat as presumed occupied and manage them accordingly.

Response:  In some situations, the Agencies have chosen to identify some habitat as “presumed
occupied” in order to reduce pre-disturbance survey cost while still providing for species
protection.  These sites are recorded in activity planning records and are, in fact, referred to in
Alternative 2 as known sites that must be managed for 5 years until strategic surveys determine
ultimate assignment of uncommon species.  As discussed in Chapter 3&4, avoiding pre-
disturbance surveys in this way is an acceptable practice and does not cause any adverse effect on
the species.

275.  Comment:  Surveys should continue for salamanders because Riparian Reserves do not
provide sufficient habitat protection.

Response:  Riparian Reserve allocations, and the distribution of salamanders and/or their habitats
within them, have not been used as a criterion to categorize salamanders according to whether or
not pre-disturbance surveys are appropriate.  Pre-disturbance surveys would be required according
to the category to which they are assigned.

276.  Comment:  Based on the descriptions of the Siskiyou Mountains salamander and the Larch
Mountain salamander, they should at present be categorized as “rare” rather than uncommon (i.e.,
they should be Category A).

Response:  As stated in the Draft SEIS, the Species Review Process was rerun between the Draft
SEIS and the Final SEIS.  The Larch Mountain salamander was determined to fit the criteria for
Category 1A.  For the Larch Mountain salamander, recent surveys figured prominently into this
category assignment:  few new known sites have been found for this species in Washington despite
a large survey effort in the last 2 years and few surveys have been initiated for this species in
Oregon, where there remains uncertainty with regard to its distribution and status.  These survey
results supported a finding that this species is “rare.”  The Siskiyou Mountains salamander was
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found to meet the criteria for Category 1C.  For the Siskiyou Mountains salamander, over 100 new
known sites have been detected since the adoption of the Northwest Forest Plan.  These new sites
have extended its range boundary to the north, have been distributed across its range, and have
extended the knowledge of its distribution to the south.  These survey results supported a finding
that this species was uncommon, as opposed to rare, and met the criteria for Category 1C (see
Appendix F).

Arthropods

277.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should include more detailed discussion regarding the habitat
relationships of invertebrates, particularly arthropods.  Arthropods should be given more attention
in the Final SEIS given their numbers and ecological importance.

Response:  In FEMAT and in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, arthropods were addressed in
11 functional groups based on perceived ecological roles.  Four groups were rated twice
(duplicated in the “south range”) where there was a higher concern for persistence.  This SEIS is
tiered to the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS consistent with direction from 40 CFR 1502.20.
Assignment of these four arthropods guilds in Category 1F, 2D, and 3C in the action alternatives,
respectively, is consistent with the emphasis recommended in the Northwest Forest Plan Final
SEIS which stated “For all functional groups subject to additional analysis, the standard and
guideline for survey and management is not intended to be site specific” (USDA, USDI 1994a, p.
3&4-162).  Studies are now underway to examine these relationships and effects to management
practices.  The definition of the “south range” has been added to Chapter 3&4 and the glossary to
clarify where there is a higher level of concern for these functional groups.

278.  Comment:  The Agencies should use arthropods to supplement arguments for identifying
lands not available for management.

Response:  The rationale for species categorizations is presented by alternative in Chapter 2.  The
Agencies are not seeking reasons for identifying lands not available for management.  A
reasonable balance of reserves is already in place to provide an ecosystem approach adequate for
most species.  The purpose of the Survey and Manage mitigation measure is to provide additional
management for certain species.

279.  Comment:  The Agencies should acknowledge survey efforts related to arthropods that have
recently been completed or are presently ongoing.

Response:  In response to concerns discussed in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS regarding
the ecological function of arthropods, various studies and surveys have been initiated by the
Agencies.  A general literature survey was initiated regarding the four arthropod guilds in the
“south range.”  A contract has recently been issued to inventory the literature of soil and litter and
coarse woody chewer arthropods where little information exists.  A retrospective study of previous
forest management activity is currently underway in the northern California and southern Oregon
true fir series.  In addition, a study of the effects of thinning and prescribed or wildfire on soil and
litter and coarse woody debris chewer arthropods is currently underway in northern California.

280.  Comment:  The SEIS should include information from known arthropod/pesticide experts.

Response:  The narrow scope of the SEIS and the continued management of arthropods as
described in the Northwest Forest Plan precluded the need to delve deeply into all aspects of
arthropod management.  Arthropod specialists will be involved during strategic surveys for these
guilds.

281.  Comment:  The Agencies should acknowledge the Survey and Manage accomplishments for
arthropods.
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Response:  The Background and Affected Environment section in Chapter 3&4 for Arthropods has
been updated to reflect ongoing studies.

Bryophytes

282.  Comment:  Tritomaria species occupy a very distinct habitat type and typically grow in well
formed mats.  These species are identifiable and are not likely to be either overlooked or mistaken
for any other organism by a trained surveyor.

Response:  The Species Review Process evaluated current information regarding survey issues for
all Survey and Manage species and this information is included in the administrative record.  The
Step 1 and 2 panels responded to various questions regarding the practicality of surveys for
bryophyte species.  This information was used to determine if surveys prior to habitat-disturbing
activities were practical.  The factors considered in evaluating the practicality of surveys prior to
habitat-disturbing activities are stated in Chapter 2.  It was determined that surveys prior to
habitat-disturbing activities were not practical for Tritomaria exsectiformis and T. quinquedentata
because of the difficulty detecting the species at a site given their small size, the small size of
individual colonies and local populations, and because the species often grow intermixed with
other bryophytes which makes detection difficult.  Strategic surveys will be completed for both
species of Tritomaria.

Fungi

283.  Comment:  The SEIS fails to disclose the species-specific consequences of the proposed
action on fungi.

Response:  The fungi effects analysis has been expanded.  However, as noted in this effects
analysis, there is little known regarding many of these species and to conduct a species-by-species
analysis is not possible at this time.  This lack of information is one of the reasons many fungi
species were included under the Survey and Manage mitigation measure.

284.  Comment:  The conclusion that there is no significant difference in cumulative effects of the
alternatives on fungi is not justifiable.

Response:  The fungi section in Chapter 3&4 has been clarified to better describe the effects of all
alternatives on fungi, and to clarify when knowledge gaps based on species rarity adds uncertainty
to describing effects and contrasting alternatives.  However, many species of fungi are so rare that
no outcome can be stated with certainty that it would provide stability for these species, regardless
of which alternative is selected.  This is not a function of the alternatives, but rather the lack of
stability associated with rare species.  Additionally, the referenced statement was erroneously
contained in the “Summary of Effects” section in Chapter 2, but not in the Environmental
Consequences section for Fungi in Chapter 3&4.  That statement has been omitted from this Final
SEIS.

285.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS indicates that surveys for fungi will not be adequate unless a
given site is surveyed for 5 years.  This will not always be true and the plan should allow
flexibility to adjust survey schedules.

Response:  As discussed in Chapter 3&4, for fungi with sporocarps that are short lived and
annually variable, the goal of “high probability of detecting occupied sites” requires 5 or more
years of repeated surveying and is impractical to attain.  Many of these species have been assigned
to Category 1B or Category 1D.  Under Alternatives 1 and 2, pre-disturbance surveys are not
required.  Under Alternative 3, equivalent-effort surveys would be completed during a reasonable
time period (no more than two field seasons) (see Surveys Prior to Habitat-Disturbing Activities
section in Chapter 2).  The standards and guidelines in the action alternatives do allow flexibility.
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286.  Comment:  Fungi species data should be revised to include a specimen of Cortinarius
magnivelatus.

Response:  The information related to the specimen was used.  It was included in the information
used to rerun the Species Review Process between the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS.

287.  Comment:  The protection level for the fungus Gomphus floccosus, which is common,
should be changed from Category 1D to Category 1F.

Response:  As stated in the Draft SEIS, the Species Review Process was rerun between the Draft
SEIS and the Final SEIS.  A summary of changes by species is shown in Table 2-11.  Based on the
most current data available, Gomphus floccosus has been removed from the Survey and Manage
mitigation measure in all of Oregon and Washington.  In California, this species was assigned to
Category 1F, 2D, and 3C in the action alternatives, respectively.  Table F-1 summarizes the
primary reasons for category assignments.

288.  Comment:  How many fungi species are included in the No-Action Alternative Category 2
and in Protection Buffers?  Is it practical to survey for these species?  It seems unwise to only
conduct surveys for a short time.

Response:  The No-Action Alternative Category 2 and Protection Buffers species are:
Bondarzewia mesenterica, Otidea leporina, O. onotica, O. smithii, Polyozellus multiplex,
Sowerbyella rhenana, and Sarcosoma mexicanum.  They all have ephemeral, seasonally produced,
and annually variable sporocarps that cannot be surveyed for reliably in one or two seasons.
Equivalent-effort surveys identified under Alternative 3 are intended to find sites of the species,
but with lower confidence than the original Northwest Forest Plan ROD which specified “a high
probability of detecting occupied sites.”  Five or more years of surveying any site might be
required to meet that level of confidence.

289.  Comment:  Sarcosoma mexicanum should be protected in its entire range.

Response:  As stated in the Draft SEIS, the Species Review Process was rerun between the Draft
SEIS and the Final SEIS.  A summary of changes by species is shown in Table 2-11.  Based on the
most current data available, Sarcosoma mexicanum has been removed from the Survey and
Manage mitigation measure in all of Oregon except Curry and Josephine Counties and has been
assigned to Category 1F, 2D, and 3C in the action alternatives, respectively, in Washington,
California, and Curry and Josephine Counties, Oregon.  The primary reasons for this change are
summarized in Table 2-11 and Appendix F.

290.  Comment:  Habitat protection for Bridgeoporous nobilissimus should remain constant:

Response:  Habitat protection for Bridgeoporus nobilissimus does remain constant.  Under all
alternatives, including the No-Action Alternative, Bridgeoporus nobilissimus is allocated
“management areas of all useable habitat up to 600 acres.”

Lichens

291.  Comment:  The Agencies should evaluate habitat association for pin lichens before any of
these species are removed from Survey and Manage.

Response:  The Species Review Process evaluated current information regarding the habitat
associations of all of the Survey and Manage pin lichens.  Based on this review, the following pin
lichens were removed from Survey and Manage because they did not meet the criterion of close
association with late-successional and old-growth forests:  Calicium adaequatum, Chaenotheca
brunneola, Cyphelium inquinans, Mycocalicium subtile, and Stenocybe major (see Chapter 3&4
and Appendix F).
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Evaluation of current habitat information for Usnea longissima throughout its range in the
Northwest Forest Plan area concluded that it may be closely associated with late-successional or
old-growth forest in parts of its range and it also occurs in riparian habitats that are not late-
successional or old-growth forests.  The Species Review Process also evaluated the distribution of
known sites on federally managed land within the Northwest Forest Plan area, and the distribution
of these sites relative to land allocations.  Following this evaluation, Usnea longissima was
assigned to Category 1A in California and in Curry, Josephine, and Jackson Counties in Oregon,
because of the low number of recent sites on federally managed lands.  In Washington, and in
Oregon outside of Curry, Josephine, and Jackson Counties, Usnea longissima was assigned to
Category 1F while strategic surveys help determine if the reserve land allocations provide a
reasonable assurance of species persistence, which is one of the basic criteria for a species to be
included in the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines.  The factors that support the
assignment of Usnea longissima to Category 1F are its widespread distribution, a moderately high
number of recent sites documented in the Northwest Forest Plan area, a high number of federal
known sites that occur within reserve land allocations, and a moderate likelihood of habitat
occurring in the reserve land allocations.

292.  Comment:  The Agencies should reconsider removing those species of lichens that can be
used as indicators to track the impact of air quality degradation.

Response:  The referenced species do not meet one or more of the three basic criteria for inclusion
under the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines.  The Species Review Process evaluated
current information on the species’ range, distribution, number of known sites, and habitat
associations.  Several lichen species (Lobaria oregana, Nephroma helveticum, N. laevigatum, N.
resupinatum, Pseudocyphellaria anomala, P. anthraspis, P. crocata, Sticta fuliginosa and S.
limbata) were removed from Survey and Manage because it was determined that the reserve land
allocations and provisions of the Northwest Forest Plan provide a reasonable assurance of species
persistence.  The factors that support this conclusion are widespread distributions, a moderate to
high number of recent sites documented in the Northwest Forest Plan area, a high number of
known sites occur within reserve land allocations, and a moderate to high likelihood of habitat
occurring in the reserve land allocations.  Nephroma parile was removed from Survey and Manage
because it did not meet the criteria of close association with late-successional and old-growth
forests.  Usnea longissima remains on Survey and Manage for reasons other than those related to
air quality (see Table F-2).  Air pollution concerns are beyond the purview of the Northwest Forest
Plan and air quality is managed under other laws.  Even though most of these species have been
removed from the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines, these species are still included in
various monitoring activities in the Northwest Forest Plan area.

293.  Comment:  Nephroma occultum should be re-assigned to Category 1A.

Response:  The Species Review Process evaluated the practicality of surveys prior to habitat-
disturbing activities for Nephroma occultum.  Nephroma occultum is assigned to Category 1B in
this Final SEIS.  Nephroma occultum is a canopy lichen and its occurrence in litterfall on the
forest floor is unpredictable.  The recent study by Rosso et al. (2000) recommends tree climbing in
combination with litterfall surveys for confident determination of the presence of Nephroma
occultum in a stand.  Routine climbing of old trees represents a substantial safety risk.  Because of
the unpredictable nature of observing this species in litterfall on the forest floor, coupled with the
safety risks of climbing old trees to verify its occurrence, it was determined that Nephroma
occultum did not meet the criteria for practicality of surveys prior to habitat-disturbing activities.
Nephroma occultum will be included in strategic surveys.  Additional sites may be discovered
incidently during litterfall surveys for other species and known sites would be managed.

294.  Comment:  Nephroma occultum must be managed at the stand level, not the site level.
Because N. occultum virtually only grows in very old trees (more than 400 years), simply leaving
a one site tree buffer will cause the species to die out at the local level.  It cannot persist with this
buffer because the surrounding trees will be logged every 80 years and the one tree left in the
middle of a small buffer will eventually die without the opportunity to re-colonize the lichen.
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Response:  The Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines require that Management
Recommendations be developed and written for each species.  The Management Recommendation
is species-specific and is the document that directs management of known sites.  The objective for
managing sites is to maintain the persistence of the species at the site, where appropriate.
Consistent with this SEIS (except for Alternative 3 which has a prescribed buffer), the size of the
area to be managed depends on the habitat and requirements of the species.  Management
Recommendations are developed by taxa experts, using the best available information and
knowledge, and are subject to a review process to ensure they are scientifically credible, and meet
the level of species management required under the standards and guidelines.

295.  Comment:  The protection level for Ramalina thrausta should be at least Category 1C.

Response:  The Species Review Process evaluated current information on the range, distribution,
habitat associations, and survey issues for Ramalina thrausta.  The species was assigned to
Category 1A.

296.  Comment:  The status of Bryoria tortuosa should be amended.

Response:  In the Draft SEIS, Bryoria tortuosa was removed from Survey and Manage east of the
crest of the Cascades and assigned to Category 1B west of the crest of the Cascades.  The Species
Review Process was rerun between the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS.  This second Species
Review Process evaluated current information on the range, distribution, habitat associations, and
survey issues for Bryoria tortuosa.  The species was assigned to Category 1A in the Final SEIS for
the parts of its range where the species is limited in distribution, suitable habitat is limited, and
there are few known sites on federally managed lands (California Coast, Willamette, Western
Washington, and Southwest Washington Physiographic Provinces).

297.  Comment:  The synonym of Bryoria subcana (Alectoria subcana) should be removed.

Response:  This synonym was listed with Bryoria subcana for historical context to include older
collections where the nomenclature of specimens may not have been updated.

298.  Comment:  The protection level for Tholurna dissimilis should be changed from Category
1B to Category 1A.

Response:  The Species Review Process evaluated current information on the range, distribution,
habitat associations, and survey issues for Tholurna dissimilis.  Based on current information, the
protection level for Tholurna dissimilis did not change between the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS.
In the Final SEIS, Tholurna dissimilis is categorized as “off” north of the Columbia River because
the Species Review Process determined that the reserve land allocations and other provisions of
the Northwest Forest Plan provide a reasonable assurance of persistence in this part of its range.
Tholurna dissimilis is in Category 1B in Alternative 1 south of the Columbia River.  The three
known sites from Oregon occur in habitats near timberline.  If this is typical habitat for the
species, then it may be observed at these sites if access is not a limiting factor.  However, the
recent observations of Tholurna dissimilis in the dead tops of old-growth Douglas-fir at the Wind
River Experimental Forest Canopy Crane site is evidence this species occurs in tree canopies
outside of timberline habitats and at lower elevations.  This habitat is, for the most part,
inaccessible and extremely difficult to survey.  The habitat and survey factors were considered and
it was determined that Tholurna dissimilis did not meet the criteria for practical surveys prior to
habitat-disturbing activities.  Tholurna dissimilis will be included in strategic survey efforts in
Oregon.

