Attachment to Appendix J:

Comments from Federal, State, and Local Governmental
Agencies, Political Representatives, and Tribes

Note: Comments were received from USDA Forest Sciences Laboratory (Susan
Hummel). They were summarized in the Appendix J: Summary of Public Comments and
Responses however they were delivered as notations within a copy of the DEIS and
therefore are not reproduced for this attachment.
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Gifford Pinchot National Forest

bt Adams Ranper District

2455 Hizghway 141

Trout Lake, WA 90650

Dear Ms. Henchell:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EFA) has reviewed the Dratt Supplemental
Environmental lmpact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Gotchen Risk Reduction and
Restoration Project (CEQ # 030335) pursuant to sur respansibilities under Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act and the Nationa] Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as amended.  Section 309,
independent of NEPA, directs EPA to review and conument in writing on the environmental
impacts associated with all major federal sctions. The Gotehen Planning Area covers
approximately 19,700 acres within the Gifford Pinchot Mational Forest ot south central
Washington.

We have found this EIS 1o be well written and formuatted, We support the intention und
direction that the Forest Service is pursuing to reduce the risk of losing Jate-successional function
and resiliency and acknowledge that large, lngh-intensity fires could impadr the resources from
meeting Late-Successional Reserve (LSR) objectives, Also, we support cett win prescriprive
elements to uchieve the Purpose and Necd of the Action Altematives, incleding creation of fuel
breaks, promotion of underburning, initiating road closure and decomnuissioning, mamtaning
wverstory canopy near current levels, and limiting sie of harvestable wees.

Currently, the DE1S presents four ulternatives. There are three Action Alermatives,
Alternative B, C, und . Allernative B s the Proposed Action Alternative with special emphass
given to cstablishing shaded fuelbreaks, Alternative C has u mmin emphasis to reduce fire risk
and improve Jate-successional function and resiliency. Altermative I ennphasizes treatment of
graund and Jaclder fuels to minimize the spread of wildfires. TFor haseline purposes, the DEIS
proposed the Mo Action Alternative [Alternative A) which retains the current management
approach.

Based upon propesed Alternatives, we have assizoed the Draft EIS 4 rating of EC-2
(Enviranmental Concerns - Insufficient Information), EPA coatinues to have environivental
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concerns regarding proposed silvicultural practices w Lats-Successional Reserves and designoted
critical hahjtat, endangered species, antilegradation, and ymzing mssgenent activities, The
rating and a summary of our comments will be published in the Federnl Repisier.

1 encourage vou to contact Tom Connor st (206) 553-4423 if vou would like to discuss our
comments and bow they might best be addressed. Thank you for the opporiunity to review this
DE1LS o the Gotchen Bisk Reduction und Eestoration Project in Washington State,

sincerely,

bl Yo Lo

dith Leckrone Lee, Manager
,ff Geograplic Ut

Enclosures
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LS, EXvVIBONMENTAL PROTECTTION AGENCY'S DETAILED COMMENTS
D% GOTHCHEN BiIsK BRENDLCTION AND RESTORATION PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRODNMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT {DE1S)

Silvicnltoral Practices in Late-Suceessional Reserves
Forest Frammentation

The DEIS stares that the function and resilieney of the foreats within the project area are
at risk due to previous manapement dectsions which have suppressed natural disturbance repmes
and fostered stlvicultural preseriptions which have increased forest fragmentation. While we
support management of fuel ladder potentinl within the project ares, this management direction
should not come @1 the expense of forest connectivity or interior forest resiliency, We
recommmend thal the FEDS discuss how the Aciion Alternatives would prevent forest
[ragmentation or reduce stands of interior forest habitats in the project arca.

Ladder [Fael Menapermaent

The FEIS should also disclose which harvest size would best support beneficial habitat
for spotied ewls and fovest fimction. This is 0 recognition that Action Alternatives C and D
weould Limet harvest sizc to 19" dbh {diameter breast height), whereas Altermnative B would
harvest trees b 207 dbh, We recommend that the FEIS provide a silvicaltural definition of
Teliler fuzls, especially within Late- Succassional Reserves (LSRs).

