it memm P i o

P

‘eral Plan

-

-

ipact Report

onal and State

/{

ﬁﬂ‘;

gement Plan

-
-

tal’

‘Comments an
ironmen

a
]
u

.

2

"l
At

AN

eneral Mana
¢/

-

i

Eny

T

’ : E
N -
- .

B

[

-

:General
Stateme

Nati
Humboldt and Del Norte Counties »

Final

E:é_w:i gi‘i_imental Impact

;:_ .

B

"t " 0
L .
. -
w_m,“...w.. X
e a
L
-9

LA
#



FINAL
GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN / GENERAL PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT

Volume 2 Comments and Responses: Final General Management Plan / General Plan /
Environvmental Impact Statement / Environmental Report

REDWOOD
NATIONAL AND STATE PARKS

Humboldt and Del Norte Counties, California

. P

United States Department of the Interior « National Park Service
California Department of Parks and Recreation




CONTENTS

Federal Agencies

U.S. Department of Agnculture Forest Service,

Pacific Southwest Research Station

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service,

Redwood Sciences Laboratory

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and
Wildlite Service

U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S.
Geological Survey

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Indian Tribes
Yurok Tribe, 9/24/98
Yurok Tribe, 11/8/98

State Agencies

California Department of Fish and Game

Caltrans

Catifornia Office of Historic Preservation

California Regional Water Quality
Control Board

Local Agencies

City of Crescent City

County of Del Norte, 10/6/98
County of Del Norte, 10/16/98
County of Humboldt

Organizations

Arcata Chamber of Commerce

California Beach Fisherman
Association 11/3/98

California Indian Basketweavers
Association

California Native Plant Society

Dei Norte County Historical Society

~ Del Norte Economic Development
Corporation

Greater Trinidad Chamber of
Commerce

Klamath Chamber of Commerce

National Coast Trail Assoctation

Nafional Parks and Conservation
Assoclation

Orick Chamber of Commerce

7

10
12
36

43

46
48

60
67
72

74

76

78
94
118

122
128
155
159
161
163
165
172
176

180
188

111

Orick Tomorrow Committee

Smith River Alliance

20/20 Economic Development
Committee

Businesses

Budget Automoftive

Chinook R.V. Resort

Green Valley Market and Motel
Klamath River R.V. Park

Orick Valley Guidehall
Trees of Mystery

Individuals

Anonymous
Aeschleman, Nathan
Becking, Dr. Rudolph W,
Callison, Kimberly
Comstock, Donald
Crandall, Janis J.

Craven, Ed and Glorta
Dorman, Mary M.
Duncan, Dr. Anne Marie
Edmonds, Shirley and Bob
Elliott, Susan

Enriquez, Russell
Fernandes, Sandra
Flaherty, Dennis
Garrison, Dan

Gradek, Allan

Hackett, Steven C.

Hirt, Ralph

Horner, Stephen R.
Hufford, Donna 11/4/98
Hufford, Donna 11/5/98
Hufford, Thelma

Hurst, Carole

Jaques, Deborah
Kamprath, Michele and Donald
Kent, Lina R.

Lund, Eric

Marvin, John and Charlene
Mayle, Richard

Mills, Jeremy

Nesset, Rev. Philip

191
192

193

195
196
197
200
202
206

210
218
220
228
230
233
235
239
241]
242
243
245
246
247
249
250
251

- 253

254
257
261
262
263
266
2638
269
271
277
279
281
282




Nolcken, Mona

O’Grady, Debbie

Olsen, Shirley

Perry, Ernie

Powell, Marna 8/20/98
Powell, Marna 9/8/98
Powell, Marna 11/3/98
Puryear, John and Debbie
Raney, David W.

Rohde, Gisela

Rhode, Jerry

Romine, Joseph and Janet Holly
Russell, Dale and Judtith J.
Saunders, Glenn W.
Schaefer, Natahe
Schmidt, Frank F.
Schwarz, Nancy
Simmons, Ron

284
287
289
291
292
308
309
312
313
315
317
320
322
325
327
332
333
334

1V

Slaughter, Garey

Steinberg, Sabra

Stephens, Mimi

Stephens, Mimi (letter)
Strong, Craig

Taylor, R. Perry

Tromble, Robin

Warnock, Douglas G.

Waters, Virginia and James
Werner, Kurt D.

Williams, Gerald L.

Wiison, Charles (initial letter)
Wilson, Charles (second letter)
Wilson, Mark D.

Zachartas, Howard

Zarback, Ed and Jeanne
Zegart, Margaret Kettunen

336
337
367
368
370
372
373
374

378

384
386
387
403
417
419
420
421




COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE
DRAFT
GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN/GENERAL PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL
| REPORT

This second volume of the Final General Man-
agement Plan / General Plan / Environmental

~ Impact Statement / Environmental Report,
Redwood National and State Parks,(the final
plan) presents agency and public comments
received on the Draft General Management Plan
/ General Plan / Environmental Impact
Statement / Environmental Report, Redwoodss
National and State Parks (the draft management
plan) The comments and agency responses allow
interested parties (inciuding National Park
Service [NPS] and California Department of
Parks and Recreation [CDPR] decision makers)
to review and assess how other agencies,
organizations, and individuals have responded to
the proposed action (alternative 1, the preferred
alternative in the draft plan), the other
alternatives, and their potential impacts.

The agencies received about 600 comment letters
as well as many questions and verbal comments
at meetings held in the RNSP area. About 269 of
these 600 responses were in the form of
preprinted forms that people signed and sent in.
In addition the agencies received 23 post cards
and 657 signatures on petitions — most of which
were focused on keeping Freshwater Lagoon
Spit as it is.

All comments received were reviewed and
considered by the National Park Service and the
California Department of Parks and Recreation
in the preparation of the final plan, consistent
with CDPR policies and the requirements of 40
CFR 1503. Comment letters with substantive
comments from federal and state agencies, local
agencies, private organizations, businesses, and
individuals (when not redundant) have been
reproduced in this volume.

As defined in NPS-12: NEPA Compliance
Guideline, comments are considered substantive
when they:

(a) question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy
of information in the draft plan

- (b) question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy

of environmental analysis

(¢) present reasonable alternatives other than
those presented in the draft plan

(d) cause changes or revisions in the proposal

In addition to responding to substantive com-
ments, the agencies felt it necessary to respond to
comments that were considered to be important
to the local communities. All written comments
were addressed by means of the written
responses in this volume; where appropriate, the
text of the final plan was revised. Comments that
led to plan revisions are noted.

Because of the volume of the comments
received, not all comment letters have been
printed. When significant numbers of written
comments were redundant, only a representative
sample letter or form has been printed, along
with a single response applicable to all similar
comments. For some comments that varied only
slightly, summary comments have been
included. For example, a response to a comment
might say “See summary comment B.” The
summary comments A through H are presented
below for easy reference. The previous table of
contents will also guide readers who are referred
to other letters for a response to a comment.

In accordance with federal privacy requirements,
addresses and telephone numbers of all
individuals have been blocked out. All written




comments submitted to the National Park
Service and the California Department of Parks
and Recreation are available for review at the
superintendents’ offices in Crescent City.

Summary Comment A —
Freshwater Lagoon Spit

The agencies received numerous comments in a
variety of forms regarding the future manage-
ment of public use at Freshwater Lagoon Spit,
particularly the agencies’ proposal to eliminate
overnight use. The factors used as the basis for
that proposal were presented in the draft plan.
Commentors opposed to the proposal pointed
out that the opportunity to camp or park
overnight next to the ocean without paying a fee
was very enjoyable and an experience unique to
Freshwater Lagoon Spit; that persons parked
overnight in RVs required little in the way of
services and, therefore, caused little drain on
agency resources; and that persons staying
overnight contributed to the town of Orick’s.
economy. |

Others perceived existing types and levels of
public use at the site to be very appropriate and
disagreed with the agencies’ reasoning for
eliminating overnight use; some viewed the fact
that the area is in a coastal high hazard zone as a
minor consideration. Many commentors
indicated that paying a small fee for overnight
use would be appropriate; others opposed fees.
Other commentors supported the proposal
because of concerns over the unsightly and
unsanitary conditions caused by the large
numbers of RVs; the lack of access to parking
and the ocean for day users because of the many
RVs parked along the highway; the inappropriate
competition by the agencies with local privately
owned campgrounds and RV parks; and traffic
safety concerns related to uncontrolled access.
Other commentors suggested allowing overnight
use only in the fall and winter or reducing the
size of the camping area during those periods.

The agencies are committed to managing public
use at Freshwater Lagoon Spit in such a way as

to allow all visitors to enjoy the outstanding
scenic values that exist at the southern gateway
to the parks and also to providing visitors high-
quality first and last impressions of the parks.
The agencies do not believe that those objectives
can be achieved by allowing continued overnight
camping/parking along the highway. In
consideration of concerns expressed by
commentors over the potential loss of camping
opportunities and the need to replace the
capacity that would be lost, the agencies have
revised the preferred alternative to provide for a
three-year phaseout of overnight use at
Freshwater Lagoon Spit to allow the private
sector the opportunity to construct approprtate
replacement facilities in the vicinity. Also, to
climinate the perceived unfair competition with
privately owned campgrounds, the agencies will
charge a fee for overnight use of the spit during

that three-year phaseout period.

The National Park Service would then develop
the Freshwater Lagoon Spit site and manage 1t as
a high-quality day use facility with structured
parking and safe access to and from the highway,
pedestrian access to the beach, and appropriate
interpretive exhibits and other support facilities.
The agencies believe that developing and
managing a well-designed day use facility at the

~ gateway to the parks would enhance the

experience of visitors and travelers on Highway
101 and have positive effects on the gateway
community of Orick as well.

Summary Comment B —
Unfulfilled “Promises”

The unfulfilled “promises” reterred to by several
commentors seem to refer to visitation/tourism
projections made in studies conducted before the
establishment of the national park and the corre-
sponding levels of economic activity projected in
local communities that have proven to be too
high 30 years later. Other commentors also
expressed frustration over the relative absence of
major/commercial public use facilities in the
national park; they viewed this as being
inconsistent with conditions they envisioned




before and after the national park was established
and as the National Park Service’s demonstration
of inadequate concern for the economic interests

of local communities.

The National Park Service and California
Department of Parks and Recreation believe that
the decline or lack of significant growth in the
economies of some local communtties tn the past
30 years can be traced primarily to the overall
decline of the timber and fishing industries in the
region and other adverse economic factors
affecting the state, not to the establishment of the
national park. The absence of public accom-
modations and other commercial facilities in the
parks reflects NPS and CDPR policies that
provide generally that developments such as
lodges and other concessions facilities should be
in local communities rather than in the parks. If
1t is feasible to develop such services and
facilities 1n gateway communities, providing
them 1n the parks would result in unnecessary
impacts on resources and create inappropriate
competition with the private sector.

The preferred alternative in the final plan (see
the discussion of gateway communities in the
“Interdependence of Parks and Communities”
section and the discussion of commercial
services for visitors in the “Public Use,
Recreation, and Visitor Safety” section) reflects
those policies by affording local communities the
opportunity to generate economic growth by
providing visitor services and facilities and
employee housing outside the parks. The
agencies believe that visitation to the parks will
be stimulated by cooperative packaging and
promotion of specialized recreation and tourism
opportunities that (1) are compatible with the
parks and the surrounding region, (2) are based
on their significant natural, cultural, recreational,
and scenic values, and (3) draw on enhanced
public interest in adventure travel and
eco/cultural tourism.

Summary Comment C — Trails

Several comentors questioned specific trail
proposals in the draft plan. The preferred
alternative has been revised to establish certain
general and specific objectives, standards, and
priorities for future trail development and to
emphasize the need to develop a new joint
agency trail plan to supersede existing NPS and
CDPR trail plans. Details of future trail
development and specific recreational trail use
policies would be addressed in the new joint
agency trall plan rather than in this General
Management Plan/General Plan. The new trail
plan would be developed with full public
involvement and close coordination with
gateway communities and neighboring jurisdic-
tions to ensure that the parks’ trail system would
be integrated into a broader regional system and
compatible with gateway community transporta-
tion plans. NPS and CDPR staff will consider
comments pertaining to trail 1ssues received in
response to the Draft General Management
Plan/General Plan during the development of

-the joint agency trail plan.

Summary Comment D —
Purpose of the Parks

Some commentors questioned the origin and
accuracy of the purpose of the parks included in
the draft management plan. It was developed

using excerpts from the state’s previously

approved General Plan for the three redwood
state parks and the legislation that established
and expanded the national park. The excerpts
that articulate the purposes of the individual
parks have been broken out as separate quotes in
the final plan.

Summary Comment E — Businesses in Orick

Numerous commentors questioned the economic
impact of removing camping from Freshwater

- Spit. The information in the draft management

plan on Freshwater Lagoon Spit users (pp.

224-225) indicates that just under 25% of




current RV users and tent campers would stay at
a campground in the town of Orick if space was
avatlable. Thus, opportunities for expanding
tourist facilities in Orick would be enhanced
under the proposed action. (Currently there 1s
one small RV campground, the Orick Motel,
RV, and Mobile Home Park — mostly with
limited capacity.) Conversely, the immediate
effect of terminating overnight use at Freshwater
Lagoon Spit could result in lower aggregate
expenditures on goods and services i Orick as
RV users and tent campers seek accommodations
at focations other than Orick. As noted in the
draft plan (p. 225), more than half the total
purchases by Freshwater Lagoon Spit users were
made in Orick.

Terminating overnight use at Freshwater Lagoon
Spit could result in reduced spending at Orick
businesses by such users (also noted on p. 300 of
the draft plan). This would clearly impact the
town's economy adversely, although the increase
in RNSP visitation projected under the proposed
action might offset, at least partially, the loss in
economic activity from reduced spending by
current Freshwater Lagoon Spit users. Mitigation
for the loss of visitor business at Orick could
include improved signs indicating the avail-
ability of visitor goods and services; information
brochures at information centers indicating the
availabtlity of local service providers; and local
public agency development (possibly with
NPS/state support) of a new privately operated
RV park and campground on private lands in the
immediate vicinity of Orick. The text has been

revised to better reflect these impacts and
mitigations.

Summary Comment F —
Roads in Alternative 1

There were also many comments about the road
proposals. Roads such as Bald Hills, Howland
Hill, Cal Barrel, and Davison, in Redwood
National and State Parks provide an opportunity
for those who are otherwise unable to visit
primitive areas of these parks on foot to do so by
auto. These are low-speed scenic drives that

capture a feeling of how travel through this area
occurred in the past. Several of these routes are
historic. NPS and CDPR staff are reengineering
some of these roads for safety and to prevent
erosion and stream sedimentation. Rerouting or
modifying these roads will in some cases raise
ownership and easement issues. Widening or
building new road connections that would
require the removal of old-growth trees would
not be considered. The alternative 1 section
regarding roads in the parks has been rewritten to
permit the exploration of these and other

- management options.

Summary Comment G — The Regional Scope
of the Socioeconomic Environmental Analysis

Several commentors questioned the analysis and
lack of focus on specific communities. The
sociloeconomic inventory and impact assessment
for the RNSP plan is regional in scope. The
socioeconomic assessment covered the two-
county region and was based on interviews with
knowledgeable people, personal observation of
the researchers, and avatilable information from
published sources. A general format was
followed tn providing information on
communities in or near Redwood National and
State Parks.

However, it was recognized that several issues
dealt with in the draft plan would likely have
special significance for the Orick community.
Studies were undertaken on Freshwater Lagoon
Spit visitor use and off-road vehicle use
associated with commercial beach fishing with a
view to understanding the potential impact on
Orick from policy changes in regard to these
activities. Some newly published and anecdotal
information has been added in the final plan to
address this request for more focus on Orick.

Summary Comment H —
Impacts on the Orick Community

The preferred alternative proposes additional

~facilities, including visitor information centers




and possibly a new lodge, as well as improved
and expanded campgrounds if the need exists,
which would provide opportunities for visitors.
These actions would help to stimulate spending
on lodging, transportation, food, fuel, retail
goods, and services in the area (as noted in the
conclusion to the “Socioeconomic Impacts”
section of the draft plan on pp. 299 and 300),
with potential benefits to the town of Orick.

There would also be increased economic activity
from both construction and operation of new
facilities. Thus, additional jobs would be
generated both directly and indirectly as a result
of implementing the preferred alternative.

It is also recognized in the draft plan that some
local groups would be impacted under the
proposed action, including business people

engaged in retail and services trade, who sell
goods and services to RV users and tent campers
who stay overnight at Freshwater Lagoon Spit;
commercial fishermen who currently engage in
beach fishing at Freshwater Lagoon Spit and
Gold Bluffs Beach; and some agricultural
workers who would be displaced if land
acquisitions were made by the National Park

- Service. It is also worth noting that land

acquisitions for estuarine restoration and/or land
with scenic or significant resource values would
be on a willing-seller basis so there would be no
adverse impacts on the owners of the land. Wood
carvers would also be impacted as a result of
prohibiting off-road vehicle use for wood
gathering purposes on RNSP beaches. Text has
been added in the final plan to expand on and
clanify these impacts.




261-A

261-B

261-C

RESPONSES

COMMENTS
USDA Forest Service Pacifi¢ Southwest Redwood Sciences Laboratory
Research Statiop 1700 Bayview Drive
N _ _ Arcata, CA 95521
roenT to DU he
o | October 8, 1998
Superintendents R R

Redwood National and State Parks
11! Second Street
Crescent City, CA 95531

Pear Superintendents:

I am responding to your request dated July 31, 1998, to review and comment on the Draft
General Management Plan / General Plan / Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental
Impact Report for Redwood National and State Parks (GMP).

This document was somewhat difficult for me to fully comprehend because the discussions
of the diverse issues were dispersed throughout the 458-page document and the Alternatives
seemed to be a mix-and-mateh process for which the logic of inclusion was not clear.

Consequently, I will attempt to focus my comments on concerns telated to issues of
hydrology and geomorphology.

Ihave served as an expert for the government on watershed management and hydrology prior
to and since the Park expansion hearings and lawsuits of the mid-1970'. As stated in the
GMP (p 8), "The national park was expanded 'with particular attention to minimizing
siltation of the streams' (PL 90-545) and "... to protect .., Park resources from damaging
upsiope and upstream land uses’ (PL 95-250)". 1t seems to me that none of the Alternatives
discussed in the GMP give adequate emphasis to dealing with those activities autside of the
Pack which impact Park resources, Further, there seems to be an undue emphasis on
continuing restoration activities within the Park boundaries, where such sdditional activities

witl have progressively smaller effects, For example, when the Park was expanded in 1978,

there were about 300 miles of road in Redwood Creek within Park boundaries and about 960
miles upstream of the Park. Since 1978, about 145 miles of roads within the Park had been
decommissioned or obliterated, leaving 155 miles identified as needing treatment (Table 2; p
30). During that time, however, most of the unstable roads within the Park have been
decommissioned and the 155 miles of road within the Park identified as needing treatment

clearly pose less risk to Park resources than the 911 miles of road upstream of the Park. In
addition, the statement on page 29 that "Most of these abandoned logging and ranch roads

are within the Redwood Creek basin in the national park” is in error and is not supported by
the data provided in the GMP (Table 2 shows that only about 17% of these roads are within
_the Park}. Another error seems to be the depiction of "Planned Road Removal” in the Figure

"Roads in the Redwood Croek Basin® on page 17. If memory serves me correctly, many of
the roads shown have already been removed (for example, the old M-Line roads southeast of

Bridge Creek). Another point of consideration is that while the 145 miles of roads were

being freated within the Park, an additional 208 wmiles of foad were being constructed
upstream from the Park.

FEDERAL AGENCIES

261-A RNSP managers clearly recognize the potential impacts from external
threats originating upstream of the national park and have had a program directed
toward this concern for at least the last 15 years. Our ability to work in the upper
basin is at the pleasure of the landowner(s) and is, therefore, somewhat - |
opportunistic. However, we believe significant progress has been made in recent
years toward developing meaningful cooperative working relations with upper
basin landowners. In March 1995, following meetings with private and industrial
landowners, memoranda of understanding between the park and individual
companies and landowners were signed. The memorandums of understanding state
that the park and private landowners will “voluntarily cooperate to identify,
prioritize, and correct, where economically feasible, potential sediment sources in
the Redwood Creek basin.” These memorandums of understanding provide the
tramework {or cooperative erosion control on private lands in the upper Redwood
Creek basin and were complemented by cooperative agreements with the Bureau of
Land Management, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Humboldt County
Resource Conservation District.

RNSP staff believe that most of the ingredients for a successful erosion control
program in the upper basin are in place. RNSP and private landowner relationships
have greatly improved, the primary stakeholders have signed official agreements,
and there is an increasing awareness of the importance of controlling or preventing
erosion from roads, especially in light of declining salmonid populations. RNSP
staff participation during field review of proposed timber harvest plans on private
lands have become more widely accepted. Besides attending most preharvest
inspections, RNSP geologists now perform detailed field mapping of areas
proposed for timber harvest while foresters prepare their harvest plans. By working
together, resource concerns can be identified and protective measure can be
incorporated into the harvest plan before it is submitted for filing and official
review.

RNSP staff are currently facilitating an inventory of roads in the upper Redwaod
Creek basin upstream of the national park boundary to identify erosion potential. ;
This 1s being accomplished by reallecating funds from within-park erosion control
work to the upper basin. We view this inventory to be the basis for an erosion
control plan to be developed in cooperation with private landowners. This is
requiring a significant shift in funds and personnel toward upper basin concerns.

261-B This text has been rewritten.

261-C The map as been corrected to depict all roads in the parks that have been
removed or treated.

&
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261-D

261-E

261-F
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RESPONSES

i gy - I L el

_COMMENTS

The continued emphasis on Landform Restoration of the roads within the Park is difficult for
me to understand. The environmental value of Landform Restoration 1s overstated in the
GMP. For example, on page 326 (and elsewhere) the statement that "Complete landform
restoration ... would result in greater long-term benefits for owls and murrelets because
forest regrowth would be more complete and fragmentation would be reduced.” is probably
true in a hypothetical sense, but I doubt that such a conclusion is supported by any scientific
evidence. Iexpect that the canopy of the forest would fully occupy the space left by the
relatively natrow and linear road, whether or not trees were growing on the roadbed. Further,
and more importantly, the relative efficacy in reducing environmental damage to Park
resources of such an expensive treatment is questionable, particutarly when compared to the
need for widespread freatment of much more severe road problems in the lands upstream of
the Park. The amount of money required to accomplish 1 mile of Landform Restoration
would accomplish many miles of road decommnissioning. |

In addition to working with land owners to improve and decommission roads in the upper
Redwood Creek watershed, I suggest that RNSP thoroughly review existing land
management regulations applicable to private lands {e.g. Forest Practices, County grading,
Clean Water Act, Cumulative Effects) and take action to ensure that those regulations are
strictly enforced. In some cases, existing regulations, if vigorously enforced, would protect
Park values. In other cases, present regufations are inadequate and RNSP should propose
modified regulations that will provide improved protection to RNSP resources downstream.
It is not uncommeon for entities (e.g. Santa Cruz County, municipal watersheds) to require
improved protection for their resources. For example, there are amendments to the
Califomia Forest Practice Rules for Santa Cruz County that requires additional measures and
specifies that a County representative is authorized to participate in review of plans and
inspections of activities (see 14 CCR 926.30). Language in PL 90-545 and PL 95-250
strongly suggests that RNSP has authority to require additional regulations needed to protect
Park resources from activities on lands adjacent and upstream of the Park.

onfrary fo the statement on page 157 thal "UVerall, The Watel Quallly BT S PalRS THETIS ¢
exceeds the water quality objectives established by the North Coast Regional Water Quality
Controf Board”, EPA has listed Redwood Creek as sediment impared under Section 303(d)
of the Clean Water Act. Since EPA and the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board are presently formulating a "Water Quality Attainment Strategy and Implementation
Plan®, this should provide additional impetus for RNSF to aggressively develop regulations
and monitor activities on private lands in the Upper Basin to protect Park resources.
[ vy o ety 24 OF AME M e s |
All of the Alternatives (p. 64, 85, 105, 126) state that .., leased resource management staff
offices in Arcata would be relocated to ... the Orick area”, There may be some internal
RNSP efficiency in such a relocation, but I believe the downside will be highly undesirable.
A primary reason for expanding the Park was to provide protection to the Tail Trees riparian
groves along Redwood Creek. PL 95-250 specifically directs that management of the Park
shall benefit from the results of erosion and sedimentation studies. The RNSP has a highly
gualified cadre of hydrologists, geclogists, and geomorphologists that are conducting such
studies and receive direct benefit from proximity to the large number of scientists and

professionals in the Arcata area associated with Humboldi State University, Forest Service,

261-D The National Park Service and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation (the agencies) agree that there is a great deal of uncertainty in
predicting the long-term effects of watershed restoration on endangered species.
The uncertainty is primarily because of the effects on forest-nesting birds are
indirect effects that will not be known for many years. The effects of complete
landform restoration of all abandoned logging roads proposed under this alternative
1s compared generally to the effects of less thorough treatment of more roads under
the proposed action. Complete landform restoration under this alternative involves
more thorough treatment of all abandoned major and minor logging roads, rather
than limited removal of minor logging roads and complete removal of all major
roads under the proposed action. The agencies believe that if sufficient funding
were available, more thorough treatment of all abandoned roads would provide
better regrowth of the natural vegetation patterns over the long term (decades to
centuries) than the restoration of some roads or pieces of roads. Because of the
short timeframe over which watershed restoration techniques have been developed,
there has been insufficient time for scientific studies of how well original
vegetation will be restored based on watershed treatments designed primarily to
restore drainage patterns rather than vegetation patterns. Treatment of a single
linear feature (road corridor) would not be expected to restore vegetation patterns
to the same degree as thorough restoration of a widespread network of linear
features.

261-E  The plan has been revised to reflect the inclusion of Redwood Creek on
the Environmental Protection Agency’s list of impaired waters under Section 303
(dY(1)(A) of the Clean Water Act. The parks’ role in timber harvest plan review
and in dealing with adjacent Jland uses and other external influences is discussed on
pages 19, 29, and 63 of the draft plan. The total maximum daily load (TMDL)
process provides an assessment and pianning framework for actions needed to
aftain water quality standards and was established by the Ciean Water Act. The
parks’ role in the Redwood Creek TMDIL. process has been to respond to requests
for information and data as requested and to comment on drafts of the plan.

