Environmental Assessment Errata Sheets

Fire Management Plan

Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area
Washington State

These errata sheets were prepared as technical attachment to the draft fire management plan (FMP) and Environmental Assessment (EA).  The combination of the EA and these errata, prepared in response to public comments, comprise a full and complete record of the environmental impact analysis undertaken on the proposed FMP. The EA was available for public review and comment for a 30-day period from February 21, 2005 through March 27, 2005.  All comments received were analyzed to determine whether any new issues, potential for significant impacts, or mitigation measures were suggested.  Some comments resulted in text edits or clarification of policy, alternatives, or procedures, but did not result in any substantive changes to the plan’s purpose, goals, objectives, range of alternatives considered, or environmental impact analysis.  All changes to the EA are outlined below in Part I.  Language that is changed or added is identified by italics.  The page number refers to the document distributed to the public.  A summary of public comments and park responses are provided in Part II.

Changes to the environmental assessment are outlined below in Part I.  Language that is changed or added is identified by italics.  The page number refers to the draft document that was reviewed by the public.  A summary of public comments and park responses is described below in Part II.

Part I:  Plan and EA Clarifications and Additions.

Page 16 text reads: In addition to the project areas identified, the NPS may treat additional, small areas on a case-by-case basis.  These projects would be initiated with a request from an adjacent land owner desiring to lower forest fuels in order to reduce the chance of a wildfire spreading from LRNRA lands to his or her private land or vice-versa.  Upon such request, the NPS will assess the situation and could agree to perform fuel reduction if not in conflict with current LRNRA management policy.

Changes made reads:  Changes made reads:  In addition to project areas identified, the NPS may treat additional areas on a case- by-case basis. These projects could be initiated with a request from members of the Five Party Agreement and/or adjacent land owners.  It could include areas recently burned by wildfire that warrants rehabilitation by mechanical methods. The NPS will assess the situation and could  perform fuel reduction if not in conflict with current NRA management policy. 

Page 18, Table 3: Projected Implementation Plan

Language added to clarify implementation plan - *Project areas identified by fiscal year are subject to change depending on park priority and funding levels. 

Page 18, Table 2: Treatment Units

Language added to clarify erroneous acres for Snag Cove proposed 2.3 changes made to read actual proposed acres of 15.

Page 65 Text reads: Depending on the amount and type of weeds present, strategies will be adopted to minimize weed spread.  If burning is determined to be a potential problem to greatly increase the weed problem in an area, other strategies may be needed to treat the weeds before fire is introduced and/or after an area is burned.  These strategies may include pulling small populations or planting with native species after burning.
Changes made reads: Depending on the amount and type of weeds present, strategies will be adopted to minimize weed spread.  Table 6 and 7 describe specific weed control actions related to project type and burn severity.  

Table 6. Determining the necessity of revegetation in relation to project type:

	Weed cover before project implementation
	Project type

	
	Phase I (understory thin)
	Phase II
(crown thin)
	Phase III (prescribed burn)

	Absent to low - up to 20% weed cover (rare to scattered weeds)

High cover of desired vegetation
	Treatment/ Revegetation not necessary; ecological effects generally beneficial; regularly monitor for new weeds until plant community recovers, then monitor occasionally.
	Treatment/ Revegetation not necessary; ecological effects generally beneficial; regularly monitor for new weeds until plant community recovers, then monitor occasionally.
	See table 7 for specific information on prescribed fire and burn severity

	Moderate: 20-80% weed cover (frequent to fairly dense weeds) 

Moderate cover of desired vegetation
	Treatment/Revegetation may be necessary if desired vegetation cover is below 30%; frequent weed management and monitoring recommended.
	Treatment/Revegetation may be necessary if desired vegetation cover is below 30%; frequent weed management and monitoring recommended.
	See table 7 for specific information on prescribed fire and burn severity

	High: 80-90% weed cover (dense weeds) 

Low or no cover of desired vegetation
	Treatment/Revegetation and intense weed management and monitoring recommended
	Treatment/Revegetation and intense weed management and monitoring recommended.
	See table 7 for specific information on prescribed fire and burn severity



Table 7. Determining the necessity of revegetation in relation to burn severity:
	Weed cover before the fire
	Burn severity 

	
	Low
	Medium
	High

	Absent to low - up to 20% weed cover (rare to scattered weeds)

High cover of desired vegetation
	Revegetation not necessary; ecological effects generally beneficial; regularly monitor for new weeds until plant community recovers, then monitor occasionally.
	Revegetation not necessary; ecological effects generally beneficial; regularly monitor for new weeds until plant community recovers, then monitor occasionally.
	Revegetation and regular weed management recommended.