Forest Roads

Foiesl miacs are ancther major conmibating facior to forest trapmentation. In peneral, we
support road closure and decommissioning & a pnimary means of reducing habitat
fpmentaiion, | herefore, we were pleased 1o see that all proposed Actian Alternatives include
approxieaiely 25 iniles of moad closure and decommissioning. We support the Altematives
whizh initiate die lowes; level of temporary toad construction or reconstruction.  Also, we
suppon Altemaive I sinee 1t proposes the least smount of temporary road development.
Huowever, the FEIS should discuss 10 cumen: road density 15 alfecting imterior forest conditions;
and if proposed ol elosure snd decommissioning levels within the Action Allematives are
cnough 1o reduce edpe habitats which endermine habitar connectivity and interior forests,

Endanpered Species Acet (ESA) - Threarenad and Candidate Species
Sogthera Spoited vl

Tae Fols should provide a discussion of U5 Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS)
Siclogica Opimion (BO) for the nocthern sposicd awis within the planning arca and how cach
Altemutive works wiinm the framework o (e  BO) W mmntam and restore the hsled species
w105 naditar.

Crar conuem 18 Thol pepulation resilieney of this lisled species has been markedly affected
by i Jarge seale alleration of 115 preferred habatat in Washington State. According to the L5,
Faresl Service™s Pacitic Northwest Research Station, owl populations have markedly declined
miose o ahe Seace o Washivgton than in the ciher tee Pacific coast states {Oregon and
Caliornas g whicl comprise 105 natoral range in the United States. Since the reasons for



population decling within Washington State remains unclear, we recomimend that the FEIS
diselose cureent kaowledge of owl population dynamics based on the latest information from the
Pacitic Morthwest Research Station, We recommend developing an active monitoring program
which could result in potential silvicultural prescrption adjustments. This monitoring strategy
should be developed as part of the projeci-levelopment process and included in the ETS. Also,
since USFWE's effect determination 15 not clearly stated in the DEIS, we recommend that the
FELS showld clearly disclose USFWS's conclusions of proposed actions within the project area.

Mardon Skippar
The FEIS should more adequately discloss how the Forest Service can improve

sesstoranion of open gneslaed habitats ard asscciated coraplexes throughout the project area for
thae mardon skippe, & cdidate species under ESA.

Tie NS notes thar the Gotchen Crock watershed is a key site for conservation of this
butterily species. Unlorunately, this habiel has cechined due to comfer encroachment, invasive
species and canle grusing. Current mansgement actions may be inadequate for the conservation
ot this foderal candiclae spocies, The DELS sistes that invasive species are severely degrading
suitable skipper habitar, that on-going grazing activities may be impacting aspen and meadow
habitei restoriion, end that curvent water storage activities are a problem. With only 5% of the
ariginal praine grasslaids remaining (zeceonding to Washington Department of Fish and
whlalife), coaservatwn of remaining svitabic aabita seems essential for the preservation of this
specics,

Ik recognition of environmental necds of this candidate speeies, we recommend that the
FEIS discuss how the Forest Serviee, in the projedt ared, wouold improve:

< sl connectivity between avaslable or suitable habitats for the skipper,
« cal=ling gracmg management,

Pl IMVASIVE Species management, ang

< existimg waler stotage practices.

Adso, the FEIS should disclose any minganon measores for this candidate species. The
LIEIS inaccurately stntes that mitigation measores are bisted in Chapter 2 under Wildlife
Mitigation {pege |BG). This portion of the document is omitied in the DEIS and should be
included in the FFIS.