261-F Although all alternatives envision consolidation of the NPS offices
cutrently in Arcata and Orick in a new office facility outside the parks near Orick,

-the the agencies intend to retain a small staff presence in the Arcata area in office
- space shared with other federal agencies. The staff remaining in Arcata would be

those whose primary duties involve participating in interagency GIS coordination
and other cooperative programs with other agency staff, and private landowners
that focus on the redwood ecosystem, such as erosion control efforts in the upper
Redwood Creek basin,

NOLLYNIGHOO?) ANV NOILYIINSNOD)




261-F

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Bureau of Land Management, Envitonmental Protection Agency, Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Marine Fisheries Service, Geological Survey, and Weather Burean. Orick is devoid
of such resources. In addition, as discussed above, many of the issues and much of the work
affecting RNSP is in the upper Redwood Creek basin that i8 accessed via highway 299
through Arcata. If the staff are moved to Orick, an additional 45 minutes of driving (one-
way) would be required to reach the upper basin. Such a relocation would have the effect of
discouraging working relationships with professional colleagues and will also tend to reduce
the frequency of visits to the upper basin.

The GMP has correctly identified on p 48 under "Issues” that "The natural functioning of the
Redwood Creek estuary is critical to the survival of anadromous fish ..." Only Altemative 3
{p 88) begins to prescribe the actions necessary fo address that issue, Effective management
of the estuary has been deficient for many years and actions such as described in Alternative
3-should be adopted. 1suggest, however, that the proposed actions fail 10 address additional
important considerations, such as continued grave! mining and clearing of riparian vegetation
upstream of the estuary. I would not describe such actions as the "Preservation Emphasis”. [
would describe them as "prudent”.

Sincerely,

Ik

Robert R. Ziemier
Chief Rescarch Hydrologist
Director's Representative
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United States Forest Redwood Sciences Laboratory® S

Department of Service 1700 Bayview Drive Wi 03

Agriculture Arcata, California 95521 =z =

- Telephone: (707) 825-293Q.. %2 .

Fax: (707) 825-290%:-.

email: tel7001 @axe. humbeldteduls

| October 13, 1998 - -,
Superintendents

Redwood National and State Parks
1111 Second St.
Crescent City, CA 95531

RE: Redwood National and State Parks General Management Plan

My primary concern is an unbalanced approach to reducing road-related
erosion hazards in the Redwood Creek basin. The last time a major flood
tested the stability of the landscape was 23 years ago. Since then, roads
have proliferated in the basin upstreamn of the Park, and | fear that the next
test will show that erosional hazards to Park resources have not been
significantly reduced. The probability is good that a severe flood will occur
before erosional hazards in the basin as a whole are significantly reduced if

the timetable in the GMP is adopted. The Park has identified the “greatest
human-induced threat to downstream aquatic and riparian resources in and
along the main channe} of Redwood Creek are the roads upstream of the
national park’. Given limited resources for restoration, should the Park
concentrate on completely restoring the landscape within the Park (mostly
in places visitors would never see) or on reducing the threat to the riparian
corridor, including the Tall Trees Grove and Trail, Redwood Creek, and its
estuary by targeting the largest, treatable sources of sediment? Removing
road crossings and unstable fills and out-sloping roads {(‘partial road
removal?) can prevent human-related sediment from reaching stream
systems and affecting riparian and aguatic ecosystems, Completely

| obliterating roads (‘complete landscape restoration’) can aid this goal, but is

much less cost-effective because not much erosion control is gained at
considerable expense.

The greatest road-related hazards come from the Redwood Creek basin
upstream of the Park, and it 1s here that the Park Service has the most to
gain by cooperating with private landowners and other agencies in
controlling erosion. The Park should gain authorization to participate 1
timber harvest plan inspections in the Redwood Creek basin. The presence
of Park professionals in review teams would greatly improve protection
measures, even without special measures in Forest Practice Rules. None of
the alternatives in the GMP offer a choice of concentrating efforts in the
upper basin while scaling back landscape restoration in the Park. There are
approximately six times the miles of logging roads in the upper basin as

RESPONSES

262-A See comment A in the previous U.S, Forest Service letter. Alternative 1
describes the RNSP staffs’ preferred plan for watershed restoration, We recognize,
however, that it may not always be possible to reach these goals. Achieving the
management strategies of alternative 1 would require significant increases in
available funds for watershed rehabilitation. In the absence of increased funding,
managers would exercise the flexibility necessary to achieve the highest priority
projects. At the discretion of RNSP managers, and in consideration of available
resources, the level of erosion control and restoration work within the national park
may vary from the parks’ preferred technique of partial landform restoration to
road decommissioning and erosion prevention, However, the preferred technique
would be implemented whenever possible given adequate fiscal and personnel
resources. Similarly, watershed restoration activities might be directed at any time
from erosion control work within the national park to erosion control or related
efforts in the upper basin. The future erosion control and disturbed lands
restoration plan would explore more detailed site-specific implementation priorities
for watershed restoration activities.
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there are within the park. How were the proposed relative expenditures in

the upper and lower basin justified according to how well they protected
Park resources in and along Redwood Creek (including the Tall Trees
Grove)?

Redwood Park lies in the lower one-third of highly erosive and disturbed
basin with mixed ownership and varied downstream resources. Protecting
these special resources 18 highly challenging, The Park has a talented and
expertenced resource staff based mainly at the Arcata office. This group
enjoys an enviable reputation in the field of ecosystem research and
management, and much of their success can be attributed to their
association with professionals and academicians at r¢search and land-
management agencies and Humboldt State University in the Arcata area.
Moving the group to Orick would stifle their interactions with the scientific
community and greatly reduce their effectiveness. Moreover, it would also
make working in the upper basin much more impractical since the upper
basin is much more accessible from Arcata than it is from OQrick.

I believe the Park should move quickly to permanently restore the Redwood
Creek estuary. The estuary is a key habitat component for salmon and
steelhead and is currently nearly unusable. In order to restore populations
of salmon and steethead, it makes little sense to spend mitlions on restoring
watershed conditions if the estuary is allowed to remain in its current state.
Acquisition of land to allow removal of the lower sections of the levees
should be given highest priority. Moreover, once the hydrologic
functioning of the estuary is restored, restoration of aquatic habitats with
instream structures and woody debris should be explored.

AR o 2R
Thomas E. Lisie
Research Hydrologist

262-B Although all alternatives envision consolidation of the NPS offices
currently in Arcata and Orick in a new office facility outside the parks near Orick,
the The agencies intend to retain a small staff presence in the Arcata area in office
space shared with other federal agencies. The staff remaining in Arcata would be
those whose primary duties involve participating in interagency GIS coordination
and other cooperative programs with other agency staff, and private landowners

that focus on the redwood ecosystem, such as erosion control efforts in the upper
Redwood Creek basin.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE o
3
A
Coastal California Fish and Wildlife Office e
1125 16th Street, Room 209 T
Arcata, California 95521 -
(T07) 8227201 FAX: (707) 832-8136 SR
In Reply Refer To: '
1-14-98-205 November 5, 1998
Memorandum
To: Park Superintendents, Redwood Nationa} and State Parks, Crescent City, California
From:  Project Leader, Coastal California Pish and Wildlife Office, Arcata, California %‘ﬂz
Subject:  Comments on the Redwood National and State Parks' Draft General Managemem

Plan/Generat Plan and Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed Redwood National and State Parks® (Parks) draft
General Management Plan/General Plan (Plan) and Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
impact Report (EIS/EIR). Our comments below address biological issues associated with the Plan and
adequacy of the EIS/EIR, and interagency cooperation.

L CO

The Service supports the following proposals: 1) closure of Freshwater Spit to overnight camping as
proposed in alternative 1; 2} management of vehicles on the beach as proposed under alternative 3; 3)
development of new visitor services and facilities outside the parks as proposed under aitemative 2; 4)
management of second-growth forests as proposed under alternative 3; and 5) management of visitor use
levels and recreational activities as proposed under alternative 3.

The Service also supports the delineation of management zones; however, we would like 1o see ecosystem
funiction considered when delineating management zone boundaries. For exampie, boundaries of the
primitive zone should be delineated to protect large relatively undisturbed old-growth stands. Under the
proposed altemative, large old-growth stands are divided into a number of zones. It does not appear that
ihe location of the stand boundaries was an important criterion utilized in the development of the zones.
We recomimend that the location of the zone boundaries be reassessed to consider protection of old-
growth forests,

Various facets of the proposed action appear to contradict stated goals or objectives for resource
management (¢.g., proposals for now trails and recreational facilities). The proposed alternative needs to

provide clear guidance to resolve future conflicts between the Parks’ conflicting missions to preserve

resources and increase visitation. The Plan needs to cutline the criteria that would be wsed to determine
when sensitive resources may be impacted and how those impacts would be f.:va!uatcd. A clear
understanding of potential impacts from proposed management actions to sensitive resources would heip

RESPONSES

455-A  As the following table indicates, approximately 38% of the estimated
41,000 acres of old growth stands are in primitive zones.

Management Zone Acres % of Remaining

Old Growth
Primitive | 15,474 38%
Backcountry Mechanized 1 4,305 35%
Backcountry Non-Mechanized 10,693 26%
Front Country/Developed 362/15 1%

The areas included in primitive zones were selected because they include
significant stands of old growth forests and are relatively free of development and
disturbance. Ecosystem function is the primary goal of establishing primitive
zones, which are to ensure the existence of areas where resources and natural
processes predominate. This is consistent with the goals of backcountry zones also,
however no new human development(s) will be allowed in designated primitive
ZOnes.

In the long term, especially after restoration activities have been completed,
primitive zones will serve as sanctuaries for species that may prefer little or no
human disturbance. Previously planned trails and other developments in what are
now primitive zones will no longer be allowed, necessitating revision of existing
plans. Primitive zones will also be given priority consideration for conduct of
watershed rehabilitation measures.

We believe having entire watersheds designated as primitive provides a better
management approach and greater level of protection than following the
checkerboard pattern of old growth boundaries. Because approximately half of the
parks have been logged, there are no major watersheds that are exclusively old
growth, Primifive zones include as much of entire watersheds as is reasonable
given landownership patterns and existing highways, trails, and developments.
Watershed area, percentage old growth within the watershed, percentage primitive
zone in each watershed, and percentage of the watershed's old growth also within a
primitive zone, are given in the following tables for the southern and northern
sections of the parks. Tables are sorted by primitive zone as percentage of
watershed area.
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455-E 455-D 455-C

COMMENTS RESPONSES
to prevent resource damage. The Parks’ goal should be to control recreational use that may result in | South Area
degradation of sensitive resources before the impacts occur rather than waiting until changes are
documented on-site. Watershed Watershed Old Growth Primitive % of
_________—Th ) ted tack of contiguity between sect “the EIS/EIR. 1 rearl idontifiod and Name Area as % of Zone as % Watershed's
ere is a noted lack of contiguity between sections of the . 1ssues are not ¢learly identified an -
tracked across all sections of the document. The alternatives are not consistently described by topic area. (acres) Watershed Ef Water Ol.d F}'mwth .
Specific guidance is lacking for many program areas, Significance criteria are not identified. The shed Arca | Primitive Zone
[EAvITonTenial CONSeqUences Section does not COnsISTently discuss mawect, direot. and camulaiive Larry Dam 1183.1 20.7 100 100
impacts, Elf - 465.6 59.4 100 100
. Lost Man 6548.6 24 .4 100 100
Many of the comments we address are common for one or more alternatives. The length of the document Devils 4404.6 34.5 90 ] 100
and comment petiod preclodes documentation of how comments relate to ajl alternatives. Please review Li
) . . : ittle Lost Man 2364.6 89.1 014 96.1
our comments and determine the extent to which they may apply to one or more alternative. Time .
constraints precluded our review of the eatire doctment. May 126.6 0.4 88.4 42.6
| Tom McDonald 4426 .4 13.6 88.4 94.2
Specific comments on the EIS/EIR are provided in the attachment. We appreciate the opportunity to Cloquet 699.5 - 29.3 63.3 58.6
review the Plan and EIS/EIR. If you have questions regarding our comments, please contact Robin Coastal Drainage 7043 4 42.5 16.8 132
Hamlin at (707) 822-7201. Miller 850.1 19.8 35.2 81.9
Boyes 1325.5 264 36.3 0
ce: Redwood Creek ** 204149 45,9 208 30.3
CDFG, ATIN: Herb Pierce, Eureka, California Fortyfour 1976.7 6.4 | 1.6 0
FWS, ATTN: D. Laye, Kiamath Falls, Oregon Prairie * 10270.0 | 55.9 9.5 12.2
FWS, ATTN: L. Simons, Yreka, California Hayes 176.6 958 14.4 14.6

* Includes area not identified as one of the major tributaries to Prairie Creek basin
**Includes area not identified as a major named tributary watershed. Only RNSP lands are

included, |
North Area
Watershed Watershed Watershed Primitive Old Growth % of Water-
Designation* Area Area (acres  Zone as % as % of shed’s Old
(total) within of Watershed  Watershed  Growth in
the parks Area** Area Pramitive
_ . Zone**
Damnation/Nickel 3996.6 3953.7 35.6 ¢1.5 86.2
Wilson 8577.3 787.7 84.1 | 33.5 63.2
W Branch Mill 7149.2 2294.5 16.4 41.5 16.4
Clarks Creek 13525.4 3093.6 74.1 38.1 55.6
Jed Smith W,

Drainage 4128.7 2521.1 524 30.7 322
Mill Creek 7953.4 5274.2 76.1 19.9 26.1
Richardson/Saugep 13417.1 4i41.7 28.7 i5.9 0
Smith/Cedar/Sheep  4973.0 26717.3 73.1 15.2 20.8
E Mill/Bummer 8502.7 720.6 10.4 0.0 0

*Includes areas not identified as major named tributary watersheds.
**Refers to area of watershed within Redwood Natipnal and State Parks.
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COMMENTS

Redwood National and State Parks
Draft General Management Plan/General Plan
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

INTRODUCTION, Page 3, This section should specify the time period {or which this plan will guide
management activities in the Parks.

Is bavond the scope of the joint pl age |

Provide a briel discusston oni Wiy i fisied issues were ROl considered 1O be signilicant. Clarily why the |
following issues and concerns were considered beyond the scope of this document: 1) develop
managentent policies to resolve human/wildlife conflicts with mountain lions, elk, and other animals; 2)
protect and restore natural dune communpities; and 3} explore better management practices with respect to
dead and downed wood collection.

ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE FROPOSED ACTION

In general, it is ditticult to compare the alternatives due 10 2 Tack of a quantitative description of each
alternative. For example, how many acres of second growth forests wili be managed under each
alternative?

The descriptions of the alternatives do not include appropriate mitigation measures as required in the
Council on Environmentat Quality’s Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act (CEQ Regulations) (§ 1502.14). This section of the CEQ Regulation!
states that agencies shall include appropniate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed
action or alternatives. All relevant reasonable mitigation measures are to be identified and the probability
of the measures being implemented must be discussed. Mitigation should be included in the description
of the alternative. In addition, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires agencies to
implement feasible mitigntion measures or feasible alternatives as a means of reducing the severity of
significant environmental effects (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002). The final EIS/EIR should identify
appropriate mitigation measures.

i

Thiz section states that 2 vls:tnr can}ung capamty analysm must be mndu':ted to detenﬂme the Ievel of
visitor use that could be allowed without adverse impacts on resources. When would the analysis be
done? Isn’t this information needed priot to selecting a preferred alternative? Will the analysis consider
impacts to sensitive park fauna such as listed species? Will it consider impacts on Park visitors and on
fauna due to noise generating activities?

Additional mfunnat:'nn 15 nEEET:I on tFie aeimcauun of zone boundaries. For example, the criteria used to
delineate the zone boundaries for each alternative and how the zone lines correlate with the location of
old-growth stands. Table | on management zones should give overall direction on implementing limited
operating periods for use of mechanized equipment in the various zones. Noise levels are described as

low, moderate, or high in Table 1; define the categories,

3

RESPONSES

455-B The National Park Service and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation (CDPR) believe that the impact analysis adequately addresses sensitive
resources that might be affected and the potential impacts on those resources. The
resources affected and the impacts discussed in the plan are as specific as possible
given the general nature of the plan.

455-.C The parks would control, to the best of their ability, any activity before that
activity caused degradation of sensitive resource,

455-1) The National Park Service and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation believe that the issues are clearly identified and are tracked across each
alternative, as is appropriate, by issue topic area. The isstie statements are
presented only once in alternative 1 in order to minimize the already substantially
complex document. The agencies believe that each alternative is consistently
described by topic area. Because this management plan represents the broadest
level of park-level planning that is done, specific guidance for many program arcas
is not appropriate and is deferred to implementation planning (Director’s Order 2,
3.3.1.2; page 5).

455-E Significance criteria would be identified in the text where significant -
impacts, if any, are described. Indirect and direct impacts are discussed in the text
where they occur. It was decided not to systematically call out these terms or have
headings for them, given the complexity of the document). However, cumulative
impacts are given a heading under each impact mpm and are consistently
discussed.

P

Also, the organization of an environmental impact statement s, in large part,
dictated by the Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-
1508). Furthermore, this document also had to meet the reguirements for a
California environmental impact report and the requirements for both NPS general
management plans and the CDPR’s general plans. We believe that, given all these
constraints, the document is an acceptably clear presentation of a complex array of
material.

455-F The suggestion has been added to the text.

455-G . The material in the text has been reorganized to clarify the reasons for not
considering the issues listed on the indicated page. Specifically, (1) develop
management policies to resolve human/wildlife conflicts with mountain lions, elk,
and other animals, (2) protect and restore natural dune communities, and (3)
explore better management practices with respect to dead and downed wood
collection are topics that are more appropriately dealt with in existing or future
more detailed implementation plans. This management plan / general plan provides
the broad guidance for these more specific implementation plans.
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RESPONSES

“Table 1 also lists a transportation zone, Park resources adjacent to U.S. highways would be protected in

not discuss the vse of this or other disposal sites nor how current and future management of the disposa
site is consistent with the expected resource condition (i.e., protect resources). In addition, what is the
expected regtoration strategy for Caltrans disposal sites?

Actions common to all alternatives, Restoring disturbed iands. Page 29,
Restoration activities under each altemative are restricted to road decommisstoning, A discussion is

ﬁis zene. A Caltrans disposal site ts currently located within the transportation zone. | he document doc}
|

for restoration activittes, Short-term impacts (e.g., noise disturbance and habitat loss) to threatened and

¢ndangered species and Jong-1crm DENCIITs (&.., NADIAT TeStoration associated with 10ad ]

decommissioning) should be included in Table 2.

Actions common to all alternatives, Wetlands, Page 31,
We support the Parks intent to restore degraded wetlands whenever feasible. We also concur with the

avoidance of adverse impacts to existing wetlands as a result of park activities to the “greatest extent
possibie”, We recommend that any compensatory tmitigation for wetland impacts resulting from park
activities replace the function of the habitat lost as well as the acreage,

Actions common to all alternatives. Threatened apd endangered species, Page 31

This section merely states that you will comply (e.g., consult on all your actions) with section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act {Act). Consultation is mandatory for Federal agencies and is not a discretionary
management option. It would be more appropriate to state in a separate section of the Plan that you will
comply with all appropriate Federal and State laws,

In this section, a discussion on your commitment to implementing approved recovery plans for the
marbled murrelet, bald eagle, peregrine falcon, and brown pefican is lacking. Recovery plans outline
specific population targets as well as recovery tasks. Also, discuss how the Park is implementing section
T{aX1) of the Act which requires all Federal agencies to utilize their progeams to carry out conservation
programs for listed species. This could include actions such as implementation of limited operating

periods 1o prevent disturbance during the breeding season, |

Actions common to all alternatives. Future action plans peeded, Page 35

Provide a tuneirame lor complefing the identified action plans. IT s unclear if projects will bie
implemented prior to completion of the action plans. For example, will campsites and hiking trzils be
developed under the existing plans prior to completion of the backcountry management plan and the

comprehensive trail plan? To the extent possible, as the Parks proceed with the development of individug]

action plans we recommend you coordinate with the Sefvice and ofher inferested resource agencies duning

the development and implementation of these plans. Also as a reminder, consultation will need to be
completed on these plans.

Additional discussion is needed regarding the second-growth management plan. For example, which
criteria are used for selecting areas to be treated. Suggested criteria to include are reduction of
fragmentation and protection of key old-growth stands.

Actions common to all alternatives, Mitigation s Tor facili ction Page 36,
Mitigation measures for activities other than facility construction are not described. The term “facilities”

is not defined in the glossary, Do facilities include trails? Mitigation measures for facility construction

4

needed on any other identified ecological restoration needs within the Parks and guidance on site selection

455-H A comparison of the alternatives requires a different approach from one
that uses more detailed and quantitative information. This management plan
represents the broadest level of park-level planning / decision making that is done.
Nevertheless, there 1s substantial, though general information (including impacts)
that provide definite distinctions among the alternatives.

455-1 The NPS guidelines for compliance with the National Environmental Policy
Act suggest that mitigation actions be discussed in the impact section. Under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a significant effect on the
environment means a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the
environment (state Public Resources Code Section 21068). The National Park
Service and the California Department of Parks and Recreation believe that none of
the proposals would result in substantial adverse impacts on RNSP resources or
other aspects of the RNSP environment. Mitigation is described under the various
impacts topics that will reduce or minimize any adverse effects that might result
from implementing the proposals. Both agencies recognize that mitigation in
addition to what 1s described in the plan may be prescribed as a result of
consultations with various regulatory agencies having authority over certain
resources.

453-] The carrying capacity analyses proposed for Fern Canyon, Tall Trees Grove,
Lady Bird Johnson Grove, and Stout Grove would consider both environmental
and social factors. The agencies anticipate that these studies would subsequently
result in the establishment of desired resource conditions and levels of public
enjoyment/satistaction at those sites which, in turn, would lead to the establishment
of measurable conditions or standards to be monitored. These factors would be
used to determine appropriate public use levels and the capacity of support |
facilities. |

455 K & L. See response A above.

455-M  Text has been modified in the final plan. Mechanized equipment used for
recreational purposes (e.g., bicycles) would be allowed only within developed,
frontcountry, and mechanized backcountry zones.

‘Trail, development, and other plans would specify exact locations and levels of use
allowed. Limited operating periods for use of equipment used for maintenance
activities would be discussed as part of the formal consultation process when
necessary to ensure the protection of threatened and/or endangered species.

455-N Noise levels described in table 1 are intended to give a generalized level of
disturbance noticeable by humans that might be reasonably expected in each
management zone -- given existing background levels originating outside the parks.
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455-Y

RESPONSES

outside of currently disturbed areas are not disciosed, nor are methods for mintmizing long-term impacts.
Describe “appropriate restrictions™ that would be imposed on construction and restoration activities in |
munrelet and owl babitat,

Un page §, the Plan stafes that the 1Su¢s are 115ted Under the proposed acHon sexion of ANErHalve 1. ]
However, the issues listed in this section appear to be management programs identified to achieve the
objectives rather than issues as used under NEPA. Examples of issues listed in this section are watershed
management, vegetation management, and artificial impoundments. An issue should be z clear statement
of an environmental resource that might be adversely affected by some specific activity identified to meet
an objective. The CEQ regulations (§ 1501.7) state that the lead agency shall determine the significant
issues to analyzed in detail. It would be appropriate 1o identify significant issues such as old-growth
forest, threatened and endangered species, wildlife, biodiversity, and critical habitat, These issues should
then be tracked throughout all sections of the document. As written, the issues are not clearly identified
and do not track consistently through the document

Alternative I, Concept. Page 37,

This section states that facilities would be retained in areas with sensitive resources, however new uses
and visitor facHlities in such areas would be required to be low impact. In addition, new visitor services
and facilities in other areas of the parks would be provided if the services and facilities did not impact
sensitive resources. The Service considers any adverse effects to listed species to not be [ow impact;
therefore, new construction of facilities or trails in suitable habitat fot listed species would not comply
with this concept. Clarify the extent to which construction of new visitor services would affect listed

species.

This section does not provide guidance on how to resolve conflicting objectives under the various topics
covercd in the altermative. For example, an objective under naturat resources is “Restore and maintain the
Parks’ ecosystems as they would have evolved without human infiuences since 1850 and perpetuate
ongoing natural processes,” An objective under education and interpretation is “Develop new visitor
services and facilities in the parks in locations that will expand visitor’ awareness of the parks’ diverse
resources and enhance visitor’s abilities to gain access to resource and activity sites.” The Plan should
provide clear guidance on how to resolve conflicts between the Parks’ conflicting missions to preserve
resources and increase visitation,

Identify which trails are included in the 28 miles of trails that would not be constructed in the primitive
zone under this alternative,

!ﬁ: Enpﬁﬁ Tfﬁc Easv: c-cmcepf. uf Eﬁ . E[fﬂnafwe ﬁﬁs Eﬁi Eﬁ pTrE’ natural; resources would be.
preserved and protected; however, there is no objective listed to protect and recover threatened and
endangered species. The text does not include an objective that addresses conservation of biodiversity.

The first objective listed concerns the perpetuation of the redwaood forest ecosystem. This objective
should be rewritten to include all park management efforts not just resource manapement efforts. Note ths
following definition of an objective (36CFR 219.3): “An objective is a concise, time-specific statement of
measurable planned results that respond to pre-established goals.”

=

455-0 The conditions for use and management of the disposal site along the
Highway 101 Bypass are described in the highway easement deed among the U.S.
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The deed is recorded in Humboldt
County records, book 497, pages 133-39. The National Park Service consented to
the transfer of an easement subject to conditions for management of the disposal
site. These conditions include restrictions on. materials disposed (surplus soils and
rocks derived from either side of the highway between post mile [PM] 122.00 in
Humboldt County and PM .16 in Del Norte County, uncontaminated gravel
stockpiled for replenishment of truck escape ramp gravel, and temporary
stockpiling of erosion control materials) and a requirement that the site shall be
graded and revegetated according to specifications mutually agreed upon by the
National Park Service and Caltrans,

455-P Proposed restoration activities are included in the discussion of the a{::tmns
common to all alternatives beginning on page 38 of the draft plan have been
clarified. Restoration includes two approaches, one ﬂf which is road
decommissioning,

455-Q This table focuses on the direct effects of watershed restoration work as
mandated by the national park’s expansion legislation to reduce sedimentation to
streams for the protection of aquatic resources, rather than to the more indirect
effects on species that inhabit the forested areas surrounding restoration sites,
Because required measures relating to threatened and endangered species (e.g.,
seasonal timing of work and sound limits on work) would be adhered to in either
road decommissioning or landform restoration, there would be no difference
between these methods from a noise basis. Other advantages and disadvantages for
threatened and endangered species can be understood from the descriptions given
in the table in the sections “Benefits to Resources” and ‘““Threats to Resources
during and after Treatments ” The discussions in the Environmental Consequences
provides more complete discussion of the impacts of implementing the overall
strategy prescribed in the “Actions Common to All Alternatives” section and each
alternative section, respectively.