299.  Comment:  Usnea longissima should not be removed from the Survey and Manage
Standards and Guidelines.

Response:  The Species Review Process evaluated current information on the range, distribution,
number of known sites, and habitat associations for Usnea longissima.  Following evaluation of
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current information, Usnea longissima was not removed from the Survey and Manage Standards
and Guidelines.  It was assigned to Category 1A in California and in Curry, Josephine, and
Jackson Counties in Oregon because of the low number of recent sites on federally managed land.
In Washington, and in Oregon outside of Curry, Josephine, and Jackson Counties, Usnea
longissima was assigned to Category 1F to permit strategic surveys to help determine if the
reserve land allocations provide a reasonable assurance of species persistence which is one of the
basic criteria for a species to be included in Survey and Manage.  The factors that support the
assignment of Usnea longissima to Category 1F are its widespread distribution, a moderately high
number of recent sites documented in the Northwest Forest Plan area, a high number of known
sites that occur within reserve land allocations, and a moderate likelihood of habitat occurring in
the reserve land allocations.

300.  Comment:  Stenocybe major should require additional strategic surveys.

Response:  The Species Review Process evaluated current information on the range, distribution,
number of known sites, and habitat associations for Stenocybe major.  This species was removed
from Survey and Manage because the habitat information indicates this species does not meet the
criteria of close association with late-successional and old-growth forests, as all known sites were
reported from younger stands.  Additional strategic surveys for Stenocybe major are not needed.

301.  Comment:  Buxbaumia piperi should be included as an uncommon species, not removed
from the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines.

Response:  Buxbaumia piperi was included as a Protection Buffer species in the Northwest Forest
Plan ROD.  It was not on Survey and Manage.  Under the Scientific Analysis Team species
evaluation in 1993, B. piperi was evaluated in a group of five mosses which were grouped because
they occur in similar habitat.  The notes from the panel of scientific experts indicate that the panel
thought the species in this group were rare, except for B. piperi.  Inclusion of B. piperi as a
Protection Buffer species was an oversight and it was removed from the Protection Buffer
Standards and Guidelines on July 26, 1996.

302.  Comment:  The Agencies should explain how the information gathered since 1994 was used
to reorganize the lichens into new categories.

Response:  The Species Review Process is explained in detail in Appendix F.  The primary
reasons for assigning species into categories is explained in Table F-2.

303.  Comment:  Pre-disturbance surveys should be completed for lichens because they are easier
to locate than fungi.

Response:  The Species Review Process evaluated current information regarding survey issues for
all Survey and Manage species and this information is included in the administrative record.  Step
2 panels responded to various questions regarding the practicality of surveys for the lichen species.
This information was used to determine if surveys prior to habitat- disturbing activities were
“practical.”  The factors considered in evaluating the practicality of surveys prior to habitat-
disturbing activities are stated in Chapter 2.

304.  Comment:  Cyanolichens should be included in all equivalent-effort surveys.

Response:  The Species Review Process evaluated current information on range, distribution,
number of known sites, and habitat associations for the cyanolichen species.  It was determined
that some of these species do not meet one or more of the three basic criteria for inclusion under
the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines (see Table F-2).  Some of the cyanolichens were
removed from Survey and Manage because it was determined that the reserve land allocations and
other provisions of the Northwest Forest Plan provide a reasonable assurance of species
persistence.  The factors that support this conclusion are widespread distributions, a moderate to
high number of recent sites documented in the Northwest Forest Plan area, a high number of
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known sites occur within reserve land allocations, and a moderate to high likelihood of habitat
occurring in the reserve land allocations.  Other species of cyanolichens were removed from
Survey and Manage because they did not meet the criteria of close association with late-
successional and old-growth forests.  For cyanolichans that are removed from the Survey and
Manage Standards and Guidelines, equivalent-effort surveys will not occur.  Species of
cyanolichens that meet the basic criteria for Survey and Manage will be included in strategic
surveys.  Depending on category assignment, cyanolichens on Survey and Manage may be
included in pre-disturbance surveys.

305.  Comment:  The Agencies should recognize that cyanolichens are important for reasons other
than air quality.

Response:  This SEIS focuses on Survey and Manage species closely associated or thought to be
closely associated with late-successional or old-growth forest.  It has been determined that many
of the cyanolichens do not meet the basic criteria for being included in the Survey and Manage
Standards and Guidelines under the action alternatives.  “Importance” of a species is not a criteria
used in determining whether or not to include it under Survey and Manage.

306.  Comment:  The Agencies should continue to survey for aquatic lichen species.

Response:  The Species Review Process evaluated current information on range, distribution,
number of known sites, and habitat associations for aquatic lichen species.  Leptogium rivale and
Dermatocarpon luridum are in Category 1B and strategic surveys will continue.  The Species
Review Process concluded that the reserve land allocations, Aquatic Conservation Strategy, and
other provisions of the Northwest Forest Plan provide a reasonable assurance of persistence for
Hydrothyria venosa and it is proposed to be removed from Survey and Manage (see Table F-2).

307.  Comment:  Cetrelia cetrarioides needs monitoring for records of distribution.

Response:  Distribution of this species and associated information is tracked in the Interagency
Species Management System (ISMS) database.  The Species Review Process evaluated current
information on range, distribution, number of known sites, and habitat associations for Cetrelia
cetrarioides.  The species was assigned to Category 1E because there was a low number of recent
sites on federally managed lands in the Northwest Forest Plan area and it is uncertain if the species
meets the criteria for close association with late-successional and old-growth forests (see Table F-
2).

308.  Comment:  Dendriscocaulon intricatulum needs monitoring for records of distribution.

Response:  Distribution of this species and associated information is tracked in the ISMS
database.  The Species Review Process evaluated current information on range, distribution,
number of known sites, and habitat associations for Dendriscocaulon intricatulum.  The species
was assigned to Category 1B because of the moderate number of recent sites on federally managed
land in the Northwest Forest Plan area, although species abundance is reported as low at known
sites (see Table F-2).  It was determined that surveys prior to habitat-disturbing activities were not
practical because of the difficulty detecting the species at a site given its very small size.

309.  Comment:  Updated species nomenclature information should be provided.

Response:  Nomenclature for lichens is not static.  Species names and synonyms are included to
provide consistency for the species originally listed in the Northwest Forest Plan and for reference
to track name changes.  Synonyms for species are included and tracked in the ISMS database and
are updated as indicated by publication in the scientific literature.

310.  Comment:  Cladonia norvegica is common in Washington and should be removed from
Survey and Manage.
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Response:  The Species Review Process had limited information on Cladonia norvegica within
the Northwest Forest Plan area, even though a recent search of regional herbaria was conducted
for collections of this species.  Cladonia norvegica was assigned to Category 1B based on the
current available information on its range, distribution, number of known sites, and habitat
associations (see Table F-2).  When additional information becomes available, this species will be
reviewed through the adaptive management process discussed in Chapter 2.

311.  Comment:  Hypogymnia duplicata should not be rated as rare.

Response:  The Species Review Process evaluated current information on range, distribution,
number of known sites, and habitat associations for Hypogymnia duplicata.  The majority of
known sites are reported from the Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest where it occurs
primarily in high precipitation areas at upper elevations in the Mountain Hemlock zone (Lichen
Management Recommendations, ISMS).  It was determined that the species met the criteria for
Category 1A (i.e. rare) because of the low to moderate number of known sites, the typically low
number of individuals at a site, the relatively narrow habitat association of the species, and the
spotty distribution of populations.  Current information indicates Hypogymnia duplicata becomes
increasingly rare from the Snoqualmie River drainage south to the southern limit of its known
range in Oregon.  When additional information becomes available, this species will be reviewed
through the adaptive management process discussed in Chapter 2.

312.  Comment:  Dendriscocaulon intricatulum is a rare species and surveys are practical.  It
should be in Category 1A.

Response:  The Species Review Process evaluated current information on range, distribution,
number of known sites, and habitat associations for Dendriscocaulon intricatulum.  The species
was assigned to Category 1B (see Table F-2).  The criteria for determining practicality of surveys
prior to habitat-disturbing activities were evaluated for Dendriscocaulon intricatulum.  It was
determined that surveys prior to habitat-disturbing activities were not practical because of the
difficulty detecting this species at a site given its very small size.

313.  Comment:  The proposal to remove Hypogymnia oceanica from Survey and Manage should
be re-examined.

Response:  Hypogymnia oceanica was re-examined during the Species Review Process in March
2000, using current information on range, distribution, number of known sites, abundance, and
habitat associations.  The species was assigned to Category 1F to permit additional strategic
surveys to help determine what management is needed to meet persistence objectives or to
determine if the reserve land allocations provide a reasonable assurance of species persistence.
The factors that support the assignment of Hypogymnia oceanica are the moderate to high number
of recent sites on federally managed land, with a large increase in the number of sites reported
since 1993, and a substantial increase in the known geographic distribution of the species.  The
species is also reported as having a broad habitat association, with a moderate likelihood of
suitable habitat in reserve land allocations.  However, there is limited information available on the
species’ abundance at known sites.  Because of the small population sizes reported from a few
known sites, there is uncertainty what management is needed to meet persistence objectives.

Vascular Plants

314.  Comment:  Allotropa virgata should be considered an uncommon species.

Response:  The Species Review Process conducted in 1999 and repeated in March 2000
determined that Allotropa virgata did not meet the three basic criteria for inclusion under the
Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines.  The primary reasons for this conclusion are listed
on Table F-2.
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Birds

315.  Comment:  The Agencies should conduct strategic rather than pre-disturbance surveys for
great gray owls.  Pre-disturbance Survey Protocols may not be adequate to detect sites.

Response:  The Agencies will conduct both strategic and pre-disturbance surveys for great gray
owls.  Survey Protocols are intended to be modified over time to improve their application and the
detection rate of the species.  Regardless of their adequacy of detection, conducting pre-
disturbance surveys reduces the risk of inadvertently destroying nest sites.  Strategic surveys will
be conducted to obtain additional information about species habitat use, distribution, and
management needs.  This will improve protection for this species in the future.

316.  Comment:  The SEIS should provide protection for all current and future great gray owl
sites.

Response:  The action alternatives specify that the current Protection Buffer direction for great
gray owls will be the interim Management Recommendation.  Until an updated Management
Recommendation is developed identifying high-priority sites, all known nest sites would be
managed.  An updated Management Recommendation would prescribe management of these sites
that is consistent with the current knowledge of the nesting and nearby foraging needs of the
species.  This management could include meadow maintenance that would promote foraging by
this species at forest edges and prevent the loss of foraging habitat from encroachment by conifers
and other woody vegetation due to fire exclusion.  Although the Management Recommendation
could exempt some nest sites from management, this would be evaluated against the need to meet
the species persistence objectives throughout its range in the Northwest Forest Plan area.

317.  Comment:  The Final SEIS needs to clarify the intent of management of great gray owl sites
under the proposed new standard and guideline.

Response:  The proposed change in the standard and guideline would result in managing some
great gray owl sites under the Matrix land allocation.  However, the underlying management for
the species remains similar to management under the Late-Successional Reserve designation of the
current standard and guideline.  Small, isolated Late-Successional Reserves created unnecessary
and sometimes conflicting guidance.  As described in Chapter 1, one of the purposes of this SEIS
is to provide clarification of management direction, including consolidation of Protection Buffer
Standards and Guidelines into the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines to reduce
redundancy and conflicting and unnecessary direction.  Under this SEIS, management of great
gray owl sites would allow more flexibility to address species-specific needs, such as maintenance
of forest edge and meadow habitats that provide essential foraging habitat for the species.

318.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should provide protection to cavity-dependent birds by
preserving snag habitat.

Response:  The standards and guidelines in this Final SEIS retain the requirement to maintain
adequate numbers of large snags and green tree replacements to maintain 100 percent of potential
population levels of four species (white-headed woodpecker, black-backed woodpecker, pygmy
nuthatch, and flammulated owl).  The revised standards and guidelines also indicate that snags
over 20 inches dbh may be marked for cutting only after retaining the best available snags
(considering size, longevity, etc.) in sufficient numbers to meet 100 percent of potential population
levels of these species.  Further, the standards and guidelines indicate that appropriate snag
numbers to meet this target must include appropriate new information as it becomes available.
The specific Northwest Forest Plan direction is redefined as a Management Recommendation so
that new information on the management of these species can be more easily incorporated in the
future.
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319.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS allows for the removal of some snags greater than 20 inches
dbh, which may lead to adverse effects to the black-backed woodpecker, white-headed
woodpecker, pygmy nuthatch, and flammulated owl.

Response:  The action alternatives strengthen protection measures for these species by providing
Management Recommendations that can be improved and updated as new information is acquired.
The proposed changes to the standards and guidelines allow for the removal of some large snags.
The overall management of snags for these species is likely to improve through:  (1) the clearly
stated objective to manage for 100 percent population level of these species; (2) the broader
application of this standard and guideline to all land allocations; and, (3) the flexible provision to
modify actual numbers of snags retained to provide 100 percent levels.  The effects discussion has
been revised to more clearly state these benefits.

Mammals

320.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS is much too focused on maintaining buildings, bridges, and
caves for bats, while ignoring the fact that most bats roost in crevices and cavities in large trees.
The Agencies should incorporate recent information into the standards and guidelines for bats.

Response:  The standards and guidelines in the Northwest Forest Plan for Late-Successional and
Riparian Reserves provide for the retention of large old trees and snags that provide roosting
habitat in crevices and bark fissures.  Other standards and guidelines for Matrix also provide for
the retention of some of these features through green tree and snag retention in timber harvest
areas.  Under the action alternatives, the Final SEIS proposes to apply existing Northwest Forest
Plan Standards and Guidelines for bats to all land allocations and provide for the future addition of
species for which reserves and other standards and guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan may
not provide a reasonable assurance of persistence.  Although additional measures could benefit
bats, there is no indication at this time that additional measures are needed to meet species
management objectives.  If information in the future indicates additional measures are needed to
provide a reasonable assurance of persistence, such measures may be added following appropriate
NEPA analysis.

321.  Comment:  The Agencies should consider new survey techniques for bat species.

Response:  The Agencies have considered recent information indicating surveys requiring species-
specific identification are detrimental to bats.  These species-specific survey requirements may
result in disturbance to bat hibernacula and maternity colonies during critical periods of their life
cycle.  This standard and guideline is proposed for modification in the action alternatives so that
the requirement to complete species-identification surveys that could prove detrimental to roosting
bats is removed.  Only presence-absence surveys will be required.  Presence of any species of bat
at the identified structures would require protection of occupied structures, regardless of the
species present, unless it can be documented that the structure is not occupied by the target
species.  This interim management direction would be modified when survey techniques are
developed that could identify bats by species in a manner that would not be detrimental to the bats
in the colony or hibernacula.

322.  Comment:  Wetlands should be buffered in order to protect bat species.

Response:  The standards and guidelines for bats requires management of sites containing bats.
All action alternatives would require the preparation of Management Recommendations that
would specify protection measures for these occupied sites.  Wetlands are not specifically
included, but wetlands located adjacent to occupied sites may be afforded additional management
due to the proximity of protected bat sites.  Riparian Reserves widths for wetlands, including
wetlands smaller than 1 acre, are designed to provide for most riparian and wetland functions,
including the function of those wetlands as habitat for prey species of bats.



292

FSEIS for Amendment to the Survery and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standard and Guidelines

323.  Comment:  The Agencies have inappropriately excluded a large area of red tree vole habitat
from the pre-disturbance survey requirement in the Northwest Forest Plan.

Response:  The FEMAT viability rating for red tree vole was almost high enough to preclude its
inclusion in Survey and Manage.  Appendix J2 of the Northwest Forest Plan noted the inclusion of
red tree vole in Survey and Manage was “...largely because of concern that the provisions of
Alternative 9 would not adequately provide for connectivity among late-successional patches for
dispersal and gene flow” and mentioned provisions that could provide the desired connectivity.
For this reason, the Agencies concluded that surveys and site management of red tree voles was
not necessary in forest landscapes providing sufficient connectivity habitat.  Although the
Agencies considered this decision an appropriate one for this species, the U.S. District Court for
the Western District of Washington found, in August 1999, that the Northwest Forest Plan
Standards and Guidelines did not allow this interpretation.  The standards and guidelines for the
three action alternatives described in this SEIS would allow for identification of habitats or
conditions where, based on knowledge about the species and its habitat needs, pre-disturbance
surveys are not needed in order to meet species persistence objectives.

324.  Comment:  Late-successional forest outside of reserves should be preserved for red tree vole
habitat because more than half of all red tree vole sites have been located outside of large reserves.

Response:  The reason many red tree vole sites have been found outside of reserves, in apparent
disproportion to the acreage of reserves in the Northwest Forest Plan area, is because the majority
of survey efforts in the past have been outside of these reserves.  These pre-disturbance survey
data cannot properly be used to conclude that the reserves are inadequate for red tree voles and
must be expanded.  Strategic surveys are expected to eventually provide the data necessary to
determine the management needs of this species.  In the meantime, pre-disturbance surveys are
being conducted in project areas to locate sites occupied by red tree voles.  Forest stands that are
occupied by red tree voles will be identified and appropriately managed as known sites.  For all
Survey and Manage Component 2 species, including the red tree vole, the Northwest Forest Plan
Record of Decision (USDA, USDI 1994b, p. C-5) required “management standards be developed
to manage habitat for the species on sites where they are located.”  An updated Management
Recommendation may provide for management of high-priority sites, instead of all known sites.
Analysis in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, and again in this SEIS, indicates species
persistence objectives can be met with this strategy and retention of all late-successional forest
outside of reserves is unnecessary.  This species’ Management Recommendation is currently being
revised to address management of both pre-1994 and newly discovered red tree vole sites on
federally managed lands.