Clean Water Ack « Antidesradation
The FE &5 saoald aiscuss more clearly the quabty of water in the Gotchen Planning arca
and how the TE sl presvent degradation o ssampaired agualic resounces within the project anss,

Witle e DEIS siates all streams moze! state water temperature standards within the
prageet acca, twe docwent is not clear if other parmmeters, like fecal coliform or turndity, meet
ar gheged st - tondandy. oo addition, whece proiect area resources meets stare water quality
siandands the FRIS sheuld disclose how the FS will protect these resources from degradation.

b
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August 29, 2003

Cynthia Henchell

Fone Team Leader

2455 Highway 141

Trout Lake, Washington 986350

Re:  COMMENTS — Draft Environment Impact Statement for Gotchen Risk
Reduction and Restoration Project, Gifford Pinchot Mational Forest, Skamania
and Yakima Counties, Washington

Dear Mz, Henchell:

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environment Impact
Statement (DELS) for Gotchen Risk Reduction and Restoration Project, Gifford Pinchot
Mational Forest, Skamania and Yakima Counties, Washington, The Department, through
the U.S. Figh and Wildlife Service (Service), has been an active member of the
interdisiplinary team for this DEIS, and this involvement has facilitated the needs of the
Service being addressed as an integral part of the Forest Service's proposed action. The
Deepartment appreciates the opportunity (o be involved in this process, and the following
are additional comments for your consideration in the development of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for this project.

Page 136, Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Section Hydrology, Subscction
Precipitation, figure 3-3:

The Department recommends showing the locations of the two streamflow-gaging
stations on the White Salmon River on a map figure and checking the dates that the peak
passed each of the two stations; the travel time may delay arrival of the peak at the
second station, making it more appropriate o compare péaks from the same storm than
flow on the same day. The Department also recommends that the data shown in figure 3-
3 be shown on a basin-yield basis, i.e., cubic feet per second per square mile. A
comparison of basin yields would indicate significant differences in runoff characteristics
between the subbasins.



Page 137, Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Section Hydrology, Subsection
Precipitation, first paragraph, last sentence:

The document states that water delivered to the surface does not reach the main stream
White Salmon River directly through sutface channels and that the fate of precipitation
remains unknown. Some potential losses of precipitation could be gvaporation and
infiltration to ground waler. The Department suggests that the document include 2
section discussing these portions of the hydrologic cycle and the potential impacts of the
propused action on ground water.

Page 138, Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Section Hydruology, Subsection Climate,
second paragraph:

The document states that air temperatures sre measured at Mt Adams station, 3 miles
from the project boundary, Page 135 states that precipitation is measured at the Mt
Adams station less than 2 miles from the boundary. The Department suggests reconciling
these two statements with regard to the location of the Mt Adams station.

Page 139, Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Section Hydrology, Subsection
Hydrology:

The Department recommends clarifying the Hydrology Section of the report through
reorganization, therehy enabling the reader to benter follow the flow and logic of the
information being presented. In this section, peak flows were first addressed in the
Precipitation Subsection, then reintroduced in the Subsection on Hydrology, and water
quality is discussed in the Subsection on Beneficial Uses and Key Water Qualily
Parameters and again in the Subsection on Water Quality. One possible regrganization
format for subsections in the Hydrology Section might be: Climate and Precipitation
{sources of water in the basin); Surface Water Flows; Surface Water Quality, Beneficial
Uses (and if appropriate, other information about the ultimate fate of water, whether
infiltration to ground water, evaporranspiration, or discharge out of the study area).

Page 140, Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Section Hydrology, Subscction
Hydrology, first full paragraph:

The fact that water is diverted from Gotchen Creek and a tributary is central to the
discussion on page 136, first full paragraph, and may in part gxplain why the creek is
observed to be dry before the confluence with White Salmon River. The Department
recommends developing a water budget for the area and measuring infiltration, or
identifying an alternate mechanism for ensuring that infiltration is a dominant process, as
reported. The document states that the amount and fate of water draining through
subsurface pathways is unknown. [f possible, this information should be estimated. iIf
the proposed action could decrease infiltration capacity of soils, or evapotranspiration, for
example, flooding could result.