455-R The National Park Service and theCalifornia Department of Parks and
Recreation (the agencies) recognize theirs obligations under the Endangered
Species Act and are actively working with the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service to
protect listed threatened and endangered species to the greatest extent possible
while meeting other statutory obligations to provide for visitor use and enjoyment
of the parks. RNSP staff consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as
required under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and develop mitigation
for any actions that might adversely affect listed species through this consultation
process. The recovery plans for the species mentioned do not obligate the agencies
to undertake specific tasks, nor do recovery plans necessarily provide specific
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Alternative 1, Natural Resource Management and Protection. Issues and actions Page 38.

¢ action 1tem subheadings in this section should te the same as the subheadings in the environmental
nsequences section and the summary tables. For example, the subheadings under naturat resources in
e alternative section are watershed management and restoration in and upstream of the park; watershed
anagement and restoration in Redwood Creek Estuary; and vegetation management. Subheadings in tho
nvironmental consequences section under natural resources are soils, water quality, floodplains,
¢tlands, and threatened and endangered species. The threatened and endangered species section is
er divided into impacts of the following: watershed restoration, second-growth forest management,
rairie restoration, fire management, artificial impoundments, visitor use, conclusion, and cumulative
mpacts. However, these last subheadings are not consistently used for each resource. This organization
akes it very difficult to review the document and assess the effects of the proposed action.

vide timeframes for completion of the identified action items. Actions should be identified_to achiev

e following tdentified objectives: ensure that all resource management efforts are consistent with and
upportive of the perpetuation of the redwood forest ecosystem; restore and maintain the Parks’
systems as they would have evolved without human influences; protect Park resources from threats
utside of the Park boundaries; and acquire baseline information on biological resources.

The exotic plant management plan and restoration of non-forest communities are not discussed.

atural Resource management and lon, Watershed

and upstream of the Parks. Page 38, .
The Service supports and commends the watershed restoration program of the Parks. We concur with the
assessment that road decommissioning and other restoration afforts in the Redwood Creek watershed need

to be accelerated to recover fish and wildlife populations and habitats and to minimize additional damage
from past land use activities.

apement and restoration in

This section should also address restoration activities other than road removal such as restoration of native
fune communities,

Alternative ]. Natyra] Resource management and Protection. Watershed managemuent and restoration in
Redwood Creek Estuary. Page 48,

n o descriphion of actions, the Plan correcily nofes that only partial restoration of estuary function (s
possible if current land use practices continue and then suggests that estuary restoration can be achieved

with only partial removal of the Redwood Creek flood control levees, Based upon the information
available to the Service at this time, we have concluded that most, if not all, of the levees would need to be
removed or reconfigured to help restore the biologic as well as the hydrologic functions of the estuary and
lower reach of Redwood Creek. While we agree that greater benefits can be achieved as more of the jevee
is removed, significant restoration of the estuary, including restoration of associated wetland and riparian
values in the Redwood Creek floodplain, will require a significant change in the location and maintenance
of the levees. Such restoration will require actions that cannot be conducted by the Parks atone due to
limitations in funding, authority, and Jand ownership, We propose that the Parks work with the Service,
National Marine Fisheries Service, California Department of Fish and Game, Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps), County of Humboldt, the citizens of Orick, and other interested parties to develop a
comprehensive plan for restoring the Redwood Creek estuary and the associated fish and wildlife values
of the lower Redwood Creek floodplain.

population targets. For example, the “Recovery Plan for the Threatened Marbeled
Murrelet” (USFWS 1997) states that “Management commitments and monitoring
have been implemented” but does not specify committed parties. Furthermore, this
recovery plan does not provide specific population targets but says that more
specific delisting criteria will be possible after marbled murrelet population size,
population trends, and demographic goals have been better determined for each of
the conservation zones.

455-8 The plans will be done at an appropriate and logical time, as funding
allows, within the 10- to 20-year life of this plan. Also, the following has been
added to the text in the “Future Actions Plans Needed” section: “These plans will
be done in a sequence to ensure that there is consistency of actions implemented

among plans and tiering down from this General Management Plan / General
Plan.”

455-T Criteria for site selection will be described in the future RNSP second-
growth managerment plan. Managing the second-growth forests in Redwood
Nationa] and State Parks is a complex action that is beyond the scope of this
general management plan.

455-U Facilities are listed under the “Appropriate Kinds of Activities and
Facilities” column in Table 1: The Management Zones. Trails are facilities.
Mitigation measures for activities and facility construction outside disturbed ares
are disclosed. Where these discussions occur is displayed in the index under
“mitigation.” The conservation strategy described for threatened and endangered
species will be applied to all wildlife, in keeping with NPS and CDPR policies for
protecting resources. Because of the general nature of this plan and the variety of
wildlife resources in the parks, it is not possible to describe specific mitigation
measures for each species that might be affected by a proposal. All projects that
have the potential to affect wildlife are reviewed by RNSP wildlife biologists, and
appropriate mitigation measures are incorporated into the project before
implementation.

455-V The nature of buffer zones of undisturbed vegetation adjacent to streams
would be site specific and would depend upon type of development, potential
impacts from site development, and use. Measures that might be necessary for
protection of threatened and/or endangered species would be determined through
consultation with the appropriate regulatory agencies.

455-W  Appropriate restrictions depend on the action, the location, and the time of

year. Restrictions on watershed restoration activities are described on pages 262
and 267 in the draft plan. In general, these same restrictions on timing (so that
actions occur outside breeding seasons) apply to all RNSP actions that create noise

or disturbance in excess of ambient noise in suitable northern spotted owl or
marbled murrelet habitat.
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We disapree with the statement that water level management in the estuary conserves salmonid habitat,
One mensure of moving towards restoring the function of the Redwood Creek estuary will be the
elimination of artificial breaching. We are not aware of any natural breach of the estuary that has been
proved to occur during the summer rearing season prior to the onset of fall storms. Natural breaches of
the estuary are not a concemn. Illegal breaches of the estyary are a law enforcement issue and do not
justify controlfed breaching. It is our understanding that the existing Corps permits which allow
breaching of the estuary are predicated upon the protection from flooding of public structures and
facilities, such as Hufford Road and the Redwood Information Center. As part of any plan to restore the
function of the estuary the location or design of these structures will need to be altered. As such, we
concur with your intention to remove the Redwood Information Center and transfer the functions of that
facility to another site. )

Iternative 1, Natural R tection. Vegetation management, Page 48.

Criteria used to select sites for second-growth management are not discussed in the description of this
alternative, However, the discussion of environmental consequences (page 285) states that the long-term
benefits to owls and murrelets will be less under this alternative than under alternative 3 because sites
would be selected for treatment with an objective of increasing visitor use and enjoyment rather than
increasing suitable nesting habitat. These statements appear to contradict statements under the descriptiof
of the alternative. The alternative description states that “managing those second-growth stands that are
critical to ecosystem restoration would be emphasized.” Will this not always be the case? If the eriteria
used to select stands for treatment will vary under the various alternatives this needs 1o be clearly

described under each alternative.

. _Natural Resource man n ecti ificial [mpoundments. Page 51
We concur with the removal of artificial dams and impoundments along with the restoration of former
free-flowing streams or wetlands they are usually placed in. Any dams or impediments to anadramous
fish migration that are not removed should be modified to allow unrestricted passage for migration,

Alternative 1. Cultural resource management and protection. Page 52.

"This section siates that hiking and equestrian trails would be removed from sensitive resource areas. On
page 14 “sensitive resources™ or “sensitive areas” are defined as old-growth redwoods, ..., threatened and
endangered species and their babitat, ... This conflicts with actions listed in this alternative under hiking
which states “the current system of hiking trails would be maintained”, Please rectify this and other
similar conflicts.

il il o

Alternati Public use i visitor safety. Qbjectives, Page 57,

An objective is needed that addresses management of “natural quietness™ within the parks.

This section refers to the development of “appropriate” public use and providing facilities in
“appropriate” locations. Some discussion is needed on what types of uses and locations would be
considered “appropriate”, :

This section raises the issue of visitor nse levels and the potential to damage natural resources. It states
that decisions must be made in the future whether to encourage more visitors and that a visitor carrying
capacity analysis would be conducted. However, the major differences between the various zlternatives
are the amount and types of visitor use that will be provided in the future. It is not appropriate o make

these decisions without the types of information called for under this action item.

RESPONSES

455-X We agree that watershed management, vegetation management, etc., are
not issues, but rather are topic headings used in this document to help organize the
issues that are presented under these topics. In the “Alternatives, Including the
Proposed Action” part of the document, the same issues are carried exactly the
same across all alternatives under identical topic headings. These issues are also
addressed in both the “Affected Environment” and “Environmental Consequences”
parts of the document. In most cases different topic headings from what are used in
the alternatives sections are used in these latter sections. These topic headings are
related to the impact topics discussed. Again, within each of the “Affected
Environment” and the “Environmental Consequences” parts, the same topic
headings are carried through each respective section. Some additional topics are
discussed in the ‘Aftected Environment” section to provide important background
and context.

An issue is more clearly defined for the general public as a problem for which a

-decision is needed to resolve aiternative uses of a resource or alternative paths of

action. At this general level of planning, the issues can be framed as those
programs on which the parks will focus their efforts to protect resources and
provide for visitor enjoyment of those resources. Because issues are generated by
the public during scoping, as well as by the agencies that need to plan how to nan-
age the parks, issues are usually not generated in the form of the CEQ definition.

455-Y The National Park Service and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation strive to minimize adverse effects on resources, “Low impacts” must be
distinguished from “no impacts.” It is impossible to manage Redwood National and
State Parks with no impacts on any listed species because of the land uses of the

- surrounding non-RNSP lands. The National Park Service and the California

Department of Parks and Recreation have legislatively established requirements for
managing resources in the parks as well as for providing opportunities for visitor
use. Because Redwood National and State Parks were, in part, created from an area
that has obvious effects from past land uses, some of which continue outside RNSP
boundaries, there will be ongoing impacts on resources within the parks. Other
activities outside of the direct control of the parks that affect threatened and
endangered species include operation and maintenance of public roads such as
Highway 101, Highway 199, and the Bald Hills Road, and the management of the
flood control levees along Redwood Creek in Orick. The general impacts on listed
threatened and endangered species from constructing new visitor facilities have
been described in as much detail as is possible in a general plan. Any construction
that has the potential to affect listed threatened and endangered species would be
preceded by site-specific planning and environmental compliance documents. The
National Park Service and the California Department of Parks and Recreation will
consult under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, or the California Department of Fish and Game as appropriate, to
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‘This section states that “'visttor use would be limited to That which wold TeSTIt 1N 70 SIGHITcant Tpacts
on resources and their values,” Significance criteria need to be described, The CEQ Regulation (§
1508.27) state that “significantly” as used in NEPA requires considerations of both context and intensity]
The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or critical
habitat should be considered in evaluating intensity.

This section also addresses the following future developments: new campsites in existing state parks;
primitive campsites; and hiking trails called for in existing plans. Will these developments occur prior t9
conducting a carrying capacity analysis and completion of & backcountry management plan and of a
comprehensive Parks trail plan? This section also states that new campgrounds in state parks would be
considered for future construction. Criteria that will be utilized to determine if new campground
construction is appropriate shouid be outlined.

The number of miles of trails to be developed and associated effects under each alternative should be
clearly outlined. For each alternative, a map should be provided showing the approximate location of th¢
proposed trails in relation to the management zones. It appears that trails called for in the existing
Redwood National Park backcountry trails plan, the Davison Ranch concept plan, and trails incheded in
comprehensive regional trail system outside of the primitive zone would be constructed. Has the region
trail system been proposed or is it described in the existing plans? There is no way for a reviewer to kn
how many miles of trail are included under each altemnative, In addition, a number of trail connections
discussed. Are these in addition to the above mentioned trails. There is no discussion in this section

about new hiking trails to be constructed in the state parks only equestrian trails. Will new hiking trails be
constructed in the State Parks under this alternative?

This section also discusses designating new mountain bike trails in areas where bikes would not damage
park resources and the development of loop trails in Coyote Creek basin and of a regional bike trails
system. Are these in addition to the trails called for in existing plans? Define what is meant by “damag

park resources™. Does this include impacts (i.e. habitat loss or modification and disturbance) o Federsl]
lsted species? '

Summarize and disclose public use information that supports the need for additional hiking trails and
campgrounds.

Alterpative 1. Interdependence of parks apd community. Adjacent land uses. Page 63,

1he adjacent land uses section mcludes the following as an issue: “Strategies (0 mifimize negative
impacts need to be analyzed and incorporated into this joint plan as appropriate.” It is unclear when these
strategies will be developed. Only two action items are identified: actively participate in planning,
zoming, and other land use activities; and support land uses that are compatible with park values. Provid
a timeframe for developing the strategies and incorporating them into the plan,

o

No clear differences exist between the alternatives regarding the parks’ response to adjacent land uses.
Activities occurring outside of the Park boundaries may impact many park resources. The Plan should
identify potential threats to park resources from sources outside of the park boundaries such as logging,
development, and exotic species. Provide a discussion on potential solutions such 28 conservation
easements, zoning, and coordination with other public and private land owners. Include 2 map to show
adjacent public lands and identify a zone of influence around the park.

ensure that any effects on listed species are avoided, minimized, or otherwise
mitigated.

455-Z The NPS and CDPR challenge is to provide the necessary and appropriate
emphasis on visitor use and resource protection, not to resolve a conflict between
these. The agencies strongly believe that the various alternatives presented provide
a reasonable and appropriate range of alternatives and emphases on visitor use and
resource protection, as required by law, In some alternatives there is greater
emphasis on visitor use and lesser emphasis on resource protection, while in other
alternatives the reverse is true. The agencies strongly believe that thedegree of
emphasis on visitor use and resource protection is completely consistent with the
enabling legislation for the parks. The National Park Service strongly believes that
all of these alternatives achieve its legally mandated standard that is expressed as
“conserving resources while providing for their enjoyment by today’s citizens in a
manner that will leave them unimpaired for future generations” (NPS Organic Act,
16 USC 1 and NPS Management Policies 1:3).

455-AA A sentence has been added to clearly state that new trails would not be
developed in primitive zones.

455-AB Two of the parks’ goals (see the “Actions Common to All Alternatives”
section) — “The natural and cultural resources of the parks are preserved and
protected” and “Lands, ecosystems, and processes that have been altered by
modern human activities are restored or replicated” — address protecting and
recovering threatened and endangered species and conserving biodiversity. Furthe-
rmore, in alternative 1, under the “Natural Resource Management and Protection,
Objectives” subsection, “Ensure that all resource management efforts are consistent
with and supportive of the perpetuation of the redwood forest ecosystem as the
prime resource of the parks” also addresses these topics. These topics are also
addressed in the description of the conditions that are to be achieved under each of
the zones, especially in the table 1 column, “Resource Condition or Character.”

435- AC Although this suggestion is well taken, there are many actions that could
be broadened in a similar fashion, but to do so in this case and others would reduce
the specificity in an intentionally very general document. Where appropriate, .
specific directton is given for other management efforts having to do with the
perpetuation of the redwood forest ecosystem, For example, one of the goals in the
“Actions Common to All Alternatives™ section is “Redwood National and State
Parks serve as a laboratory for scientific study and research that promotes
preservation, restoration, and understanding of the parks’ resources.” And, in
alternative 1, an action item for interpretation (in the “Education and Interpreta-
tion”subsection) is “Interpretive operations and media would be used to provide a
similar emphasis on general and preservation information about natural and
cultural history topics”; this action provides direction to interpretive staff about the
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v Ogperations Facilities and Interage rati
This section discusses the proposed relocation of resotirce management staff to the Orick arga from the
current facility in Arcata, This proposed action is a concem to the Service. The Service curreatly has an
operating intra-agency agreement that has been funded in excess of $80,000 for GIS related interagency
work. This agreement has been the financial base for the North Coast Geographic Information
Cooperative (NCGIC), which involves a Targe group of many federal, stste and local agencies, as well a3
msany non-govermnmental groups, some of which are listed below. NCGIC does not curvently receive any
funding beyond that provided by the Service through the intra-agency agreement, and funding provided by
the Park. It is vitally important to the community of GIS users that are in the position of providing support
to resource managers, that they have a means to communicate, share jdeas and priorities, share existing
data, and develop new area-wide geographic data with the input of these partners, Under Executive Order
12906, Federal agencies are required to make their geospatial data freely available to the public, and avoid
duplication of effort in creating such data. Northwest California includes many threatened and
endangered species, which require assessment from an ecosystem and range-wide perspective.. Problems
have resulied from agencies developing and maintaining separate geographic data sets for the same
purpose, resulting in delay and confusion, NCGIC promotes integrating all data from many organizations
into singular versions, which are seamless across ownerships and the landscape, This approach provides
new opportunities to evaluate ecosystem health. Park participation and leadership in NCGIC has
developed a system which allows timely access to data from many organizations which manage public
resources. The Service has initiated an internet site for NCGIC, which has helped to spread the
knowledge and publicity about the group’s efforts. The progress of the NCGIC will continue to create a
visible statement that the Park is putting forth an effort to comply with executive order 12906.
The Service feels that the transfer of Park personnel from Arcata to Orick would jeopardize ongoing
cooperative efforts between the Parks and the following agenciesforganizations:

U.S. Fish and Wiidlife Service
USFS-8ix Rivers National Forest
USFS-Redwood Sciences Laboratory
Bureau of Land Management

Natural Resource Conservation Service
U.8. Geological Survey

National Marine Fisheries Service
Environmental Protection Agency
National Weather Service

Army Corps of Engineers

Humboldt State University - Spatial Analysis Lab
California Department of Fish and Game
California Department of Transportation
California Department of Forestry
Forest Science Project

Humboldt County Planning Department

Besides the above-mentioned agencies, matty local landowners, local agencies, and local nonprofit groups
that the Parks interact with on redwood ecosystem concems are all based in the Eureka-Arcata ares.

Many joint projects have been conducted by the Parks and various other agencies recently. These include
biologic and geomorphic inventories, the evaluation of Habitat Conservation Plans and Aquatic Habitat
Conservation Plans, formulating and reviewing watershed analyses, developing a regional slope stability

9

requireiment (o provide interpretive programs on redwood forest ecosystem
preservation, which ties in with one of the parks’ primary themes.

455-AD See the response to comment X in this letter. Also, subheadings for such
topics as impacts from watershed restoration, etc. are included in the discussion of
impacts on threatened and endangered species to help the reader distinguish these
subsections in a rather long section. These subheadings are not used for other
impact topics because the clutter is unwarranted in relatively short sections. And,
in many cases, there are no impacts from those topic areas on some impact topics.

455-AE See the response to comment S in this letter,

455-AF This management plan / environmental impact statement/report represents
the broadest level of park-level planning/decision making that is done. Decisions
about many more specific and site-specific actions are deferred to implementation
planning to be done in the future (NPS Director’s Order 2, 3.3.1.2; pg. 5). Only
those actions are presented in this document that will be implemented fairly soon
because there is an immediate need and funding is believed to be forthcoming.
Many actions for other objectives are not articulated because, by the time they
could be implemented, conditions most likely will have changed so that the action

- would no longer be valid. RNSP biologists acquire baseline information on fish

and wildlife resources as funding perimits. The parks hosted a workshop in April
1999 for RNSP staff and researchers to identify critical components of the parks’
ecosystern that will be inventoried and monitored. These components are thought
to be the minimum elements necessary to understand and evaluate the baseline
condition of the parks’ resources. Inventory and monitoring is an NPS initiative
aimed at providing parks with baseline information necessary to manage all park
resources. RNSP staff take advantage of these special {nitiatives and any other co-
operative activities, funding sources, and volunteers to develop baseline
information,

455-AG This section specifically addresses watershed restoration because that
program is congressionally directed and one of purposes for which Redwood
National Park was expanded in 1978. The restoration of native dune plant
communities through removal of exotic plant species is being accomplished under
the 1995 Exotic Plant Management Plan. A more comprehensive dune community
restoration program will be included when a RNSP-wide vegetation management
plan is prepared.

455-AH Both agencies agree that restoring the Redwood Creek estuary will
require cooperation among several agencies, the Yurok Tribe, and private
landowners. The flood protection function of the levees and the safety of Orick
residents living within the original floodplain of Redwood Creek will be major
considerations during planning for estuary restoration.,
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model, studies on the effects of roads and restoration strategies, and the development of common
geospatial data. The sharing of data development and data themes and instant peer review resuits in a
stronger regional perspective and less duplication of efforts, maximizing the use of funds and ultimately
leading to better scientific credibility of Parks® studies overall. Cooperation anong agencies has
blossomed during the last few years, and we believe it will be a negative conseguence to both the Parks
and the other agencies/organizations to physically withdraw personne! from the Arcata area and from all
the ongoing cooperative efforts,

Altemnative 2. No Action, Concept, Page 67,

Additionai mformation is needed regarding the management concepts under this alternative. The only
stated concept for this alternative is that “...the Agencies will continue what they are doing for naturat
resource protection, preservation, and restoration”. Provide a summary on the current management
direction. A discussion is also needed concerning how conflicts between resource protection and
increased recreational use are being resolved under existing divection,

Clanfy how pralna restoration and fire management wnu!d d:ffer under this alternative , compared to
alternative 1. Provide a clear summary of the differences between the alternatives for prairie restoration,
fire management, and new trail construction. For each alternative, summarize the miles of new trail
construction that will occur in old-growth forests,

Alternative 3. Preservation emphasis, Public use, recreation, and visitor safety, Obiectives. Page 100,

The following objective only occurs under alternatives 3 and 4: “... ensure that public use activities are
consistent with National Park Service and California Department of Parks and Recreation regulations and
policies”. This objective should oecur under all of the alternatives.

Alternative 3. Preservation emphasis, Public use. recreation, and visitor safety. Hiking, Page 10
The fniluwmg concept is included in the introduction for this alternatwe “No new 1mpacts woutd be
allowed in areas with sensitive resources.”, implying that no new trails would be built in old-growth
forests. If this is the intent, it should be nle-arly stated.

18 e - L e ea

Alternative 3. Preservation emphasis. ‘U’ls:tur access and mrculatmn M Huw!ang Hill Rﬂd Page
103,
Under this alternative, Howland Hill Road should be paved to eliminate the annual need for maintenance

and disturbance during the marbled murrelet and northern spotted owl breeding season.

Alternative 4. Vigito LSE £ hﬂﬂ B AL TesSouUrce mapagrement &
Page 118,
This is the only alternative that inciudes protection of specimen trees jn ofd-growth forests from fire s ani

action item. This would be an appropriate action under all of the alternatives. Provide a definition of
“specimen tree”,

d pratection Ire MAanagemey

Alternative 4. Public use, recreation, and visitor safety, Visitor use levels Page 121,

Define what is meant by the following statement: “Visitor use would be zllowed to increase to levels that
watild not create nnaceentahle imnactz nn tha resrreeas”  Fyenlain haaw thic ctatemant Aiffare feam the
following statement under the preferred alternative: “Visitor use would be limited to that which would
result in no significant impacts on resources and theit values.” Clarify the terms “unacceptable impacts™

and “tio significant impact™,

10

455-A1 Both agencies agree that salmonid habitat in the Redwood Creek esmary
would be better protected if all natural processes were intact, including natural
breaching of the sandbar. However, both agencies also believe that controlied
breaching 1s the best solution currently available to protect the salmonid habitat
from the deleterious effects of illegal breaching. The parks’ past experiences with
uncontrolled breaching suggest that it is preferable to take a proactive approach
rather than to concentrate on enforcement or other administrative actions after the
damage is done to the juvenile salmonids that inhabit the estoary.

455-AJ Criteria for site selection for managing second-growth forests in the parks
will be presented in the second growth management plan and accompanying

environmental documents. The proposed action seeks to provide an appropriate
emphasis on managing RNSP resources with a focus on protecting resources and
managing with a focus on visitor use and enjoyment. Although the primary
emphasis of second-growth management under the proposed action would be on

ecosystem restoration, some second-growth management would be directed toward
those stands whose restoration would contribute to visitor enjoyment.

- 455-AK  The text has been changed to be consistent with the proposals for trail

development. This section is specific to cultural resource protection. Some cultural
resources, such as archeological and ethnographic sites, are also included in the list
of sensitive resources,

455-AL Natural quietness is addressed in several locations in the document, most
notably in the table 1 zone descriptions for both “Resource Condition or
Character,” and “Visitor Experience” columns. Appropriate public uses are those
that are consistent with the NPS Organic Act, derived regulations and policies,
enabling legislation for the parks, and the purpose and significance of the parks.
Many factors would be considered in determining appropriate locations for

facilities, including such things as locations out of sensitive resources, the kind of
need, the location of related facilitics and resources,

453-AM The variation in visitor use in the alternatives deals with types of use.
The amount or extent of a visitor use type is what varies across the altematives --

not the number of visitors that would use any particular area, location, or facility or

participate in a particular type of visitor use. Carrying capacities are needed to
determine how many people can use places in the parks without causing
unacceptable resource degradation. The management zones described in this
document provide a very general carrying capacity in terms of resource
degradation that will be tolerated in each zone and what visitor experience can be
expected 1n terms of encounters with other visitors and RNSP staff. Those general
carrying capacities will be refined in more detailed implementation planning,
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Table §; Summary of alterpative actions, Vepetation management, Page 132,

Table 8 would be easier to interpret if it summarized the proposed management under alternative 1 and
then succinetly discussed the similarities and differences of other alternatives, compared to alternative 1.
Provide a summary of the number of acres of second-growth forest treated under each alternative. The
number of acres treated is discussed under the effects section and should also be summarized under the
description of the alternatives. Summarize how prairie restoration and fire management under altematives
1, 3, and 4 will vary from the current management under the existing management plans (alternative 2).

Summanza the numher of mlle:a uf new tmi cnnstructlun under :rm:h alt:mnnva

Teble 9. Summary of impacts common to all alternatives, Page 144,
Add additional subheadings {6 address impacts to wildlife, old-growth forests, critical habitat, and

biodiversity. This section states that park activities would be managed to avoid or minimize potential
adverse impacts on listed species, Many on-going park activities are resulting in adverse impacts to listed
species. To date, the Parks have been authorized incidental take (due to disturbance) on 3,500+ acres of
murrelet habitat and 3,000+ acres of spotted owl habitat annually. This amount of incidental take is
expected to occur in the Parks for the next 5-7 years, Provide a discussion concerning these adverse
impacts. As proposed many of the activities included under the various alternatives such as new trail and
campground construction in old-growth forest will have additional adverse impacts on listed species. This
section needs to be rewntten to accurately reflect the impacts to listed species and/or to explain how these
impacts will be minimized or aveided.
'—‘——"'—'—“‘*——.———|
Table 10. Summary of impacts of alternative actions, Page 146,

Add the following additional impact topics: wildlife, old-growth forests, critical habitat, and biodiversity.
This table states that both alternatives 1 and 2 would have no “significant adverse impacts” on tisted
species. The criteria used to determine significance and adverse impacts need to be clearly outlined, since
adverse effects are already planned to occur over the next 5-7 years (e.g., watershed restoration and annua!
facilities maintenance programs). Under the Act, “adverse affect” is the appropriate finding if an effect to
a listed species is not discountable, insignificant, or beneficial. If incidental take is anticipated as a result
of a proposed action, an adverse affect detenmination should be made, Clarify how the term “adverse
impact” in the Plan relates to an adverse affect determination. If adverse effects from previous

consultations are not expected to occur in the future, please notify us so we can adjust our environmental
baseline.