	Moderate: 20-80% weed cover (frequent to fairly dense weeds) 

Moderate cover of desired vegetation
	Revegetation may be necessary if desired vegetation cover is below 30%; frequent weed management recommended; high survival of most weed species.
	Revegetation may be necessary if desired vegetation cover is below 30%; frequent weed management recommended; high survival of most weed species.
	Revegetation and frequent weed management recommended; weed survival varies among species.*

	High: 80-90% weed cover (dense weeds) 

Low or no cover of desired vegetation
	Revegetation and intense weed management recommended; high survival of most weed species.*
	Revegetation and intense weed management recommended; weed survival varies among species.*
	Revegetation and intense weed management recommended; weed survival varies among species.*



*Rhizomatous weeds more easily survive fires because underground stems and roots store energy and produce many shoots when top growth is removed. Weed survival as crowns or viable seeds after fire varies among species. 
Other factors to consider in a revegetation decision are slope (where soil needs to be stabilized quickly), proximity to drainages (vegetation in drainages helps reduce erosion and filter sedimentation from post-burn runoff), and management objectives (for example, erosion control, reforestation, weed suppression, or native plants). 
The strategy outlined above addresses Class A, Class B  and Class C non-native plant species identified by Washington State Noxious Weed Control Board.  Class A and Class B are the highest priority to effectively control before populations are widespread. 
Class A noxious plants are non-native species whose distribution in Washington State is still limited.  
· Eradicating existing infestations and preventing new infestations are the highest priorities. 
· Eradication of all Class A plants is required by law. 
Class B noxious weeds are non-native species whose distribution is limited to portions of Washington State.
· Species are designated for control in State Regions where they are not yet widespread. Prevention of new infestations in these areas is the primary goal. 
· In regions where a Class B species is already abundant, control is decided at the local level. Containment of these weeds is the primary goal so that they do not spread into uninfested regions.
Class C noxious weeds are either already widespread in Washington or are of special interest to the agricultural industry. 
· The Class C status allows a county to enforce control if it beneficial to that county (for example, to protect crops). 
· Other counties may choose to provide education or technical support for the removal or control of these weeds. 
Appendix E:
Page 12 Text reads: Kamloops Island
Changes made:  Image replaced to represent Kamloops Island versus Keller Ferry
Page 25 Text reads: Seven Bays
Changes made:  Image replaced to represent Seven Bays versus Sherman Creek


Part II:  Summary of Public Concerns and Responses

The following is a summary of public comment submitted on the Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area Fire Management Plan and Environmental Assessment (FMPEA).  Four letters were received through March 27, 2005.  Public responses were received by hand, email, and post.  This section of the errata provides a summary of the main topics of concern expressed in the public comments received, and a response to each concern.

Clarification
Comment:  The FMPEA’s Chapter 1 does not clearly explain the need for Federal Action and EA:
What are the Federal Wildland and Prescribed Fire Management Policy Guidelines?  Who Authored them? Where are the guidelines defined? Should they not be attached in an appendix? If they are guidelines and not regulations, what authority calls for following them?

Response:  The need for Federal Action and EA comes from the Federal Wildland and Prescribed Fire Management Policy which was written in 1995.  A Working Group, made up of representatives from the Departments of the Interior and Agriculture as authorized by their respective Secretaries, was created to coordinate efforts to develop interagency fire policies  in response to several incidents, including the loss of 34 firefighters in 1994. Of  the nine Guiding Principles of the Policy, four stress the importance of proactive fire management planning and hence developing a Fire Management Plan (FMP) for Agency units.  The interagency policies that detail the role of FMP’s are:

· “Firefighter and public safety is the first priority.  All Fire Management Plans and activities must reflect this commitment.”  

· “Every area with burnable vegetation must have an approved Fire Management Plan.  Fire Management Plans must be consistent with firefighter and public safety, values to be protected, and land and resource management plans and must address public health issues.  Fire Management Plans must also address all potential wildland fire occurrences and include the full range of fire management actions.”  