Page 254, Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences, Section Hydrology, first full
paragraph, last sentence:

The document states that areas with decreased canopy COVEr arc expected to generate
mure water for runoff. The Department recommends that the document describe how it
was determined that this water would run off and not infiltrate, The influence of soil
change (for example, creation of hydrophobic condition) on runciT as a result of severe
fires should also be addressed

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Mr, Celso Pucate,

11.5. Geological Survey Eastern Region and Headquarters Office, 423 National Center,
Reston, Virginia, 20192, (703) 648-5601.

We appreciate the opportunity Lo comment.

Regional Envirenmental Officer
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August 29, 2003

Cynthia Henchell

Fone Team Leader

2455 Highway 141

Trout Lake, Washingion 98630

Re  COMMENTS - Draft Environment Impact Statement for Gotchen Risk
Reduction and Restoration Project, Gifford Pinchot National Forest, Skamania
and Yakima Counties, Washington

Dear Ms, Henchell:

The Department of the Interior {Department) has reviewed the Draft Environment Impact
Statement (DEIS) for Gotehen Risk Reduction and Restoration Project, Gifford Pinchot
National Forest, Skamania and Yakima Counties, Washington. The Department, through
the U S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), has been an active member of the
interdisiplinary team for this DEIS, and this involvement has facilitated the needs of the
Service being addressed as an integral part of the Forest Service's proposed action. The
Department appreciates the opportunity o be invalved in this process, and the following
are additional comments for your consideration in the development of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for this project.

Page 136, Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Section Hydrology, Subsection
Precipitation, figure 3-3:

The Department recommends showing the locations of the two streamflow-gaging
stations on the White Salmon River on a map figure and checking the dates that the peak
passed each of the two stations, the travel time may delay arrival of the peak at the
second station, making it more appropriate 10 compare peaks from the same storm than
flow on the same day. The Department also recommends that the data shown in figure 3-
3 be shown on a basin-yield basis, i.e., cubic feet per second per square mile, A
comparison of basin yields would indicate significant differences in runoff charactenistics
between the subbasins.




Page 137, Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Section Hydrology, Subsection
Precipitation, lirst paragraph, last sentence:

The dacument states that water delivered to the surface does not reach the main stream
White Salmon River directly through surface channels and that the fate of precipitation
remains unknown. Some potential losses of precipitation could be evaporation and
infiltration to ground water. The Department suggests that the document include a
section discussing these portions of the hydrologic cycle and the potential impacts of the
proposed action on ground water.

Page 138, Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Section Hydrology, Subsection Climate,
second paragraph:

The document states that air temperatures are measured at ML Adams station, 3 miles
from the project boundary, Page 135 states that precipitation is measured at the Mt
Adams station less than 2 miles from the boundary. The Department suggests reconciling
these two statements with regard to the location of the Mt. Adams station.

Page 139, Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Section Hydrology, Subsection
Hydrology:

The Department recommends clarifying the Hydrology Section of the report through
recrganization, thereby enabling the reader to beuer follow the flow and logic of the
information being presented. In this section, peak flows were first addressed in the
Precipitation Subsection, then reintroduced in the Subsection on Hydrology, and water
quality is discussed in the Subsection on Beneficial Uses and Key Water Quality
Parameters and again in the Subsection on Water Quality. Cne possible reorganization
format for subsections in the Hydrology Section might be: Climate and Precipitation
{sources of water in the basin); Surface Water Flows; Surface Water Quality; Beneficial
Uses (and if approprate, other information about the ultimate fate of water, whether
infiltration to ground water, evapotranspiration, of discharge out of the study area}.

Page 140, Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Section Hydrology, Subsection
Hydrology, first full paragraph:

The fact that water is diverted from Gotchen Creek and a tributary is central to the
discussion on page 136, first full paragraph, and may in part explain why the creek is
observed to be dry before the confluence with White Salmon River.  The Depanment
recommends developing a water budget for the area and measuring infiltration, or
identifying an alternate mechanism for ensuring that infiltration iz a dominant process, as
reported. The document states that the amount and fate of water draining through
subsurface pathways is unknown. If possible, this information should be estimated. If
the proposed action could decresse infiltration capacity of soils, or evapotranspiration, for
example, flooding could result.