The following is stated urider “The quality of the visttor cxperience”; “Visitors would have some limited
additional opportunities to directly experience sensitive resources, although these resources would be well
protected.” Since by definition sensitive resources include listed spacies and their habitats; explain how

these resources will be protected.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This section should only describe resources that will be affected by the various alternatives [CEQ
Regulations (§ 1502.15)]. Each affected resource should then be used in the analysis of direct, indirect,
and/or cumulative aspects of the alternatives. There are a number of topics discussed in this section that

do not clearly vary by altemative (i.c. climate and ground water). It would be more appropriate to have an
in-depth discussion of resources such as old-growth forests,

11

455- AN We agree that significance criteria will need to be developed and
described. However, that process is deferred to more detailed implementation
planning. Those critera are not needed to make the decisions for this management
plan / environmental statement.

455-A0 The National Park Service and California Department of Parks and
Recreation are preparing a comprehensive RNSP trail plan and a RNSP
backcountry management plan to guide the development of trails and primitive
camping areas. These planning efforts will require public involvement, including
an analysis of visitor demand, and will be based on the prescriptions for resource
conditions and visitor experience described in the management zoning section.
New campgrounds or campsites in the state parks will be developed only after
evaluation of visitor demand and will require site-specific planning and
environmental review to ensure that resources can be protected.

455-AP See previous comment AA in this letter,

455-AQ The National Park Service and California Department of Parks and
Recreation are working actively with adjacent landowners, gateway communities,
the Yurok Tribe, and local, state, and federal agencies to ensure that RNSP -
resources and values are maintained and protected. RNSP staff are participating in
local and regional planning efforts and are seeking involvement in RNSP planning
projects from stakeholders to work toward mutually beneficial outcomes and
increased appreciation of the parks” values. This increased communication will
improve the ability of both park agencies to protect RNSP resources.

455-AR The National Park Service and California Department of Parks and
Recreation are using all available authorities to protect RNSP resources from
activities occurring outside the boundaries that might adversely affect RNSP
resources. Both agencies are working cooperatively with landowners, agencies, and
communities to develop solutions to common problems and to reduce threats and
impacts on RNSP resources.

455-A8 Current management direction under the no-action alternative (alternative
2) is described on pages 78-86 in the draft plan under the “Actions” headings,
Recreational use is not increasing to the point where resources are being
compromised in most areas of the parks during most of the year. Conflicts between
recreational use and protection of resources are managed according to the laws,
policies, and reguiations.

455-AT The differences between prairie restoration programs and fire management
under the proposal and the no-action alternative are summarized in table 8 on page
132 of the draft plan. Under the no-action alternative, trails would be constructed
as described in the NPS 1984 Backcountry Trail Plan, the 1996 Davison Ranch
Development Concept Plan, and the 1985 State Redwoods Parks General Plan.
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Natura] Resources. Water Resoyrce lai ng.

It is our understanding that the Redwood Creek levees were constructed to contain a 250-year event atso
described by the Corps as the “Standard Project Flood™ rather than a 100-year flood event as mentioned.
We also understand that the magnitude of this event is approximately 77,000 cubic feet per second.

Natural Resources. Water Resources, Estuaries. Page 164, .-

We disagree with the Parks’ policy on controlled breaching of the Redwood Creck estuary, There is no
information to support the conclusion that any controlled breaching at the estuary benefits anadromous

salmonids. The Service supports the Corps’ statement that a long-term solution to the restoration of the
Redwood Creek estuary should be pursued that ¢liminates the need for artificial, controtled breaching of
the estuary that primarily serves to protect infrastructure located in high risks flood locations.

In addition to detrimental effects of the flood control levees themselves, periodic maintenance of the
levees on Redwood Creek by Humboldt County prevents the restoration of the riparian corridor along the
lowet end of Redwood Creck. This maintenance eliminates considerable habitat for fish and wildlife and
further impairs the productivity and recovery of the Redwood Creek estuary.

Natural Resources, Wildlife, Page 179.

Discuss any species that have been extirpated or introduced to the parks. With the exception of threatened
and endangered fish (pages 185-189), there is a notable absence of discussion regarding important aquatic
species, especially fish, that frequent streams, rivers, nearshore ocean waters, and wetlands in the Parks.
Several of these species have important ecological, cultural, or recreational significance. Some species of
note include green sturgeon (deipenser medirostris), Pacific lamprey (Lampetra tridentata), eulachon
(Thaleichthys pacificus), and surf smelt (Hypomesus pretiosus). We recommend adding a brief discussion
of such species to the affected environment section in the final EIS/EIR.

atural Resources. Rare. threate endan tes, Page |18

The following statement is incongruent with past consultations that have been completed with the Parks:
“Location and timing of Parks’ operations, including maintenance and development of trails, roads and
facilities and activities that alter habitat, have been restricted to protect listed species, especially during
the breeding season.” A number of consultations have been completed to allow park activities to occur
during the breeding season. This section needs to be rewritten to accurately reflect park activities that are
currently oceurring or projected to oceur during the breeding season, If the Plan will alter the predicted
effects of past consultations, please provide us with a revised assessment of effects on prior consultations.

This section states the following: “A conservation strategy has been developed for managing RNSP
operations to protect these and other listed species from habitat loss and to minimize disturbance.” Where
is the conservation strategy and why isn’t it referred to in Appendix F the summary of existing pfans? In
addition, the term “minimizing disturbance” appears to coniradict “protect listed species™, as stated in the
previous comment. Please rectify the apparent differences.

Marbled murrelet. This section describes potential murrelet nest trees as having branches at least 6 inches

in diameter, Change this to branches at least 4 inches in diameter. This would be consistent with the form

Flwalﬁped for the 1997 formal consultation on the Parks® annual maintenance activities entitled
‘Characterizing trees for potential nesting snbstrates” and with the marbled murrelet recovery plan.

The discussion on detections implies that murrelets have only been detected in a few old-growth stands

within the parks. 1t would be more accurate to state that murrelets have been found occupving afl old-

12

About 78 miles of new hiking and equestrian trails proposed in the 1984 NPS trail
plan and about 22 miles of hiking, bicycling, and equestrian trails proposed in the
Davison Ranch plan would be constructed under alternative 2. Some of the trails
proposed under the Davison Ranch plan are under construction, It is not possible to
calculate accurately the length of new trail construction that would occur in old-
growth forest without site-specific planning and a design. Many trail alignments
were identified based on aerial photographs or existing logging road alignments,
with limited ground-truthing. Because of the terrain and the condition of the
abandoned roads, trail alignments are often changed substantially based on the
conditions encountered at a site, |

455-AU The text has been changed in response to this comment.

455-AV  See previous comment AA in this letter. A sentence has been added to
clearly state that new trails would not be developed in primitive zones.

455-AW Paving Howland Hill Road would entail short-term noise and
disturbance similar to noise and disturbance from the annual maintenance program.
After the road was paved, there would continue to be short-term noise and
disturbance from annual maintenance needed for any road. Also, visitor and non-
RNSP traffic would probably increase if the road were paved, with a resultant
increase in noise and disturbance.

455-AX Specimen trees are very large live individual redwood trees. Trunks may
be blackened by low intensity prescribed fires without killing the trees. Under this
alternative, which emphasizes visitor enjoyment of resources, these trees would be
protected primarily to avoid blackening the trunks, which some visitors find
objectionable. Under all alternatives, all prescribed fires would be planned and
conducted to avoid destruction of any mature old-growth trees. One of the
functions of prescribed fire is to minimize the adverse effects of intense
uncontrolled fires, including the destruction of mature live trees.

455-AY The management zones for each alternative describe the resource
conditions and the visitor experiences that would be acceptable in different zones
under each alternative. The sensitivity of the resources vary with the location, the
type of resource, and the season of the year. Some resources have specific statutory
protections, and other resources are protected by policy, guideline, or desired
condition (management zone). No significant adverse impacts to resources would:
be allowed under any alternative. If significant adverse effects on resources are
found to be occurring or to result from a specific proposal, the agencies will use ail
available authorities or modify the proposal to reduce the impacts.
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COMMENTS

growth stands that were surveyed in RNSP. Thus, the Parks assume that all snitable musrelet nest trees
are occupied.

Add a discussion on the results of recent at-sea murrelet surveys off of the coast of the Parks, There also
needs to be a discussion on the Parks commitment to implementation of the marbled murrelet recovery
plan goals,

Bald eagle and peregrine falcon. Add a discussion on the Parks’ commitment to implementation of the
recovery plan goals for hoth of these listed species,

Natural Resources. Naoise in relation to el d endangered wildlife. Page 185
Why 1s this discussion included in the effected environment? Wili the amount of noise under the various
alternatives vary, if so, explain, Provide a reference for the “federal noise guidelines”,

Natural Resources. Threatened and endangered fish, Page 185,

This discussion states that no systematic tidewater goby survey has ever been conducted in the parks;
however, David Anderson has conducted surveys (refer to Redwood Nattonal and State Parks 1997
Annual Report of Tidewater Goby Activities). These surveys should be acknowledged.

Neither the Service or the Pacific Fisheries Management Council have any fisheries management

responsibilities in the Klamath River. Oncorhynchus is misspelled. Trout should be dropped from the
name for steelhead.

a Information Center. Pa
The decision to construct the Redwood Information Center at its present site rather than at an akternate site
at the south end of Eik Prairic was apparently based on the concemn for potential adverse impacts to elk.
The EIS/EIR does not discuss potential impacts to elk from any of the alternatives, including the proposed
new site for the information center in the vicinity of the B-Mill deck. Elk should be an issue that is
tracked throughout the document.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES .
The CEQ Regulation (§ 1502.14) state that the environmenta! consequences section should provide a clear
basis for choice among the alternatives. This section should also identify the degree to which each
alternative meets the objectives. The CEQ Repulation (§ 1502.16) state that this section shall include
discussions of direct and indirect effects and their significance and means to mitigate adverse
environmental impacts. We do not believe the draft docoment adequately meets the intent of these
regulations. |

il

As commented earlier, wildlife, criticat habitat, old-growth forests, and biodiversity should be issues
discussed in each section of the plan,

Regulations, assumptions. and methods for evaluating mpacis, Natural resources TUNATY ¢
regulations and policies, Page 238

This section should summarize Park Service policy regarding wildlife, such zs the following direction
from the 1988 Management Policies: The National Park Service will assemble baseline inventories on its
natural resources and monitor them over time to detect or predict changes (p. 4:4); and the National Park
Service will seek to perpetuate the native animal life as part of the natural ecosystenis of parks (p. 4:5), It

13

RESPONSES

455-AZ The document has been revised to.reflect the results of consultations with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for incidental take of listed threatened or
endangered species allowed under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.
Planning for construction of new visitor facilities, such as trails and campgrounds,
would include section 7 consultation on the effects of these plans on listed species.

455-BA Criteria for significance have been added to the plan under the
“Assumptions and Methods for Assessing Impacts” section that was on page 247-
48 of the draft plan.

453-BB Because of the general nature of this plan, it is not possible to specify
exact methods of protection for all listed species in the variety of habitats they
occupy in the parks. The National Park Service and the California Department of
Parks and Recreation will allow visitor use of the parks as described in the
“"Management Zoning” section (on pages 21-28 and on the zoning maps on pages
39-43 in the draft plan). Listed threatened or endangered species and their habitats
would be protected from adverse impacts due to visitor use according to conditions
established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries
Service under the formal section 7 consultation for this plan.

455-BC The document has been revised to reflect that the levees were designed
by the Army Corps of Engineers to protect Orick and the surrounding areas with
standard project flood protection,

455-BD See comment Al above.

453-BE This document focuses on major issues ripe for discussion, The

“Affected Environment” section provides a brief discussion of species that are most
likely to be affected by proposals in the plan. The list of extirpated or introduced
plants and animals would be Iengthy and would not add to the understanding of
any of the proposals. The parks’ 1995 Exotic Plant Management Plan, which is
referenced in appendix G (final plan), lists 13 introduced plant species that the
RNSP managers consider to have the highest priority for control. With the
exception of surf smelt, hone of the fish species mentioned are the subject of any
specific proposal in the plan. A discussion of the surf smelt fishery, one of the

species fished commercially by beach fishermen, appears on page 220 of the draft
plan.

455-BF Before the listing as threatened of northern spotted owls and marbled
murrelets, the development and maintenance of facilities and resource management
projects such as watershed restoration and vegetation management were conducted
when and where needed, provided that any adverse impacts could be mitigated to
the satisfaction of regulatory agencies. Following listing of these species, the
location and timing of many activities were restricted. For example, trail and
campground maintenance activities that involved use of chain saws in and within
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is National Park Service policy to treat potential impairments in the same manner 2s known impairments.
When a potential for resource impairment exists, actions shail be based on strategies that retain the
resource in an unimpaired condition until such time as doubts are resolved {p. 1:4).

We recommend that the Parks strive for the goal nf a net gam of wetland &c:reage and functmns wathm the
Parks’ baundaries,

Repulations, assumptions, ¢ thod cvaluating
f regulations and pohicies. Page 246,

Discuss the responsibility of Federal agencies under section 7(a)(1) of the Act to utilize their authorities i
furtherance of the purposes of the Act by camrying out programs for the conservation of listed species.

ations, as: ytions, and methods for evaluating impacts
Assumgtmns and methods for assessing imﬂgﬁ, Page 247,
This section states the following: watershed restoration projects in RNSP have been curtailed since 1994
because of noise restrictions to protect northern spotted owls and marbled murrelets during their
respective breeding seasons. This statement is not accurate. The Service completed a formal consultation|
with the Parks in 1998 to cover the watershed restoration program from 1998 to 2004, Prior to 1998,
consultations were completed on an annual basis to cover the watershed restoration program. This section|
also states the following: no work that generates sustained noise above local background levels is
permitted within 0.25 mile of suitable nesting habitat during the nesting sezson, projects have tended to be
short in duration, This is also inaccurate, The Service has completed consultations with the Parks for a
number of activities that occur during the breeding season. This section should be rewritten to accurately
reflect consultations completed to date on Park activities.

;* ui.d-.'.'-il'-l QL "‘:-L"'l_ S LA .:

According to the introduction, the purpose of this section is to address methods and. assumptmns used to
assess the impacts on each topic. No methods and assumptions are described for assessmg iMpPacts 10

listed species. This section only discusses the watershed restoration program and noise disturbance. No
discussion is presented on how the various alternatives will be compared, Provide a discussion on how

the difference in degree of effects and significance of effects on listed species will be compared under
each alternative, |

pacts of actions that are common to al] alternatives. Threa and endangered species. Page 260.
The organization of this section with inconsistent subheadmgs makca it dlfﬁ:ult to track all aspects of the

Various altermatives uncer each respurce. Frovide separate discussions Tor indirect, direct, and cumulative
tmpacts under each resource,

ol g,

Introduction. This section states that “Snowy plover nesting would also be affected by these proposals,
but there would be no direct impacts on plovers, which have not been observed to nest in the parks in
recent years.” This statement assumes that plovers will not nest on park beaches during the life time of
this plan. Provide justification for this statement. Remember that plovers may be directly impacted by
activities during the winter as well as in the summer.

Provide significance criteria for the negative effects on nesting bald eagles. Describe any management
direction that will be implemented to protect future bald eagle nests from disturbange or habitat loss,

14

0.25 mile ofold-growth forest have been subject to restrictions regarding when
chamn saws could be used so that breeding birds are not disturbed by noise.
Following winter storms, trails frequently require intense work to remove fallen
branches or trees. Many trails require routine maintenance to remove annual
vegetation growth, Because restrictions on noise were instituted to protect breeding
owls and murrelets, much of this maintenance work that formerly occurred on a
year-round schedule has been restricted to specific time periods. Watershed
restoration projects were formerly initiated as early in July as possible so that
earthmoving work could be accomplished before the onset of heavy rains. The
heavy equipment used in watershed restoration projects creates noise in excess of
that typically found in old-growth forest. When watershed restoration projects
occur within 0.25 mile of suitable owl or murrelet habitat, those portions of the
project are not allowed to begin until the breeding season restrictions are lifted in
mid-July (owls) or mid-September (murrelets). The development of new facilities
in old-growth habitat 1s discouraged by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service because

of potential impacts on murrelets related to predation thought to be facilitated by
visitor use,

The conservation strategy for protecting listed species is not a specific
implementation plan.and therefore does not appear in appendix G (final plan), A
conservation strategy appears it a shaded box in the discussion on threatened and
endangered species in the “Actions Common to All Alternatives” section.

455-BG  The document has been revised based on this comment.

455-BH The document has been revised to indicate that all suitable old-growth
forest habitat is assumed to be occupied by marbled murrelets unless determined
otherwise after monitoring by RNSP staff.

453-B1 The at-sea surveys conducted offshore of the parks outside the boundaries
are not relevant to the proposals in this plan and do not contribute to a reader's
understanding of the impacts of those proposals. The National Park Service and the
California Department of Parks and Recreation are committed to preserving

endangered species as a component of the parks’ ecosystems. See also the previous
comment R in this letter, :

453-BJ See previous comment R in this letter,

455-BK  The discussion on noise is provided so that readers understand the effects
of noise and noise-related disturbance on listed threatened and endangered species,
primarily northern spotted owls and marbled murrelets. The peregrine falcon was
removed from the federal list of endangered species on August 25, 1999, Because
the falcon is still listed by the state of California as endangered, the parks will
continue to be managed to protect this bird. Noise will vary under the different
alternatives, depending on the amount of construction, maintenance. resource
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Fhf. alternatives need to consistently addvess impacts to marbled murrelet critical habitat,

T

pise and Disturbance. The section on impacts of noise and disturbance should also address western
owy plovers and bald eagles.

onstruction-related Impacts. This section states that “Direct effects of construction would include noise
excessive disturbance . . .°. Direct effects of construction counld also include habitat removal and
egradation and should be discussed.

Watershed Restoration. This section states that during any one year, there might be minor effects - but not
adverse effects - on marbled murrelets on up to 300 acres of suitable habitat from noise disturbance due to
the watershed restoration program. The 1998 formal consultation on the watershed restoration program
authorizes incidental take in the form of loss of marbled murrelet reproduction associated with 182 acres
of suitable nesting habitat, this s not considered to be a minor effect. In addition, this conflicts with the
statement on page 144 of the plan which states that activities would be managed to avoid or minimize
potential adverse impacts. Take was also authorized for habitat loss within the home range of 10 northem
spotted owl activity centers; however, this section states that the watershed restoration projects would not
result in a major short-term reduction of overall spotted owl nesting habitat. As commented earlier, define
the significance criteria and ensure significance criteria are consistent with criteria used for determination

|effects for the purpose of the Act.

Vegetation Management. Provide a discussion of dune community restoration, This section states that
there will be no direct or long-term adverse impacts on critical habitat. What about burning of old-growth
forests and its potential impact on suitable habitat and disturbance during the breeding season of listed
species? Provide a discussion of the potential loss of northern spotted owl or marbled murrelet habitat
due to prairie restoration.

¢
Fire Management. Discuss potential degradation or removal of suitable habitat and disturbance during the
breeding season due to prascribed fire,

Visitor Use. There are two subheadings titled “Impacts related to visitor use”. This section states that
“area closures would be implemented where necessary to protect disted species nest gites from
unnecessary disturbance by human activities.” Describe what would be considered unnecessary
disturbance,

Trail Use and Maintenance Activities. Discuss additional recreational activities such as camping and
vehicles on the beach. Under this section there is a discussion regarding the hazard irec removal program.
I states that “No nest trees have ever been located in the three state park campgrounds in old-growth

|forests.” [dentify the species referred to and how the surveys were conducted. Considering the difficulties

in locating marbled murrelet nests, it does not seem appropriate to imply that no nests oceur in these areas

unless they have been throughly surveyed. Disclose which species were the object of surveys conducted
in the campground areas. |

Table 23 (page 267) displays the acreage of suitable habitat for listed species and the acreage of proposed
jand existing facilities and development, excluding roads and trails, within potential suitable habitat. Why
were roads and trails excluded? Does this acreage include State Parks? I not, this needs clarification.
Explain why acreage ars shown for only a portion of the Parks’ facilities and developments.

15

RESPONSES

management activities, and visitor use allowed. The references to the federal noise
guidelines appear in appendix J (final plan) and in the bibliography under Bolt,
Beranek, and Newman 1971.

455-BL.  Annmal surveys of the Redwood Creek estuary are aimed at monitoring
the abundance of juvenile salmonids and are not primarily directed at tidewater
gobies. Except for the surveys of the Redwood Creek estuary, other estuarine or
ttdal areas in the parks have not been surveyed for the presence of gobies. The
document has been revised in accord with the other comments.

455-BM The National Park Service and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation believe that existing regulations, guidelines, and RNSP policies are
sufficient to manage elk populations in the parks, Thus, elk management is not an
tssue requiring a decision at the level of a general management plan and an
environmental impact statement.

455-BN The Environmental Protection Agency reviewed this environmental
impact statement/report and found it adequate under NEPA requirements, the CEQ
regulations, and section 309 of the Clean Air Act (see the EPA's letter in the
"Comment and Response” section under federal agencies). Impacts are discussed at
a level of detail appropriate to a general management plan. Direct and indirect
effects are discussed under each impact topic chosen for analysis, Mitigation that
could be prescribed for general categories of actions that are likely to occur is
described in the "Actions Common to All Alternatives" section, Because of the
general nature of this plan, site-specific impacts and appropriate mitigation are
often not known. All futare actions that have the potential to affect resources will
be subject to additional site-specific environmental compliance as more detailed
planning is undertaken.

455-BO NEPA regulations and NPS policy require that issues addressed in
general plans be those for which a decision is needed on alternative ways (o
manage .a resource. The agencies believe that there is sufficient authority in
existing regulations, policies, and guidelines to adequately protect and manage
these resources. The management zones and the management objectives provide
the direction to manage these resources with alternative emphases.

455-BP Existing NPS policies for wildlife management are incorporated by
reference into the plan.

455 BQ Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act {16 USC 1536(a)(1-2)) requires
that the federal agencies shall carry out programs for the conservation of
endangered species, and shall ensure that actions are not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of any endangered or threatened species or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. All proposed actions
described in this plan are consistent with those requirements. The responsibilities
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Conclusion. Clearly summarize the indirect, direct, and cumulative effects for each listed species. This
section states that adverse impacts on owls and murrelets would be minimized by restricting watershed
restoration, vegetation management activities, construction, and maintenance of facilities to the
nonbreeding season. The Parks recently completed consultation for the 10 year annval maintenance
program and 6 year watershed restoration program, These activities were not restricted to the nonbreeding
season. See prior comments about the need for updating us if the effects of past consultations are
anticipated to change.

This section concludes there would be “minor adverse impacts” on owls and murrelets from smoke,
construction, maintenance, and visitor use of trails, This statement needs justification. The formal
consultation on the Skunk Cabbage memorial grove trail documents the long-term adverse impacts from
human activity slong the trail. Similar effects would be expected for any future trail construction without
additional use constraints. Again, explain the significance criteria and ensure consistency with
determination of effects criteria used under the Act.

i ikl ot

Cumulative Impacts. This section states that Park activities would be managed to avoid or minimize
potential adverse impacts on listed species to the greatest extent possible, Explain how this would be
accomplished, given our previous comments about consultations to date. This section states that
continued timber harvest of stands occupied by murrelets outside the parks would reduce the overall
population of mumelets. This would be a moderate to major short-term direct adverse impact on
individuat birds and a moderate direct adverse impact on the population. Define the criteria used to
support these conclusions.

The final marbled murrelet recovery plan was published in 1997. Cite the final, not draft, recovery plan.

The subhﬂadmgs in this section shuuld coiricide wlth the subh:admgsused under the descnptmn of the

alternatives, Under each subheading direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts and their significance, and
mitigation measures should be addresses for each listed gpecies. There is no discussion under some

alternatives on the western snowy plover, percerine falcon, or bald eagle. The subheading titles are

inconsistent. This makes it very difficult to evaluate if all aspects of the proposed alternative have been

addressed. A consistent format needs 10 be followed for the conclusion sections under the various
alternatives,

Watershed restoration. This discussion only addresses long-term benefits for owls and murrelets.
Discuss short-term impacts, direct, indirect, etc.

Second-growth forest management. This discussion states that the degree of benefit for owls and murrelets
would depend on whether the primary objective was to restore stand characteristics that favor nesting
habitat er whether other objectives such as restoration of tree species diversity or removal of exotic tres
species was assigned higher priority, The description of the alternative needs to outline which objective
would be given higher priority. The description goes on o state that some sites selected for treatment
would be chosen to increase visitor use and enjoyment rather than to increase svitable nesting habitat. If
the criteria used to select stands for treatment will vary between the alternatives, then this needs to be
clearly outlined in the description of the alternatives. In addition, the description of the altemnatives
should give the number of acres to be treated during the various time periods. There should be some
discussion regarding the age of redwood stands and their expected response to thinning, since under this
alternative some stands may not be treated for 160 to 190 years.
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of the parks under the Endangered Species Act are described on page 246 of the
draft plan. NPS Management Policies and Natural Resources Management
Gutidelines fully describe NPS requirements for endangered species management.
These documents are incorporated by reference into this plan and environmental
impact statement. See also responses to comments R and AZ in this letter.

455-BR The plan has been revised to reflect the results of the current status of
consultations on watershed restoration actions.

455-BS The plan has been revised to provide a discussion of differing degrees of
significance of impacts on listed species. See response to the previous comment
BA in this letter. The assumptions discussed in this section of the plan that relate to
analysis of impacts on listed species include the time available for watershed
restoration projects (page 247 of the draft plan); the growth potential for trees used
to estimate the effects of second-growth management (page 248 of the draft plan);
and the effects of noise and disturbance on wildlife in general (page 248 of the
draft plan). Discussions of noise and calculations of old-growth forest habitat in the

parks were placed in an appendix because of the technical nature of these
discussions.

455-BT There is no requirement to provide headings for each category of impact.
All relevant impacts have been discussed under each impact topic at a level
appropriate for a general plan given the available information. Cumulative impacts

on major resources chosen as impact topics are discussed at the end of each impact
topic.

