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Ses response #1901,
We have added a Racreation Alternative as you have suggested. See Chapter [1.

Wae agree that off-road-wehicle » s causing considerable damage Lo the forest eavi-
roament. The need Lo control this Is dlscussed in the FEIS in the Big Game Winter
Raage and Uplands sections of Chapter 1I. The Uinta Natioaal Forest has had an
aggressive program (o cose saneeded roads and Lo control off road vehicle wee since
1979. This program ls coatinaing and is guided by standards and guidelines oa pages
3-148 1o 3-151 of the Forest Plan and by the curreat version of the Forest Travel Plan
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We disagres that the DEIS does not inclade a real 5o action alternative. The no-action

alernalive doscribes the current management situation, and as such meets the intest of

NEPA. Dased on public iapat we have revised the document Lo inclede an additional

alternative which deals with recreation. We believe this meets NEPA requirements
R

The FEIS incluces both a preferred and an eaviroamentally preferred alternative. Also
son responses §15-5 and #2241

a émgm wooad Rast rotation grazing is & proven method of improviag rangelands no matter how badly

CENTRAL ROCKIES REGION they are deteriorated. The rate of recovery will not be as fast as if areas were completely
dlosed to grazing, but where properly implemented it has provided satisfactory rates of
improvement. El:isiévl the greatest potestial for recovery.

Pebruary 18, 1992 But where plete rest can be implemented uader the
-.ooon!-.ﬂ Porest Supervisor proposed guidelines. ?Efinuﬁt.vls the minimum standards that
:.nb-ll»i lilr.l:&a.tplb:lu

Alternative C was considered but excluded from further evaluations because it did not
meet the Forest Plan objectives. It would have elimisated most of the grazing as well
a4 access 1o and use of most of the developed recreation sites and dispersed camping
aress on the Forest. Agala ses responses #185-5 and $24-1.

The tasgeting of sagebrush jties for range imp: t work is sot an altempt
1o eliminate such Jthen. In fact, the goal is 15 reestablish sagebrush and other
desirable browse species where cheatl- grass and other avading plasts have takes over
b of past grazing practices. So far as piayon-jusiper stands are concerned, there
Is 80 desire to eliminate this species; the intest s to modily its abeadanc: to provide
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sdditional wildlife forage where past grasiag practices have (avored pinyos-juniper
Invasion and the related loes of desireable forage and watershed cover,

We disagree, as we have stated lo advocates on the other end of the masagement
spectrum, Alterzative B is our proposal to upgrade rangs masagement on the Uista,
1o protect wildlife, watershed, and sesthetic values, while still meeting the Forest
Service's maadate 1o practice & multiple sse program that indedes harvest of the
forage resource by big game and livestock. See response #4-2. We agree that it will
take more time Lo meet our objective as discussed previoualy in response $29-2. We
expect that if Altersative B is implemented the resalt will be very noticeable ia the
loag term towards meeting the multiple use objectives outlined in the Forest Plaa.
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The amendment ldentifies pinyon-juniper woodlands and
sagedbrush cossunities, both native plant comsunities, as priority
areas for "treatsent®. In this case, ctrestaeant® means plant
cossunity conversion and in fact, elinination of that mative
plant comsunity. Tergeting thess nacive !un communities for
slinination is Llnappreopriate and & violation of NPWA.

Prescribed mansgement by ripariasn classes, as establ lahed In
the proposed amendment, leave important streams

de-t rescurces in continued jecpardy. Soth vegetation and
soll stability standards are inadequits to protact the full range
of riparisn values.

ture :oalluoa
riparian tones
:ﬂ. impacts

sones is bBarely above
't be achleved for 20 years.
T practices are
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Peter ¥, Garp

Ulsta Bationa) Forest

P.0, Bex 148

Prove, V1

Dear W, Carp:

In resperse o your letter of May 20,1992 concerning the Blological Assesssent
for the “Rangelend [cotystem (15, Forest Plan Asendeent, Ulnta Natioma!

Forest, the 0.5, Fish and Vild11fe Service concurs with your “no effect”
Getarmination for threatened and endiagered species and critical habitat.

Ve appreciate your Interest In conservieg endangersd species.

Assistant F)IE Sepervisor