Page 254, Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences, Section Hydrology, first full
paragraph, last senience:

The document states that areas with decreased canopy cover are expected Lo generate
mare water for unoff  The Department recommends that the document describe how it
was determined that this water would run ofF and not infiltrate. The influence of soil
change (for example, creation of hydrophobic condition) on runcfT as a result of severe
fires should also be addressed.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Mr. Celso Puente,

U.§. Gealogical Survey Eastern Region and Headquarters Office, 423 Wational Center,
Reston, Virginia, 20192, (703) 648-5601.

Wea appreciate the opportunity o comment.

" Preston A. Sleeger
Regional Environmental Oflicer
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August 15, 2003

Cynthia Kenchall

Zone Team Leader

Mit. Adams Ranger DHstrict
USDA Forest Service
2455 Hwy, 141

Trout Lake, WA 93650

[rear his. Kenchall:

Re: Gotchen Risk Reduction Drafl Environmental Impact Statement, May, 2003

Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife staff (WDFW) have reviewed the Gotchen
plan and we offer the following comments for your consideration:

General Comments

We had expected our formal comments and recommendations from cur March 25, 2002
letter would be incorporated into the Drafi EIS, however, it appears that the DEIS plan is
essentially the same as the Scoping Letter. Therefore, we will reiterate our comments,
while addressing other issues covered in the DEIS.

We believe that the various fuel reduction measures are more appropriate within the
Matrix area then within the Late Successional Reserve (LSR). Some of the proposed
actions in the L3R are likely to adversely affect northem spotted owls, goshawks, marten
and other late-seral species of concern.

1. Range of Alternatives

We again ask for an altemative that does not propose timber harvest within the LSE.
Due to its special designation in the President’s Forest Plan, the Forest Senace should
consider an option where prescribed burns and’or thinning from below are the primary
risk reduction treatments in the LSR rather than allowing for the harvest of mature trees,

One of the problems with the DEIS 15 the difficulty of discerning major differences
between the alternatives (except for the no-action alternative). 1 is our understanding
that NEPA requires a range of dissimilar alternatives.

The matenal presented 1in Table 4. 14 on page 191, illustrates this point. This graphic
compares various treatments: Alternative B will treat 9 percent of the planning area;




Alternative C will affect 11 percent, while Alternative D will treat 8 percent. The
difference between these treatments i1z barely detectable

2. Siand Prescriptions

A major challenge facing forest managers in the eastern Cascade Mountains is reducing
the possibility of a stand-replacing fire while still retaining late-seral forest conditions.
Nearly 100 vears of management activities have exacerbated fuel buildup on many public
lands,

“Management praciices that have had the most significan! effects on fire regimes in
eastside forests are fire suppression, iivesiock grazing, and sefective tree harvest, ™ |

Apparently, 20-25 vear fire intervals were common in the Gotchen area.  As the Gotchen
Plan states, “Recent timber thinning along Roads 80 and 22 along with the East Timber
Sale {1998} has effectively created shaded fuel breaks along those roads, Timber harvest
on adjacent private (and tribal lands) have further reduced the threat of large stand
replacing fire in this area”

The risk reduction plan calls for treating or harvesting from Alternative B 1,132 L5R
acres (0 Alternative D 2 467 LSR acres. Implementing either of these alternatives will
prevent selected plantations within the L3R from growing into late successional stands,
and will successionally set back existing spofted owl habitat. The President’s Forest Plan
allows timber harvest in LSR5, but only tight restrictions, Mormmally these hanvests can
only promote old-growth features. Since results are mixed regarding retention of high
quality spotted owl habitat in post-timber harvest stands, we recommend the following
mitigative measures.