325.  Comment:  The Canada lynx should be afforded better protection in the Final SEIS.

Response:  At the time the Draft SEIS was released for public comment (December 3, 1999), the
Canada lynx was proposed for listing as a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act.
The proposed change to management direction under the Draft SEIS action alternatives was to
apply existing management direction from the Northwest Forest Plan (including changes to
management direction) to all land allocations in habitats where Canada lynx occur.  Since that
time, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service listed the species as threatened throughout its range in the
conterminous United States.  Recent information collected from extensive regional surveys,
implemented under the existing standard and guideline, have improved the understanding of the
range of the species in Oregon and Washington.  Recently, the mapped location of lynx habitat
within the planning area has been updated to reflect new information on lynx locations, both for
resident lynx and presumed transient individuals, and to apply updated criteria that more
accurately describes suitable habitat.  In addition, both the Forest Service and BLM have entered
into conservation agreements with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to further the conservation of
the species on federal lands.

Based on this change in the species’ status under the Endangered Species Act and new knowledge
related to the species range, the proposed standard and guideline for Canada lynx under the action
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alternatives in the Final SEIS has been modified.  The revised standard and guideline includes
additional management consistent with legal requirements under the Endangered Species Act and
the needs to ensure the persistence of the species.  This includes measures identified in the
recently completed Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy, which was developed by an
interagency team of biologists and lynx specialists.  This Lynx Conservation Assessment and
Strategy includes recommendations for prey habitat, management of human recreation-caused
disturbance, and monitoring of populations, among other goals.  The reader is referred to the
Canada Lynx Standard and Guideline in Chapter 2, and the effects section of Chapter 3&4, for a
detailed description of proposed management direction and an analysis of the likely environmental
consequences to the species.

326.  Comment:  The SEIS should classify Canada lynx according to the most recent designation.

Response:  This Final SEIS does consider the most recent designation for Canada lynx.  Effective
April 24, 2000, the Canada lynx was listed as a threatened species throughout its range in the
conterminous United States.  Critical habitat has not been designated at this time.  As a listed
species, activities conducted by federal agencies that “may affect” this species must undergo
section 7 Endangered Species Act consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  Activities
should also be designed to ensure that they do not jeopardize the continued existence of the
species.

Between the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS, the discussion on lynx has been rewritten to reflect
the species’ listed status and legal protection mandates.  Additionally, the document has been
reorganized to move the discussion of lynx to the Threatened and Endangered Species section
from its previous location in the Late-Successional Mammals section.

327.  Comment:  Wolverines should be given adequate protection in the amended plan.

Response:  The wolverine was not identified as a species in need of additional protection in the
Northwest Forest Plan ROD, Final SEIS, or Appendix J2.  A landscape of large reserves and
standards and guidelines applicable to the intervening forest Matrix were deemed adequate to
provide for the species needs related to late-successional forests.

328.  Comment:  The Agencies should ensure the viability of late-successional mammals.

Response:  Meeting the NFMA viability provision for all vertebrate species is part of the Purpose
statement of this SEIS.

Mollusks

329.  Comment:  The Agencies should remove Oreohelix n. sp. and other species not closely
associated with late-successional forest from Survey and Manage.

Response:  The Species Review Process was rerun between the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS.
See Appendix F for a detailed discussion of the Species Review Process and Table F-2 for the
results of that analysis.  Based on the best available data relative to the range, distribution, and
number of known sites, Oreohelix n. sp. (Chelan mountainsnail) is assigned to Category 1A
throughout its range within the Northwest Forest Plan area in Alternative 1.  The number of sites is
still considered low to moderate and there is still a concern for persistence.  For a variety of
reasons related to site management and species’ biology, the definition of a “site” or record in the
ISMS database varies by taxa group, particularly for the terrestrial mollusks.  The Species Review
Process was fully aware of this potential inconsistency and considered the information for
terrestrial mollusks accordingly.

According to the data available to the taxa team, the Oreohelix n. sp. is generally found in older
stands with a fairly dense understory of grasses and scattered shrubs.  Thus, it is considered to be
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associated with late-successional stages within the dry forest type of its range within the
Northwest Forest Plan area.

330.  Comment:  All sites for Hemphillia malonei should be managed until the species
classification is resolved and the distribution and habitat of each variant is better understood.

Response:  The Species Review Process was rerun between the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS.
See Appendix F for a detailed discussion of the Species Review Process and Table F-2 for the
results of that analysis.  Based on the best available data relative to the range, distribution, and
number of known sites, Hemphillia malonei is assigned to Category 1C throughout its range
within the Northwest Forest Plan area in Alternative 1.  The number of sites is moderate.  In
Category 1C, pre-disturbance surveys will continue and all known sites will be managed until
high-priority sites are identified.

331.  Comment:  The Agencies should review the distribution of Monadenia churchi before
categorizing it as uncommon rather than rare and assess the use of strategic surveys as opposed to
pre-disturbance surveys.

Response:  The Species Review Process was rerun between the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS.
See Appendix F for a detailed discussion of the Species Review Process and Table F-2 for the
results of that analysis.  Based on the best available data relative to the range, distribution, and
number of known sites, Monadenia churchi is assigned to Category 1F throughout its range within
the Northwest Forest Plan area in Alternative 1.  The number of known sites on federally
administered lands is considered high.  Additionally, strategic surveys can occur in a variety of
habitats, such as random plot surveys, to assess distribution of species in a variety of habitats and
land allocations.

332.  Comment:  The protection level for the mollusk Monadenia churchi, which is common in
California, should be changed from Category 1C to Category 1D or 1F.

Response:  Monadenia churchi is an endemic species which is common within its range.  Its range
is confined primarily to two counties in California with a few rare occurrences in adjacent areas.
Data indicates the average age of stands in which it occurs are older than 105 years.  No specific
riparian association is indicated by the current data.  Monadenia churchi is assigned to Category
1F throughout its range within the Northwest Forest Plan area in Alternative 1.

333.  Comment:  Valid range extension data for species should be acquired and utilized in the
Final SEIS.

Response:  The Species Review Process was rerun between the Draft SEIS and Final SEIS.  The
best available data was provided to that team and was used during the review process.

334.  Comment:  The definition of “site” is so loose that it includes multiple sites.

Response:  The inconsistency in site definition between mollusk records and other Survey and
Manage taxa groups is recognized and was considered during the Species Review Process.  As
indicated in Appendix F, the number of records for some terrestrial mollusks was adjusted to
account for the differences in site definitions.

335.  Comment:  As a great many of the specific species reports were not verified by qualified
experts, nor vouchered, we do not think they are valid.

Response:  Specimen verification was based on formally-described taxa only, and specimens
which best fit the formally-accepted description of a Survey and Manage species were recorded as
such.  It is recognized that there may be additional undescribed species occurring in the areas
where Survey and Manage species are found.  Agency specialists recognize that multiple species
within a complex may be involved for some records; for consistency, species identification was
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based on recognized taxa only.  Recently-trained survey teams may not be familiar with a taxa
group that is not well described within the Northwest Forest Plan area, and few specialists submit
new information for formal peer review.  Training of surveyors is conducted by both “in-house”
experts and under contract by recognized experts within the field.  However, a process has been
initiated to confirm specimen identifications.  Individuals familiar with the molluscan fauna of
specific regions within the Northwest Forest Plan area are designated as screeners (taxa
specialists) who review specimens found by surveyors.  After examination of a specimen, if the
screener cannot identify it, the specimen is forwarded to a consulting malacologist under contract
for this purpose.

336.  Comment:  The range extension for Cryptomastix hendersoni is not acceptable.

Response:  Agency taxa specialists also question the identification of the Mt. Hood National
Forest specimens of C. hendersoni.  However, since there is no formally described species which
these specimens more closely resemble, they have been identified as C. hendersoni.  The only
change from the No-Action Alternative proposed for this species is to add strategic surveys which
could result in better understanding of the species and the potential variants.

337.  Comment:  The historic records for Prophysaon coeruleum do not represent known records
from museums, etc.

Response:  The recorded historic sites are those from the original known sites database which
included only those records found in the collections of major museums in the United States.  We
understand that there are other reports of the species (in the writings of such authors as Pilsbry,
Branson, and Henderson), but for various reasons the details of these records were not found and
entered into the known site database.

338.  Comment:  Prophysaon coeruleum should be recognized as a species complex rather than a
single species.

Response:   The Agencies’ taxa experts recognize the possibility that records for P. coeruleum in
agency databases may represent a species complex and may include other undescribed taxa.  Since
there is no formally described species which these specimens more closely resemble, they have
been identified and recorded as P. coeruleum, per the Survey Protocol.  There is also the
probability that a “high elevation” new genus was recorded as P. coeruleum.  All of this
information is discussed in Chapter 3&4 so that an option of retaining this species on Survey and
Manage may be considered by the decision-makers.  However, as presented in Chapter 3&4, there
is only one described species in the scientific literature at this point in time and the action
alternatives treat it as a single, published species, consistent with the NFP ROD.  If additional
species are described in the future, these (or P. coeruleum) may be considered for addition to
Survey and Manage.

339.  Comment:  Any increase in known sites for Monadenia fidelis minor is not acceptable.

Response:  As with Cryptomastix hendersoni, there may be another undescribed species that could
reasonably be identified as M. fidelis minor.  Specimens were identified from shells only and no
living animals have been found to date at the new location.  Since these specimens were found
near to the range of M. fidelis minor and no other formally-described species more closely fits the
description of the shells found, the specimens were recorded as M. fidelis minor.  Live specimens
may be needed to confirm that specimens from the new areas are not M. fidelis minor.  Since they
were recorded as such, they were entered into the database.  The ISMS database can easily be
corrected if the population proves to be another species.  In any event, no change in the status of
M. fidelis minor was proposed based on this data.

340.  Comment:  The reported number of sites for Helminthoglypta talmadgei, Helminthoglypta
hertleini, and Hemphillia glandulosa are not valid.
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Response:  Helminthoglypta talmadgei and H. hertleini were both assigned to Category 1A in the
Draft SEIS, which requires management of known sites and both pre-disturbance and strategic
surveys.  In the Final SEIS, H. hertleini was changed to Category 1B which indicates that pre-
disturbance surveys are “not practical.”  Currently known sites will continue to be managed and
strategic surveys will be conducted.  H. talmadgei remains in Category 1A and no decrease in the
overall level of species management is proposed.  Pre-disturbance surveys will continue and all
known sites will be managed, as in the No-Action Alternative.  In addition, the action alternatives
include provisions for strategic surveys.

Based on the current formal description for the species, the increase in sites for Hemphillia
glandulosa is valid.  Unlike some of the other species under discussion, the taxa specialists are not
aware of any work in-progress which would determine whether this is a separate taxon.  Prior to
the FEMAT report, Branson and Branson (1984) reported a possible record of H. glandulosa for
the Oregon Coast Range.  If this report is considered, the range extension is not as great.
Numerous specimens conforming to H. glandulosa have been found in younger stands and the
species appears to be locally common in parts of the northern Oregon Coast Range.  The
population reported in the Oregon Cascades was not checked by the Agencies taxa specialists prior
to the reports being submitted to the database and is now thought to be erroneous.  Hemphillia
glandulosa was changed from Category 1A in the Draft SEIS to Category 1C in the Final SEIS.
This change recognizes the species as uncommon, pre-disturbance surveys will continue, and all
known sites will be managed until high-priority sites can be determined.

341.  Comment:  The reported number of sites for Cryptomastix devia and Megomphix hemphilli
are not valid.

Response:  The suspected range increase for Cryptomastix devia has not been verified.  The action
alternatives retain all of the Survey and Manage requirements from the No-Action Alternative and
add strategic surveys.  While the range of Megomphix hemphilli was originally considered to
extend farther north than its current distribution, it is now known some of the records responsible
for that suspected range change were from erroneous identifications.  It does occur as far north as
the south end of Puget Sound and populations in Oregon are much larger than previously
suspected.  Because of the preponderance of reports for this species in southern Oregon, its range
was split in the Final SEIS.  Northern populations are assigned to Category 1A, which will receive
known site management, pre-disturbance surveys, and strategic surveys.  The more numerous
southern population has been assigned to Category 1F where it will receive strategic surveys only.

342.  Comment:  The reported increases in Hemphillia malonei and Monadenia churchi sites are
ridiculous and presumably do not record population but site counts, again largely unverified.

Response:  Database records indicate an increase in Hemphillia malonei records from 46 to 213
records in 1999.  The range in Oregon probably has not been extended beyond what was expected
in the Northwest Forest Plan.  The range in Washington has been extended.  It is recognized that
the specimens found north of the Columbia Gorge differ in appearance from those found in the
Columbia Gorge.  Based on external characteristics, they key out to be H. malonei; no other
similar jumping-slug has yet been described.  The Agencies’ taxa experts also recognize that
database records for Monadenia churchi  may include one or more undescribed species.  Since
there are no other formally-described species, these records have been treated as M. churchi for the
purposes of analysis.

343.  Comment:  The range extensions and reported sites for Prophysaon coeruleum and
Prophysaon dubium are in error.

Response:  All specimens which conform to the formal description of Prophysaon coeruleum have
been considered as a single species for purposes of analysis and the range has been subdivided in
the SEIS.  In Washington and California, the species has been assigned to Category 1A and will be
subject to pre-disturbance surveys.  All known sites will continue to be managed.  Strategic
surveys will also be conducted.  In Oregon, the species will be removed from Survey and Manage.
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The range of Prophysaon dubium has been expanded into the eastern Washington Cascades, but its
range in western Washington has not been shown to extend as far north as expected.  Overall, the
range of P. dubium is smaller than previously described.  However, throughout its range it has
been found in greater numbers than expected.  In the SEIS, P. dubium has been removed from
Survey and Manage because the mitigation measure is not needed to provide a reasonable
assurance of persistence.

344.  Comment:  The boundaries for the range of Prophysaon coeruleum should be expanded and
the different variants clarified.  This species should be divided into two separate ranges.

Response:  The Species Review Process was rerun between the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS.
See Appendix F for a detailed discussion of the Species Review Process and Table F-2 for the
results of that analysis.  Based on the best available data relative to the range, distribution, and
number of known sites, Phophysaon coeruleum has been divided into two separate management
ranges, though different than suggested.  In Oregon, Phophysaon coeruleum has been removed
from the Survey and Manage mitigation measure because of the large number of known sites on
federally managed lands and the likelihood of habitat in reserve land allocations.  In Washington
and California, Phophysaon coeruleum is assigned to Category 1A because of the low number of
known sites on federally managed lands.

345.  Comment:  Due to its rarity, pre-disturbance surveys should be required for Hemphillia
pantherina.

Response:  Pre-disturbance surveys for Hemphillia pantherina are considered not practical and it
is assigned to Category 1B in Alternative 1.  Only one site has been located on federally managed
lands since 1994.  Equivalent-effort surveys are required under Alternative 3.  Species rarity is not
a criterion for determining practicality of survey.

346.  Comment:  The Agencies should clarify information regarding Pristiloma arcticum.

Response:  At the time of the FEMAT analysis, only one location for Pristiloma arcticum crateris
was publicly known, although additional specimens may exist in private collections.  A second
historic site in the Metolius River watershed was discovered in the collection of Dr. Barry Roth.
The Multnomah County site was found during a mollusk survey training field trip in 1997 or 1998.
While there is no argument about the difficulty of surveying for this species, the problem arises in
expecting field crews to identify the species.  Most specimens of any species of Pristiloma have
been forwarded to taxa specialists for identification and those specimens considered to be
Pristiloma arcticum crateris by the taxa specialists have been forwarded on to consulting
malacologists for confirmation.

347.  Comment:  The Agencies should expand the protection of Monadenia fidelis ochromphalus
and Ancotrema voyanum.

Response:  The Species Review Process was rerun between the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS.  In
the Final SEIS, Monadenia fidelis ochromphalus has been changed from Category 1F to Category
1B.  Ancotrema voyanum has been changed from Category 1F to Category 1E.  In both cases,
these category changes result in increased management for these species.

348.  Comment:  Alternative 3 provides the best assurance of individual species persistence for
mollusks because it requires pre-disturbance surveys and a larger site buffer.  Alternative 3 ensures
the best protection of the range and distribution of these species

Response:  With mollusks and for other rare species, the 250-meter buffers are arguably better and
more consistent than the known site buffers designated under the other alternatives.   However,
since the known site buffers for Alternatives 1 and 2 are required to be big enough to maintain
suitable conditions sufficient to provide a reasonable likelihood of persistence of the species at the
site, there should not be a substantial difference in this aspect of the alternatives.  The suitable
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habitat conditions at a site include a specific set of ecological conditions which may not be limited
to an undisturbed stand of trees.  For some Survey and Manage species, detection rates are not
clearly higher in undisturbed areas or areas entirely within interior forests conditions.  Many
known sites are well within 250 meters of a road edge or other forest stand disturbance zone.

Alternative 3 includes equivalent-effort surveys for some mollusk species considered not practical
for pre-disturbance surveys in Alternatives 1 and 2 and the No-Action Alternative.  The
equivalent-effort surveys will undoubtedly provide more protection for these species, and like the
250-meter buffers addressed above, that difference is described in the effects section of Chapter
3&4.  Other alternatives may meet persistence objectives for these species as well.  It will be up to
the decision-makers to decide if the extra effort required for 250-meter buffers and equivalent-
effort surveys are necessary and appropriate.

349.  Comment:  The Agencies should not doubt association of aquatic taxa in Table F-2 with old-
growth forests.

Response:  There appears to be doubt that some aquatic species are associated with old-growth
forests.  However, in the absence of clear evidence to the contrary, the potential association with
late-successional habitats determined by FEMAT was not changed for the aquatic mollusk species
during the Species Review Process.  Strategic surveys could help confirm or deny this association.