· “Fire, as a critical natural process, will be integrated into land and resource management plans and activities on a landscape scale, across agency boundaries, and will be based on the best available science.  All use of fire for resource management requires a formal prescription.  Management actions taken on wildland fires will be consistent with approved Fire Management Plans.”  

· “Fire management planning, preparedness, suppression, fire use, monitoring, and research will be conducted on an interagency basis with the involvement of all partners.” (emphasis added) 

Practically all of the federal landbase from each of the individual field units, including Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area, is subject to wildland fires, and therefore must have a Fire Management Plan.  

In 2001,  the policy was reviewed again after 4 firefighter deaths occurred caused by entrapment on the Thirty-Mile fire.  The Policy was  updated, and then approved by both the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture.  The updates include additional rationale and mandates for fire planning:

· “FMP’s and programs will be based on a foundation of sound science.”  

· “FMP’s and land management plans will appropriately incorporate mitigation, burned area rehabilitation, and fuels reduction and restoration activities that contribute to ecosystem sustainability.”  

· “Base responses to wildland fire on approved FMPs and land management plans, regardless of source, must be based on the approved FMP.  FMPs, based on land management objectives of the area, guide the appropriate response through criteria and prescriptions.”



Noxious Weeds
Comment:  Mitigating noxious weed population before, during and after project implementation is not spelled out.  
Response:  Two tables have been added to the Alternative B: Invasive species p65 section to clarify treatment/restoration strategies. 

Comment:  Integrate “Burn Intensity” into the Noxious Weed section. 
Response:  Burn Intensity has been incorporated as a factor in determining the need for revegetation based on percent of weed cover before implementing prescribed fire through a unit.  


Slash Accumulations
Comment:  The plan does not sufficiently stress the need for timely hazard reduction in order to minimize the ever present threat from Ips and Mountain Pine beetles.

Response:  The Park realizes that the threat from Ips, Western Pine beetle and to a lesser extent Mountain Pine beetles are ever present.  To mitigate any impacts to forest stands from Ips and pine beetles as a result of project implementation the program staff have adopted the following strategies:

1. A residual basal area of no greater than 80 sq. ft/acre will be prescribed for all areas that are not in conflict with management area type as recommended by the Wenatchee Forest Pest Office.
2. Thinning activities will be targeted for the months of July through November and minimized during the months of December through May.  This decreases the food supply of the first Ips flight in the spring. 
3. Generated slash will be scattered into openings where it is exposed to direct sunlight, drying slash and making it less suitable for use by beetles. 
4. Implement green chain method in areas where spring slash accumulation constitute a threat. The green chain methods is the process of creating a continuous supply of fresh slash during the flight period of emerging adults, which will generally attract the beetles keeping them out of the standing trees. 

These strategies will mitigate Ips and Pine beetle outbreak as a result of a park initiated fuel reduction projects or currently overstocked stands near communities at risk.

Driftwood 

Comment: I do not see anything in the plan that addresses the fire (and safety/health) hazards present in many shoreline areas where driftwood and other material has been allowed to accumulate over the past years. I feel that if you wish to address the topic of fire hazard reduction these areas MUST be included as well as the forested areas. Ideally the debris accumulations in these areas can be piled and burned safely on the lakebed when the lake level has been reduced as it presently is.

Response: The park staff is aware of woody debris accumulations along the shoreline as a result of reservoir fluctuations.  The removal and or reduction of woody debris along the shoreline is outside the scope of the Fire Management Plan EA.  The EA addresses forested parcels that have an increased basal area as a result of fire exclusion.  However, the 36 CFR §2.13 – FIRES in the Superintendent’s Compendium reads:
(a)(1) The lighting or maintaining of fires is generally prohibited, except as provided for in the following designated areas or receptacles, and under the conditions noted:
Designated areas:
· All park campsites where fire receptacles are provided.
· The exposed lakebed from November 1 to May 1 when the fire danger rating for the park is at or below Level 2.

Established conditions for fires:
· Fire size must be less than three feet in diameter
· Fires must be at least ten feet from the nearest beach logs, structure, or vegetation

(b) When shoreline camping, all charcoal ashes must be packed out and disposed of in park trash receptacles after ensuring that they are completely extinguished.

(c) High fire danger closures will be in effect whenever the Washington State Department of Natural Resources issues a fire closure for areas that include the recreation area.

Although the Fire Management Plan EA does not address woody debris accumulation along the shoreline – the compendium does allow for personal warming fires on the exposed lakebed from November 1st through May 1st when the fire danger rating for the park is at or below Level 2.