1, Experiment with varied timber harvest prescriptions in the Matrix area to
defermine if the proposed thinning objectives are achievable and how they will
impact spotted owl habitat, snags and fire behavior, while only harvesting small
diameter trees (less than 10" dbh) within the LSE. This constitutes a “thinning
from below™ prescaption {as planned for areas A4 and BB),

2. Mitigate any converted LSK habitat outside of spotted owl 0.7 mile circles by
placing high gquality Matrix acreage into the LSR designation,

3. Purpose and MNeed for Action

The DEIS states that the proposed actions are necessary to address significant forest
health concerns, including insects and fire nisk, however, any contnbution toward these
ohbjectives from the treatments proposed 15 likely o be small, In contrast, impacts o the
LSE and species that inhabit late-geral forests are likely to be significant. An
experimental harvest prescription in a LSR could have adverse negative impacts to a
federally threatened species whose numbers are declining.



4. Northern Spotted Cwl

The narrative on page 20 states that there are “six known owl activity centers within the
Gotchen Planning Area. Two were occupied as of the summer of 2002." What did the
2003 survey data reveal? Spotted owl demographic studies in casterm and westemn
Washington are demonstrating a decline for this species, but reduced canopy cover
cannot be singled out as the primary cause of decline. Competition from barred owls,
along with extensive recent forest fragmentation on adjacent private, state and Yakama
Mation lands, may be the main threats to spotted owls in the Gotchen area.

We expect that proposed timber harvests of suitable habitat within spotted owl site
centers in both Matrix and LSR lands will favor barred owl expansion within the
planning area. Barred owls alrcady occupy a former spotted owl nest in the northwest
portion of the risk reduction area, and researchers documented a third barred owl in 2001,

We believe that the treatments for stands M, and LSR. shaded fuel breaks, N-0Q), 8-U and
W will negatively affect spotted owl habitat. One activity center core is currently below
the 0,7 mile 500-a¢ee habitat threshold. In stand M, the treatment specifies timber
harvest in an old growth stand located in close proximity to a site center to create a
shaded fuel break. The harvest will reduce canopy cover from a preferred level
{approximately 80%) down to around 60%%, reducing nesting quality habitat,

The Mt. Adains Ranger District has conducted extensive surveys for spotted owls.
However, these surveys have not covered all suitable habitat stands within the planning
area. Proposed timber harvest within suntable habitat could destroy spotted owl nest sites,
particularly in stand M. The proposed treatment of this stand would fragment one of the
largest contiguous nesting quality stands remaining in the LSE

We recommend the following:

1. WMo treatments in spotted owl habitat within 0.7 mile of any Gotchen spotted owl
sile center,

2. Mo timber harvest in stands M and BB;

3. Revise the prescriptions to better protect spotted owl habitat in the remaining
units N through W (shaded fuel breaks) or drop those units altogether, They do
not meet the biological justification required for L3R timber harvest,

4, Mo reduction of designated nesting, roosting, and foraging habitat.

5. Wildlife Reserve Trees (Snags)

On page 33, the DEIS states, “Snags and downed logs would be maintained at the
minimum levels specified by the Northwest Forest Plan for shade firel breaks in Matrix
lands.” The Forest Service should maintain more than the minimum amount of snags.
Snags are important spotted owl nest sites and are used by over 100 forest specics.
Retaining the mimimum “seven snags per acre,” as planned in treatments H and I and N



theough W, leaves little room for error. Firewood cutting, wind throw, and inadvertent
felling during harvesting can quickly reduce seven snags per acre to thred or four {or
fewer) per acre. Actually, on page 61, the DEIS calls for retaining only “six snags per
acre in Matrix units,” below the Forest Service minimum.

We therefore recommend the following:

| Retain all snags that are not a safety hazard and utilize snag modeling to
determine the range of snag placement and numbers that result from
implementing stand prescriptions and safety guidelines.

2. Emphasize retention of larger snags (=207 dbh). This important size clasgs i3
uncommon within the landscape.

3. For those treatments such as plantation thinning occurring in the 129 of the
Gotchen area containing “few or no snags,” the Forest Service should endeavor
both to create snags and retain all snags that currently exist.

We propose that “hazard trees” around the Gotchen Guard Station not be removed. By
cutting ofF the top portion of the snag, the dead tree can still be utilized by wildlife while
at the same time, not pose a safety concern.