Late-Successional Species

350.  Comment:  The Agencies should reduce wildlife habitat fragmentation from logging and
emphasize connectivity.

Response:  Habitat fragmentation is an issue that has been addressed in the Northwest Forest Plan
Final SEIS.  The system of Late-Successional Reserves, green tree retention, and Riparian
Reserves were established by the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS to address fragmentation at
the landscape scale.  The Survey and Manage SEIS does not substantively change the baseline for
that analysis and additional analysis of this issue is not required at this time.  The Survey and
Manage Standards and Guidelines were developed to improve the distribution and stability of
certain species not able to fully benefit from landscape-scale management due to their highly
localized populations or limited mobility.  Management of known sites for Survey and Manage
species according to species-specific Management Recommendations provides for buffer widths
and other management practices that protect known sites from adverse impacts due to
fragmentation.

351.  Comment:  The Agencies should emphasize retaining structural diversity important for
wildlife species.

Response:  The retention of structural diversity in late-successional forests in general is an issue
that has been addressed through the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  The Survey and Manage
SEIS does not substantively change the baseline for that analysis and additional analysis is not
required at this time.  In this SEIS, structural diversity and other habitat characteristics necessary
for the management of occupied sites for Survey and Manage species is defined and retained
through the design and implementation of Management Recommendations.  This management is
based, in part, on information obtained through strategic surveys and research.

Species Associated with Early-Successional Forest

352.  Comment:  Increased protection should be given to early-successional ecosystems.

Response:  Forest stands in Matrix and Adaptive Management Area land allocations will continue
to provide early-successional stages of forest development for a period following regeneration
harvest.  Natural disturbance processes, such as wildfire, wind, and pathogens, will provide some
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early-successional habitat across all land allocations on an irregular basis.  Regeneration harvest
on nonfederal lands is expected to continue and, although not part of the planning area, occur
immediately adjacent to Forest Service and BLM administered lands.  These disturbances will
continue to provide habitat for early-successional species when considered in a cumulative effects
sense across the larger planning landscape.  Some other activities specifically promote
maintenance of early-successional habitat.  For example, some prescribed fire activities in natural
meadows are designed to remove encroaching woody  vegetation.  Management of known sites of
Survey and Manage species is not expected to substantially alter the availability of early-
successional habitat from that assumed in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.

Threatened and Endangered Species

353.  Comment:  The Agencies should protect threatened and endangered species’ habitat.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan provides for the management of habitat, including old-
growth forest, for species listed under the Endangered Species Act, in a series of Late-
Successional Reserves.  This system of reserves, plus the standards and guidelines for managing
the Matrix between reserves, was considered to be adequate to provide for the conservation and
recovery of marbled murrelets, spotted owls, and other listed species on federally managed lands.
Although the Northwest Forest Plan allows for the harvest of some late-successional and old-
growth forest stands in the Matrix, this harvest is not likely to preclude the recovery of murrelets,
spotted owls, or other listed species in this area.  None of the alternatives being considered under
this SEIS would result in a substantive change to the design or implementation of this strategy or
to the conclusions reached in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.

354.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should link significant, locally-adapted populations with criteria
from the Endangered Species Act (such as “evolutionary significant units” or ESUs).

Response:  All action alternatives provide for the management of species or subspecies in all or
part of their ranges, although not specifically identifying these significant populations as
“evolutionary significant units.”  A concern for persistence has been identified for some species or
subspecies for a portion of their range based upon more localized concerns for their persistence.
For example, the lichen Lobaria oregana has been removed from Survey and Manage in Oregon
and Washington.  In the California portion of its range, it has been retained on Survey and Manage
in Category 1A, based on the low number of recent sites in that area.  This approach is consistent
with the Endangered Species Act requirements to conserve species at the population level.

355.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should have a more thorough analysis of the effect on
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS analysis of species listed under the Endangered
Species Act assumed that the contribution to their survival from the management of Survey and
Manage species sites would be minimal.  This conclusion was based on:  (1) assumptions that the
amount of late-successional habitat that would be managed as Survey and Manage species known
sites would be minimal compared to the 24.5 million acres of federally managed lands within the
range of the northern spotted owl; (2) the fact that most of the actual locations of Survey and
Manage species’ sites were generally unknown and unpredictable at the time the Northwest Forest
Plan consultation was conducted; and, (3) the fact that managed sites are mostly in patches as
small as 2 acres.  The Biological Opinion for that consultation did not anticipate a specified
amount of incidental take, but rather deferred the discussion of incidental take to consultation for
specific and programmatic activities that would be conducted under the Northwest Forest Plan.

Since the adoption of the Northwest Forest Plan, additional species have been listed under the
Endangered Species Act (e.g., bull trout).  However, similar conclusions have been reached
regarding the contributions of Survey and Manage known sites to the conservation of these
species.
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Under the action alternatives, approximately 24,800 acres of forested habitat in Matrix and
Adaptive Management Area land allocations would be returned to the underlying land allocation,
due to the removal of 72 species from Survey and Manage in all or part of their ranges.  If all
24,800 acres are returned to underlying allocations, this would represent about 0.10 percent of
total federally managed forest habitat in the range of the northern spotted owl.  In contrast, during
the past 6 years of Northwest Forest Plan implementation, approximately 200,000 acres of Matrix,
much of it currently in late-successional forest condition, has been reallocated to Riparian
Reserves, based upon efforts to locate and more precisely map the reserves associated with
intermittent and small perennial streams that had not previously been identified.

For the above-stated reasons, the analysis of effects for listed species from the Northwest Forest
Plan Final SEIS concluded that no substantial contribution would accrue to listed species from the
management of known sites for Survey and Manage species.  The removal of 72 species from all
or part of their range, and the return of 24,800 acres of late-successional habitat to the underlying
land allocation should, therefore, not be considered as a change in the environmental baseline for
listed species.  Hence, none of the action alternatives should result in changes to the status or the
likely effects to listed species in the Northwest Forest Plan area.  The effects analysis for species
listed under the Endangered Species Act in Chapter 3&4 has been improved to more clearly state
this conclusion.

356.  Comment:  Spotted owl habitats should be protected.  The reserves do not contain all of the
old growth that is needed.  Old-growth forests in the Matrix, that are being used as habitat, should
not be destroyed.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan provides for the management of habitat for spotted owls,
arranged in a network of closely spaced reserves distributed throughout the range of the owl.  The
network was designed to be extensive and somewhat redundant, such that individual reserves
could be recolonized by owls from adjacent reserves if natural events caused a local extirpation.
These reserves in the Northwest Forest Plan area (the Late-Successional Reserves) included and
replaced most areas that had previously been identified for spotted owl management under interim
guidance, plus additional areas designed to meet other late-successional species objectives.  This
SEIS does not propose to alter the network of reserves.

Spotted owls typically occur in areas where landscapes include a mixture of old-forest and
younger-forest types.  This is true of spotted owls in managed landscapes as well as in
“unmanaged” landscapes in wilderness areas.  Recent research in northern California has even
suggested that spotted owls may prefer old-forest areas that are somewhat fragmented by openings
(Franklin et al. 1999).  Bart and Forsman (1992) emphasized that they could not differentiate
statistically between reproductive rates and population density of spotted owls in areas with 21-60
percent old forest versus areas with greater than 60 percent old forest.  Only when the amount of
old-forest habitat was less than 20 percent could Bart and Forsman (1992) show a statistical
decline in owl numbers or fecundity (number of female young produced per adult female in the
population).  Therefore, it is a mistake to assume that reserves that are less than fully stocked with
old forests will fail to perform their function for spotted owls.  These data suggest that reserves
that include a mixture of old-forest and younger-forest types may function for spotted owls just as
well as reserves that consist of unbroken expanses of old forest.

However, the level of management of habitat for spotted owls was established in the Northwest
Forest Plan and is outside the scope of this SEIS.

357.  Comment:  The Agencies should address inconsistencies in incidental take and apparent
spotted owl declines in the Draft SEIS.  Franklins’ report may indicate that fecundity levels are
stabilizing.  Is this conclusion universally applicable?

Response:  “Incidental take” of wildlife is take that occurs incidental to otherwise lawfully
conducted activities.  The term “take” is defined in section 3(19) of the Endangered Species Act to
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mean “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to
engage in any such conduct.”

The terms “harass” and “harm” are further defined by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regulations
at 50 CFR 17.3 as follows:

-  Harass means an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the likelihood
of injury to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal
behavior pattens which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, and
sheltering.

-  Harm means an act which actually kills or injures wildlife.  Such acts may include
significant modification or degradation of habitat when it actually kills or injures
wildlife by significantly impairing behavioral patterns including breeding, feeding, or
sheltering.

If modification of suitable habitat would likely result in death or injury, the species would be
“harmed.”  Therefore, “incidental take” does not require that an owl is actually killed or displaced.
Rather, it means that an owl may be negatively impacted in some way that reduces its chances for
survival or reproduction.  Incidental take permits are issued for many activities that have little or
no impact on owl habitat, but may have impacts to owls based on behavioral disturbance.  Of the
recent incidental take permits issued to the Willamette National Forest, for example, only about
half involve actual removal of owl habitat (Forsman pers. comm.).  In addition, many of the
incidental take permits for removal of owl habitat are never acted on because of legal challenges
and other considerations.  Therefore, a simple tally of the number of incidental take permits issued
does not directly correlate to the actual rate of loss of owls, whether through loss of habitat or
other impacts.

A recent meta-analysis conducted on all 16 spotted owl demographic study areas in Oregon,
Washington, and northern California indicates that female survival rates and reproductive rates
were not declining over time (Franklin et al. 1999).  This result is based on many different studies
from throughout the range of the northern spotted owl.  It appears the analysis provides evidence
that the pattern observed by Franklin and others (1999) may be applicable to many areas within
the range of the owl.

358.  Comment:  The SEIS needs to consider additional information relevant to the conservation
of the northern spotted owl, specifically the development of a 4(d) rule, the recent completion of
several Habitat Conservation Plans, and the “No Surprises Rule” on nonfederal lands throughout
the Northwest Forest Plan area.

Response:  The analysis of effects on spotted owls discussed in this SEIS is limited to the effects
of the proposed action (modifications to Survey and Manage and related mitigation measures).
Standards and guidelines that provide the primary benefits to the spotted owl (such as Late-
Successional Reserves, Riparian Reserves, and green tree retention) are not being modified as part
of this proposed action.  Re-analysis of Northwest Forest Plan owl conservation measures that are
a result of changed or new information on nonfederal lands is beyond the scope of this SEIS.

In any case, the approval of Habitat Conservation Plans within the Northwest Forest Plan area do
not constitute new information requiring a supplemental environmental impact statement.  While
the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS may have anticipated publication of a Section 4(d) rule, the
conservation strategy did not depend on any such rule, nor were any assumptions regarding the
contribution of nonfederal lands relied upon in the analysis of effects on spotted owls.  What a
4(d) rule does is to allow incidental take of a listed species to occur in certain geographical areas
or circumstances.  The discussion of this rule in the Northwest Forest Plan was in the context of
whether the adoption of such a rule would have a greater than anticipated effect than the
assumption that spotted owls presently existing on nonfederal lands would be protected by the
Endangered Species Act.  The assumption was made that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, in
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adopting a 4(d) rule, would continue protection against take on the nonfederal lands deemed
important to owl conservation.  (See Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, pp. 3&4-244 to 3&4-245.)
The fact that no 4(d) rule has been promulgated is actually consistent with the assumption, since
the absence of such a rule means that the Endangered Species Act prohibitions are in place on all
lands within the species range.  However, a summary of recent HCPs within the planning area is
included in the Cumulative Impacts section in Chapter 3&4.

The “no surprises” rule simply give assurances to those nonfederal parties who enter into Habitat
Conservation Plans that they can rely upon the terms and conditions specified in the plans because
they will not be changed by the regulatory agencies unless a “jeopardy” situation would require
such a change.  The existence of such a policy, in itself, does not provide any information upon
which another SEIS to the Northwest Forest Plan would be required.  There is no information that
any of the Habitat Conservation Plans adopted since the Northwest Forest Plan have significantly
altered the assumptions underlying the analysis of effects on northern spotted owls as to the
contributions of nonfederal lands to the conservation of that species.  The hypothetical possibility
that the “no surprises” policy could prevent a change in an Habitat Conservation Plan of such
importance to the conservation of the owl that the effects analysis of the Northwest Forest Plan
SEIS would no longer be valid is speculative.  The only assumed contribution to spotted owls
from nonfederal lands is that the Endangered Species Act prohibitions on “take” would allow
existing populations on nonfederal lands to at least persist in the short term.

359.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS did not provide an adequate analysis of the effects of harvesting
12,000 acres of suitable spotted owl habitat.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS fully analyzed the effects of timber harvest and
other activities on spotted owl habitat.  This Final SEIS includes a revised analysis of the potential
harvest of acres due to removing some species from the Survey and Manage mitigation measures.
This analysis and documentation includes a revision of the number of acres that would be returned
to the underlying land allocation and potentially available for harvest.  These acres consist
primarily of small isolated patches that were unpredictable in extent, acreage, and location at the
time of the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  For these reasons, no specific benefit to the
northern spotted owl was attributed to acres associated with Survey and Manage known sites.
Additional analysis is not needed.

360.  Comment:  The Agencies should correct misinformation regarding threatened and
endangered insect species.  Several species included in the Draft SEIS are not forest associated or
they occur outside the Northwest Forest Plan area.

Response:  Several arthropod species have been included on the list of threatened and endangered
species that received some analysis in the Draft SEIS.  These species were conservatively included
in the Draft SEIS to ensure that each would receive consideration under the alternatives being
considered.  This clarification has been incorporated into the Final SEIS.  This clarification does
not alter the previous determination that the proposed action would have no effect on these
species.

361.  Comment:  The Agencies should reconcile apparent discrepancies in the rate of spotted owl
decline between Appendix J3 of the Northwest Forest Plan and the Draft SEIS.

Response:  The rate of spotted owl decline that was reported in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan
Final SEIS (p. 3&4-223) was 4.52 percent per year (lambda = 0.9548, with a 95 percent
confidence interval of 0.9162 - 0.9934).  The analysis that provided those conclusions was
published at Appendix J1, with additional analysis included in Appendix J3.  The estimated rate of
decline in the 1998 meta-analysis of spotted owl data was 3.9 percent, with a 95 percent
confidence interval of 0.925 - 0.997 (Franklin et al. 1999).  This means that the population could
be declining by as much as 7.5 percent per year or by as little as 0.3 percent per year.  Based on
the fact that most demographic studies are not reporting large declines in owl numbers, it appears
that the actual rate of decline is closer to 0.3 percent per year than it is to 7.5 percent per year
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(Forsman pers. comm.).  Thus, there is no clear evidence from the data that there are substantial
discrepancies between the actual and predicted rates of population change or that the more recent
analysis shows discrepancies with the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.

362.  Comment:  The Agencies should justify their description of habitat of the northern spotted
owl.

Response:  Although there may be some areas of late-successional forest that are unsuitable for
spotted owls, there is currently no way to differentiate between the suitability of different late-
successional stands.  Therefore, the Agencies have used the conventional approach that has been
used by previous groups that have tried to develop plans for the owl, which is to assume that late-
successional forests at low to moderate elevations are potentially suitable for spotted owls (e.g.,
Thomas et al. 1990 and USDA et al. 1993).  The large majority of existing late-successional forest
is within suitable elevations for spotted owl use.  The Agencies believe this is an unbiased way to
deal with this issue because any attempt to label individual late-successional stands of old forest as
good, bad, or mediocre habitat would rapidly bog down in a huge number of subjective decisions
that would be impossible to support with data.  Although this approach may not be perfect, it is
simple, repeatable, and does not involve a lot of subjective decisions.

In addition, it is important to emphasize that the Agencies’ definition of suitable habitat is fairly
conservative in that some spotted owls occupy habitats that actually include relatively little late-
successional forest.  This is particularly true of areas on the east slope of the Cascades, much of
the Oregon Coast Ranges, and private lands in northwestern California.  Although these areas may
not be counted as “suitable” habitat by our definition, they actually harbor a number of spotted
owls that probably do contribute to the health of the population.

363.  Comment:  Old-growth harvest should not be allowed on the Olympic Peninsula due to
continued spotted owl population declines.

Response:  Under the Northwest Forest Plan, land allocations on Forest Service managed lands on
the Olympic Peninsula are in Late-Successional Reserves and Adaptive Management Areas.  Few
acres of suitable owl habitat are available for harvest.

364.  Comment:  The Agencies have not clearly identified the contribution of small late-
successional forest patches to spotted owl conservation.

Response:  The analysis of spotted owl habitat and effects of the Northwest Forest Plan Final
SEIS on that habitat considered the potential contribution of small patches of late-successional
forest identified for Survey and Manage and Protection Buffer species.  At that time, the acreage
of late-successional forest that would be included in managed known sites and Protection Buffers
was assumed to be very low.  Their distribution across the landscape and location relative to
reserves or listed species sites were unpredictable.  For those reasons, that analysis concluded that
these small areas of late-successional forest would not provide significant benefits to listed
species.  Although 72 species would be removed from Survey and Manage over all or part of their
ranges under the action alternatives, the patches of late-successional forest that would be returned
to underlying land allocations and potentially available for timber harvest would not substantively
lower the amount, or change the distribution, of habitat available to spotted owls assumed in the
analysis of effects in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.

365.  Comment:  The Agencies should adopt an alternative that provides protection for rare plant
species, including “listed” species and those species recognized by Rare Plant Programs.