455-BU Continued human use of RNSP beaches might result in disturbance
thought to discourage plover nesting. There is less human use of beaches during
the winter. If the parks’ annual surveys should find that plovers are attempting to
nest on parks’ beaches, RNSP staff would consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service to determine how to protect nesting plovers from human disturbance.

455-BV Observations in 1998 suggest that a pair of bald eagles may be nesting in
or near the parks. It 18 not possible to accurately describe impacts from RNSP
activities based on the possible sighting of a single nest. How any future nests
would be protected would depend on the location of the nest.

455-BW Murrelet critical habitat has been designated within Redwood National
and State Parks only in the three state parks, General impacts on marbled murrelet
critical habitat are addressed on pages 263 (vegetation management), 264 (fire
management), and 266 (hazard tree removal) in the draft plan. There are no site-
specific proposals in the plan for which impacts to murrelet critical habitat can be
analyzed in additional detail. The discussion of general effects from noise and

disturbance on page 260, general effects from human use on pages 261-262, and
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Prairie restoration. Discuss the potential removal of suitable murrelet habitat and disturbance to owls or
murrelets,

i

Fire management. Discuss potential removal or degradation of snitable habitat due to the prescribed bum
program., This section states that all burns will be conducted outside the nesting season, yet your staff has
contacted our office to conduct burns during the nesting season due to a continued problem with not being
able to attain proper burn conditions outside of the breeding season. We continue to recommend
conducting prescribed fires outside of the marbled murrelet breeding season to avoid adverse effects on
murrelet reproduction,

Visitor use. Specific information should be provided on ail of the new trails included in the description of
the alternative. Information is provided on the amount of old-growth forest within 0.25 mile of existing
trails. Does this include old-growth stands in State Parks? Why does this only tnclude trails and not all of
the Parks® facilities? The discussion only describes the impacts of constructing the east side trail and
Skunk Cabbage Groves trails, what about the other proposed trails? This section should give acreage
figures for all proposed trails in the National and State Parks. The baseline figures should include atl
existing developrients, traiis, and roads in old-growth forests, There is no discussiot about the
construction of new campsites, campgrounds, primitive campsites, primary interpretive center in the B-
mill deck vicinity, or new Hiouchi information center.

| Conclusion. This section only discusses the long-term benefits from park activities. There is no
discussion about increased recreational use and new developments.

Cwmnulative impacts. There is no discussion how the Parks would respond to impacts oceurring outside
the Park boundaries or coordinate with adjacent landowners. This section concludes that the cumulative
adverse impact on marbled murrelets and northern spotted owls in the region from increasing visitor use
and development in the parks would be miner. This statement needs further justification for the murretet.
The cumulative itnpacts section under the various alternatives should follow the same format and provide
information on the same issues. For all alternatives, provide information on aH listed species.

: ; qtive 2, atened and endangered species. Page 308.

The sub-headings under this alternative are not in the same order 2s those discussed under alternative 1.
There is no discussion on fire management under this alternative, and there was no discussion on estuary
restoration bnder altemnative 1,

———— —

Watershed restoration, This discussion only addresses beneficial impacts. There is no discussion of
short-term negative impacts.

ileilhinknis - i

Ariificial impoundments and estugry restoration, Address the tidewater goby.

Prairie restoration. This discussion states that restoring natural ecological processes would result in
indirect long-term benefits for ail listed species. Explain how listed species will benefit, since the prairies
are not svitable habitat for any listed specics. Discuss whether suitable murrelet nest trees may be
impacted.

Visitor use, This discussion mentions that noise tmpacts could be mitigated by various means, This is not
relevant unless the mitigation measures are part of the proposed alternative. Describe the mitigation
measures that wonid be implemented. This section concludes that the construction of more campsites at
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general effects from trail use and maintenance on page 266 applies to critical
habitat.

455-BX The document has been revised according to this comment,

455-BY No large trees would be removed for construction without surveys to
determine if the trees are suitable nest trees for any listed bird species. Understory
shrubs and small trees might be removed depending on the location of the
construction, if surveys by RNSP biologists indicate that these trees are not suitable
nesting habitat and that the removal of shrubs and small t{reees would not
significantly degrade nesting habitat. Trees suitable for nesting by listed species

“would not be removed. Habitat degradation is a subjective evaluation that habitat is

less suitable than prior to disturbance and cannot be quantified in the same terms as
loss of habitat. All construction will be preceded by site-specific planning,
accompanied by environmental comphance documents and subject to consultation
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service
if any listed species or designated critical habitat might be affected.

455 BZ A discussion of levels of significance has been added to the plan. The
plan has been updated to reflect the most recent results of consultations with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Also see responses to comments BA, BE, and CE
tn this letter.

455-CA The restoration of dune communities is not an issue requiring a decision
at the level of a general management plan and is therefore beyond the scope of this
plan. Exotic plant species are being removed from beaches as funding allows in
accordance with the approved Exotic Plant Management Plan, The effects on listed
species of prescribed burning in old-growth are discussed on pages 263-65, 288-89,
328, and 345 in the draft plan. Prairie restoration would have no direct effects on
marbled murrelet habitat because there is no suitable murrelet habitat in prairies or
oak woodlands. Impacts on owl habitat and from drifting smoke are mentioned on

pages 264-035, 288, 310, and 327 of the draft plan.

455-CB Unnecessary disturbance would include unlimited visitor access to the
entire beach. Beach access under Native American or commercial fishing permits
could be allowed with restrictions. The double heading has been corrected in the
final plan.

455-CC  Visitor use of vehicles on the beaches is included in the general
discussion of disturbance effects from increased visitor use on page 265 of the draft
plan, and camping is discussed on page 266. The first sentence of the paragraph at
the bottom of page 266 that discusses the effects of hazard tree removal refers to
northern spotted owls and marbled murrelets. The document has been revised to
clarify who conducts surveys. |
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455-CZ 455-CY 455-CX 455-CW 455.CVY

455-DA

455-DB

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Gold Bluffs Beach would not result in new adverse impacts on the snowy plover because the amount of
human use in the immediate vicinity of the campground makes it generally unsuitable for plover nesting.
[f Park activities at Gold Bluffs Beach have made this habitat unsuitable for plover nesting this needs to be
addressed. This discussion also concludes that the construction of new campgrounds in suitable ow] and
murrelet habitat would be an adverse impact but the amount of habitat affected would be very small. This
needs to be placed in context to how much suitable habitat within the Parks is already impacted,

"Fﬁ’afersﬁed resmrarfarr T‘hls drse LgSton nmy addresses Iang—tﬁnn bﬂnef cial rmpacts There is no
discussion of short-term negative impacts.

Second-growth forest managemeni. This section states there would be no short-term adverse impacts on
marbled murrelets from noise because the stands are not suitable murrelet habitat. The treated stands may
be adjacent to suitable habitat and unless limited operating periods will be imposed this statement is not
correct.

Prairie restoration. Discuss the potential for impacting suitable murrelet nest trees.

Fire managemeni. Provide data to support the following statement: opening the understory canopy with
fire would have minor positive benefits for murrelets by increasing the space available for them to
maneuver to 2 nest. Discuss the adverse effect of removing understory trees in relation to future benefits
understory trees would have provided relative to development of potential nest trees, microhabitat, and
cover {rom predators. Discuss potential long-term adverse impacts due to escaped fire removing or
degrading suitable habitat,

Visitor use, This section states that there would be a reduction by 9 % of the old-growth forests in the
parks that would be affected by trails. Similar information needs to be provided for the other alternatives.
| In addition, this section states that 54% of the old-growth woutd be within 0.25 mile of roads, trails, or
facilities. Alternative 1 describes the percentage of old-growth within 0.25 mile of trails only. Similar
data need to be presented in each altemative. This discussion also includes impacts from the hazard tree
program while the discussion for alternative 1 does not.

F&'suur use. Altemmative 4 wnuld result in the greatest Iung—tl:rm adverse i 1mpacts on owls and murrelets,
however, it also states that 69 percent of the old-growth forest would be within 0.25 mile of a road, trail,
ot facility. This is the same estimate that was given for altemative 1. Are the trail and {acilities
developments in alternative ! and 4 the same? There is no discussion about impacts from new
campgrounds.

Canclusion. Construction and maintenance activities would be conducted at times to avoid adverse
impacts on listed species. If limited operating periods will be imposed for all activities during the
breeding season, this needs to be described in the description of the alternative. Restricting ali
construction and maintenance activities to the time petiod outside of the breeding season is not discussed
under alternative 3 (the preservation ¢emphasis alternative), Implementation of limited nperatmg pennds is
not clearly stated for each of the alternatives.

18

455- CD  Acreages of suitable habitat are provided to give readers an
understanding of the amount of threatened and endangered species habitat in the
parks. Information on roads and trails is available in the biological assessments that
have been submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The information on
roads and trails is incorporated by reference because it is too lengthy to be included
in this general plan. Because this is a joint plan for management of Redwood
National Park and the three redwood state parks included in the national park
boundary as described on page 3, all information that does not specifically refer to
either national or state park lands applies to both national and state parks.

435-CE  See responses to comments AZ, BF, and BZ in this letter. Both agencies
agree that some work is allowed during the breeding seasons for northern spotted
owls and marbled murrelets. However, see comment 455 BF regarding the
agencies’ posttion that before listing of owls and murrelets, work was conducted. in
more locations without being limited to certain dates. We agree that the format of
the document, especially the impact section, is not ideal. However, we believe that
changes at this point would not be cost-effective,

453-CF See response to comment BA for a discussion of how significance is
determined.

455-CG The agencies believe that the proposed actions do not result in significant
adverse effects on listed species, with significant defined to mean actions that
would jeopardize the continuing survival of a listed species. Given the requirement
that visitors be allowed to use and enjoy the parks, it is the agencies’ position that
all proposed actions are in full compliance with the requirements of the
Endangered Species Act and NPS adn CDPR policies and guidelines, as discussed
in response 455 BQ. The Federal Register notice that lists the marbled murrelet as
threatened (57 FR 45328, October 1, 1992} describes the primary factor leading to
the listing as loss of mature and old-growth forest habitat. Based on this statement,
it is reasonable to state that continued timber harvest of old-growth forests outside
RNSP boundaries would be a major adverse impact. Without knowing how much
timber would be harvested, and whether harvest units are occupied by murrelets, it
is the agencies’ position that less harvest could have less impact, and therefore
could result in a moderate adverse effect. Assuming that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service allows timber harvest under an incidental take permit, as we believe is
occurring on private timberlands in Humboldt County, it is consistent with the
levels of signiticance defined in response AZ above - that these impacts are
moderate.

455-CH The text has been changed in the final plan.

455-C1 Impacts and the mitigation for impacts on each listed species will vary
with the site-specific action and the species. It is not possible in a general plan to
describe the impacts in more detail. The discussion of impacts on peregrine
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455-DC

455-DG 455-DF 455-DE 455-DD

455-DH

455-DI-DK

COMMENTS

Consultation and coordination, Page 3535,

Consultation wu'?i the U S, ?E?E d Wildlije Service. 1his scciion relerences a species st issued by the -

Service on January 1997. Species lists are only valid for 90 days from the date of receipt. This section
should reference a current species list. This section should state that consultation on this plan will be

completed priar to signing the Record of Decision. It would have been beneficial fo have solicited Service

involvement early in the development of the issues and alternatives, given some of the apparent conflicts.

Summary of major issues raised during scoping. Exotic plant management and appropriate visitor use
levels in sensitive resource areas are implied to be adeguately addressed in this document; however, little
to no information regarding these two issues is provided in the Plan,

APPENDIXES, BIBLIOGRAPHY, GLOSSARY, AND PREPARERS

15 1aple SAOWS CONnsh b1 O various 1 ES s TOLIOWS. oW CHIEIDSIEC: stilike CEIDILHITOUTIRES
100 miles of foot trail; 30 miles of equestrian trail; 30 miles of bicycle trail; Jedediah Smith Redwood
State Park entrance and access road; Del Norte Coast Redwood State Park entrance and access road;
primary visitor center; and Hiouchi information center. These construction activities need to be
adequately described in the description of the alternatives and the effects chapter, In the tables, the
number of miles of new trail for alternative 1 is the same for alternative 2 and alternative 3: however,
under the environmental consequences these altematives are presented as being different.

endix F. Summ e lans. Pa 08

This section should include the final recovery plans for marbled murrelet, American peregrine falcon, bald
eagie, and brown pelican.

Fire management plan. This summary states that the plan requires that all wildfires be suppressed.
Provide a discussion in the Plan regarding the future strategy for managing wildfires. The existing fire
management plan does not include extensive buming in vegetation types other than oak woodlands and
prairics, Provide a clear discussion under each alternative on the development of a new fire management
plan to cover burning in other vepetation types {e.g. old-growth redwood forests).

Backcountry trail pfan. Tdentify trails that have already been constructed and those the Parks do not plan
to construct, Under each alternative, clearly state which trails and how many miles would be permitted
based on the location of the primitive zone boundaries.

Davison Ranch development concept plem, Clarify under sach alternative whether all actions called for in

this plan will be implemented, such as the 22 miles of new trails.
Identiﬁr trmls that have already bﬁ:n cunstructed and ﬂim tlu: Parks do not plan to construct,
Appendix . Rare, sensitive, threa ;.ur.. and endangersd species known 1o geoys ' Redwood Nations

and State Patks, Page 413,
Update the breeding observation section for the peregrine falcon to represent the presence of known
nesting sites within the Parks, Discuss plover wintering areas.

1%

RESPONSES

falcons, bald eagles, and western snowy plovers appears on page 260 of the draft
plan.

455-CJ Short-term effects of all proposed actions on northemn spotted owls and
marbled murrelets are discussed on pages 260-67 of the draft plan.

455-CK Site-specific management strategies for second-growth management will
be presented in the second-growth management plan. The management strategies
might vary by site based on the resource values and petential visitor use. It is
appropriate that management strategies of an implementation plan reflect the
emphases of RNSP management presented in this general plan. It is not reasonable

to attempt to predict what actions the ﬂgEHCIES might be taking more than 100
years in the future.

NOLLYNIGHOOy INV NOLIVETISNOD)

455.CL Prairie restoration would have no direct effects on marbled murrelet
habitat because there is no suitable murrelet habitat in prairies or oak woodlands
according to the definition of suitable murrelet nesting trees in the Federal Register
listing notice (57 FR 45328, October 1, 1992) and in the Recovery Plan for the
Threatened Marbled Murrelet. The prairies themselves are not suitable nesting
habitat for any listed species that occur in the parks. Some of the older Douglas-fir
trees on the prairie edges might be suitable for northem spotted owls. Impacts on
suitable owl habitat and on both species from drifting smoke from prairie
restoration activities aré¢ mentioned on pages 264-65, 288, 310, and 327 of the draft
plan. Long-term indirect benefits for all listed species in the parks are anticipated
from restoring native communities and processes because of the benefits of
restoring all communities that comprise the original ecosystem in which these
species live. Also see responses to comments CA and CX in this letter,

455-CM The text has been revised to reflect that prescribed burning in old
growth depends on weather conditions. .

455-CN Specific information on trails does not meet the purpose of and need for
a general plan, Specific information on trail construction and facility maintenance
has been provided to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in the biological
assessments, which are incorporated by reference into this document. Additional
information on trails will be included in the new comprehensive trail plan. The
purpose of a general plan is to provide broad guidance for development of
appropriate facilities, but it cannot provide the site-specific detail necessary to
describe impacts at the level raquested The trail plan and any plans for new
construction will be prepared when it is likely that funding will be available. These
plans will be accompanied by environmental compliance documents that will
describe the impacts for each trail or development on a site-specific basis. Both
agencies will consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on all plans for all
new construction under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and will develop
site-specific mitigation according to the results of the consultations.




COMMENTS | RESPONSES

455-DL

453-DM

it

Appendix J. Sound R ' B N e 455-CO Short-term adverse impacts on listed species from noise and disturbance

Clarify why this section is included. due to increased visitation and construction of new facilities are described on pages
261, 265, 289, 290, and 291 of the draft plan,

Appendix 1. Acreage of existing and proposed RNSP facilities and development within potential habitat

for ihreatened and endangered birds. Page 426, 435-CP See response to comment 455 AZ for the definition of minor impacts.

This table should include all facilities, roads, and trails. It should also include all suitable habitat within

0.25 mile of these facilities, otherwise it ts a very misleading picture. Only one acreage figure is Because of the wide range of possibilities of actions that could occur outside RNSP

presented for each facility yet the note states that the acreage represents habitat for all listed terrestrial boundaries, and the variety of listed species that occur within the parks, it is not
species. Since these species have very different habitat requirements (1.¢. murrelets and plovers), clarify possible to pmwde a meanlngfui discussion of how the National Park Service and
what the acreage figure represents. California Department of Parks and Recreation might respond to all these actions

based on NPS and CDPR responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act. The
discussion of cumulative impacts on listed species on pages 267-71 discusses the
major impacts. The National Park Service and the California Department of Parks
and Recreation will use all available authorities to protect resources within their
boundaries. Page 260 of the draft plan describes why the impact section is focused
oh birds that nest in old-growth forests and salmonids. We agree that the format of
the document, especially the impact section, is not ideal. However, we believe that
changes at this point would not be cost-effective.

455-CQ The discrepancies have been corrected in the final plan.

455-CR The first sentence under "Watershed Restoration Impacts” on page 308 of
the draft plan describes short-term adverse effects on coho salmon. Other adverse
effects are described under “Impacts of Actions That Are Common to All
Alternatives” on pages 260-63 in the draft plan.

455-CS Artificial impoundments are not in locations that were formerly tidewater
goby habitat, so there would be no effects on gobies from any action related to

artificial impoundments, Effects on gobies from estuary restoration are discussed
on pages 270, 285, 309, 327, and 345 of the draft plan.

455-CT See response CL above.

455-CU Mitigation measures are relevant regardless of where they appear in a
document. It is confusing for most readers to include minor mitigation measures in
the description of the alternatives because the readers often do not know what
adverse effect is being mitigated. This is especially true for indirect long-term
effects. It 1s not possible to know all potential mitigation measures that might be
needed without site-specific analyses of actions. The primary mitigation measures
for adverse effects on wetlands and threatened and endangered species are
described on page 31 of the draft plan in the "Actions Common to All
Alternatives” section. Other mitigation is described where the impact is described.
Human use of beaches is mentioned on page 184 of the draft plan as one of the
causes of plover decline. The National Park Service and the California Department
of Parks and Recreation do not know the extent to which visitor use of Gold Bluffs
Beach has affected western snowy plovers. The context for the amount of

240 I
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endangered species habitat affected by RNSP facilities excluding roads and trails
appears in appendix L (final plan). The amount of old-growth forest that would be
affected by trail construction proposed in approved plans appears on page 289 of
the draft plan. Because of the number of listed species and the variety of habitats
occupied by these species, this detailed information appears in the biclogical
assessments submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National
Marine Fisheries Service under section 7 consultations and is incorporated by
reference into this document.

455-CV  Short-term benefits for threatened and endangered species from
watershed restoration are discussed on page 326 of the draft plan. Short-term
negative impacts are discussed on pages 260-63 in the draft plan in the “Impacts of
Actions That Are Common to All Alternatives” section.

455-CW Breeding season noise restrictions for work within 0.25 mile of any
suitable northern spotted owl or marbled murrelet habitat are mitigation measures
that are common to all alternatives. The site-specific impacts and primary mitiga-
tion measures for all second-growth management activities will be discussed in the
second growth management plan and the accompanying environmental document.

455-CX See previous responses to comments 455 CA and CL.

455-CY The documnent has been revised according to this comment, The potential
adverse effects of catastrophic fires on forest nesting birds, both from removing
nesting habitat and from fire suppression, are discussed under impacts common to
all alternatives on pages 264-265, 269, and 328 of the draft plan, It appears to be

important for murrelets to have numerous dominant trees for nesting opportunities,

but at the nest site, a lower density of dominant trees may facilitate access to the
nest tree for a bird with limited flying maneuverability (Grenier and Nelson 1995).
Hamer and Nelson (1995) suggest that murrelets may be choosing nesting sites
with lower canopy closures immediately around the nest to improve flight access
but selecting nest platforms with dense overhead cover for protection from
predation. Grenier and Nelson (1995) found that some forest stands occupied by
murrelets in Oregon were in forests whose structures had been affected or produced
by fire. Factors that decrease the likelihood of intense fires allow higher densities
of remnant trees. All stands had older forest structures that survived or were
created by fire (snags, woody debris). The National Park Service and the California
Deparment of Parks and Recreation recognize that while low canopy closure may
allow murrelets access to nests, most nests near openings were unsuccessful.

455-CZ The information on the percentage of old growth within 0.25 mile of
traifs for alternative 1 appears, in the draft plan, on page 289, for alternative 2 on
page 311, and for alternative 4 on page 346. The discussion of impacts from
hazardous tree management for alternative 1 appears on page 266 of the draft plan
under the "Impacts of Actions That Are Common to All Alternatives” section.
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Alternative 3 has a separate discussion of hazard tree removal impacts because
there might eventually be fewer state park campsites from which hazard trees are
removed. In the other alternatives, campsites would be retained or added.

455-DA  The locations of new trails proposed under this alternative will be
described in greater detail in the new comprehensive trail plan. This detailed, site-
specific plan will describe how much additional old growth might be affected. The
impacts of adding new campgrounds under alternative 4 -- noise and disturbance,
habitat modification, construction-related impacts, and human use -- are included

in the "Impacts That Are Common to All Alternatives” section on pages 260-62 of
I the draft plan.

455-DB Limited operating periods would be instituted only when such a
restriction is needed to protect resources. It is neither efficient nor effective to
manage a park on a part-time basis, even under a preservation-oriented alternative.
Resource management and visitor use would occur daily on a year-round basis in
| at least some locations throughout the parks. See page 247 in the draft plan and
responses to comments BA, BF, BZ, and CE in this letter for a discussion of
Tlimited operating periods in certain locations to avoid or reduce noise disturbance
to breeding threatened and endangered birds. )

455-DC This section is a history of the interaction with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. The January 1997 date refers to the date of the parks' initial request for a
list of threatened and endangered species. The list was received in May 1997, The
parks receive quarterly updates of the list of threatened and endangered species,
with the most recent list received in November 1998. The endangered species that
are known to occur or that might inhabit the parks and their most current status
appear in appendix I (final plan). This information was updated several times
during the preparation of the plan to account for changes in the status of coastal
cutthroat trout and Klamath Mountains Province and Northern California steelhead.
Although the current list received from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service does not
include several endangered plants, these species will be retained in the appendix so

that readers are aware of the possibility that these plants might be encountered on
RNSP lands.

455-DD  The Exotic Plant Management Plan provides sufficient guidance for the
National Park Service and the California Department of Parks and Recreation to
manage exotic plants within RNSP boundaries. Therefore, the parks believe that
general management plan-level decisions are not needed for additional guidance
for managing exotic plants. Visitor use in sensitive resource areas is addressed in as
much detai] as appropriate in a general plan. Additional site-specific
implementation plans listed on pages 35-36 of the draft plan will address visitor
use if appropriate for a given plan.
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455-DE By statute, the National Park Service is required to provide costs

~ estimates in general management plans, and unit quantities are required to prepare

these estimates. As the introductory text for appendix A (final plan) explains these
are general estimates with assumptions (not specific proposals) made on facility
sizes primatily for the puipose of comparing alternatives. Specific quantities for
facilities (such as the 75 campsites quoted) will be determined through more
detailed site planning, design, and compliance activities. Note that, based on a
change in text for the trail proposals (to defer all decisions to a new RNSP-wide
trail plan), the trail cost estimates have been removed from the appendix. In the
end the final cost of the trails is anticipated to be much less than shown in the draft
management plan because it is likely that much if not all of the work will be done
by day labor crews, volunteers, and other lower-cost implementation techniques.

)

455-DF This section summarizes RNSP plans that are referenced in the general
plan. It is not intended to summarize management plans prepared by other
agencies,

455-DG This section summarizes what is in the current approved Fire Man-
agement Plan. 1t is beyond the scope and general nature of a general management
plan to provide detailed outlines of the humber of acres of each vegetation type to
be burned and the exact location of those burns. The current approved Fire
Management Plan includes provisions for burning in five locations other than the
Bald Hills prairies and oak woodlands, including coastal shrub and old-growth
vegetation types. The next revision of the Fire Management Plan, scheduled in
2000, will discuss the resource management goals 10 be achieved by use of
prescribed fire in other vegetation types. The National Park Service has recently
updated its Fire Management Guideline in accordance with nationwide fire

management goals and policies that apply to all federal land management agencies.

"Director’s Order #18: Wildland Fire Management" was issued November 17,
1998, 1t is based on the December 1995 Final Report of the Federal Wildland Fire
Management Policy and Program Review. Under the new NPS policy, until a fire
management plan is approved, all wildland fires must be aggressively suppressed,
taking into account the resources to be protected and firefighter and public safety.
All fires burning in natural or landscaped vegetation will be classified as either
wildland fire or prescnibed fires. All wildland fires will be effectively managed,
considering resources and human safety, using the full range of strategic and
tactical options described in an approved fire management plan, A systematic
decision making process will be used to determine the most appropriate
management strategies for all unplanned ignitions and for any prescribed fires that
are no longer meeting resource management objectives. The full range of |
suppression strategies will be considered by the superintendents who are guiding
suppression efforts, Methods used to suppress wildland fires should minimize the
impacts of the suppression action and the fire, commensurate with effective control
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and resource values to be protected. Firefighter and public safety is the first priority
in all fire management activities. NPS policy recognizes that the need to expedite
operations in the wildland fire management program, combined with the
interagency nature of the program, has resulted in a body of law and business and

personnel management practices that are quite different from those that normally
apply to the National Park Service.

455-DH No new trails would be constructed in the primitive zone. The RNSP
comprehensive trail plan will describe existing and proposed trails and will list
those trail segments that will be removed or relocated, Miles of existing trails in

primitive zone boundaries are given in the management zoning section for each
alternative.

455-DI Under all alternatives in the management plan, the actions described in
the Davison Ranch Development Concept Plan will be implemented, as described
in the "Finding of No Significant Impacts” issued in October 1996,

455-DJ See previous comment DH in this letter.
455-DK  The document has been revised according to these comments.