6. Goshawk and Marten

The DEIS provides only cursory information on poshawk and manen management within
the planning area There is no narrative stating whether designated goshawk nest buffers
will be entered as part of the risk reduction plan? Researchers have decumented two
goshawk nest sites and at least four marten locations in the planning area. Goshawks,
spotted owls and northern flying squirrels use mistletoe clumps for nesting,  As we
mentioned in our previous letter, we request that the Forest Service retain dwarf mistletoe
clumps in late successional Matrix stands designated as A through G.

Marten tend 1o avoid clearing, particularly roads, Expanding road openings as fuel
breaks could be detnmental to marten in the planning area. This concern should be
addresszed in the final EIS. The EIS mentions that marten utilize slash piles for resting
cover and den sites. WDFW recommends that some slash piles be retained on site to
serve as marten habitat,

7. Mardon Skippers

WDFW appreciates the District's continuing efforts to survey for mardon skippers,
protect their fescue meadow habitat, and avoid the use of Bik spray. We will continue to
wark cooperatively with the Forest Service to develop protective management
prescriptions and avoid adverse impacts to this endangered butterfly. Within mardon
skipper habitat, we recommend the following protective measures:

1. Problibit all equipment not just “heavy equipment™ as recommended in the DETS.



2, Prohibit slash piling;

3. Mimimize foot traffic;

4. Minimize soil (ground) disturbance as stated in the DEIS;
5. Conduct preseribed burns only i the autumn seagon,

6. Learn more about fescue distribution, and burn only small portions of mardon
skipper habitat during any single year (fire 15 lethal to mardon skippers, which are
year-round residents);

7. Directionally fell timber away from mardon skipper habitat.

8 Gramng

Catile grazing played a key role in developing corrent forest conditions, and will affect
prescribed fires, fuel types and levels, as well as reforestation. Furthermore, our
personnel have observed adverse effects of cattle grazing on the mardon skipper
meadows in the Gotchen landscape. We thus recommend the following actions:

1. Add livestock prazing as a principle issue in this analysis;

2 Install cattle-exclusion fencing at the landscape level, as part of the risk
reduction project {we support the cattle-exclusion fencing proposed for
Stand ); and

2. Reassess prescribed burns in areas where cattle have eliminated much of
the herbaceous understory, since these burns may increase the potential for
a crown fire.

9. Larch Mountain Salamanders
Though lava bed/talus communities are mentionad in the DEIS | there is no referénce to
the presence of Larch Mountain salamanders, a State listed sensitive species.

17, Aspen
Aspen stands ave 3 WDFW Priority Habitat. WDFW supports the plan to restore aspen
woodlands as part of the risk reduction plan.

11. Oak Woodlands

The Oregon white oak is the only oak species native to Washington State. It is
constdered one of the most important trees for wildlife due to its acomn mast production
and its tendency to produce multiple cavities, suitable for nesting andfor denning.
WDFW supports the thinning of conifers in mixed oak-fir stands, where oak trees may be
overtopped by confers.




(2. Road Management
We commend the plan to close more than 18.4 miles of forest roads via gate, and

decommissioning 6.4 miles of “unnecessary roads.”

I3, White-headed Woodpecker
WDFW supports silvicultural preseriptions that promote mature stands of ponderosa

pine. According to the PNW Lab in Wenatches, old growih ponderosa pine has been
reduced by 5/6 in the past 100 yvears. The white-headed woodpecker, on the WDEW
Priority Species lis, i3 a mature pine obligate species. WDFW has only identified 23
white-headed woodpecker nests in the entire state of Washmglon,

Thank you for your consideration.

CVWIN

William Weiler
Habitat Biologist

1 Agee, James. K. 1994, fire and weather disturbance in terrestnal ecosystems of
the eastern Cascades. Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-320. Portland, OR. USDA,

Forest Service, PNW Research Sta, 52, p.

Co: WDEFW staft
Mark Crstwald, USFW
Yakama Mation