Response:  Agencies must consult under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act to ensure that
their activities do not jeopardize the continued existence of listed species.  Changes to
management direction for rare plant species listed as threatened or endangered by state
governments or are listed as special concern (other than those associated with late-successional
forests) by other organizations are beyond the scope of this SEIS.  The purpose of this SEIS is to



304

FSEIS for Amendment to the Survery and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standard and Guidelines

manage for certain species, including plant species, that are:  (1) considered rare or uncommon
within the Northwest Forest Plan area; (2) associated with late-successional forests; and, (3) not
considered to otherwise have a reasonable assurance of persistence under other Northwest Forest
Plan land allocations and standards and guidelines.  Management of rare plant species that do not
meet these criteria have already been adequately considered in local agency land and resource
management plans.

366.  Comment:  For fiscal years 1997-1999, the Agencies applied to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service for take permits which would allow for the removal of 144,684 acres of suitable owl
habitat.  All of these applications were approved.  These take permits allow removal of more
suitable owl habitat than allowed under the Northwest Forest Plan.  This is significant new
information that needs to be disclosed.

Response:  Most of the habitat modification projects conducted by the Forest Service and BLM in
Oregon since 1997 have undergone programmatic section 7 Endangered Species Act consultation.
All covered projects are consistent with the Northwest Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines and
the land and resource management plan of the respective administrative units.  Projects covered
under these consultations vary in nature from regeneration harvest and thinnings to salvage and
individual tree removal.  These activities occur in various habitats that may result in removal,
downgrading, or degrading of suitable or dispersal spotted owl habitat.  Downgrade means to
change the functionality of spotted owl habitat from suitable to dispersal.  Degrade means to affect
the quality of, but not remove the functionality of, either suitable or dispersal spotted owl habitat.
Some activities occur in habitats not currently classified as either suitable or dispersal habitat.  The
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has written incidental take statements for the activities under these
consultations, authorizing incidental take for habitat loss as well as for activities that disturb
spotted owls, but do not result in actual habitat loss.  The majority of the acres consulted on, and
for which incidental take is authorized, do not result in the actual removal of suitable owl habitat.
The acreage of owl habitat that was affected by timber harvest activity in these years does not
exceed what was expected at the time of the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS and accompanying
Biological Assessment.

Costs of Management

367.  Comment:  The Agencies should include a mechanism for adjusting survey schedules and
Probable Sale Quantity (PSQ) when allocated funds are insufficient to meet timelines.  How will
the Agencies ensure that adequate funding is available to comply with the Survey and Manage
Standards and Guidelines?

Response:  The Final SEIS contains clarified assumptions about funding and includes a section on
the potential for reduced funding.  Pre-disturbance survey costs are considered part of project
planning.  Language has been added to the Background section in Chapter 3&4 clarifying that if
pre-disturbance surveys are not completed then the project would not go forward.  As with all
other planning tasks, if funding were not available the PSQ would not be met.  Additional funds
were requested and received for conducting strategic surveys during fiscal year 2000.  Additional
funds will be requested in future years through the normal budget process.

368.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS should address monitoring costs.

Response:  Monitoring of the Northwest Forest Plan is conducted each year at different scales.
This includes monitoring of the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines, as appropriate.
Implementation monitoring is accomplished by an interagency monitoring team that reviews
projects on an annual basis.  Additionally, implementation of the Survey and Manage Standards
and Guidelines can be considered a form of effectiveness monitoring, particularly strategic
surveys.  As discussed in the Costs of Management section in Chapter 3&4, monitoring costs
associated specifically with the Survey and Manage mitigation cost are not tracked.
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369.  Comment:  Why do survey-related costs vary by assumed hourly rate of pay?

Response:  Varying survey costs by hourly rate of pay was done to provide a range of estimates.
To reduce confusion, an average has been used in the Final SEIS to express the estimated
employment and the associated cost related to pre-disturbance surveys.

370.  Comment:  The cost of pre-disturbance surveys should be included in the cost of timber
sales.

Response:  The costs of pre-disturbance surveys for timber sales are included as a cost of timber
sale planning.

371.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should quantify additional project costs imposed by pre-
disturbance surveys.

Response:  The Final SEIS contains a clarified discussion of costs associated with pre-disturbance
surveys.  Information is now also presented on a survey cost per acre basis.

372.  Comment:  Taxa and Survey and Manage teams should be funded for at least 5 years.

Response:  The RIEC has added positions to assist in the management and implementation of the
Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines.  The Costs of Management section includes the
cost estimates for this work.  The increased awareness of species management objectives and the
benefits of strategic surveys as a result of the analysis undertaken for this SEIS have already
resulted in increased emphasis and funding for Survey and Manage.  The Agencies recognize the
needs identified in the action alternatives to fund specialists for years to come.

373.  Comment:  The Agencies should address the need for securing adequate funding for Survey
and Manage activities, the likelihood of this funding, and the consequences if this funding is not
forthcoming.

Response:  Funding of the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines is, and will continue to
be, requested through the Agencies’ normal budgeting process.  The cost of pre-disturbance
surveys is included in project costs.  Additional funds were requested and received to conduct
strategic surveys during fiscal year 2000.  A discussion has been added near the front of Chapter
3&4 explaining the implications of reduced funding.

374.  Comment:  The cost of the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines is beyond what
Congress is likely to fund which will jeopardize the implementation and cause further delays and
lawsuits.

Response:  Additional funds were requested and received for implementation of surveys during
fiscal year 2000.  Additional funds will be requested in future years through the normal budgeting
process.  The Final SEIS contains clarified assumptions about funding.  For analysis purposes, it is
assumed that adequate funds will be available.

375.  Comment:  The Agencies should not decrease funding when there is so much work to do.

Response:  The projected costs for the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines are greater
than has been spent in the past.  The least expensive alternative will result in spending
approximately double what was spent in 1999.  An objective of this SEIS is to clarify needs and
objectives of the Survey and Manage mitigation measure.  Fiscal year 2000 funding was increased
as a result of these analyses.

376.  Comment:  The Agencies should provide information requested on current and past funding
for Survey and Manage activities.
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Response:  The cost associated with implementing the Survey and Manage Standards and
Guidelines is presented in Table 3&4-6 and in other places in the Costs of Management section of
Chapter 3&4.

377.  Comment:  The Agencies should revise misleading figures that inflate the Survey and
Manage cost.  The SEIS does not disclose or account for the Agencies practice of surveying for
more than one species at the same time.

Response:  The Final SEIS contains clarifications of the assumptions used to develop costs.  The
cost figures in the Final SEIS do account for the practice of surveying for multiple species at the
same time.  The costs for surveying for multiple species within a taxa do not vary much whether
you are surveying for one species or eight.

378.  Comment:  The cost of surveying fungi for 5 years unfairly makes the No-Action
Alternative the most expensive.  An alternative that reduces fungi cost should have been
considered.

Response:  The No-Action Alternative contains the provisions from the Northwest Forest Plan
that pre-disturbance surveys for Protection Buffer species must have a “high probability of
detecting occupied sites.”  There are seven fungi that fruit irregularly and could require 5 years of
surveys to meet this criterion.  Alternatives 1 and 2 eliminate the need to conduct pre-disturbance
surveys for these fungi.  Alternative 3 surveys for these species using an abbreviated “equivalent-
effort” survey.  An alternative such as the one proposed would be similar to Alternative 1 since
Alternative 1 clarifies direction and assigns species to more appropriate categories.

379.  Comment:  The budgets of the Pacific Northwest Research Station and Pacific Southwest
Forest and Range Experiment Station should be dedicated to studying species.

Response:  A substantial portion of the budget and personnel of these offices is dedicated to
Northwest Forest Plan issues and their staff includes several taxa specialists involved primarily
with Survey and Manage species.  Their involvement is noted in the Strategic Survey discussion in
Chapter 2.

380.  Comment:  The Agencies should correct Figure 3&4-4c that illustrate pre-disturbance
survey cost per 1,000 board feet of timber.

Response:  Figure 3&4-4c in the Draft SEIS contained errors and has not been reproduced in this
Final SEIS.  The concept of using an average volume per acre to calculate the pre-disturbance
survey cost per thousand board feet did not accurately capture the concern for the economic
viability of low volume timber sales such as forest health treatments and thinning.  The Final SEIS
contains a clarified discussion based on pre-disturbance survey costs per acre.

381.  Comment:  Alternative 3 should state how many surveys will be “equivalent-effort” and
break this down by taxa group.

Response:  The species requiring equivalent-effort surveys in Alternative 3 can be determined by
examining Table 2-2.  Equivalent-effort surveys in Alternative 3 apply to species that in
Alternative 1, fall into Categories 1B, 1D, or 1E (except for three species footnoted as not needing
pre-disturbance surveys).  The totals by taxa group are fungi, 202; lichens, 30; bryophytes, 13;
vertebrates, 0; mollusks, 10; vascular plants, 0; and arthropods, 0.

382.  Comment:  Pre-disturbance surveys should continue regardless of cost.  Strategic surveys
will not provide the answers because they target the most likely habitat.

Response:  For some species, pre-disturbance surveys are not practical.  For these, the most
efficient means to gather habitat information is to conduct strategic surveys.  The data collected
from strategic surveys provides the basis for habitat modeling and statistically valid scientific
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analysis.  All of the alternatives use the concept of pre-disturbance surveys to find sites and to
reduce the inadvertent loss of sites before implementing habitat-disturbing projects.  The primary
discussion of costs for the No-Action Alternative is for seven fungi that would require 5-year pre-
disturbance surveys.  There are 224 species of fungi considered in the Survey and Manage
Standards and Guidelines.  Of these, the No-Action Alternative identifies eight for pre-disturbance
surveys.  Alternatives 1 and 2 identify one of those eight where pre-disturbance surveys are
practical and provide strategic surveys for the other seven.   Alternative 3 would conduct
equivalent-effort surveys for all fungi that remain in Survey and Manage.

Pre-disturbance surveys only occur where there is a project proposal.  While important
information is collected through the pre-disturbance surveys, scientifically designed strategic
surveys can provide more information about species stability and distribution.  The discussion of
strategic surveys has been expanded in this Final SEIS (see Chapter 2).

383.  Comment:  The expense of Survey and Manage should not justify compromising species
preservation.

Response:  The Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines are a mitigation measure designed
to increase confidence the Northwest Forest Plan will meet species persistence objectives.  They
are not the only management for most of these species.  It is the goal of all alternatives to help
improve the distribution and stability of certain species across federally managed lands and/or to
decrease the likelihood of extirpation of these species from federally managed lands in the
Northwest Forest Plan area.  However, actions for any purpose have cost limits and it would not be
responsible stewardship to spend an inappropriate or exorbitant amount of resources to ensure 100
percent certainty.

384.  Comment:  To avoid National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and NEPA violations, the
Agencies should not use lack of funding as an excuse to discontinue surveys.

Response:  The Agencies have not used lack of funding as an excuse to discontinue surveys.  As
stated in Chapter 3&4, projects requiring pre-disturbance surveys will not go forward until the
surveys are completed.  The cost for completing these surveys is included in the costs for project
planning.

Socioeconomic Effects

385.  Comment:  The Agencies should analyze and discuss how the alternatives will affect the
current operations including timber harvest, prescribed burning, and treatment of insect
infestations.

Response:  Most timber harvest and prescribed burning activities are considered habitat disturbing
by the Agencies.  Evaluations of specific proposals to treat insect infestations will determine
whether the action is potentially habitat disturbing.  The text of the Final SEIS has been changed
to clarify that all habitat-disturbing activities, including those not specifically named, are subject
to Survey and Manage requirements.

386.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should provide sufficient support for socioeconomic impact
estimates.

Response:  Discussions of socioeconomic effects is presented in the Northwest Forest Plan Final
SEIS.  The analysis in this SEIS uses the same socioeconomic assumptions to identify effects that
differentiate from those presented in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  The effects displayed
in this SEIS do not alter the conclusions contained in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS and it
is not necessary to repeat that information.

387.  Comment:  Recreational uses should have the same priority as extractive uses.
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Response:  Public lands managed by both Agencies are managed under a multiple-use concept,
which includes recreation.

388.  Comment:  The Forest Service should pull the plug on proposed Pelican Butte ski area.

Response:  The purpose and need for this SEIS is to amend the Survey and Manage and other
mitigation measures.  The proposed Pelican Butte ski area is outside the scope of this SEIS.

389.  Comment:  The Agencies should not risk extinction of unknown species that may possess
special value.

Response:  Undiscovered uses of species are specifically discussed in Chapter 3&4 under Species
Values.  It is the expressed goal of both Agencies to prevent listing of species under the
Endangered Species Act and to preserve species diversity.  Further, the basic approach of the
Northwest Forest Plan is to manage ecosystem structure, functions, and processes, thereby
providing the highest likelihood of successfully managing species which may, as yet, be
undiscovered.

390.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should eliminate the bias that survey-related jobs are
unimportant.

Response:  The discussion of survey-related employment has been clarified in the Final SEIS.

391.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should include all forestry jobs, including survey jobs, in the
evaluation of socioeconomic effects.

Response:  The discussion of survey-related employment has been clarified in the Final SEIS to
more closely parallel the discussion of timber-related employment.

392.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should include new economic information designed to help rural
communities transition from an extraction based economy to a sustainable economy.

Response:  Discussions of socioeconomic effects are presented in the Northwest Forest Plan Final
SEIS.  Actions related to economic transition or the Economic Adjustment Initiative are beyond
the scope of this SEIS.

393.  Comment:  The Agencies should conduct a new economic analysis that includes economic
changes since 1994.

Response:  Discussions of socioeconomic effects are presented in the Northwest Forest Plan Final
SEIS.  This SEIS is tiered to that document and it is not necessary to repeat that information.  The
analysis in this SEIS uses the same socioeconomic assumptions to identify effects that differ from
those presented in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  The assumptions and the analyses in the
Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS are still valid.

394.  Comment:  The thorough surveying and management of our forests would create far greater
numbers of permanent jobs than timber harvest.

Response:  The issue of job creation and maintenance is specifically discussed in the
Socioeconomic Effects section in Chapter 3&4.

395.  Comment:  Reducing environmental requirements because of high survey costs is not an
appropriate response by the Agencies.

Response:  For non-vertebrates, the Northwest Forest Plan met a standard of providing for stable
distribution, potentially with gaps, to the extent practicable (USDA, USDI 1994, p. 44.)
Alternative 1 was designed to provide a level of species management at least as high as the level
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intended in the Northwest Forest Plan.  The Northwest Forest Plan ROD clearly did not intend
pre-disturbance surveys for seven fungi species to require multiple surveys each year for 5 years.
This SEIS lowers requirements where they are not practicable.  It would not be responsible
stewardship for an agency to spend an inappropriate or exorbitant amount of resources meeting an
unnecessarily high standard.

396.  Comment:  The Agencies should revise incorrect statements that revenue sharing outcomes
are different than anticipated.

Response:  Discussion of effects in this Final SEIS compare outcomes to those presented in the
Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  Legislation to provide for a revenue sharing “safety net” was
passed on August 10, 1993.  This was prior to issuance of the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS
and ROD; however, this legislation was not incorporated into the analysis of impacts to federal
revenue sharing displayed in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  This document was written to
make readers aware of this oversight and briefly discuss the actual outcomes under that legislation.
The discussion of federal revenue sharing in this Final SEIS has been modified in an effort to
improve clarity.  Finally, new legislation passed on September 13, 2000, provides annual payments
based on the highest 3 years of payment between 1986 and 1999.  Details of implementing this
legislation have not yet been determined.

397.  Comment:  The Agencies should stabilize safety net payments.

Response:  The proposal is outside the authority of the Agencies.  The original “safety net”
payment legislation was enacted by Congress in 1993.  Any changes would require additional
Congressional action, such as that passed by the Senate on September 13, 2000.  See previous
response.

398.  Comment:  Congress should decouple payments to county from timber sales.

Response:  The comment is beyond the authority of the Agencies.  Federal revenue sharing is
made in accordance with existing laws.  Any changes would require Congressional action, see
above.

399.  Comment:  The Agencies should conduct the social and economic impact monitoring
required by the Northwest Forest Plan ROD.

Response:  The Agencies have not yet completed a socioeconomic monitoring plan as required by
the Northwest Forest Plan ROD.  Impacts of the alternatives in this SEIS are expected to be of the
same type and scale as those identified in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  Additional
impacts from this SEIS have been scaled using the same assumptions as in the Northwest Forest
Plan Final SEIS.  Future socioeconomic monitoring will address the changes in these assumptions.

400.  Comment:  The Agencies should clarify the assumptions that underlie the loss of 6,570 jobs.

Response:  Clarifying language has been added to the Socioeconomic Effects section in Chapter
3&4.

401.  Comment:  The Agencies should create more jobs in recreation activities.

Response:  Creating jobs in recreation activities is outside the scope of this SEIS.  Recreation
development is not included in the alternatives proposed in this SEIS.  The analysis in this SEIS
addresses job loss and creation related to the alternatives.  Primarily, jobs related to timber harvest,
timber processing, and survey activities would be affected by the alternatives examined.

402.  Comment:  A chart displaying hourly wages for wood products occupations should be added
for comparison to the chart showing the hourly wages for survey-related occupations.
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Response:  Information has been added to the Socioeconomic section in Chapter 3&4.  The
average hourly wage for survey-related employment is estimated to be $12.85.  The average
hourly wage for timber-related employment is $13.03.

403.  Comment:  The Agencies should consider the loss of timber jobs as a function of
automation, not from reductions in timber harvest acres.

Response:  The Agencies conducted the analysis of timber jobs using the same multiplier used in
the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  That multiplier incorporated information on automation in
the lumber and wood products industry.

404.  Comment:  The Agencies should not compare employment declines from two different
periods.

Response:  This portion of the document has been rewritten to clarify the comparison.