455-DL  Information on how noise levels are calculated is included to provide
background and definitions for terms used in the noise section on page 185 of the
draft plan. Previous comments (BK and BX in this letter) relate to discussions of -
noise effects and an explanation of noise level calculations is appropriate if noise
might affect listed species, -

4553-DM Because of the number of endangered species with different habitat
requirements throughout the parks, this general plan can only summarize and
present enough information to give the reader a general idea of how many facilities
might be located in suitable habitat for an endangered species. Tables in the

referénced biological assessments provide detailed acreages of habitat throughout
the patks for each species. -
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U. S. Department of the Interior
U. 8. Geological Survey
Biclogical Resources Division

Western Ecological Research Center
6000 J Street, Placer Hall ,
Sacramento, CA 95819-6129 Y
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g
October 1, 1998 Lo 9
Superintendents AT g
Redwood National and State Parks i Vs ~. -*
Crescent City, California 95531 % in

Dear Mr. Ringgold and Mr, Sermon:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft General Management Plan for Redwood
National and State Patks. The document represents an immense effort, and covers a wide range
of concems. We support the preferred alternative, Alternative 1, but have a few comments on
tnisstatements or the lack of coverage on some critical topics. We first address some general
concepts, and then discuss specific comments.

Prioritis | { rohabilitati

P, v. Altemnative | proposes that watershed restoration will be accomplished mainly through
partial landform restoration, Although road decommissioning (partial road removal) and
landform restoration (complete road removal) are defined in the glossary, *partial landform
restoration’ is only defined on p. 29. [t would help the reader to add this definition to the
glossary. Table 2 on p. 30 { which defines the two types of road rehabilitation work being used in
the watershed) does not describe partial landform restoration either, so it is difficult to know

specifically what Alternative 1 is proposing for park roads. g€tz lesis to confusion later on
P 239.

P.239p. 7. 1t would ke helpful to clarify that funding to repair damage from the January, 1997
storm will extend through 2001, and then funding would be reduced to 1996 levels, It is unclear
how “completion dates for the alternatives are based on these prior funding levels.” For example,
Alternative 1 proposes an increase in treating roads from 2.5 to 9.5 miles per year, with partial
landform restoration (2 high cost reatment) as the prefetred method, but with no increased
funding over 1996 levels. How would this be accomplished?

We suggest that if the objective is to reduce erosion potential on abandoned roads as quickly as
possible, that a Jower cost treatment such as partial road removal (rather than landform
restoration) be used on less critical road segments in order to treat more stream crossings for a
given amount of money. In order to meet Alternative 1's goal of treating 9.5 miles of road per
year, some flexibility in prescribing the intensity and type of treatment wiil be necessary, The

]r::vel of treatment should depend on the erosion susceptibility of a road as well as visibility to
visitors. '

RESPONSES

~ 264-A Many changes were made throughout the document, including the

glossary, to help clarify the terminology.

264-B The preferred alternative can only be implemented as proposed with
increased funding, We have calculated that this would require an additionai
$640,000 per year (in '98 dollars) to treat the remaining roads within the parks and
approximately $400,000 per year additionally for upper basin. In the absence of a
significant increase in funding to achieve the goals of the preferred alternative,
treatments may be modified and priorities shifted as appropriate to treat as many
high priority sites as quickly as possible. Comment B in Sabra Steinberg's letter has-
more detailed information on how costs were calculated.

264-C This is correct. Significant increases in funding are required to achieve the
goals of alternative 1 in a timely manner. Without increased funding, managers
would retain and exercise the flexibility necessary to achieve the highest priority
projects. See also replies to comment A in the U.S. Forest Service 10/18/98 letter
and comment A in the U.S. Forest Service 10/8/98 letter.
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RESPONSES

In addition, given that there are 1110 miles of road the upper basin and 155 miles of roads to be
treated left on parklands, the park should seriously consider reallocation of some park resources
to crosion prevention efforts in the upper basin, Long-term protection of downstream park
resources, such as the Tall Trees Grove and the aquatic and riparian habhitats of Redwood Creek,
depends on the diminishment of threats located outside parklands.

Aioregional P :
P. 153 Affected Environment;

The discussion on affected environment breaks park resources down to a species-by-species
level. For example, the discussion on marbled murrelets (P. 183) discusses the habitat
requirements mn texms of individual tree characteristics without discussing the importance of
RNSP lands in a regional context. There needs to be a discussion of Bioregional Ecosystem
Issues which covers critical habitat issues such as biodiversity, connectivity of habitat throughout
the redwood region, forest fragmentation, distribution of aquatic and terrestrial refugia, wildlife
migration corridors, landscape level analyses, ete, 1f the goal is to engage in ecosystem
management, the park needs to discuss implications of its actions that go beyond a single species
or its own political boundaries.

Adaptive Mapagement

P. 2. The GMP states “Management decisions about resources and visitor use are based on and

supported by adequate scientific information.” Reid and Furniss (in review) discuss the

relationship between land management and science:
State-of-the-art environmental management plans acknowledge that the current state of
ecosystem knowledge is imperfect, so they generally incorporate an element of "adaptive
management:” outcomes of actions are to be monitored so that future decisions can
benefit from experience. In the Pacific Northwest, for example, effectiveness monitoring
1s an essential component of the Northwest Forest Plan, and is intended to be the
feedback mechanism whcmby the Forest Plan can be continually improved to better meet
its objectives.

We believe that the concept of adaptive management should be a cornerstone of RNSP
management activities, and that new scientific information (based on in-house, interagency or
academic studies) should effectively be brought into the planning and development stages of
park management. Redwood National Park’s expansion legislation (Public Law 95-250)
specifically states that the “Secretary ...shall adapt his general management plan to benefit from
the results of (erosioh and sedimentation) studies.” This implies that the parks’ management
decisions may need to change through time, even though a general management plan has been
adopted. There is no explicit statement about adaptive management or monitoring in the Draft
General Management Plan. We believe that RNSP should continue its current long-term

raonitoring efforts, and institute monitoring programs to assess proposed management actions for
those areas where monitoring does not already exist.

Water Qualjty Jssucs

P. 167, last paragraph: “Overall the water quality in the parks meets or exceeds the water quality
objectives established by the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board.” In fact, the
Environmental Protection Agency has listed Redwood Creek as sediment impaired, under

the results . .

264-D See reply to comment A in the U.S. Forest Service 10/8/98 letter.

264-E  Resource descriptions included in the "Affected Environment” section are
provided for a reader to understand those resources that would be affected by
actions proposed in the alternatives. Issues covered in the plan are those brought up
during scoping and for which the National Park Service and the California
Department of Parks and Recreation believe a decision is needed and alternatives
exist. It is a stated objective of the plan (page 38 of the draft plan) to ensure that all
resource management efforts support the perpetuation of the redwood forest
ecosystem. Biodiversity is one component of the ecosystem, along with the other
processes and components mentioned in the comment. NPS and CDPR policies and
guidelines provide guidance to allow the parks to address regional and ecosystem
issues including the role of the parks in the maintenance of biodiversity. The
discussions of single species are needed to describe the biology of listed threatened
and endangered animals so that readers can judge the effect of proposed
management actions on these species. The cumulative impact discussion (pages
268-271 in the draft plan) describes the effects of human activities throughout the
Pacific Northwest region, in concert with natural processes and events, on
threatened and endangered species.

264-F We have practiced adaptive management throughout the science program at
Redwood National and State Parks. The legislation that expanded the national park
in 1978 (PL 95-250) states that: "the Secretary shall undertake studies and publish

. and shall adapt his general management plan to benefit from the
results of such studies.” For example, one basis for a shift of resources and
program emphasis to the upper basin is the outcome of sediment source, transport,
and storage studies on Redwood Creek. In addition, by evaluating and refining our
watershed rehabilitation techniques, we have become much more cost- effective in
terms of cost per yard of potential sediment erosion.

264-G The plan has been revised to reflect the inclusion of Redwood Creek on

the Environmental Protection Agency's list of impaired waters under Section 303
(d)(1)(A) of the Clean Water Act.
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Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. In conjunction with the North Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board (INCRWQB), the EPA is currently formulating a “Water Quality
Attainment Strategy and Implementafion Plan” for the Redwood Creek watershed (commonly
referred to as the Total Maximum Daily Load, or TMDL process). The GMP needs to discuss
the park’s intended compliance with the TMDL (perhaps on P. 240), which is due to be adopted
by the NCRWQB in December, 1998,

E n ] E ) I
p. 171 Plants
It is interesting to note that special sections are devoted to brushlands, dry forests, ete., but

nothing is discussed about riparian forests. The riparian zones of Redwood Creek have been
highly disturbed through time (in 1948, 86% of its channel length was dominated by uncut,
conifer trees; in 1997 only 15% of the riparian zone was unecut, (Umer and Madej, 1998)).
Riparian condifions are critical in influencing stream temperature and aquatic habitat, recruitment
of large woody debris to stream channels, and providing wildlife habitat. Riparian forests do not
necessarily meet the definition of “riverine wetlands” as described on p. 170 because the
influence of riparian forests extends much farther than the area inundated in a wetland. The
President’s Northwest Forest Plan targets riparian reserves as special areas of concern, and the
parks, likewise, should give some specific consideration to riparian forests.

Interagency Cooperation
P. 64 Actions under Alternative 1:
“...resource management staff offices in Arcata would be relocated to 2 GSA butlt-to-

specification fagility ...in the Orick area.”

In March, 1994, an Environmental Assessment by RNSP stated: "because of the present
emphasis on establishing partnerships between private and public entities for regional ecosystem
management, the NPS acknowledges the desirability of retaining an office in Arcata to interact
with the potential pariners; to avoid diminishing the established relationship between researchers
in wildlife, fisheries, geomorphology and hydrology; to continue to enjoy mutual benefits to the
university students and park; and to promote coordinated development of geographic information
systems (GIS)."

We feel that the underlying conditions behind that decision are even more pressing today than in
1994, and that a move of critical personnel to Orick would be a setback in the promulgation of
region-wide stidies on the redwood ecosystem, The access to two-thirds of the Redwood Creek
basin is through Arcata, via Highway 299. If the Arcata office is closed, it would be more
difficult to provide technical assistance to and coordinate efforts among private landowners, to
participate in monttoring the effectiveness of the EPA's Water Quality Attainment Strategy and
Implementation Plan, to conduct timber harvest reviews, and to formulate and implement a
Coordinated Resoufce Management Plan. S

In addition, a major emphasis of the RNSP’s GIS program is interagency GIS. Under Executive
Order 12906, federal agencies are required to make their geospatial data freely available to the
public. The area encompassed by the Northwest Forest Plan includes many threatened and
endangered species, which require assessment from an ecosystem perspective. Past problems

RESPONSES

264-H Much of the watershed restoration program is directed at protecting
streamside resources and aquatic habitats. The National Park Service uses the
Cowardin classification system to define wetlands, as directed by the Department
of the Interior and noted on page 169. Impact topics were selected based on legal
requirements to protect specific resources. NPS and CDPR policies provide
authority to protect all resources, not just those that are discussed in the
environmental impact statement. |

264-1 Although the preferred alternative envisions consolidation of the NPS
offices currently in Arcata and Orick in a new office facility located outside the
parks near Orick, the agencies intend to retain a small staff presence in the Arcata
area in office space shared with other federal agencies. The staff remaining in
Arcata would be those whose primary duties involve participating in interagency
GIS coordination, other cooperative programs with other agency staff, and private
landowners that focus on the redwood ecosystem, such as erosion control efforts.in
the upper Redwood Creek basin,
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have resulted from each agency developing and maintaining its own data sets. Integrating all
data from many organizations into singular versions, which are seamiess across ownerships and
the {andscape, would provide new opportunities to evaluate ecosystem health using shared copies
of data. Patk participation and leadership in the North Coast Geographic Information

Cooperative will help assure the public has timely access to data from many organizations which
manage public resources.

Besides the local Iandowners, the other agencies that RNSP deals with on redwood ecosystem
concerns are all based in the Eureka-Arcata area: U,8. Geological Survey, Burean of Land
Management, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest Service, National Marine Fisheries
Service, Environmental Protection Agency, National Weather Service, Army Corps of Engineers,
California Departments of Fish and Game and Forestry, county agencies, Humboldt State
University, College of the Redwoods and non-profit groups. Many joint projects have been
conducted by RNSP and the various agencies recently, including biologic and geomorphic
mventories, the evaluation of Habitat Conservation Plans and Aquatic Habitat Conservation
Plans, formulating and reviewing watershed analyses, developing a regional slope stability
model, studies on the effects of roads and restoration strategies, and the development of ¢common
geospatial data, The sharing of data development and data themes and instant peer review results
in a stronger regional perspective and less duplication of efforts, and ultimatel y leads to better
sctentific credibility of RNSP studies overall. Cooperation among agencies has blossomed
during the last few years, and we believe it is a step backward to physically withdraw from all

these cooperative efforts.

The following are comments on specific statements in the GMP:

P. 15 "The Goctiment states that 38,000 acres of the Redwood Creek watershed wero logged
before the expansion of Redwood National Park in 1978. In reality, close to 95,000 acres of the

watershed had been logged by this time (about 38,000 acres of the 48,000 acre park expansion
area had been logped).

MR AL ik e,

P, 17: Roads in the Redwood Creek Basin. This map is misieading because the legend shows a
road network for “Planned road removal in Redwood National Park.” These roads have, in fact,
been removed already, and should be labeled as such, The road network within the Lost Man
Creek basin, however, is not shown and should be displayed.

P. 19. The statement suggests that RNSP has more review authority in the Park Protection Zone
than is reality. Although RNSP staff are invited to pre-harvest inspections on PPZ lands, it
should be made clear that RNSP can only give recommendations and have o regulatory
authority in the PPZ. This means that suggestions by park staff tegarding timber harvest
Opérations may or may not be accepted by private landowners. RNSP staff are not part of the
official review committee for timber harvest plans; however, state park personnel are considered
part of the official review team for plans adjoining state park lands. RNSP should work towards
being acknowledged as part of the official review commijttee for all timber harvest plans

submitted in the Redwood Creek basin.

l;. 24 No facilities or permanent structures would be allowed in the Little Lost Man Creek

RESPONSES

264 J This statement has been clarified in the final plan.

264-K The map as been corrected to depict all roads in this area of the parks that
have been removed or treated.

264-L. The text on page 19 of the draft plan has been modified to clarify review
authority. In addition, current state Forest Practice Rules (Title 14 California Code
of Regulations sect. 10037.5(a)) state that the director (of the California
Department of Parks and Recreation) shall request a representative be present on
plans that may affect values on publicly owned parks. The director of the
California Department of Parks and Recreation may also request other county,
state, federal, or tribal agencies to assist as advisors in the review process. This is
not limited to lands adjoining state parks.

We concur that Redwood National and State Parks should be acknowledged as part
of the official review committee for all timber harvest plans submitted in the
Redwood Creek basin.

264-M The stream gaging station is not considered to be a permanent structure or
facility.
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Research Natural Area. Currently there exists a stream gaging station with associated footbridge
and equipment in this area. We hope that the ban on structures would not include the gaging
station.

P. 29 "Most of these abandoned logging and ranch roads are within the Redwood Creek basin in
the national park.” In fact, many more roads needing treatment lie outside of park boundaries
(1100 miles of roads upstream of park boundaries, as opposed to 155 miles slated for treatment
within the park).

We strongly support the statement that "RNSP staff would provide technical assistance upon
request to private landowners for erosion prevention on roads upstream from park boundaries.”
To address the erosion and sedimentation problems in the watershed, it is critical to formulate an
active program to cooperate with upstream landowners in reducing sediment yields. This should
be 1n addition to the on-going involvement with timber harvest plan reviews. The level of effort
that is required to deal with many private landowners on more than 70,000 acres upstream of the
patk points to the need for an expansion of the current park program in addressing upstream
threats to downstream park resources, The last sentence of P, 38 also speaks to the limited
ability of RNSP staff to further cooperative erosion prevention efforts because of the lack of

resources. The park should be committed to pursue additional resources to further erosion
prevention efforts throughout the watershed .

P. 30. "Efforts to reduce erosion potential at stream crossirgs on national park lands are common
to all alternatives...” If these efforts mean constructing rolling dips and upgrading culverts at
each crossing, then the draft should state that explicitly, It is unclear why "this reduction of
er0s10n potential at stream crossings would not occur on state lands.”

P. 34 "RNSP would also work with Calirans and the Federal Highway Administration to ensure
environmentally sensitive maintenance operations...”* Staff should also help assure that
operations on county roads which may affect the park are environmentally sensitive as well.

P. 35 Future Action Plans Needed:

An additional plan needed is an update of the Water Resource Management Plan to consider
wetlands and other concerns that were not identified in the original 1985 plan.

Coordinated Resource Management Plan: Such a plan would need to be agreed upon by all
landowners. It would result in recommended guidelines rather than a mandated set of land
management practices for each watershed, as stated in the Draf General Management Plan,

P. 48 Restoration in Redwood Creek estuary:

"A combination of 1and acquisition, conservation easements, partial levee removal and
restructuring would be considered for restoring the estuary.” This statement obligates the park to
only consider action, but not necessarily implement any corrective action, Changes in estuarine
conditions represent a serious threat to the viability of salmonids in the Redwood Creek
watershed, and we suggest that the parks need to be pro-active in its approach {o restoring the
estuary. In addition, the estuary problem is defined too narrowly. Past and present gravel
mining immediately upstrear of the estuary and on-going clearing of riparian vegetation

RESPONSES

264 N The text has been rewritten in the final plan,
264-0O This sentence has been deleted in the final plan.

264-P The preferred alternative has been revised to indicate that NPS and CDPR
staff would work with county agencies to ensure environmentally sensitive
maintenance operations on county roads within the parks,

264-Q We concur that the Water Resource Management Plan should be updated.

- The text that was on page 35 of the draft plan has been modified.

264-R  The National Park Service and California Department of Parks and
Recreation acknowledge on page 280 of the draft plan that landowner cooperation
is needed for some of the actions directed at restoring the estuary. The conclusion

and cumulative impact discussions on page 259 of the dratt plan list gravel mining

in Redwood Creek as one among several of the activities that have altered the
physical and biological processes in the estuary. The primary effect of gravel
mining is on the channel where the gravel is removed rather than downstream in
the estuary. This language remains in the final plan.

The maintenance of the levees by removing riparian vegetation has been added to
the text of past activities that have affected Redwood Creek and the estuary in the
final plan.
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between the flood levees certainly influences fish migration to the estuary, and should be
addressed in this document.

— -

P. 157, p.2. 5.5. The citation should be Madej (1992), The study refers to bedioad (sand and

gravel), not total sediment load as stated in the GMP. Also, it is important to state the rest of the

conciusions of that paper; that is, park hillslopes only contributed 7% of the bedload during the

study petiod (1980-199G). (Reworking of previously deposited sediment accounted for the

balance of the bedload budget). The discussion of fluvial erosion from stream diversions in this
paragraph is repeated at the top of P. 158, but with different percentages.

P.157p.3
The GMP states that of the 683 stream crossings within the park, only 375 (55% of all stream

crossings) have culverts. This aumber of culverts sounds low, based on Jocal experience in
mapping and inventorying roads,

P. 158 first paragraph, The citation for Spreiter and others is incorrect. Information on sediment
sources came from the Redwood National Park’s Draft Watershed Analysis. It should be stated
that percentages are approximate (“42%" implies an accutacy that is impossible to attain). Also,
bank erosion contributes less than 6% of the sediment load..

P, 158 fast p.

The GMP state that 1110 miles of road are in the Park Protection Zone. The 1110 miles of road
refers to the entire basin upstream of park boundaries, not just in the PPZ,
m
P. 161 pl. The Forest Practice Rules reguires maintenance of logging roads for three years after
completion of harvest, not after the initial road cnnstmctiun.

p. 263 The discussion of the impacts of watershed restoration was difficult to follow, because the

topics jump from fish to storm impacts to owls and back to fish again, without clearly stating
where the data for time frames came from.

p. 280. Table 24. It is unclear why watershed restoration activities would “reduce downstream

streambed migration.”

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We would be happy to discuss any
questions that may arise from them.

Sincerely,

Deborah Maxwell
Center Director

RESPONSES

264-S The text in the final plan has been changed.

264-T Our road inventory shows the following: 606 stream crossings with 310
culverts, 247 head water swales with 75 culverts, 51 springs with 27 culverts, and
291 ditch/road relief sites with 234 culverts. If the number of stream crossings is
combined with headwater swales, there are 831 sites that are a stream crossing,
headwater swale, or both. Of these 831 sites, only 376 have culverts. This text in
the final plan has been modified.

264-U The text in the final plan has been changed.

264-V There are 250-350 miles of road in the park protection zone. The text has
been modified.

264-W The maintenance of logging roads is required for only one year after
timber harvest. The text has been modified.

264-X The explanation in the "Assumptions and Methods for Assessing Impacts”
section (on pages 247-48 of the draft plan) of how timeframes were established for

relative impacts on threatened and endangered species of fish and birds has been
expanded.

The agencies consider the issues raised by commentors related to the management
of public use and watercraft on Freshwater Lagoon and elsewhere in the parks,
including offshore waters adjacent to the parks, to be too specific to be addressed
in detail in this plan. However, the plan has been revised to reflect that public use
of Freshwater Lagoon will be managed cooperatively with other jurisdictions. The
1ssue of the use of jet skis in Freshwater Lagoon and elsewhere within the parks
can be addressed through agency regulations.

264-Y 'The description of the impacts of watershed restoration activities on the
estuary has been revised to clarify the expected effects on fluvial processes in
Redwood Creek upstream of the estuary.
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* n%‘ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY REDW-456
w‘% REGION IX
& 75 Hawthorne Strest
San Francisco, CA 84105 3.
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Superintendents 4
Redwood National and State Parks e
B : -"::;..'i.* . g d
1111 Second Street T 13 1538 BT -
Crescent City, CA 95531 AT g
Pl

Dear Sirs:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft General
Management Plan/General Plan/Environmental impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report (DEIS/EIR) for Redwood National and State Parks, Our review is pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmentat Quality (CEQ)
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

The DEIS/EIR identifies four alternatives, including no action, for the management and
use of Redwood National and State Parks. Alternative 1, which seeks to achieve a balance
between resotirce protection and visitor use, preserving and protecting the parks’ natural and
cultural resources but emphasizing restoration more than currently where sensitive resources
were at risk, is listed as the proposed action, but a preferred alternative has pot been designated.

EPA commends the Park Service and the California Pepartment of Parks and Recreation
for its excellent analysis of potential impacts. Our review uncovered no significant
environmental issues, 50 we have rated this document 1O (Lack of Objections).

It is clear from the DEIS/EIR that many of the environmental challenges facing the Patks

involve past and current logging practices on private lands upstream of the Parks, particularly in
the Redwood Creek basin. The DEIS/BIR alternatives identify various time frames for

laddressing these problems, but few specifics are given. EPA recommends that the FEIS/EIR
include specific information on the Parks’ role in total maximum daily load (TMDL)
idevelopment, timber harvest plan review, and Clean Water Action Plan implementation, and a

goals. The rwater Quality section at page 240 Shou

regulatory tools.

50 O Updad O I2LIeC avatlaDic

discussion of how these regulatory mechanisms can be used to achieve the Parks' environmental

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS/EIR. If you have any questions about

this letter, please contact Leonidas Payne of my staff at (415) 744-1571.
Sincerely,
David J. Farrel, Chief
Federal Activities Office

RESPONSES

456-A & B The plan has been revised to reflect the inclusion of Redwood Creek
on the Environmental Protection Agency's list of impaired waters under Section
303 (d)(1)(A) of the Clean Water Act. The parks' role in timber harvest plan review
and 1n dealing with adjacent land uses and other external influences is discussed on
pages 19, 29, and 63 of the draft plan. The total maximum daily load (TMDL)
process provides an assessment and planning framework for actions needed to
attain water quality standards and was established by the Clean Water Act. The
parks' role in the Redwood Creek TMDL process has been to respond to requests
for information and data as requested and to comment on drafts of the plan.
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA's level of concern with a proposed action.
The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the envirotmental impacts of the
proposal and numerical categories for evalnation of the adequacy of the EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

"LO' (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

"EC" (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that shotld be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment, Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred altemative or application of mitigation
measures that can reduce the environmental impact, EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts, ‘

“EO" {Envirorimental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in otder {0 provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective nieasures may require substantial changes to the preferred
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action altemative or a new
alternative), EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

"E (Environmentally Unsotisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that atre of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from thé standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the
tinal EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ. -

ADEQUAGY. OF THE IMPACT STAYEMENT
Category 1" (Adequate)
EPA believes the draﬂEIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred altemative and those

of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary,
but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information,

“"Category 2'* (Insufficient Information)
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to ful]y assess environmental impacts that should
be: avoided in order to fully protect the environment, of the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available
alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which conld reduce the
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should
be inctuded in the final EIS.

"Category 3" (Inadequate)

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts, EPA believes that the identificd additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are
of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft
ELS ts adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and
made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant
impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.”
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FORMAL RECORD COMMENT FORM
Redwood National and State Parks / General Management Plan/General Plan/EIS/R

This form may be used to submit comments for the official record at public open house meetings, or it con be mailed by
Ovtober D i the Superivtendents, Redwood Notional and State Forks, 1111 2 St, Crescent City, CA 93531, Comments may
also be submitled in a separate letter fo this address, or they can be sent as a letier via electronic mail to; redwplon@nps.gov.

Date: { ﬂ_) L? ) ? o avoid onr misreading your comments we request that you print if possible.
To:  Superintendents, Redwood National and State Parks
From: E_ PA‘ - Lf = fname}

i b phons . (address)

fakon by Pittr Kb lhe ep
2l Sond A ALY r‘h@‘ﬂf Lommdrir S9N,

oM. mifer Lomm@iE —— g atdiig Frarir,
VIA f? V. i 4Ag JEM /. nd /8 i‘a!m‘,
“f‘h:?}sl fr_r"ffﬂf C-':;ﬁgi LS Lottt S 1AG "-n..frl{éf.ﬂ gaﬂ_—b,famy

+u e Jg{ffmg:é’vfr and kol s e
tra’le  Adhat bl pet b raactrad ted.

RESPONSES

263-A.  The text regarding trails has been changed in the final plan.
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. YUROK TRIBE L
¥ Eureka Klamath ‘Weltchpbe
1034 Sixth Street » Eureka, CA 95501 15500 Hwy. 101 N, ¢ Klarnath, CA 95548 MHwy 169 + Waitchpec Route
(707) 444-0433 {707} 482-2021 | Hoopa, CA 95548
FAX {(707) 444-0437 FAX (7071402-0465 (707) 444-5808
VL
September 24, 1998 WEE @
e S
Andrew Ringgold g
Richard Sermon "o
Supefintendents L 3
Redwood National and State Parks et e
1111 Second Street niED
Crescent City, CA 95531 et T
il e
Re: RNSP General Mansgement Plan — Yurok THPQ Comment e =

Dear Mr. Ringgold and Mr. Sermon,

The Plan reflects §wm1ne31dabia effort 1o consult with tribal governments. Tribal
Government scoping mieetings, Yurok Tribe Quarterly meeting GMP updates, and 2
Yurok seat on the GMP task force team have provided avenues for the Yurok Tribe to
voice concerns. '

GMP maps, reflecting cultural and historic ares zoning, show a limited sean of land that

s designated as cultural zoning. Becanse cultural zoning of park lands results from
NHPA §106 determinations of eligibility and nnnﬁpzh%gns tnp:hf: National Register of
Historic Places and such determinations are linked to only those undertakings found to
not be exempt from the NPS Programmatic Agresment, it is suggested that more
emphasis within the GMP beplaced on NHPA §110 responsibilities with particular

regards to increased cultural zoning.