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
Comments:  Please identify how the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental assessment will be integrated with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 and Section 110.

Response:  Individual projects covered under the Fire EA will be subject to a Section 106 (NHPA) review prior to initiation.  This will involve research on known sites, a cultural resources survey, and consultation with interested parties. The cumulative effect of the fire program on cultural resources will be minimized through the avoidance policy described in the Fire EA.

Comment:   The FMPEA admits to the possibility of damaging cultural resources (page 81).  With this foreknowledge it becomes incumbent on NPS to incorporate mitigation strategies for damaging cultural properties as per NHPA and Section 110.

Response:   
The NPS will minimize adverse effects to cultural resources through avoidance.  Conducting a cultural resource survey for each project and developing avoidance stipulations for cultural sites during the Section 106 process will accomplish this.  These stipulations may include, but not be limited to, any of the following:
· Foaming of wooden structures and artifacts;
· Clearing of brush around structures and rock art panels;
· Restrictions on the use of heavy equipment on cultural sites;
· Restrictions on the use of hand lines or other ground disturbing activities on cultural sites;
· Preservation of brush and trees that cover features on cultural sites.
· Monitoring by a cultural resource specialist who will be on-site during any ground disturbing activity.
· Make cultural resource data available to Resource Advisors during a wildfire.
· Consult with Tribes.
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Table 8. Possible Treatments for Cultural Resource Property Types
	Cultural Resources
	Project type

	
	Phase I (understory thin)
	Phase II
(crown thin)
	Phase III (prescribed burn)

	Historic Structures
	6 inch DBH understory thin will occur within 30 feet of all historic structures to provide a defensible space.
	Hazard trees will be removed from around historic structures.
	Historic structures will be foamed, and hoses will be available during the burn to provide water. A cultural resources specialist will monitor all phases of the project.

	Cultural Surface Feature
	6 inch DBH understory thin will occur within 30 feet of all cultural features to provide a defensible space.  The boles and slash will be carried away from the feature to prevent damage from high intensity fires.
	Heavy equipment use will be restricted around cultural features, providing a buffer of no less than 30 feet. 
	Restriction on the use of hand lines or other ground disturbing activities within 30 feet of a cultural feature. If wood artifacts are suspected in a feature, fire will be prevented from burning through a feature by installing sprinklers or using foam. Shrub vegetation covering features will be maintained to discourage looting.  Monitor by a cultural resource specialist who will be on-site during any ground disturbing activity.

	Subsurface Archaeological Deposits
	6 inch DBH understory thin will occur on archaeological sites in order to minimize the threat of wildland fire and degrading forest health.  The boles and slash will be carried away from the feature to prevent damage from high intensity fires.
	If subsurface archaeological sites may be adversely affected by heavy logging equipment, then the work will be restricted to the winter when there is frozen ground or a sufficient snow pack to prevent ground disturbance.
	In archaeological sites, hand lines will be excavated no deeper than the surface of the mineral soil.  The archaeological deposits will be protected from high temperatures by restricting the fires to low-intensity burns.  Stumps will also be prevented from burning out by the use of low-intensity fires.   Slash pile burning will only occur  in areas of the site where there are no cultural materials near the surface.


	Rock Art
	Unless the trees are providing a visible buffer, 6 inch DBH understory thin will occur within 30 feet of all cultural features to provide a defensible space.  The boles and slash will be carried away from the rock art site to prevent damage from high intensity fires.
	Heavy equipment use will be restricted around cultural features, providing a buffer of no less than 30 feet.
	Fire will be prevented within 30 ft of a rock art site by installing sprinklers.  Shrub vegetation will be maintained if it provides a visible buffer that may hide the rock art panels.

	Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP’s)
	NPS will consult with the tribes to collect evidence of TCPs, to evaluate the property and to determine the potential effect of the project. NPS will develop mitigative measures in consultation with the Tribe. This may involve avoidance or some form of limited restrictions.
	NPS will consult with the tribes to collect evidence of TCPs, to evaluate the property and to determine the potential effect of the project. NPS will develop mitigative measures in consultation with the Tribe. This may involve avoidance or some form of limited restrictions.
	NPS will consult with the tribes to collect evidence of TCPs, to evaluate the property and to determine the potential effect of the project. NPS will develop mitigative measures in consultation with the Tribe. This may involve avoidance or some form of limited restrictions.