405.  Comment:  The Agencies should address the vulnerability of the Northwest economy.

Response:  Discussions of economic effects and identification of “at risk” communities are
presented in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  This SEIS is tiered to that document and that
information need not be repeated.  The analysis in this Final SEIS identifies only effects that differ
from those presented in the Norwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.

406.  Comment:  The Agencies should adequately address issues of social and cultural disruption
that are treated superficially in the Draft SEIS.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS identifies four factors of social and cultural
disruption.  This (Survey and Manage) Final SEIS concludes that the alternatives would not
influence these factors.  As stated in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, the presence of “these
factors can impose a significant emotional impact, and all can undermine individual and
community efforts to successfully adapt to changes.”

407.  Comment:  The Agencies should clarify wood products employment variation by
alternative.

Response:  The analysis in this SEIS uses the same socioeconomic assumptions as in the
Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS to identify effects that differ from those presented in the
Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  The employment discussions in Chapter 3&4 have been
rewritten to add clarity.

Native American Issues

408.  Comment:  The Coquille Tribe must manage the Coquille Forest according to the Northwest
Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines, including the Survey and Manage Standards and
Guidelines.  The No-Action Alternative places an unreasonable financial burden on the Tribe and
provides an opportunity for further lawsuits.

Response:  The Underlying Need for the Proposed Action identifies several difficulties with
implementation of the No-Action Alternative.  One of those difficulties is the unreasonably high
costs of pre-disturbance surveys for species for which such surveys are not practical.  The action
alternatives are designed to address these implementation difficulties.

409.  Comment:  The Agencies should commit to continued protection of species that are of
cultural importance.  The Agencies should consult with or notify local tribes or include a local
tribal member in the Species Review Process before discontinuing occupied site management.
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Response:  The protection of tribal treaty rights and trust resources is addressed starting on page
54 of the Northwest Forest Plan ROD.  The purpose of the Species Review Process is to ensure
species managed under the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines are assigned to the
correct categories to best meet persistence objectives and to recommend species removal from
Survey and Manage when there is no longer a concern for persistence.  Since species will remain
on Survey and Manage as long as there is a concern for persistence, it is unlikely removal would
threaten tribal uses.  In either event, the opportunity to review the determination that species no
longer meet the three basic Survey and Manage criteria is provided to tribes in a variety of ways,
including coordination with the Bureau of Indian Affairs representative on RIEC, the tribal
representative on the Interagency Advisory Committee and through review of the annual report.
The SEIS team is not aware of any specific Survey and Manage species that is a particular concern
of, or used by, tribes.

410.  Comment:  The Agencies should recognize tribal needs for species persistence on a local
level.

Response:  In general, application of the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines are not
designed or envisioned to permit local extirpations.  When species are removed from Survey and
Manage, it is because they are deemed adequately represented in reserves or otherwise numerous
enough to persist without the Survey and Manage provisions.  Known uses of the species are
considered as part of the context in which the removal decision is made.  If a special tribal need
exists, local management agreements or other provisions should be developed as appropriate
between the tribe and the local administrative unit.

411.  Comment:  Tribes were not involved or consulted during the development of the Draft SEIS.

Response:  The protection of Tribal Treaty Rights and Trust Resources is addressed in the
Northwest Forest Plan ROD.  On page 59 it states “Future analysis and planning efforts to
implement this decision on lands administered by the BLM and Forest Service will identify Indian
trust resources that would be affected and identify potential conflicts between proposed federal
actions and treaty rights or tribal trust resources.  Consultation with the recognized tribal
government with jurisdiction over the trust property that the proposal may effect ... will be
conducted early in the planning process.”  The SEIS team is not aware of any Survey and Manage
species that is a particular concern of or used by the tribes.  The Draft SEIS was sent to 58
American Indian Tribes and Nations.  Three tribes or nations sent responses.  The
Intergovernmental Advisory Committee, which includes tribal representatives, has provided
comments on the SEIS and has been asked to provide advice to the RIEC regarding what
alternative should be selected.

412.  Comment:  Agencies implementing the Northwest Forest Plan should include the Bureau of
Indian Affairs because the Coquille Tribe must manage the Coquille Forest consistent with the
Northwest Forest Plan.

Response:  The requirement of the Coquille Tribe to manage the Coquille Forest consistent with
the Northwest Forest Plan has been added to the Conflicts With Other Plans section in Chapter
3&4.  The Bureau of Indian Affairs already has a representative on the RIEC.

Timber Harvest

413.  Comment:  The amount of late-successional forest available for harvest is hard to find in the
Draft SEIS and should be emphasized in the Summary and in graphics.

Response:  The discussion of acres in the Timber Harvest section in Chapter 3&4 has been
updated.  Figure 1-2 has been clarified.
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414.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should include specific quantification of old growth by type and
management allocation.

Response:  This topic was not addressed in this SEIS because the balance between reserves and
harvestable mature and old-growth forests was displayed in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan SEIS.
Further consideration of reserving old growth is outside the scope of this SEIS.  Since both the
mature and old-growth elements of late-successional forests provide habitat elements to most
Survey and Manage species, both are treated similarly under the Survey and Manage Standards
and Guidelines.  There is one exception; no activities can go forward in “old growth” for Category
1B and 2B species if strategic surveys are not completed within 10 years for fungi and 5 years for
all other species or equivalent-effort surveys are not conducted.  This provision gives preference to
old growth for rare species for which pre-disturbance surveys are not practical.

The 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS approximated what portion of the late-successional
forests were “old growth” as “stands dominated by conifer trees that are greater than 32 inches
dbh, and are characterized by two or more canopy layers.  These stands would generally best fit
the definition of old-growth forests.”  Of the 8,550,500 acres of late-successional forest, 5,381,500
acres, or 63 percent, fits this definition of old growth (USDA, USDI 1994a, pp. 3&4-26 and 27).
Since the designers of the Northwest Forest Plan reserve system placed a priority on reserving the
old growth, the portion of the late-successional forest in Matrix that is old growth is 41 percent
(Johnson et al. 1993).

415.  Comment:  The discovery of Survey and Manage species in a timber contract area should
not require the timber contract to be modified.

Response:  The standards and guidelines specify that pre-disturbance surveys be completed before
the date of the NEPA decision or decision document for the activity, so that final layout and
contract offer can proceed without surprises and at reasonable expense.  In practice, the Agencies
have also been managing sites discovered during layout and contract preparation.  There is no
requirement in the standards and guidelines to modify a timber sale contract for sites found after
the decision is signed.  Survey and Manage species are not “listed” species, the potential loss of
any given site is not likely to be disastrous for the species, and the implications of this element of
the standards and guidelines was considered in the effects to species described in Chapter 3&4.
The Survey and Manage mitigation measure adds confidence that the Northwest Forest Plan will
meet persistence objectives for late-successional forest associated species, without requiring
unreasonably disruptive or expensive measures be taken to manage every site regardless of when it
is detected.

416.  Comment:  The permissibility of helicopter salvage operations should be evaluated on the
basis of site-specific risks to Survey and Manage species.

Response:  Case-by-case consideration of the effects of harvest and logging systems will be made
around Survey and Manage species sites.  Project-level analysis will determine if helicopter
logging will maintain the habitat parameters specified  in the species’ Management
Recommendations.

417.  Comment:  Timber harvests should be confined to younger stands to reduce Survey and
Manage costs.

Response:  This approach is discussed in the Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From
Detailed Study section in Chapter 2.  Younger stands are currently being thinned to maintain
health, vigor, and produce wood products, but nearly 90 percent of the PSQ is dependent upon
older stands.  The PSQ has considerable value to local economies and for helping meet public
demands for wood products.  It is also part of the balance the Northwest Forest Plan was designed
to achieve.  The Northwest Forest Plan ROD indicates that a reasonable assurance of species
persistence will be achieved with the Survey and Manage mitigation measure and the fact that 86
percent of the late-successional forests are reserved by other elements of the Northwest Forest
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Plan Standards and Guidelines.   There is no indicated need to depart from the Northwest Forest
Plan ROD and further reduce harvests from older stands in the Matrix and Adaptive Management
Areas.

Further, since many second-growth stands contain remnant large logs, snags, or other habitat
components from previous stands, some protocols require pre-disturbance surveys (and thus
management of discovered sites) in some second-growth stands.

418.  Comment:  The Agencies should follow public opinion and end resource extraction on
public lands.

Response:  It is outside the scope of this SEIS to consider ending timber harvest on public lands.
The mix of management and outputs from federally managed lands is governed by law, regulation,
policy, and administrative and congressional direction.  The charge by President Clinton when he
initiated preparation of the Northwest Forest Plan on April 2, 1993, was to provide for a balance
including “...the plan should produce a predictable and sustainable level of timber sales and
nontimber resources that will not degrade or destroy the environment.”  That balance serves as the
purpose and need for the Northwest Forest Plan.  This SEIS amends the Survey and Manage
Standards and Guidelines which are one small part of the Northwest Forest Plan.

419.  Comment:  The proposed amendment reveals a significant reduction in the 1.1 billion board
feet PSQ displayed in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, and should be revised through
the Forest Plan revision process (36 CFR 219.10(e)).  The statement in Chapter 2 that “the changes
proposed...would help achieve (and not alter) the relationship between levels of multiple-use
goods and services originally projected” is incorrect.

Response:  The PSQ shown in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS was 958 million board
feet (MMBF) per year.  The 1.1 billion figure includes 10 percent “other wood.”  Other wood has
not been added to PSQ figures in this Final SEIS.  The PSQ originally declared in the Northwest
Forest Plan has already been reduced to 811 MMBF.  This reduction was a result of completion of
land and resource management plans in late 1994 and 1995 for BLM units in Oregon and four
National Forests in California, and minor corrections in analysis for six National Forests in
Oregon in 1998.  Those planning processes followed all applicable planning regulations for both
Agencies and resulted in a PSQ reduction of 147 MMBF.

The 1994 Northwest Forest Plan ROD stated that the “...PSQ levels shown are estimates.  They
represent neither minimum levels that must be met nor maximum levels that cannot be exceeded.
They are rough approximations because of the difficulty associated with predicting actual timber
sale levels over the next decade, given...the complex nature of many of the standards and
guidelines.  They represent our best assessment of the average amount of timber likely to be
awarded annually in the planning area over the next decade...”  Since 1994, the Agencies have
gained experience implementing the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines, and the PSQ
for each alternatives in this SEIS reflects that experience.  The levels are not necessarily outside of
the uncertainty acknowledged by the decision-makers in 1994.  Ttwo of the action alternatives
have an estimated PSQ within 10 percent of the currently declared level of 811 MMBF.

The alternatives in this SEIS do not represent a “significant change in the plan” as defined in 36
CFR 219.10(f).  The discussion of this topic in Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS, under Relationship of
Alternatives to Existing Management Plans of the Agencies, has been expanded to clarify these
points.

420.  Comment:  Increasing the allowable cut by 15 million board feet per year is a danger to
wildlife.

Response:  For the No-Action Alternative, experience now shows the PSQ would be reduced
substantially in the No-Action Alternative from levels predicted in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan
Final SEIS.  The preferred alternative would increase PSQ compared to the No-Action Alternative
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because the preferred alternative better meets the original intent by eliminating duplication and
eliminating occupied site management for species no longer needing the Survey and Manage
mitigation measure.  The PSQ of the preferred alternative is still below the PSQ predicted in the
1994 Northwest Forest Plan ROD and effects to wildlife are still within the range of effects
expected in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.

421.  Comment:  Potential timber harvest reductions resulting from a shortage of qualified
surveyors should be analyzed and stated in the SEIS.

Response:  The following items will help ensure that personnel resources are available to
complete pre-disturbance surveys:  (1) ongoing training; (2) recent completion of Survey Protocols
for all “practical” Category 2 species; (3) removing 63 species for which Survey and Manage is
unneeded; (4) clarifying Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines; and, (5) removing pre-
disturbance survey requirements for species when such surveys are not practical.  A discussion has
been added to Chapter 3&4 explaining that activities (such as timber harvest) will decline if pre-
disturbance surveys are not funded.

422.  Comment:  The Agencies should manage early-successional rather than late-successional
stands for timber harvest because they can sequester carbon faster and be more flexibly managed.

Response:  The PSQ already includes intensive management of the second-growth stands in the
Matrix, consistent with underlying land and resource management plan standards and guidelines.
Management of these younger stands provides 10 to 15 percent of the PSQ in the early decades
with the contribution from these stands increasing over time.  Harvest of older stands in the next
few decades maintains the PSQ until younger stands mature.  A related alternative of managing
younger stands within Late-Successional Reserves is discussed in Chapter 2, Alternatives
Considered But Eliminated From Detailed Study.  The effects on global climate and carbon
cycling discussed in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS (p. 3&4-50) are not changed by
this SEIS.

423.  Comment:  The Agencies should calculate the number of acres of old growth that can be
logged while incurring no net loss.

Response:  A pie chart in the Draft SEIS incorrectly gave the impression that harvest would
reduce the total amount of late-successional forest.  This chart has been reformatted to show other
stands in all land allocations are growing into mature and old-growth conditions (ingrowth).  The
rate of ingrowth into late-successional forest is discussed in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final
SEIS and elements of that discussion have been added to this SEIS in the Forest Ecosystem
section in Chapter 3&4.  Under the harvest schedules in the Northwest Forest Plan, late-
successional forest and total biomass in the Northwest Forest Plan area is increasing at 2 to 3 times
the rate of human disturbance primarily because of ingrowth in the reserves.

424.  Comment:  The SEIS should state how the 15 percent rule and the 15 percent LOS retention
(Matrix) by watershed will affect PSQ.

Response:  These two standards and guidelines are in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS
and are reflected in the PSQ discussed in the Northwest Forest Plan ROD.  They are not proposed
for amendment by any of the alternatives in this SEIS.  Further discussion of the effects of those
standards and guidelines is outside the scope of this SEIS.

425.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should state clearly that Survey and Manage buffers are not to
be counted toward the 15 percent retention.

Response:  There is no reason that managed known sites should not also count toward green tree
retention requirements if they meet the parameters specified in those standards and guidelines.



315

Appendix I

426.  Comment:  The Agencies should correct discrepancies between various sections of Chapter
3&4 regarding additional acres of late-successional forest available for timber harvest as a result
of the various alternatives.

Response:  These discrepancies have been corrected in this Final SEIS.

427.  Comment:  The SEIS should state whether the PSQ estimate for the No-Action Alternative
includes restrictions for Protection Buffer species.

Response:  The Timber Harvest section in Chapter 3&4 has been clarified to show that the PSQ
calculations for the No-Action Alternative include the Protection Buffer species.

428.  Comment:  The SEIS should state whether there will be effects on PSQ from 303(d)
regulations.

Response:  Clean Water Act regulations were considered in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final
SEIS, particularly in the Aquatic Conservation Strategy and in the underlying land and resource
management plans.  This SEIS does not make decisions to harvest timber.  Discussion of the
effects of 303(d) regulations on PSQ is outside the scope of this SEIS.

429.  Comment:  The SEIS incorrectly states PSQ coming from early-successional forests is
unaffected by Survey and Manage species.  Known sites are also restricting harvests in younger
stands.

Response:  It is true that known sites prevent harvest of areas within younger stands and pre-
disturbance surveys for some species are required in younger stands.  The known sites considered
in the PSQ analysis are from the ISMS database.  This database does not show seral stage or stand
age for sites found during pre-disturbance surveys and, for modeling purposes only, all sites were
assumed to be in late-successional forests.  While this assumption will result in an overstatement
of the reductions in PSQ caused by known sites, it is probably not significant in the context of this
analysis.  Species are removed from the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines when it is
determined they are not closely associated with late-successional forests.  Further, the standards
and guidelines permit Survey Protocols to identify seral stages where sites, even if present, are not
needed to meet persistence objectives.

430.  Comment:  The PSQ discussion should be replaced with a discussion of actual volumes sold
in the past 3 years and projected for the first decade.

Response:  The PSQ is a per decade number and is an estimate of the volume that could be
produced forever given the existing set of standards and guidelines and activity assumptions.  The
Agencies essentially met the PSQ numbers in the Northwest Forest Plan, following a ROD-
identified start-up period, until fiscal year 1999.  Upon completion of the Survey and Manage
SEIS and resolution of other Northwest Forest Plan issues, the Agencies expect to offer the sale
volume indicated by the PSQ projections in individual unit land and resource management plans.
The PSQ estimates in this SEIS are provided to help compare alternatives; they are not specific
enough to redeclare PSQ for any administrative unit.  A listing of the actual volume offered in the
last 5 years has been added to the Timber Harvest section in Chapter 3&4; however, these volumes
are not used to project PSQ.

431.  Comment:  The PSQ discussion needs to include “other wood.”  Since biomass thinning of
young stands should not be affected by the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines, the
percentage of such wood available should increase and be recognized for funding purposes.

Response:  The 10 percent “other wood” is not included in volume comparisons in this SEIS
because the method of calculating changes to PSQ would not work well for “other wood.”  In
some cases, other wood comes from young stands and may not vary much between alternatives.
However, other wood also comes from cull material in old growth and other sales affected by the
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Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines.  Other wood would vary between alternatives
similar to differences in PSQ.  There is no assumption that the absolute volume of other wood
would vary one way or the other as a result of these alternatives.

432.  Comment:  Timber harvest should not be halted because surveys are not completed.

Response:  The Agencies anticipate completing all required surveys and continuing to offer the
estimated PSQ levels.  However, the anticipated effects to species described in Chapter 3&4 of
this SEIS are predicated on pre-disturbance surveys and certain strategic surveys being completed
according to the standards and guidelines.  A discussion has been added to Chapter 3&4
explaining that if required surveys are not conducted, the affected habitat-disturbing activities will
not be implemented.