For example, the Yurok Brush Dance Site located at the south side of the mouth of the
K]a'mam River bas been found to be eligible for the Nationa) Register and accordingly
designated as a cultural landscape, while the sandspit and north side of the mouth of the
Klamath River, being of equal culiurel significance, have not been zoned as cultural,

RESPONSES

INDIAN TRIBES

274-A & B Both the north and south sides of the mouth of the Klamath River are
designated as a cultural zone. The north side does not show on the map because at
the time of the photograph from which the map was based, the mouth of the river
was at the extreme north and therefore a north spit did not exist. (It should be noted
that a formal determination of National Register of Historic Places eligibility of the
Yurok Brush Dance site has not yet been completed.) The goals of each alternative
determine the zoning designations for each alternative, Table 1 describes the
appropriate kinds of activities and facilities for each zone. The RNSP Cultural
Resource Management Plan will be revised and will include projects that
contribute towards meeting the NPS National Historic Preservation Act Section
110 responstbilities
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t is suggested that a section of the GMP be devoted to a review of how areas of Park
ands become zoned as cultural, what types of restrictions and uses are placed upon such
ands, and a prospectus for future cultural zoning areas besides the Bald Hills area. If
uch inclusion is determined to be inappropriate for the GMP perhaps a section that
dentifies the appropriate RNSP Park Cultural Resource Management Plan and a listing
f NHPA §110 responsibilities that such a plan would cover.

e NPS Programmatic Agreement with NCSHPO was negotiated and signed prior to the
stablishment of the Yurok Tribe Hetitage Preservation Office or the National

ssociation of Tribal Heritage Preservation Officers (NATHPO). It does appear that

ch & Programmatic Agreement is outdated to the extent that NATHPO is not

ecognized as an inter-tribal equivalent to NCSHPO and afforded like comment and
ignatory stature.

n a local level it would be warranted within the scope of the GMP to include a section
assures Yurok THPO comment being afforded upon all RNSP undertakings (despite
A provisions to the contrary for exempt activities) within the Yurok Reservation until

Dr. Thomas Gates

Tribal Heritage Preservation Officer
Yurok Tribe

Ce Susan Masten, Chair Yurok Tribe
Gary Markussen, Yurok Tribal Council Liaison to Yurok THPO
Ann King-Smith, Archeologist and Native American Liaison RNSP

274-C See appendix H (final plan), which notes consultations with the Yurok

tribal herntage preservation officer for all undertakings within the boundaries of the
Yurok Reservation.
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15500 Hwy 101 N. » Klamath, CA 85548 1034 Sixth Streel » Eurgka, CA 95501,
707 4822921 (707) 444-0433°

FAX (707) 482-9485 FAX (707) 444.0437

. |

: ¥

November 8, 1998 i )
Superintendents | : rf Lo
Redwood National and State Parks et
1111 Second Street LTy T
Crescent City, CA 95531 S o

" RE: Commerits on Generat Management Plan

Enclosed you will find a.document estitled “Yurok Tribe Commerts On Redwood National and State Parks
Draft General Management Plan / General Plan / Environmentat Impact Statement / Environmental Impact
Report.” This document comprises the comments {o-date from the Yurok Tribe concerning the GMP. Ttisnota
mmp!eted document,

RESPONSES

]

The Tribe appreciates the generosity of RNSP in granting a BGJda}r'extensinn of the original 60-day comment
 period. . However, we believe the total $0-day public cominent period is insufficient to gather afl public.
comment in & meaningfil fashion. All meetings scheduled by RNSP for the purpose of gathering public
comment were merely informal, informational meetings, and therefore did not constitute official public hearings
as required by NEPA and CEQA.

Further, the Yurok Tribe iz not merely.2 member of “the public,” whase comments can be summarily dismissed
without iibal representation on the commities that drafts the findd GMP, Rather, our status ag a Self-
Govemance tribé requires a deeper, more meaningful tribal pamctpauun in the process.

'I‘lwrefure, we are requesting an additional Sﬂ-da}- public comment period so we may compile more completé
infprmation regardmg all GMP alternatives as they might affect the Yurok Tribe. During this proposed 90-day
extension, we roquest that formal public hearings be held.

Rmrd!m of whether or not the extension is granted, the Yurok Tribe will continue to participate with RNSP
.in more detailed discussions concerning the Draft GMP alternatives.

Again, thank you for your generosity in previously extending the comment period for 30 days, and for being
willing to discuss issues freely concerning our Yurck Tribal / RNSP relationship.

Stneerely,

?Iadon Sherman, Self-Governance Director
or

Susan Masten, Chairperson

460-A All pubhic comments have been considered, regardless of the "formality" of
the process by which they were obtained. Public hearings are not required nnder
either NEPA or CEQA requirements. The CEQ guidelines for implementing the
National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 1506.6) require that an agency "shall
make diligent efforts to involve the public" and shall "provide public notice." The
form of such notice may include direct mailings, publication in the Federal
Register, notification to the state clearinghouse, publication in local newspapers of
general circulation, other local media, newsletters, postings of notice onsite and
offsite, or sponsoring public hearings or public meetings whenever appropriate.

The "Public Notice” section of the California Environmental Quality Act
(California Public Resources Code, section 21092) states that a "lead agency shall
provide public notice." The notice shall be given 1o the last known name and
address of all organtzations and individuals who have previously requested notice
and shall be given by at least one of the following procedures: publication in a

newspaper of general circulation; posting of notice in area where project is located;
or direct mailing.

There will be a public hearing before approval of the general plan as required
under the California Public Resources Code, section 5002.3 which states: "A
public hearing shall be scheduled by the State Park and Recreation Commission to
each matter of . . . approval of a general plan for a unit. Notice of the hearing shall
be posted in plain sight at one or more places within the affected unit, published in
one or more newspapers of general circulation in each county within which the
affected unit is located, and mailed to every person who has filed a request for
notice of the hearing with the commission. . . . The hearing shall be held by the
commission in, or within a radius of 100 miles of, the City of San Diego, Los
Angeles, San Francisco, San Bernardino, Eureka, Redding, Fresno, Ukiah,
Monterey, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, or Sacramento, whichever is closest to

the unit affected, not less than 30 days, nor more than 60 days, after the last date of
publication of the notice."
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YUROK TRIBE

COMMENTS ON
“REDWOOD NATIONAL AND STATE PARKS DRAFT GENERAL MANAGEMENT
PLAN / GENERAL PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT /
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT”

November 8, 1998

The Yurok Tribal Council and staff have prepared the following comments concerning the Draft Redwood
National and State Parks (RNSP) General Management Plan. As noted in various meetings between the Yurok
Tribe and RNSP - most recently on September 9, 1998 — the Tribe has a significant and critical interest in any
policy and management decisions that might develop as a result of completion of the GMP,

These comments do not pertain to any issues raised by anyone other than the Yurok Tribe, either in public
heanngs or elsewhere. Those issues may be addressed in another forum. Rather, these comments address those
areas of concern that are unique to the Tribe, due to the fact that much of the territory and resources within Park
boundaries are squarely within Yurok sboriginal termitory, and aiso because of the special government-to-
government relationship between the Tribe and the federal government — a relationship described and mandated
in federal laws and policies. |

The following issues are discussed below:
#1: THE YUROK TRIBE'S STATUS AS A GOVERNMENTAL ENTITY.

#2: THE YURCK TRIBE'S SUPPORT OF ALL WATERSHED AND ESTUARY RESTORATION
ACTIVITIES.

#3: THE IMPROVEMENT OF RNSP ROADS.
#4. OPPORTUNITIES FOR YUROK TRIBAL MEMBERS TO PRACTICE TRADITIONAL
GATHERING AND SUBSISTENCE ACTIVITIES.
#5: ACCESS TO PARK LANDS BY YUROK TRIBAL MEMBERS.
#6: CONFLICTS BETWEEN CULTURAL AND NATURAL RESOURCE USES.
“#7: TRIBAL PARTICIPATION IN INTERPRETATION, EDUCATION AND VISITOR USE
ACTIVITIES.

ISSUE #1: THE YUROK TRIBE'S STATUS AS A GOVERNMENTAL ENTITY.

Background

The Yurok Tribe is a federally recognized Indian tribe with a valid tribal constitution and duly elected goveming
body, the Yurok Tribal Council. The Tribal Council has authority, delegated from the Yurok Tribe pursuant to

the Yurok Constitution, to deal with public and private entities, and to sign agreements with such entities, as

necessary.

As a federally recognized tribe, the Yurok Tribe's relationship with the federal government is that of one
government to another. For instance, Congress has found that:
(A) transferring control -to tribal governments, upon tribal request, over funding and
decisionmaking for Federal programs, services, functions, and activities, or postions thereof, is an

eff;tive: way to implement the Federal policy of government-to-government relations with Indian
tribes; and '

Yurck Tribo Conments on RNSP GMP. 1158, Page |
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(B} transferting control to tribal governments, upon tribal request, over funding and
decisionmaking for Federal pmgrams, services, functions, and activities strengthens the Federal
policy of Indian setf-deteymination.’

As a result of those findings, Congress stated its policy concerning tribes: i
(2) The Congress hereby recognizes the obligation of the Unites States to respond to the strong |
expression of the Indian people for seif-determination by assuring maximum Indian participation
in the direction of ... Federal services to Indian communities o as to render such services more
responsive to the needs and desires of those communities,

(b) The Congress declares its commitment to the maintenance of the Federal Govemment's
unique and continuing relationship with, end responsibility to, individuat Indian tribes and to the
Indian peopie as a whole through the establishment of a meaningful Indian seif-determination
policy which will permit an orderly transition from the Federal domination of programs for and I

seqvices to Indians to effective and meaningful paﬂlclpahﬂn by the Indian people in the planning,
conduct, and administration of those programs and services. In accordance with this policy, the
United States is committed to supporting and assisting Indian wibes in the development of strong
and stable tobal governments, capablu ﬂf adrministering quality programs and developing the
economies of their respective communities’

The above-quoted Cnngressmnal findings and pohmes are embodied in the Tribal Self-Governance Act of 19947,
which created opportunities for tribes to participate to a greater extent than ever before in the planning and
management of federal trust resources, whether held in trust specifically for teibes or not.

In accord with Congress, policies, the President of the United States has declared:
“The United States Government has a unique legal relationship with Native American tribal
governments as set forth in the Constitution of the United States, treaties, Statutes, and court
decisions. As executive depariments and agencies undertake activities affecting Native American
tribal rights or trust resources, such activities should be implemented in a knowledgeable,
sensitive manner respectful of tribal snverctgnty ... 1 am outlining principles that executive
depariments and agencies ... are to follow in thear interactions with Native American tribal
governments.,, The purpose of these principles is to clarify our responsibility to ensure that the
Federal Government operates within & government-to-government relationship with federally
recognized Native American tribes. ...
(b) Each executive department and agency shall consult, to the greatest extent practicable and to
the extent permitted by law, with tribal governments prior to teking actions that affect federally
recognized trival governments. .
(¢} Each department and agency ghall assess the impact of Federal Government plans, projects,
programs, and activities on tribal trust resources and assure that tribal government rights and
concerns are considered during the development of such plans, projects, programs, and activities.
(d)} Each executtve department and agency shall take sppronriate steps to remove any procedural
impediments to werking directly and effectively with tribal governments on activities that affect
the trust property and/or govermmental rights of the tribes,

1 pub L. 103-411, Section 202,

2 25 USC 450(2), Pub.L. 93-638, as amended (Pub.L. 100-472, 108-644, 103-413).
TPubL, {03413, Title IL |

Yok Tribo Comiments on RNSP OMP. 11898, Page2
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- (f) Each department and agency shall ... design solutions and tailor Federal programs, in
appropriate ctreumstances, to address specific or unique needs of tribal communities.

As 8 result of these Congressional and Executive poficies, the Department of Interior hag issued a series of
memotanda that address federal/iribal retationships. These Secretarial and agency directives enfarge on and
detail procedures to be followed in dealing with tribes.” In particular, these Interior documents mandate that
agencies consult, cooperate and coliaborate with Indian tribes in management of trust resources.

Because of these directives, RNSP has also addressed the Parks® relationship with local tribes, as evidenced by
the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between RNSP and the Yurok Tribe® This MOU foreshadows and
details the Actions Common to All Alternatives of the GMP, which states RNSP will work in partnership with
American Indian tribes, “in accordance with applicable laws and agreements.”” Further, the GMP states
specifically that RNSP wilt “continue working with American Indians not only in a government-to-government
ﬂa;ﬁnity, but also in partnership through consultations {and] the positive consideration of ecenomic opportunities

Burther, the GMP acknowledges that the Yurok People (who today comprise the federally recognized Yurok
Tribe), tave lived in the area continuously for thousands of years, interacting with and managing the resources
hﬂ'ﬂ, and mﬂmtﬂjlliﬂg an active trade ﬂﬂtwm.'k.g As RNSP notes, pﬂ.[k T&SOUTCES ﬂuffﬂﬂﬂy are ﬁf&iﬂ.u}'
important because or their direct association with contemporary American Indian communities.”® These same
American Indian communities are significant in the history of the region, and have a “connection to the parks’
resources” that is to be “recognized and used in the management ... of those resources.™"

* Presidential Memorandum, Apr. 29, 1994, 39 F.R. 22951,

3 See, for example:

o Exvcutive Order No, 13084, May 14, 1998;

*  Sccrelarial Order No. 3206 — American Indian Tribal Rights, Federal-Tribal Trost Responsibilities, and the
Endangered Species Act, June §, 1997

*  Executive Order No. 13007, May 24, 1996;

» Protection of Indian Trast Resources Procedures [Depariment of the Interior Manual), November, 1995;
Agvisory Memoranducn from Assistant Secretary-Indian Affyirs: Guidance on the Federal/Tribal Governmerd-to-
Government Policy, February 24, 1995;

»  Government-to-Government Relations with Native American Tribal Governments - Memorardum for the Heads of
Executive Departments and Agencles, Aprif 29, 1994, . '
+ Secretarial Order No, 3175 — Departmental Responsibitities for Indian Trust Resources, November 8, 1993,

¢ Geperl Management Plan, p. 429-30
? GMP, p. 33.

* GMP, p. 52.

"GMP,p. 7.

P GMP, p, 9.

"1 GMP, p. 20.

Yook Tribe Commmnis ool ENSPOMP. 1198, Page 3
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Finally, the Yurok Trbe is a designated Self-Governance Tribe, authorized by the Department of the Interior 10

enter into agreements with Interior agencies for the purposes of fulfilling the policies and mandates of the Tribal
Self-Governance Act.'?

Besed on the foregoing, the Yurok Tribe has & relauunuhjp with the Parks that goes beyond any expressed wish
of RNSP to work in partnership with gateway communities,”” Rather, hased on historical, culturat and legal
grounds, the Yurok Tribe has a recognized relationship with RINSP that must be viewed and acted uponin a
manner different from the Parks’ relationship with other governmental or private entities within the Park’s areas
of operation, jurisdiction or influence.

Problem

‘The role of the Yurok Tribe i all Park activities (planning, management and implementation) is understated in

the GMP. Nowhere is the Tribe’s unique status — as an aboriginal and contemporary presence, as a sovereign
government, and as & Self-Governance Tribe with an existing agreement with RNSP — emphasized in detail.
Although RNSP, on page 5 of the GMP, speaks about wanting to “solidify the relationship and promote better
understanding and communication” between the Tribe and RNSP, further specific mentions in the GMP are
fragmented and unclear.

We understand the need to speak 10 cerfain policies in generalities, in order that the GMP will remain a flexible,
organi¢c document. However, certain specific issues must be addressed so no mistake is made in the future,
especially as concerns the legal relationship of Indian tribes to the federal government, and the processes of
consultation, contracting and compacting that are essential parts of that relationship.

Recommendations

Include a short section within the Summary and a separate section within *Actions Common To All Alternatives”
that specifically addresses the political significance of Indian tribes generally, and the Yurok Tribe specifically,
within the management of RNSP. At other places in which tribes are mentioned, the roles of the tribes should be
made more specific and meaningfl,

For instance, as mentioned above, the Yurok Tribe is a Self-Governance Tribe inhabiting its aboriginal tertitory.
'l‘hcrefbn_a, the Tribe must be a full participant in all aspects of Park planning and resource management, Because
of the Tribe's crucial and vital interests in the cultural and natura! resources within and surrounding the Park, and

due to the sovereign governmental status of the Tribe, the Tribe’s role should mc;!ude complete participation in
policy and management decisions related to the Park.

As an examplie of 2 short section with the Summary, on Page iv, Paragraph 2, the iast two sentences of the
paragraph slmu!d be madc into a new pmgraph that reads:

[esources, In addltmr.l, RN SP staﬁ' wm:ld :untume tu wnrk in concert with the representatives of

'2 See, Tribal Seif-Governance Compact between: the United States and the Yarok Tribe, dated 77, pursuast fo 25 USC, Part D -
Tribal Seif-Governance, Pub L. 93-638, Title IV, as added Pub.L. 103413, Title 1L, Section 204, Oct. 23, 1954, 108 Stat. 4272.

* GMP, pp. 62, 34, 103, 125,

Yurok Tribo Conencits ot BNSP OMME. T1/95. Pagn 4

460-B, C, D, E The plan has been revised in response to comments submitted by
the Yurok Tribe by developing a new section that is common to all alternatives that
addresses the governmenti-to-government relationship between the National Park
Service, Califoria Department of Parks and Recreation, and American Indian
tribes. The new section is intended to address most of the specific issues raised by
the Yurok Tribe. The tribe's desire to exercise "comanagement” responsibility with
the National Patk Service and the California Department of Parks and Recreation
was addressed through expanded descriptions of the collaborative relationship
between the agencies and the tribe and the cooperative efforts that will be pursued
to address many common goals in the areas of resources management,
interpretation, and education. The revisions made to the text in the final plan that
address American Indian traditional collecting and gathering activities are were not
as broad and far-reaching as those suggested by the tribe. Some of the tribe's
suggestions, the National Park Service and California Department of Parks and
Recreation believe, were beyond the agencies' statutory authorities to allow.
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American Indian tribes and preservation interest groups to balance the management of cultural resources
with interpretation, education, and visitor use.

les of other places in which the tribal presence might be strengthened are on Page iii, Summary: Actions
mmon To All Alternatives, Paragraph 2, The following language might be used;

If any state or federally listed or proposed threatened or endangered species are found ... RINSP would

first consult informally with the ULS. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries Service, the

Califorma Department of Fish and Game, and the Yurok Tribe.

[Page v, Paragraph 3, 2* and 3" sentences, should be changed to read:

Cultural landscape inventories or reports would be prepared, in consyltation wit
affected areas, for potential cultural landscapes. Despite Athough current differences in state and federal
polities regarding gathering natural resources for traditional use weunld-probably-sontinue, traditional use

of certain plants in Redwood National and State Parks by Native Ametican tribal members should might
be permitted in accordance with the mmmgement of designatad cutltusral Iandscapes BNSP will work

wvith the JIOK !l'h. D eftect 2 - l-""*'-...:.nllﬂ." ll v ot G TRLE QURGe TN T 1“ ot plant

Page vi, top of page, 2* full sentence, would read:
Off-road vehicle use on beaches, in connection with traditional American Indian fishing/gathering

actmuﬁ %ammaﬁ&m%p&ﬂ&—p&m would continue at all beaches where apphcable,
der RNSP/Yurok Tri it System.

Page 9, BultetIParagraphI aﬂar the last 5entence, add;
[hese Native communities continue to retv on these cultural and natural resources for thelr spir
itura ical and i

i

Page 34, approximately. Under “Actions Common To All Alternatives,” include 2 new section that addresses the
relationship of RNSP with the Yurok Trbe and other tribes in the area. For instance, the tribes are only

mentioned in passing on Page 20, and again, briefly, tn connection in the section on “Cultural Resource
Management and Protection,” on Pages 32 and 33. Bullet points 5, ¢ and 7 on Page 33 should be moved and
expanded into a separate section on RNSP/tribal relauunslupa For instance, use the language in these comments
under “Background,” ahove, to form the new section, entitled, “Jribal Role in Cultural and Natural Resource
Management and Protection.”

In addition, RNSP needs to clearly recognize and acknowledge the critical distinction between Indian tribes and
other governmental entities. Whereas the GMP mentions the necassity for partnering with gateway communities,

it must also mention the specific legal mandates to develop and mainiain a deeper cooperative and consultative

réfationship with Indian tribes, and especially with the Yurok Tribe, for reasons detailed above.

ISSUE #2: TBE YUROK TRIBE'S SUPPORT OF ALL, WATERSHED AND ESTUARY

RESTORATION ACTIVITIES.

Backgronod

The Yurok Tribe is currently involved it watershed restoration activities in the Klamath River watershed which
are gimed at preserving and restoring resources thet are eritical to Yuroks culturally and economucally, All
watershed and estuary restoration activities identified in the GMP will be beneficial, not only to the Parks, but
also to the Yurok Tribe as a whole, as they augment current Tribal activities and parallel Tribal goels of restoring

Y wrok Tribe Comwrients co RNSP GMP. 1148, Bage $
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and sustainably utilizing hebitat that is crucial to survival of species that are crucially important to the Yurok
Tribe.

Problem

]

T A1 ARSITIATIVES, anal ¢ 25 uverwnelmnyly arc Inemonced oy tn the secuons entifles 1l Kesource
Management and Protection.”"* Especially notable in this regard is the absence of any mention, in any of the
other sections, of the Yurok Tribe’s efforts at habitat monitoring and restoration. To the Yurok People, all
habitat is important, not only culturally and spiritually, but economically as well. A healthy environment is
critically important to maintaining a healthy and prosperous tribal population; the physical and social cannot be
separated from the spiritual, as all are parts of the same cultural equation. Therefore, the Yurok Tribe should be
recognized not only as cultural stewacds, but also as physical caretakers in cooperation with RNSP. This
oversight in the GMP is the result of focusing on tribes as only cultural resources and consultants to the Park,
while ignoring all other areas of Yurok Tribal interest and expertise.

Recommendations

The Yurok Tribe strongly supports all watershed and estuary restoration activities within RNSP. Therefore,

language should be inchided that properly recogrizes the interests of the Yurok Tribe and ather tribes, a8 they
are consistent with RNSP objectives and purposes. |

For instance, under “Natural Resource Managerent and Protection” page 38, bullet #2, would read:
Restore and maintain the RNSP ecosystems as they would bave evelved with Jocal tribal influences in
sorjunction with ongoing natural processes since 1850.

Bullet #4 on the same page would read:
Cooperate with tribal governments, the timber industry, private iandowners, and other government
apencies to accomplish long-range resource management planning and reduce threats to the RNSP
[ESOUTceEs.

In the section entitled “Tssues and Actions,” in each separate Issus and Action, emphasize the importance to the
Yurck Tribe of each issue and every action to be taken. For instance, Under the subheading “Watershed
Management and Restoration in and upstream of the Parks,” no mention is made of current Yurok Tribe
activities in watershed restoration in the Klamath River watershed, nor is any mention made of the fact that the
Yurok Tribe intends to continue watershed rehabititation ectivities in Fiscal Year 1999, These watershad
restoration efforts are vitally important to the Yurok Tribe, because such restoration is critical to other Tribal
endeavors such as increasing salmon populations and providing jobs in the woods to Tribal members. This is as
or more important than any mere tribal desire to be consultants on cultural resousce issues. Therefore, on Page

38, under “Actions,” or under a new subheading entitled “Actions Common to All Issues,” the following should
be inserted:

M TEILY ] ] l-.l &
- 1 '.J. e l

Also, on Page 51, under the subheading “Vegetation Management: Issues” {continued from Page 48), Paragraph
1 mentions only that “some members of the American Indian community are seeking more involvement in the
planning and implementation of resource management actions on their ancestral lands,” This is true in a very

" GMP, pp. 52-54, 79, U8, 118-19.

Yurok Tribe Consmiots oo RNSP GME. 1198, Pape &
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| minimal sense, but doesn’t begin to convey the magnitude ot interests and current activities of the Yurok Tribe in

seeing that these “resource management actions” are truly implemented. This entire paragraph should be sphit

into two paragraphs to read:
The prairies and oak woodlands exhibit both naturel and cultural values, The current program of conifer
removal and burning emphasizes restoring and preserving prairies and oak woodlands in the Bald Hills.
The program needs to integrate other natural and cultural values into a more ambitions restoration
approach that addresses historic natural and cultural processes and practices, and effects on wildlife,
cultural landscapes, and traditional and cutrent American Indian uses and activities in prairies throughout
the parks.

Some-members-of-the American Indian eemsnunity tribes in general, and the Yurok Tribe in particular,
are seeking more involvement in the planning and implementation of resonrce management actions on
their ancestral lands. The Yurok Tribe currently possesses the management and technical expertise to
perform complex habitat restoration activities, and is actively pursuing ways to become more involved in
such activitics within their aboriginal territory, ¢ither alone or in concert with RNSP.

ISSUE #3: THE IMPROVEMENT OF RNSP ROADS,

Background

Usnder all Alternatives, actions concerning Bald Hills Road"” are, for all practical putposes, identical, Although
there are a few minor changes in wording, all Alternatives basicalty involve maintaining the Road as a low-speed
rural gateway, atlowing travelers to enjoy scenic vistas. The Road is scen merely as a “unique alternative route”
to the Klamath and Trinity River corridors. Nowhere in the GMP is the importance of the Road mentioned as a
frequent shortcut many residents use to decrease travel time between the middle Klamath River and the coast.

Ignoring the true significance of the Bald Hills Road in this way is contracy o the intent expressed throughout
the GMP to work with all communities surrounding the Park, and especially with American Indian tribal
governments.

Under all Alternatives, under “Interdependence of Parks and Community, Objectives ™' RNSP states it will
“support sustainable economic development ... in local communities that serve as gateways to the parks,” and
will “participate as partners with those communities.” Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 say RNSP will assist the
communities “to develop infrastructure needed for community development.” These statements pledge RNSP
rescurces and initiative toward finding ways to keep surrounding communities economically viable,

Further, the GMP acknowledges tribal people have been in the area continuously for at least 4500 years, and
maintained an active trade network.'? RNSP notes that park resources are “especially important because of their
direct association with contemporary American Indian communities.”'* These same American Indian
communities are significant in the history of the region, and have a “connection to the parks' resources” that is to

* GMP, pp. 61, 83, 103, 124,
1® MP, pp. 62, 84, 103, 125.
¥ GMP,p. 7.
YGMP,p, 9.