433.  Comment:  The Draft SEIS claims an accomplishment of 1.6 billion board feet of timber
offered for sale over the 2-year period of fiscal years 1997 and 1998.  How is this justified when
the Northwest Forest Plan projected 1.1 billion board feet per year?

Response:  As described in the Timber Harvest section of Chapter 3&4, completion of final land
and resource management plans for BLM and California National Forests in 1994 and 1995, along
with administrative corrections to PSQ calculations for six National Forests in Region 6 in 1998,
resulted in a currently declared PSQ of 811 million board feet annually.  The 1.6 billion board feet
accomplishment for the 2 years mentioned is very close to this number.

434.  Comment:  The Agencies should not increase acres available for harvest.

Response:  Potential effects of the Survey and Manage mitigation measure were not calculable for
the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, but were described as “adding uncertainty” to the
projected level of timber harvest.  Analysis for this SEIS indicates the No-Action Alternative
would result in a substantial portion of the Matrix being managed as known sites for Survey and
Manage species and result in PSQ falling substantially below levels predicted in the Northwest
Forest Plan Final SEIS.  Because the proposed action reduces duplication and clarifies processes,
it removes the management of sites unnecessary for achieving the original Northwest Forest Plan
species objectives.  One result of this is a PSQ within 10 percent of 1994-predicted levels.  None
of the alternatives increase harvestable acres when compared with estimates in the Northwest
Forest Plan Final SEIS, nor do they add any acres to the Matrix (other than minor acres resulting
from the elimination of land allocations associated with certain Protection Buffer species, which
mostly continue to be managed as known sites).

435.  Comment:  The Agencies should not open 658,000 to 955,000 acres of late-successional
forests to harvest until they have analyzed the effects on these species.

Response:  The assumption that these acres were somehow “closed” until the Survey and Manage
SEIS was completed is incorrect.  The Northwest Forest Plan left Matrix acres subject to regularly
scheduled timber harvest (as specified in underlying land and resource management plans) while
designating 86 percent of the late-successional forests into some type of reserve.  The Survey and
Manage mitigation measure added additional management for certain species to be applied as
activities are planned or, in the case of most strategic surveys, within a defined time period.  The
effects to species was examined in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS, Appendix J2, and again
in this SEIS.  There is no identified reason for further restricting harvest or doing additional
analysis not already described in the Northwest Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines or already
being conducted on a project basis.  The acreage projections in the Timber Harvest section in
Chapter 3&4 do not “open” acres; they reflect projections of acres potentially affected by known
sites of these species as the standards and guidelines of the alternatives are applied.

436.  Comment:  The SEIS should discuss the impact of releasing 12,000 acres of late-
successional forest to timber harvest.
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Response:  The acres of currently known sites for the 63 species (and 9 others in part of their
ranges) proposed for removal under the action alternatives that will become available for timber
harvest were considered available for timber harvest in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final
SEIS.  The effect of timber harvest on the individual species currently occupying these sites is
considered in the individual species discussions in Chapter 3&4 of this SEIS.  References in
Chapter 3&4 of the Draft SEIS to “loss of protection” for 12,000 acres were in this context and
have been clarified.

437.  Comment:  The Agencies should supply more timber to the forest products businesses.  The
current contribution of less than 10 percent of the regional timber supply coming from federal
forests is a result of decreased supply, not decreased demand.

Response:  One of the issues of this SEIS is whether the alternatives can meet species objectives
“without unnecessarily impairing the ability of the Agencies to meet other resource needs and
objectives.”  An objective of this SEIS is to clarify standards and guidelines and reduce
duplication and site management that unnecessarily limits other resource management activities.
If this objective can be met with the selected alternative, timber production will meet the balance
intended in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan.

438.  Comment:  The Agencies should calculate ASQ (Allowable Sale Quantity) for each forest
within the Northwest Forest Plan area in compliance with the National Forest Management Act.

Response:  The alternatives in this SEIS would replace similar standards and guidelines already in
land and resource management plans and would not redeclare probable sale quantity (PSQ) at any
scale.  The scope of this action would not result in a significant change in these plans.  Since this is
not a significant change, there is no requirement to quantify PSQ for individual administrative
units at this time.  Details are described in Chapter 2, Relationship of Alternatives to Existing
Management Plans of the Agencies.  The PSQ levels shown in this SEIS for each alternative were
determined primarily by projections made at the regional scale and were based predominantly on 2
years of pre-disturbance surveys efforts.  While accurate enough to provide for a reasoned
comparison and choice from among the alternatives, they should not be used at any other scale.

439.  Comment:  The Agencies should realize the 15 percent PSQ reduction and the Survey and
Manage mitigation measure are having significant negative impacts on the timber industry that
have not been adequately considered.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS and ROD indicated PSQ would be recalculated
when BLM and Forest Service Region 5 Land and Resource Management Plans were completed
in 1994 and 1995.  Analysis for each of these plans was documented in Environmental Impact
Statements and the resultant plans reduced PSQ almost all of the 15 percent shown in this SEIS.

The Survey and Manage mitigation measure was described as “adding uncertainty” to the PSQ
amounts displayed in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  Although effects to PSQ have been
higher than anticipated, the alternatives in this SEIS are driven in part by a need to reduce PSQ
impacts unneeded to meet species objectives.  The three action alternatives would accomplish that
objective to some extent.

440.  Comment:  Projecting known sites for most species for 25 years in the PSQ section ignores
that the annual application of the adaptive management process will remove many species from
Survey and Manage before then.

Response:  At the time of the Draft SEIS, few species had been proposed for removal from Survey
and Manage because, based on number of known sites, there was little basis for projecting when
species might be removed.  Projected sites for 14 of the most common species were either capped
or removed based on an estimate of when, if current detection rates continued, a species might be
removed from Survey and Manage or when “manage high-priority sites” direction might limit the
need for additional sites.  Prior to PSQ calculations for the Final SEIS, however, experience from
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another iteration of the Step 3 panel provided additional information about the range of numbers
of sites that typifies species proposed for removal.  This information has been applied to all
species projections and a more realistic effect is now displayed in the PSQ discussion in Chapter
3&4.

441.  Comment:  The Agencies should draft an alternative that maintains the PSQ of the
Northwest Forest Plan.

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan ROD anticipated potential changes in PSQ.  In addition to
the uncertainty of Survey and Manage effects (USDA, USDI 1994a, p. 3&4-267), and the
understanding in the ROD that PSQ was a “rough approximation” (USDA, USDI 1994b, p. 19),
the ROD indicated the PSQ “...for National Forests and BLM Districts without approved
management plans will be recalculated when the respective plans are adopted.”  The current
declared PSQ is 811 million board feet (MMBF) annually, down from the 958 shown in the 1994
Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS (p. 3&4-268).  Two of the action alternatives would meet over
90 percent of this level.  To describe an alternative that would meet the 958 MMBF level of the
Northwest Forest Plan would require a re-mix of land allocations or other reconsideration of the
Northwest Forest Plan outside the scope of this SEIS.  To describe an alternative that meets 811
MMBF would also require a re-mix of land allocations or standards and guidelines, since the 811
reflects only a 6 MMBF reduction for Survey and Manage species sites known as of 1994.

442.  Comment:  The Agencies should not remove the Late-Successional Reserve and Managed
Late-Successional Area designations from Protection Buffer species because it will result in
pressure to get PSQ from these acres.

Response:  The Record of Decision for this SEIS will not redeclare PSQ.  Although Late-
Successional Reserve and Managed Late-Successional Area designations are removed from
Protection Buffer sites, there is no assumed increase in PSQ because actual site management is
expected to continue at the same site and under the same practices as in the past.  When PSQs are
recalculated for individual administrative units during future plan revisions, areas to be managed
as known sites for Survey and Manage species will be appropriately considered.  In summary,
there is not expected to be pressure to obtain PSQ from these areas, in part because they were
removed from the calculation of PSQ for this SEIS.

443.  Comment:  PSQ should not be viewed as “hard targets.”

Response:  The Northwest Forest Plan ROD acknowledges the “rough approximation” nature of
the PSQ “effects” and defers setting actual PSQ for individual administrative unit land and
resource management plans.  The PSQ numbers in this SEIS should be viewed in the same light;
they are “estimated effects” not specific enough to apply to individual units, nor do the numbers
re-declare PSQ.  Individual administrative units may re-declare PSQ during plan revisions.  The
relationship of the PSQ to “targets” or laws may vary by agency and that relationship is not
changed by this SEIS.

444.  Comment:  The Agencies should consider replacement volume as a mitigation measure, in
accordance with NEPA.

Response:  An alternative that maintains the PSQ at Northwest Forest Plan levels is discussed in
the Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Detailed Study section of Chapter 2.

445.  Comment:  The Agencies should incorporate new information about ingrowth, partial
cutting, and wildfires into the formation of a new alternative.  There may be more or less late-
successional forest than the Northwest Forest Plan anticipated.

Response:  The pie chart included in the Draft SEIS gave the incorrect impression that there was
no annual increase (ingrowth) into late-successional forest.  This has been corrected to show the
ingrowth described in the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.  The purpose of the pie chart was to
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help illustrate the potential risk of disturbing a site occupied by a very rare species.  For a species
with only one or two sites, ingrowth may make little difference in the short term and was not
shown.  Similarly the 2.5 to 4 percent to be “modified” in the first decade simply illustrates the
level of potentially habitat-disturbing activities.  Since it is labeled “partial cut, regeneration cut,
and prescribed fire,” there was no assumption that this entire set of habitat would be removed.  As
described in the Forest Ecosystems section in Chapter 3&4, it is too early to tell if the combination
of ingrowth and fire reductions is outside the range anticipated in the Northwest Forest Plan.
Effectiveness monitoring for the Northwest Forest Plan has been set up to track the amount of late-
successional forest over time.  Additional discussion has been added to Chapter 3&4 explaining
these points.

Species Review Process (Appendix F)

446.  Comment:  The Agencies should explain the assumptions in Appendix F.

Response:  For purposes of consistency, each panel in the Species Review Process was given a set
of assumptions for various components of the Northwest Forest Plan that might affect late-
successional and old-growth related taxa.  These assumptions included a compilation of all
applicable standards and guidelines in the Northwest Forest Plan Record of Decision (USDA,
USDI 1994a) and interagency implementation memoranda for standards and guidelines that might
affect the habitat of the Survey and Manage taxa.  These assumptions are contained in the
administrative record and include exact text from the Northwest Forest Plan ROD and other
publicly available documents.

447.  Comment:  The Agencies should include information gathered since the adoption of the
Northwest Forest Plan in 1994.

Response:  The Species Review Process included a thorough review of all available and pertinent
data, including information gathered since adoption of the Northwest Forest Plan.  The 1999
Species Review Process (that was used initially to assign species to Survey and Manage categories
in the Draft SEIS) included data available at that time.  The Species Review Process that was
completed in March 2000 included data received from field offices following the release of the
Draft SEIS for public review (data from the 1999 field season) and data received as public
comments.  The Final SEIS reflects this updated data.  The updated data is included in the
administrative record for this SEIS and is available for public review.  The results of these
analyses are summarized in Tables F-1 and F-2 in Appendix F.  Tables 2-2, 2-4, 2-5, and 2-6
include summaries of these data related to the alternatives being considered.  Tables F-1 and F-2
have been updated and expanded to include additional information about numbers of known sites
and reasons for species categorizations.  The SEIS does not include descriptions of field studies,
species-specific maps, or detailed descriptions of individual species analysis (other than the
detailed description of the analytical process itself in Appendix F).  Including this information in
the SEIS would result in thousands of pages of technical information being added to the SEIS,
information that is otherwise available for public review and is available for future updates to
species information in the annual Species Review Process.

448.  Comment:  The Agencies should analyze the probability that Survey and Manage species
are already adequately protected in the reserve system.

Response:  The Species Review Process has addressed this concern through consideration of the
three basic criteria for Survey and Manage.  The third of these criteria is “the reserve system and
other Standards and Guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan do not appear to provide for a
reasonable assurance of species persistence.”  While the reserve system of the Northwest Forest
Plan is intended to meet the conservation needs of most late-successional forest associated species,
some of these species, due to actual distribution outside of reserves, relative rarity, or very specific
habitat needs, may not be adequately provided for by the reserves and other standards and
guidelines.  One of the tasks of the Step 2 panel in this process is to gather and summarize
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information about how the reserve system and other Northwest Forest Plan Standards and
Guidelines might provide for management of these species.  (These data, while not reproduced in
the Final SEIS, are available in the administrative record.)  The Step 3 panel evaluates this
information and proposes assigning species into an appropriate category.  If the available
information indicates that the species does not meet the three basic criteria, the species is not
included in Survey and Manage.  Species for which there remains uncertainty regarding the ability
of the reserves and other standards and guidelines to provide a reasonable assurance of persistence
may be assigned to Category 1E (for rare species) or Category 1F (for uncommon species).  One
goal of strategic surveys is to gather information for species in these categories to resolve this
uncertainty and assign species into the applicable Survey and Manage category, or remove them,
as appropriate.  The reader is referred to Appendix F for a complete description of the Species
Review Process and Chapter 2 for a more complete explanation of the application of the three
basic criteria for Survey and Manage.

449.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should include provisions for full taxa team review of species
data for accuracy prior to changes in species status.

Response:  The Species Review Process includes three steps, each of which includes taxa
specialists’ input.  The Step 1 panel consisted of teams of two to four taxa specialists who
reviewed the availability of new information for all Survey and Manage species and made
recommendations as to whether the new information was sufficient to require new species review.
The Step 2 panel consisted of teams of four to seven taxa specialists and other scientists who
reviewed available information gathered by the Step 1 panel and summarized this information for
use by the Step 3 panel.  The Step 3 panel evaluated all available information and compared these
data against the three basic criteria for Survey and Manage and a list of criteria for inclusion in the
Survey and Manage categories.  Taxa specialists were available in an advisory capacity to the Step
3 panel and assisted that panel in understanding the available data.  However, these taxa specialists
were advisory only and did not participate in the actual category assignments.  A role of each taxa
specialist in this process was to review the available information for completeness and accuracy.
This included contacts with other species specialists and contacts with professional organizations
and societies, as well as review of pertinent literature and databases.  Due to Federal Advisory
Committee Act requirements, taxa specialists not employed by the federal government are not
included as members of the species review panels, although they may provide data and other
information through the various public involvement processes.  The taxa specialists who
participated in each of these panels are listed at the end of the Species Review Process description
in Appendix F.

The description of the Species Review Process to be conducted in future years (see Adaptive
Management sections for each of the action alternatives in Chapter 2) has been modified to
include a requirement that the recommendations from the Step 3 panel be circulated to lead and
cooperating agency taxa experts in draft to identify errors, conflicting information, or other
evidence that should be included with the information presented to the RIEC.

450.  Comment:  The Agencies should evaluate habitat association criteria before any species
removals.

Response:  The Species Review Process was completed during March 2000 as part of the review
of new information received through public comment on the Draft SEIS and included new
information from the 1999 field season surveys.  This additional review has included an evaluation
of new information about habitat associations and relative rarity for Survey and Manage species.
The results of this reevaluation are displayed in Tables F-1 and F-2 in Appendix F.

451.  Comment:  A number of public comments were received that raised such issues as:  a
particular species should be assigned to a particular category; a particular species range should be
divided into two separate ranges with appropriate categories; the need to show the number of
species locations within reserve land allocations; a particular species should be removed from the
Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines; and other comments related to why species were
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assigned to which categories.  Other commenters suggested that additional data should be
considered in the Species Review Process.  In general, the commenters suggested that the
Agencies should clarify several issues relating to the assignment of individual species to Survey
and Manage categories in the action alternatives.

Response:  The Species Review Process collected all available information on the individual
species and compared the information to a set of criteria for assignment in the six categories of
Alternative 1 or removal from Survey and Manage.  This included consideration of whether the
information supported treating the species differently in different portions of its range.  The most
recent Species Review Process, as described in Appendix F, used the best available information,
including a review of all data received since publication of the Draft SEIS (including public
comments), as well as the data used in the Draft SEIS.  The Species Review Process made changes
to the proposed treatment of individual species as appropriate.  As a result, some species have been
proposed for reassignment to other categories or removal from Survey and Manage based on this
new information.  Appendix F and Tables F-1 and F-2 have been updated to reflect the results of
that review.

Tables F-1 and F-2 briefly summarize the information that was considered most important to the
assignment of the species under the criteria for the assigned category or removal of the species
from the Survey and Manage Standards and Guidelines.  Elements or criteria that were not key to
the assignment of the species were not included in the summary.  For example, a species may be
considered rare based primarily on a very low number of likely extant sites on federally managed
lands.  In this case, the proportion of the currently known sites in reserves may be inconsequential
to the species assignment because, even if all of the sites were in reserves, failure to continue
surveys or management for the species would not provide a reasonable assurance of persistence.

452.  Comment:  The Agencies should consider information provided by the public before
assigning species in Survey and Manage categories.

Response:  The Species Review Process panels reviewed this new information and added it to the
existing information as appropriate.  New information was included in the Species Review Process
and considered in decisions to change species between categories or to remove species from the
Survey and Manage mitigation measure.  Table F-1 has been updated and separated into two tables
(F-1 and F-2) to reflect changes between the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS and the reasons for
including each species within the currently assigned category.  Table 2-11 has been added to show
changes to species categories between the Draft SEIS and the Final SEIS.