Yurok Tribe Cornbents on RNSP GMP. 11/98. Page?
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be “recognized and used in the management ... of those resources.”"” Ag & result, and because of the Federal
laws that mandaie Federal apencies work with tribes on a goverunent-to-government basis, RNSP has
undertaken a Memorandum of Understanding with the Yurok Tribe that echoes and details Actions Common ta
All Alternatives, which states RNSP will work in partnership with American Indian tribes, “in accordance with
applicable laws and agreements.”® The GMP says specifically that RNSP will “continue working with American
Indians not Only in 2 yovemmeni-to-Roveriment capacity, but aiso in a parinecship through consuitztions {and)
the positive consideration of economic opportunities .., "'

Problem

Contrary 1o these assertons by RSP, the GMDP states al vanous places that Bald Thils Road should be kept m
its present condition — a very low speed gravel road — which contradicts the RNSP pronuse to work closely with
tribes and communities in developing infrastrueture and economic opportunities,

One poasible reason for deciding to keep the Bald Hills Road in a more primitive condition is that, “If not
carefully managed, public use has the potential to damage natyral and cultural resources.”™ According to this
togic, if aroad is kept in “low speed” condition, fewer people wiil want to travel on it; the fewer people in the
area the less chance of overuse of the resource. This reasoning assumes there is no ongoing use by residents of
Humboldt and Del Norte Counties. In fact, the roads that currently run through the parks have been
conticiousty used since before there were any parks in the area.

Further, under management zoning, the Bald Hills area is separated into its own managetment zone, The Bald
Hills Zone differs from the other Transportation Zones, especially from the Low-standard Zone. For instance, in
the Low-standard Zone, & “moderate amount of resource modification would be necessary to provide for RNSP
operation needs, public safety and administrative access.” There, “activities and facilities could include paved or
unpaved reads,” with the result that “noise in this subzone would be less than in the high-standard subzone
because of the lower traffic speeds and volhime ™

On the other hand, the Bald Hills Zone would be managed in such a way that “quiet wounld generally be expected,
but occasional moderate noise levels, especially near transportation zones and primarily from other visitors ...
would be experienced.”*

This manzgement plan talks only about visitor use, not about viilitarian, everyday use of cettain roads in the park
to shorten travel time between the upper Klamath River region and the coast at Orick, specifically, the Bald Hills
Road. This assumes that all traffic on Park roads will fead to some sort of visitor use and enjoyment of Park
resources. In fact, Highways 199 and 101, as well as Bald Hills Road, serve local residents as important
transportation arteries, with a very limited amount of Park resource use per teip by local residents. Residents
relied on this road before the area was designated a National Park, and over the years, this type of usage has
increased.

*OMP, p. 20,
= GMP, p. 23.

A GMP, p. 52

2 GMP, p. 21.

T (P, p. 26.

* GMP, pp. 26-27.

Yirek Tribe Comemonts oo RNSP OMP, 1195, Pape £

RESPONSES |

460-F & G The text in the plan referring to the Bald Hills Road has been revised

to acknowledge that a significant percentage of current usage is by local traffic that
is unrelated to the parks.

NPS and CDPR staff will continue to work cooperatively with Humboldt and Del

Norte Counties to address maintenance of county roads within the parks and to
seek funds to upgrade them structurally. However, as long as a significant

proportion of the traffic using certain county roads is unrelated to the parks, (e.g.,
heavy equipment, commercial vehicles, commuter traffic), the agencies will not
consider assuming maintenance responsibility for those roads.
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RESPONSES

The GMP states that RNSP wishes to “depend on Del Norte and Humboldt Counties to manage and maintain
county roads within the parks that provide access to nonpark {ands that serve the general public in addition to
RNSP visitors.”” This attitude is unrealistic, given the fact that the individuat governmental entities, by
themselves, do pot have adequate funding to maintain these roeds.

Recommendation

Realistically, RNSP should work with Humboldt County and the Yurok Tribe in finding ways to pave the entire
road, all the way to Martin's Ferry, at some point in the near future. Paving and assuming responsibility for
maintenance of the road would serve a dual purpase: (1) A properly constructed road, with adequate signage,
turnouts and banked curves, would decrease the probability of accidents, and (2) a paved road would decrease

traffic noise in the back country, contrary to the essertion that lower traffic speeds and volume mean less noise.™

Under “Actions Common to All Alternatives,” possibly on Page 34 under “Visitor Access and Circulation,”
insert the following:
Because of the importance of Bald Hills Road to focal residents, RNSP will work in concert with
Fhumboldt County and the Yurok Tribe to develop a plan for funding a road construction and
maintenance project which would inchide the rehabilitation and paving of Bald Hiils Road to the Martin’s
Ferry Bridge, -RNSP will continue to consult with Humboldt and Del Notte Counties, and with the
Yurok Tribe in identifying further opportunities for other road improvements within the parks.

ISSUE #4: OPPORTUNITIES FOR YUROK TRIBAL MEMBERS TO PRACTICE TRADITIONAL
GATHERING AND SUBSISTENCE ACTIVITIES,

Bsckground
At present there is very little opportunity for Yurok Tribal members {0 practice traditional Zathering and

subsistence activities within RNSP boundaries. Although a large perceatage of RINSP lands fall within Yurok
ternitory (85%) Ttibal members have had very limited opportunities to practice traditiona! gathering and
subsistence activities. The lack of opportunities by Tribal members to practice these activities has had, and will
continue to have, & significant adverse impact to the Yurok Tribe and its members.

Probiem |

Cultural zoning within RNSP has historically been done without the paicipation of or consultation with the
Yurok Tribe. The only entity that can correctly or adequately identify the Tribe’s dependence on or the
importance of the continuation of these activities is the Yurok Tribe. Areas of cultural zoning must be increased

to adequately reflect Yurok Tribal concerns. These concerns should be appropriately reflected in the alternative
matrices presented in the GMP,

Recomipendations

The practice of Tribal gathering and subsistence activities should be identified throughout the GMP (E.G., in the
Summary of GMP and in sections regarding Management Zones, Alternatives, etc.). The entire coastal area
within Yurok Tribal ancestral territory should be identified as an important gathering territory for the Yurok

Tribe. The reader and the public at Jarge must appreciate the importance of these activities to the Yurok Tribe.
B GME, p. 61,

* GMP, p. 26.

Yurok Tribe Coranere on RNEP GMP. 1155 Page ?

460-H See responses to comments B, C,, I, and E above.

460-I See responses to comments B, C, D, and E above. Also, the Yurok Tribe's
historic dependence on areas of the parks was not the determining factor in
establishing cultural zones. Rather, they reflect known areas of cultural
significance, including settlement that followed European settlement and that will
require spectal consideration throughout the life of the plan. However, local tribes
would participate in all stages of the identification, designation, and maintenance
of cultural and ethnographic landscapes.

The text on page 191 in the draft plan has been modified in the final plan to clarify
that lands, streams, and coastal areas throughout the parks were important hunting
and gathering areas for American Indians,

The new section -- "Relationships with American Indians" -- in the final plan
outlines the special relationship of the parks to federally recognized tribes and
clarifies when collection of resources for ceremonial or subsistence uses would be
allowed. Specifically, collection of certain natural materials would be allowed in
conjunction with the maintenance and interpretation of designated cultural and

ethnographic landscapes, and as otherwise authorized under applicable laws and
regulations.
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COMMENTS

In udditinri, there is an opportunity to add to the public’s experience while visiting the Park. These activities
should be tied to the management of cuitural and natural landscapes within the Park.

Specific language must be included that properly recognizes the interests of the Yurok Tribe. Such language

should be offered early and often in the docurmnent, and included in all alternatives. A paragraph might be added

to afl altematives that reads:
Yurok people have been practicing traditional gathering and subsistence activities within what are now
RNSP boundaries for thousands of years. Tribal gathering and subsistence activities are consistent with
and recognized as an essential component of RNSP goals and purposes. The GMP recognizes the
importance of these activities and as such these activitics will be allowed pursuant to policies and
guidance provided by the Yurok Tribe. In addition, these activities provide for a unique opportunity to
educate RNSP visitors about important culturally related activities and practices,

See also the Recommendations under [ssue #1, above, for further suggested language.

ISSUE #5: ACCESS TO PARK LANDS BY YUROK TRIBAL MEMBERS.

Background

Access to RONSP lands by Yurok T 'Ei] members 15 related 10 the 1S3us afpramcmg tradifional gathering and |

subsistence activities. Access is also related to the practice of Yurok Tribal ceremonies and other activities not
necessarily related to gathering or subsistence activitics. Without access to the locales whete these resources are
ptesent or where these activities occur, Tribal members cannct continue these traditional practices. A major
concern is vehicle access to Gold Bluff”s beach as well ag other beach sites. Numercus Tribal members need
continuous access to coastal areas to participate in various gathering and subsistence activities. Acgess to all
areas would also ensure equity in the management of subsistence resources.

Open and free access to these locales within RNSP territory is also of major concern to the Tribe in connection
with ceremonial end other activities, Tribal members are often required to pay use fees to access locations within
RNSP for these types uf Trbal activities.

Problem
Lack of access to these areas represents 8 significant adverse impact to Yurok Tribal members,

Recommendation

Tribal members must have apen and free access to all RNSP lands as necessary to continve the practice of
traditional gathering and subsistence activities as well as to continue the practice of ceremonial and other
activities. Such access should be regulated and monitored by the Yurok Tribe cansistent with palicies end
guidelines developed by the Tribe,

Specific isnguage should be included that properly recognizes the interests nftl-;a'l‘ribeingainingopmandﬁw

- | access to RNSP [ands as necessary to continue traditional activities, as follows:

Open and free access to RNSP lands for traditional activities by Yurck Tribal members will be permitted
pursuant to the refationship between the Tribe and RNSP as a result of the Tribal Self~Governgnce Act of
1994, as amended, end the Memorandum of Understanding between the Trbe and RNSP. The Yurok
Tribe will work with RNSP in developing policies and guidelines for such access.

Yurok Tribe Commenty ot RNSP GMF. LLAYE, Page 15

RESPONSES

460-J & K See responses to comments B, C, D, E, 1, above and L below.
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RESPONSES

ISSUE #6: CONFLICTS BETWEEN CULTURAL AND NATURAL RESOURCE USES,

Background

should be specific criteria and/or measurable standards that provide guidance if this particular circumstance
arises. The Yurok Tribe 15 aware that RNSP is mandated to follow various protocols regarding natural and
cultural resource protection. However, sirategies for making decisions between equally sensitive resources is not
adequately addressed in the GMP “Actions Common to Al Alternatives” section.

The Tribe endorses a co-management approach in this-area. Sucn an approach to natural and cultural
management provides for the integration of Yurok Tribal management philosophies and can allow for a balance
between Native American resource protection and sustsinable resource use.

Recommendation |

Include specific language int the “Actions Common to All Alternatives™ section that recognizes the interests of

the Tribe, as they are consistent with RNSP objectives and purposes, as follows:
Any actions involving both cultural and natural resources would be weighted toward protecting and
preserving whichever resource would be most easily damaged. Such & determination must be made with
the full participation of the Yurok Tribe, in keeping with the Tribe's role pursuant to Federal law and

policy, and to the Memorandum of Understanding between the Tribe and RNSP.

Anamber of sechons 1t the VP SI}EE io pDEHIEEI conflicts befween cultural and nafural resolirces. Thetc

ISSTE #7: TRIBAL PARTICIPATION IN INTERPRETATION, EDUCATION AND VISITOR USE
ACTIVITIES.

Background

The Yurok Tribe should be a full participant in interpretation, education and visitor use activities. The Tribe
should participate through various arrangements or agreements with RNSP that encourage Yurok Tribal
members to carry out appropriate responsibilities related to these activities.

The Tribe and Tribal individuals are in the best position to educate visitors about cultural and related activities.
Criticat to these types of activities is the ability of the Tribe to participate fully in the planning and
implementation phases of such activities. Such a relationship between RNSP and the Tribe will ensure a
successiul completion of these types of activities.

Recommendation

Add language that properly recognizes the interests of the Tribe in these areas of interest. For example:
Consistent with the objectives of the Yurok Tribe and RNSP, as mandated by Federal law, and as set
forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between the Tribe and RNSP, the Yurok Tribe will be a full
participant in the planning and implementation of activities related to interpretation, education and visitor
use.

Yurok Tribe Comments ot RNSE GMP. 1198, Page 1t

460-L A scction of the "Actions Common to All Alternatives"” section has been
rewritten to reflect the government-to-government relationship between the Yurok
Tribe and Redwood National and State Parks. This rewrite includes specific
objectives regarding American Indian interpretation and describes the enhanced
role the tribe would play in planning and implementing activities related to

interpretation, education, and visitor use within the parks. See also comments B, C,

D, and E above.
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Statd of Californin

Memorandum

To+ Mr. Andrew T. Ringgold, National Park Superintendent ~: :»y 1B~ ‘November 10, 1998

Frem

Subject :

: Deparimeni of Fish ond
Emmmm wh on

Mr. Richard C. Sermon, State Parks Supearintendent

LS Depariment of the Interior and RSO I
Callfornia Department of Parks and Recreation kb o
Redwood National and State Parks R R

111 Second Streat

Crescont City, Califomia 55531
- Reglon 1

ﬂﬂ .
Locust Street, Redding, California 86001

Comments and Recommendations on the Draft General Management Plan/Generai Plan/
Environmental impact StatementEnvironmental Impact Report

The Dapariment of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the drafl general management
plan/general plan/environmental impact staterment/environmental impact report (Management
Plan) for Redwood National and State Parks (parks) located in norfhwastem Humboldt and Del
Norte counties. "The purpose of this joint general Management Plan is to provide 2
comprehansive direction for resourcs preservation and visitor use and a basic foundation for
decision making for the parke.” The Management Plan presents and analyzes four separate
alternatives which present guidance and dirsction for joint managemenl, of Federal and State
lands.

in general, alternative 1 would achisve a balance between resource protection and
visitor use, preserving and protecting the parks’ significant natural and cultural resources but
aemphasizing restoration more where sensitive resources wars at risk.

Under alternative 2, the no-action alfernative, parks’ activittes would continue at current
levels for naturg! and cultural resourcs protection, preservation and restoration. Visilor services

wolld be at the current laval with the exception of additional campgrounds and campsites which

were previously approved,

Under alternative 3, restaration, protectlon, and preservation of natural and cultura)
resources would take priority over visitor services, | |

Preference would be given to providing a wide spactrum of visitor setvices and
experiences under allemative 4. Although the parks’ resources and values would be protected,
complete restoration would recelve less smphasis than it does currantly.

Commenis that ralate to all altamatives are aé foliows;

The Management Plan only considered noisa disturbances on sensitive species
associated with rehabilitation work on ¢ritical habitat. Other sources of disturbances may rasult
from maintenance of trails, roads, campgrounds, road repair, pubic recreation uses such as
rock and ree climbing, mountaln biking, horse riding, hiking, camping, anglfing, et cetera,

RESPONSES

STATE AGENCIES

461- A Under “Disturbance Effects” (page 248 in the draft plan), the text
acknowledges that wildlife may be disturbed by human presence, activity,
or movement with or without loud noise. Pages 261-67 discuss potential
disturbance to listed threatened or endangered species that might result
from various activities including habitat modification, construction, and
human use (including trail use and angling).
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461-D 461-C

d61-E

461-F

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Messrs. Andrew T. Ringgold and Richard C, Sermon
November 10, 1998
Page Two

The Management Plan acknowledges increased predation at nest sites for sensitive
species due to habitat medification. Park use that increases human presence or concentrates
human use (i.e., campgrounds, parking lots, et cetera) will also attract more predators,
especially corvids,

Although unlocated at the present time, the DFG believes that a bald eagle nest is likely
resent on the park, In addition, foraging by wintering bald eagles is common along Redwood
reek and some tributaries. Disturbance during the winter can occur whether or not nesting is
own nearby. Additional analysis of potential impacts to this specias is needed.

Cafifornla Fish and Game Code (FGC) Sections 3503.5, 3800, 4700, 4800 and Title 14,
ction 460 {ses attached), provide varying levels ¢f protection for a number of species that
y oceur in the park. These sections should be reviewed and potential impacts to covered
pecies evaluated (pages 238 and 260).

The effects of vegetation resforation, thinning or fire managemeant and the anticipated

enefit to spotted owls and marbled murrelets should be monitored under a bona fide scientific
fudy (page 269}

Comments spacific to alternatives are as follows:

Altemative 1 may not provide direct benefit to the extent as other alternatives due to its
ocus on treatment of areas that benefit visitor use and enjoyment rather than increasing and
estoring sensifive habitat. Many private timberlands in the vicinity of the park are currently

egotiating habitat conservation plans with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and are

roposing impacis to suitable and occupied marbled murrelet and spotted owl habitat hased on
he assumption park management will provide increasing fevels of habitat for these species

rough "active” management. Whichever aitemative is selected, the Management Plan should
nciude active management to benefit an increase In suitable habltat for marbled murrelets and

poited owls. [In addition, 8 monitoring program should be included to track the efficacy of
ctive management (page 285).

The removal of artificial impoundments at both Marshall Pond and Lagoon Creek are
Iscussed primarily {0 restore saimonid habifat. The Management Plan states that any losses
wetiand habitat and values associated with dam removal would be mitigated, The DFG is
nclear at this point as to the actua! benefits to salmonids associated with this effort. Whatis

ear however is the significant [oss of the recreational sport fishery associated with removal of
oon Creek, The Management Plan does not disclose the procass for offsetting this major
mpact. Because of current restrictions {with likely greater restrictions in the future) of
nadromous fisheries on the north coast, maintenanca of existing trout sport fisheries are
mpaortant. |

461-B The plan has been updated to reflect that a pair of bald eagles
successfully nested in the parks in 1999. Before this event, sightings of
eagles have generally been overflights. It is difficult to analyze effects on
bald eagles without knowing more precisely where eagles might nest or
roost 1n the parks. The section on impacts of noise has been revised to
include bald eagles 1n the list of species that might be disturbed by noise
and other human activity. All RNSP planning documents will be
accompanied by environmental compliance documents that analyze
potential effects on bald eagles in as much detail as possible.

461-C The resources affected and the impacts discussed in the plan are as
specific as possible given the general nature of the plan. Site-specific
planning documents prepared on implementation plans will describe
effects on sensitive animal species in greater detail. The laws, regulations,
and policies under which the nattonal and state parks are managed protect
native wildlife within the parks. Taking or possession of any wildlife

* species, including bird eggs, is prohibited in the parks. With the exception

of ringtail cats, none of the fully protected mammals listed under the
California Fish and Game Code section 4800 inhabit the parks.

461-D All resource management programs are monitored undetr
established protocols, in accordance with NPS and CDPR policies. With
assistance from researchers and scientists, RNSP staff will be developing a
formal inventory and monitoring program to identify critical ecosystem
components and develop monitoring protocols for these components.

461-E The impacts of second-growth management on all resources,
including marbled murrelets and northern spotted owls, and RNSP values,
including visitor experience, will be fully described in the environmental
compliance document that accompanies the second-growth management
plan to be prepared by RNSP staff, The objectives of this plan will be
based on NPS and CDPR policies, not on the needs or assumptions of
private industry. A monitoring program will be one component of the plan,

461-F The removal of artificial impoundments is required by existing
NPS and CDPR guidance (pages 51--52 of the draft plan). However, as
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Messrs. Andrew T, Ringgold and Richard C. Sermon
November 10, 1898
Page Three

The DEG actively supports any alternative which will enhance and restore the estuary of
Redwood Creek (i.e., removing a portion of the levees in the lower Redwood Creek valley), Wa

do recommend, howevar, that the Management Plan explore and alleviate any potential
confiicts that may exist with the County of Humboldt under the terms of agreement with the US
Armmy Corps of Engineers regarding leves maintenance within lower Redwood Creek.

Alternative 2 excludes enhancement of lands through aclive management for the benefit
of marbled murrelets and spotted owls. This activity should be included in all alternatives (page
310). In addition, the Management Plan indicates that proposed visitor services would remain
at current levels with the exception of addlttnnal campgrounds and campsites which were

T T T T T T . BBl = —— = —— — [ ————T—— EE BTN S T — T il S |
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suitable marbled murrelet habitat, parks’ staff should contact DFG staff as well as USFWS
personnel immediatsly, |

Allernative 3. A thorough review of a monitoring plan and design should precede any
habitat modification intended to benefit listed species (page 327).

Our comments with regand to Impacts assotiated with removal of artificial
impountdments would be consistent with alternative 1.

in addition, this altemative sxplores the greatest benefits of the restoration of the
Redwood Creek estuary as well as the greatest quantity of major and minor road treatment
{and in the least amount of time} to restore the Redwood Creek watershed. Other road
freatment and erosion control on areas within the parks are included as well. Consequently, the
DFG recommends approval of alternative 3 with the Incorporation of a monitoring plan for
senshtive specias

However, we belleve that some integration of Altematives 1 and 3 are possible. For
example, in areas outside of critical habitat, instead of removing public use areas enfirely {as
proposed under aiternative 3), relocation of area facilities outside of sensitive habitats such as
wetlands and retain the use at the same leval and/or resolve resource degradation is possible
{a.g., Crescent Beach).

Further, the DFG would like to incorporate by referenca our specific comments
mgardmg the proposed Redwood National and State Parks Forest Recovery Plan and .
Environmental Assessment (January 21, 1997, memao to parks) as they pertain to the
Management Plan.

discussed on page 282, Marshall Pond and Lagoon Creek would be
removed only if a determination is made that their dams pose a threat to
public safety or resources and then only after a determination that this
threat outweighs existing resource values. If the dams are removed, a
separate plan and environmental assessment would be prepared that would
weigh the positive and negative effects, including mitigating measures, that
would accompany the project.

The benefits to native salmonids in the area currently known as Marshall
Pond are benefits that would reasonably be anticipated from restoration of
Richardson Creek, a stream formerly known to be occupied by
anadromous salmonids. There 1s no trout sport fishery associated with
Marshall Pond. The hatchery rainbow trout sport fishery at I.agoon Creek
was established by the California Department of Fish and Game under an
agreement with Del Norte County before inclusion of this area into the
parks. Both Marshall Pond and Lagoon Creek are artificial impoundments
created because the original stream channels have either been dammed
(Marshall Pond) or the outlet has been blocked by natural processes
(Lagoon Creek). Any proposal to remove the dam or the outlet would
require site-specific planning and environmental compliance documents,
which would consider the impacts on both current resources and visitor
uses at these locations, Mitigation for any adverse impacts on resources
and visitor experience that would result from removing the artificial
impoundments would be included as part of project implementation.

461-G The restoration of the Redwood Creek estuary will require the
cooperation of federal, state, and local agencies, the Yurok tribe, and
private 1ndividuals. Specific restoration actions will be considered and
must be agreed upon by all involved parties.

461-H Alternative 2 is the no-action alternative. The no-action alternative
describes current management direction and programs. There are currently
no programs directed at enhancing northern spotted owl and marbled
murrelet populations through active management of lands. Watershed
restoration would restore habitat eventually, but is not specifically directed
at enhancing suitable murrelet or spotted owl habitat. |
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Messrs, Andrew T. Ringgold and Richard C. Sermon

November 10, 1998
Page Four

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. If you have any questions

regarding our comments and recommendations, please contact Environmental Specialist
Armand Gonzales at (707) 441-5669 or Associate Wildlife Biologist Karen Kovacs af (707)

441-5789,

Attachment

oo Ms. Karen Kovacs
Mr. Armand Gonzales
Department of Fish and Game
619 Second Street
Eureka, California 95501

Sincerely,
Donald B. Koch
Regional Manager

461-F There are no current plans to expand campgrounds or add
campsites at any of the state park campgrounds that are in habitat suitable
for marbled murrelets. The National Park Service and the California
Department of Parks and Recreation will contact the U.S. Fish and -
Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game as
required under the federal Endangered Species Act or the California

Department of Fish and Game for any actions that might affect a federal or
state-listed species.

461-] The National Park Service and Californai Department of Parks and
Recreation agree that thorough review by agency personnel and
knowledgeable reseachers of any habitat modification plan designed to
benefit listed threatened and endangered species is needed before
implementation. The second-growth management plan will undergo full
public and agency review.
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Aftachment (Fish and Game Cods Sections and Title 14, Caiifornia Code of
Regulations Section)

3503.5. Htis uniawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in

the orders Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds-of-prey) or to take,
possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as
othenwise provided by this code or any reguiation adopted pursuant
thereto.

3800. (a) Al birds occurring naturally in California that are not
resident game birds, migratory game birds, or fully protected birds

are nongame birds. K is unlawful to take any nongame bird except as
provided in this code or in accordance with regulations of the
commission or, when relating to mining operations, a mitigation plan
approved by the depastment,

{b) (1) Mitigation plans relating to mining operations. approved by

the department shall, among other criteria, require avoidance of
take, where feasible, and include reasonable and practicable methods
of mitigating the unavoidable take of birds and mammals. When
approving mitigation plans, the department shall consider the use of
the best available technology on a site-specific basis.

(2) Mitigation plans relating to mining operations approved by the
department shall include provisions that address circumstances where
mining operations contribute te bird deaths, including ponding of
process solutions on heap leach pads and exposure of procass solution
channels, solution ponds, and tailing ponds.

{3) The mine operator shall prapare a mitigation plan that shall
be submitted to the department for approvai. For ongoing mining
operations, the mitigation plan alone or in conjunction with
regulations adopted by the commission shalt resuit in an overall
reduction in take of avian or mammal species. The departiment shall
provide an opportunity for public review and commeant on each
mitigation plan during the department's approval process. The
mitigation pian shali be prepared on a site-specific basis and may
provide for offsite mitigation measures designed 1o reduce avian
mortality. The mine operator shall submit monthly monitoring reports
on avian mortality to the department to aid in evaluating the
effectiveness of onsite mitigation measures.

{4) The mining operator shall reimburse the department for its
directt costs 1o provide appropriate notice of the mitigation plan to
affected local government enfities and other affecied parties. The
mine operator shall provide the depariment a limited number of
copies, as determined by the depariment, of the mitigation plan for
public review. |
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(¢} The department shall monitor and evaluate implementation of
the mitigation plan by the mine operator and require modification of
the plan or other remedial actions 10 be taken if the overall
reduction in take of avian or mammal species required pursuant tu
paragraph (3) is not being achieved.

4700. Fully protected mammals or parts thereof may not be taken or
possessed at any time and no provision of this code or any cther law
shall be construed to authorize the issuance of permits ot licenses
to take any fully protected mammal and no permits or licenses
heretofore issued shall have any force or effect for that purpose.
However, the commission may authorize the collecting of those species
for necessary scienti<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>