For future changes, revised language in Chapter 2 indicates the Agencies will involve the public
and keep resultant changes and their application visible, so potential concerns about application of
the above criteria to any particular species or area may be surfaced.  The following methods will
help to keep the public involved:

1.  The Agencies will utilize a data call, open conference, or other method of soliciting
appropriate new information about Survey and Manage species.

2.  Individuals or groups wishing to receive the annual report should write to the
Interagency Survey and Manage Program Manager, c/o Regional Ecosystem Office,
P.O. Box 3623, Portland, OR  97208-3623 and request to be added to the mailing list.
Public comments about species changes or anything else in the annual report are
invited at any time and should also be addressed to the Interagency Program Manager.

3.  Agency NEPA documents for activities will identify if any future changes in
categories have been applied to the planned activity or will reference a specific years
assignments, as documented in the annual report, that appropriately applies to that
activity or project.  Specific public concerns about the application of a particular
species assignment may be directed at the activity applying the new assignment.
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453.  Comment:  The Agencies should better identify range and habitat associations for Survey
and Manage species.

Response:  Many species are included on Survey and Manage because there is little information
about them, including details about range and habitat associations.  Strategic surveys are intended
to gather information about Survey and Manage species, including information about habitat
associations, effectiveness of reserves and other standards and guidelines in meeting persistence
objectives, population status, life history, and geographical range.  These surveys may also provide
information on known site management, including important information on interior forest needs
and effects of management actions on species persistence at specific sites.

454.  Comment:  The Agencies should provide greater detail in the affected environment sections
for the species regarding number of sites, species background, and rationale for removal from
Survey and Manage.

Response:  This SEIS is tiered to the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS and duplication of detailed
discussions of species is not appropriate here.  Species specific sections in Chapter 3&4 have been
expanded to address the most current information available.  Information relating to numbers of
recent federal sites has been added to Tables F-1 and F-2 and to narratives within Chapter 3&4,
where appropriate.  However, numbers of sites is only one criteria used to assign species to
categories or rationale for removing species from Survey and Manage.  Rationale for removing
species from Survey and Manage is also presented in Chapter 3&4 and Tables F-1 and F-2.

455.  Comment:  The Agencies should consult with non-agency taxonomists for any change of
status requests.

Response:  Taxa specialists utilized in the Species Review Process are employed by the Agencies.
As part of their roles in the Species Review Process, these specialists access available information
related to the Survey and Manage species within their area of taxonomic expertise.  Field units are
requested to provide data on these species as obtained from field surveys completed by staff or
through contract procurement, as well as other sources.  In addition, data and other pertinent
information received during the Draft SEIS public comment process has been reviewed and
incorporated into Agency data files, as appropriate, for use in the Species Review Process that
occurred during March 2000.  The intent is to gather all pertinent available information related to
Survey and Manage species.  Taxa specialists employed by the Agencies are also in
communication with peers from outside the Agencies and with professional organizations and
societies with particular expertise for these taxonomic groups.  The Federal Advisory Committee
Act limits the extent to which non-agency persons can participate as a group which directly
advises agency decision-makers.  Taxonomic experts from outside the Agencies have provided
information and data for use in the species review process.  Language in the Final SEIS has been
amended to include a requirement for an annual data call in an effort to obtain pertinent
information from non-agency sources.

456.  Comment:  The Agencies should not approve an amendment that alters species survey
requirements.

Response:  The action alternatives propose to alter species survey requirements to better address
management objectives and meet species information needs for the revised Survey and Manage
categories.  These modifications better address species’ needs, the three basic criteria for Survey
and Manage, relative rarity of the species, and the survey practicality of the species.  These
changes are anticipated to better address information needed to address concern for species
persistence.  The Final SEIS includes a more detailed description of strategic surveys and
equivalent-effort surveys that clarify their intent and their role in addressing the species
management objectives.  The Final SEIS further clarifies language that describes activities that
would constitute a significant negative impact and identifies the circumstances that assist the line
officer in determining the need for survey based on site-specific information.
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457.  Comment:  The Species Review Process mentions the participation of managers in what
should be a purely biological decision.

Response:  The Step 3 panel is conducted primarily by species specialists using the most current
information about each species.  Taxa specialists participate and clarify information or answer
questions as appropriate.  One or two managers participate on the Step 3 panel that includes 5-7
biologists to help the discussion relative to survey practicality and other implementation issues, to
potentially provide a broader perspective when species are being discussed with the experts and to
help ensure consistency between taxa.  They are equal with other members of the team and do not
have veto authority.  Additionally, the Agencies’ managers frequently have education and expertise
in biology and botany and contribute their own technical expertise on these issues; they are not
limited in their expertise to management and administrative responsibilities.

458.  Comment:  The Species Review Process should include a cumulative effects analysis in all
steps of the process.

Response:  Cumulative effects were considered in all steps of the Species Review Process.  They
were considered in Step 1 to the extent they represented new information about concerns for
persistence of the species.  However, because the purpose of this step was to determine the species
for which there was significant new information since FEMAT, cumulative effects already
acknowledged in Appendix J2 of the Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS were not restated in Step 1.
Step 2 considered the cumulative effects and nonfederal threats to species and recorded any new
information on how cumulative effects could affect the concern for persistence of the species.
Cumulative effects were also considered in Step 3 as mitigating information relative to the number
of likely extant federal sites.  Cumulative effects, including those described in the Northwest
Forest Plan Final SEIS Appendix J2, were fully considered relative to whether they increased or
decreased the concern for persistence and the stability of known sites.

459.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should include quantitative and qualitative standards for
evaluating species persistence and their likelihood of being “well distributed” within the
Northwest Forest Plan area.

Response:  Many of the species and taxa groups included in the Survey and Manage Standards
and Guidelines are of concern because our knowledge of their biology and habitat is very limited.
The level and type of information available to evaluate the concern for persistence and their
distribution within the planning area varies widely among taxa groups and even among species
within a taxa group.  Further, interpreting the significance of quantitative information requires
knowledge of how the data was acquired.  A few sites discovered incidentally to other work
provides different information than the same number of sites discovered during thousands of acres
of coordinated and designed pre-disturbance surveys.  Therefore, there is no single set of
quantitative or qualitative standards that would work for all species or taxa groups.  To promote
consistency in the evaluation of species, the action alternatives include a set of criteria and
examples to guide their use (see Appendix F for a detailed description).  These are designed to
allow consideration of any type of information available for a species that would provide insight
relative to the individual criteria.

460.  Comment:  Criteria used to assign species to Survey and Manage categories may not include
all of the factors that might affect species’ stability and distribution.

Response:  The criteria for concern for persistence and the criteria for assigning species into
categories may not include all factors that might affect a species stability and distribution, but they
do include the key factors that pertain to most species.  They represent the information that
currently plays the greatest role in the determination of the concern for a species’ persistence.  If
other factors are determined in the Species Review Process to be important in evaluating whether
a species should be included in one of the Survey and Manage categories, they could be
considered.  Some of the additional factors suggested, such as site history and species ecology, are
already incorporated in the broader existing factors.  Others, such as global changes, are included



324

FSEIS for Amendment to the Survery and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standard and Guidelines

to the extent that they affect the condition and stability of occupied sites within the Northwest
Forest Plan area.

461.  Comment:  The Agencies should include known sites on nonfederal lands when determining
a species’ relative rarity.

Response:  Known sites of Survey and Manage species on nonfederal lands are considered when
determining species rarity and management needs on federally managed lands.  However, there is
little assurance that many of these sites still exist or will continue to exist in the future due to
management activities on these nonfederal lands.  Many of the species are endemics, poorly
distributed, or poorly connected, so sites on nonfederal lands may not particularly contribute to
meeting distribution objectives on federally managed lands.  This is a particular problem for the
Forest Service because the National Forest Management Act viability provision applies to each
administrative unit (i.e. National Forest).  For all of these reasons, sites on nonfederal lands would
likely play only a minor role in contributing to the Northwest Forest Plan species persistence
objectives for Survey and Manage species.  This follows the original screening criteria described
in the Northwest Forest Plan.  The original FEMAT viability screens were based on the likelihood
of species populations stabilizing in various distribution patterns “across federal lands” (USDA,
USDI 1994a, p. J2-2).  The action alternatives presented in this SEIS do not propose to change this
criteria.

462.  Comment:  The SEIS should state the percentage of every taxon’s known sites that are in
reserves and it should discuss how the reserves meet the needs of the taxon.

Response:  The number of sites within reserve land allocations is only one criteria used to assign
species to categories.  This information is contained in the administrative record of the Species
Review Process.  When information on the actual locations of known sites was adequately precise,
this information was considered when assigning species to appropriate categories.  This is often
not possible when considering the location of sites in relation to the often-unmapped  Riparian
Reserves.  Where this criterion was considered important for the assignment of the species, the
information was included in summary tables (Tables F-1 and F-2).  However, for many species,
the percentage of known sites in reserve land allocations was not a primary factor in its
assignment.  For example, a species may be considered rare primarily based on a very low number
of likely extant sites on federally managed lands.  In this case, the proportion of the currently
known sites in reserves may be inconsequential to the species assignment because, even if all of
the sites were in reserves, failure to continue surveys or management for the species would not
provide a reasonable assurance of persistence.  Focusing on the number of sites within reserve
land allocations alone would place inappropriate weight on that criteria.  In the future, strategic
surveys will provide the information needed to more accurately assess the relative contribution of
Riparian Reserves and Late-Successional Reserves to the persistence of these species.

463.  Comment:  Tables that identify new locations should be included for all species not just
mollusks and fungi.

Response:  Tables 3&4-2 and 3&4-4 in the Draft SEIS that summarized the number of new
mollusk and fungi sites since the Northwest Forest Plan ROD have been replaced in the Final
SEIS by expanded summary tables in Appendix F (Tables F-1 and F-2).  These summary tables
now include the number of recent sites for all Survey and Manage species.  This information has
been included since it provides information to the reader pertinent to species category assignment
in the Species Review Process.

464.  Comment:  The definition of site for mollusks differs from that used for other species, which
leads to a misinterpretation of the number of sites and results in bias in the evaluation process.

Response:  For a variety of reasons related to site management and species’ biology, the definition
of a site or record in the ISMS database varies by taxa group, particularly for the terrestrial
mollusks.  The Species Review Process panels were fully aware of this potential inconsistency and
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considered the information for terrestrial mollusks accordingly, to avoid unacceptable bias. One of
the advantages of using a qualitative criteria approach, rather than a strict quantification of
numbers, is that it allows for a more reasonable consideration of numeric criteria that vary widely
across and within species groups. A more complete discussion of this issue has been included in
Appendix F.  The definition of site and known site has also been clarified in the glossary.

465.  Comment:  There is no identified means of quality control for information used in the
species review process or for evaluations of management techniques and their effectiveness.

Response:  Quality control methods have been identified in the Final SEIS.  The standards and
guidelines now include provisions for an information data call prior to conducting the annual
species review process.  Also, the recommendations of the Step 3 panel will be made available for
agency (internal) comment for 30 days prior to RIEC review and approval and dissenting opinions
will also be forwarded to the RIEC.  Evaluations of the effectiveness of management are discussed
in the expanded monitoring section and in the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan Final SEIS.

Appendices

Appendix C

466.  Comment:  The Agencies should disclose if extensive or general regional surveys for all
species were underway by 1996.

Response:  Extensive and general surveys were to start by 1996 for 336 Survey and Manage
species.  The Agencies were slow to implement these surveys in part because their objectives were
poorly defined and, in part, because of the unprecedented effort to get other aspects of the
Northwest Forest Plan underway.  Some of these efforts included preparation of Management
Recommendations and Survey Protocols for Component 1 and 2 species.  Table 2-1 in this Final
SEIS illustrates progress with preparation of Management Recommendations and Pre-disturbance
Survey Protocols as of August 4, 2000.

The extensive and regional surveys shown on Table C-3 of the Northwest Forest Plan ROD were
to be initiated no later than fiscal year 1996 and be completed within 10 years.  Planning and
initiation of survey efforts was underway in fiscal year 1996.  There are a total of 336 species
included in Components 3 and 4 as follows:  4 arthropod guilds in Component 4; 15 bryophytes in
Component 3 and 3 in Component 4; 36 lichens in Component 3 and 45 in Component 4; and 233
fungi in Component 3 and 21 in Component 4 (which are also included in Component 3) (USDA,
USDI 1994b, Table C-3).  Studies related to arthropods in the south range were initiated in late
fiscal year 1996.  A regional mycologist and a regional lichenologist/bryologist were hired by the
end of fiscal year 1996 to initiate and plan appropriate extensive and regional studies.
Prioritization of fungi, lichen, and bryophytes for more detailed inventory was completed by July
1997.  Inventory work is still ongoing.  Initiation of general and regional surveys has been a more
difficult undertaking than originally anticipated.

Appendix E

467.  Comment:  The Agencies should clarify the criteria for defining species associated with late-
successional and old-growth forests.

Response:  Appendix E, Criteria for Identifying Species Closely Associated With Late-
Successional and Old-Growth Forests, has been modified (and renamed) from the original FEMAT
version included in the Draft SEIS.  The modified version better reflects the way the criteria were
used by the Step 3 Panel when conducting the Species Review Process.  These criteria will be used
in the future.  Evidence of association with late-successional forests is reviewed annually during
the species review process and species will be removed if they do not meet these criteria.  In this
SEIS, 22 species are proposed for removal because they do not meet the criteria.
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Appendix G

468.  Comment:  The Agencies should provide actual timber harvest data for 1994-1999.

Response:  The amount of timber offered for years 1995 through 1999 has been added to the
Timber Harvest section in Chapter 3&4.  Data for 1994 is not generally included in reports of
Northwest Forest Plan timber harvest volumes because timber harvest volumes for 1994 were
limited by injunction and would include some volume from both before and after the Northwest
Forest Plan was adopted on April 13, 1994.

Appendix H

469.  Comment:  The Final SEIS should not include so much information on bryophytes and
amphibians.

Response:  Appendix H from the Draft SEIS has not been included in the Final SEIS.  As needed,
information was moved into the bryophytes or amphibian sections in Chapter 3&4.

Miscellaneous

ISMS Database

470.  Comment:  The Agencies should make the ISMS and Known Site databases easily available
to the public to facilitate review of data accuracy and quality control by the scientific community.

Response:  The Agencies are considering ways to provide this information, in a readable format,
to the public.  The current plan is to make an updated ISMS database (which includes the Known
Site Database) available to the public twice each year.  Requests could be made by mail or through
the REO web site.  The ISMS is still in its infancy as explained in Appendix D.  Policies and
procedures for data quality assurance in the ISMS database are being re-evaluated.  Quality
control and consistency of data input across taxa is still being addressed at the regional level.

Tables and Figures

471.  Comment:  Table 2-2 should include category definitions for clarity.

Response:  Table 2-2 should be used in conjunction with the text.  The action alternatives include
13 different categories, each defined by combinations of level of rarity, survey practicality, and
status unknown.  The No-Action Alternative includes four additional categories. There are no
simple definitions that would reasonably fit on this table.

472.  Comment:  Figure 1-1 should be given a title that more precisely reflects its contents.

Response:  Figure 1-1 has been redesigned, relabeled, and better referenced in the text.

473.  Comment:  Figure 1-2 should be revised to show how the alternatives compare in protecting
late-successional forest.

Response:  The discussion of late-successional forests in the Forest Ecosystem section of Chapter
3&4 has been expanded to include a discussion of ingrowth and the effect of managing different
acreage levels of known sites under each alternative.  Figure 1-2 has been revised.
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Editorial Errors

474.  Comment:  The Agencies should correct errors in the Draft SEIS.

Response:  Editorial errors were corrected.  However, others were undoubtedly created.

Glossary

475.  Comment:  The definition of “species” should be revised to include distinct evolutionary
lineages.

Response:  The glossary defines species as a “taxon” specifically for this purpose.

476.  Comment:  The use of “well distributed” should be modified to reflect that some species
were naturally fragmented.

Response:  The use of “well distributed” has been modified in the Final SEIS.  Descriptions of
reference distribution patterns and other considerations of natural distribution patterns are
explained primarily in the Background section early in Chapter 3&4.  Additional information is
included in the glossary and in the description of persistence in Chapter 2.

477.  Comment:  What was referred to as LSOG in the Northwest Forest Plan is now just referred
to as late-successional.  You cannot just eliminate old growth from this classification.

Response:  Actually the use of “late-successional and old growth” has always been repetitive.
Late-successional forests include old-growth forests.  Old growth is a subset of late-successional.
This has been clarified in the glossary.

478.  Comment:  Terminology in the Draft SEIS should be more clearly defined.

Response:   An effort has been made to clarify and more uniformly apply terms in the Final SEIS.
Some terms in the glossary have been more clearly defined and additional terms have been added.

479.  Comment:  The definition of “implemented” in the glossary of the Draft SEIS should be
made consistent with the definition issued by the Forest Service Deputy Chief in an October 1999
memo relating to the 36 CFR 215 regulations.

Response:  The word “implemented” has been removed from the glossary and from the standards
and guidelines because of potential confusion with it’s use as defined in the referenced memo.
However, for reasons described in the Surveys Prior to Habitat-Disturbing Activities section in
Chapter 2, pre-disturbance surveys will continue to be required prior to the signing of the NEPA
decision or decision document.  This information needs to be available to the decision-makers so
they can make informed decisions prior to commitment of resources.  This date is used, in part,
because these species are not listed under the Endangered Species Act, nor are they historic sites
where an individual loss may be crucial.  Agencies may choose to, and typically do, manage
additional sites found during project layout and contract preparation.
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