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Dear Mr. Warren:
On April 22, 2018, you filed an objection on the North Savery Healthy Forest
Restoration Act (HFRA) project on the Brush Creek/Hayden Ranger District of the
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forest and Thunder Basin National Grassland. The legal
notice for this project's Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Draft Record
of Decision (ROD) was published in the Rawlins Daily Times on March 23, 2018, which
initiated a 30-day objection filing period. Your objection was timely. I have reviewed
your objection to the FEIS, Draft ROD, and project record in accordance with 36 CFR
218. There was no Objection Resolution Meeting held.
OVERVIEW OF PROJECT
Purpose and Need for Action
The purpose of this action is to narrow the gaps between the existing condition and the
desired condition by improving and restoring ecosystem health and forest productivity in
the project area through vegetation, fuels, and roads projects.
More specifically, the project purpose is to:
• Promote forest resiliency and regeneration, particularly in stands affected by mountain
pine beetle;
• Reduce development of large, continuous, high-hazard fuel conditions in areas with
timber production emphasis;
• Remove hazard trees from high-priority areas affecting public safety and infrastructure,
including fences, ditches, and portions of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail
corridor;
• Provide merchantable timber products for sale from designated timber units;
• Treat previously harvested, restocked timber stands to improve growth, vigor and
resiliency;
• Relocate, reconstruct, or restore to natural conditions portions of the existing road
system contributing to impaired function of watersheds to restore forest and ecosystem
resiliency;
• Designate and maintain a sustainable road system for management and public
access; and
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• Complete requirements of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR 212 Subparts A and
B).
The project is needed now in the North Savery area because:
• Over the past decade, a mountain pine beetle epidemic has killed pine trees across
thousands of acres of forest land in southern Wyoming, and management now could
improve resiliency to future stresses on the forest;
• Timber stands in the North Savery project area are among the most productive
growing sites on the Medicine Bow National Forest, and it is a priority to reforest and
return these stands to active timber production;
• There is a limited time in which to salvage these trees and recover a sawtimber
product;
• Fuel characteristics from mountain pine beetle mortality promote extreme fire behavior
and increase the probability of severe fire effects;
• Fuel breaks suitable for holding firelines and protecting values at risk do not exist in
many parts of the analysis area;
• Standing dead trees create safety hazards to the public and Forest Service
employees;
• A National Environmental Policy Act analysis and decision have not yet been made to
designate the minimum road system for the North Savery Project area to complete
subpart A of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR 212 Subpart A);
• Some designated roads are contributing to degraded resource conditions on the
Medicine Bow National Forest, including loss of vegetation, erosion, sedimentation to
streams, and reduced quality of wildlife habitat;
• Road improvements, such as replacing failing culverts, are also needed to maintain
the transportation system; and
• The Chief of the Forest Service and the Governor of Wyoming identified this project
location as a priority area for treatment due to insect and disease infestation

Alternatives: two alternatives were analyzed in detail. The preferred alternative is the
Modified Proposed Action. Additional alternatives were considered, but eliminated from
detailed study.
•

No Action Alternative: The no action alternative would allow the current
situation to continue and there would change in the existing conditions towards
the desired condition.

•

Modified Proposed Action: The Modified Proposed Action was the result of
iterative improvements in response to internal analysis and public comments
submitted during scoping. Since publication of the notice of intent and scoping
document in 2015 , public comments , additional resource surveys, new
information from cooperating agencies, environmental analysis, and
developments in planning policy and implementation were used to, or required us
to, modify the proposed action. The combination of activities analyzed in detail
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and for which the potential impacts were disclosed in the draft environmental
impact statement were "frozen" for purposes of this analysis as of January 25,
2017. The descriptions and analysis of the modified proposed action are
incorporated by reference from the draft environmental impact statement into this
final environmental impact statement.
For specific aspects of the proposed action, refer to the FEIS.

RESPONSE TO OBJECTION ISSUES

Issue 1: The District Ranger is not authorized to approve the actions that are descried
in the Draft ROD. Decision authority for CDNST actions is addressed in FSM 2353.04 .
Response: In a letter dated May 4, 2018, in accordance to FSM 2404.21, sec. 1.c,
Forest Supervisor Russell M. Bacon delegates authority to Jason Armbruster, Brush
Creek/Hayden District Ranger, to "oversee and supervise the environmental analysis
and documentation in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
and service as the deciding official who signs and issues decisions that contain forest
resource sale projects (NEPA decision authority)."
The deciding official (district ranger) is not making a decision on any of the items listed
in FSM 2353.04 (i) in the North Savery Project. The District Ranger, in the North
Savery ROD, is deciding on Vegetative Management and Travel Management which is
authorized in the May 4, 2018 designation letter. District Ranger/Forest Supervisor
decision authority is also discussed/clarified in an email dated October 27, 2017
between the North Savery IDT Leader, Paula Guenther and Continental Divide National
Scenic Trail Administrator, Brenda Yankoviak.
Issue 2: The North Savery project implements Forest Plan through staged decisionmaking and tiering to the Forest Plan EIS. However, the existing Forest Plan does not
provide for the integration of the requirements of the National Trails System Act.
Issue 3: To identify a minimum road system, the Forest Plan must be current having
addressed changed policies and resource conditions. Relevant to this objection, the
2003 Forest Plan and associated FEIS fail to recognize the direction in the 2009
CDNST Comprehensive Plan.
Issue 5: The description failed to note that the Forest Plan has not been amended and
the associated FEIS supplemented to address the requirements of the 2009 CDNST
Comprehensive Plan and associated policies.
Response: This project uses the scenery guidelines of high to very high as described
in the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan. These guideline are more restrictive than the
Forest Plan. In multiple location in the FEIS, Draft ROD, and project record are
references to the use of scenery guidelines and where and how they were utilized in the
analysis (see FEIS pages: 53, 179, 180, 193, and 195; Draft ROD page 18; and the
North Savery Scenery Report)
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Issue 4: The intent of removing hazard trees from the CDNST is unclear. The clearing
limit with hazard tree removal for this purpose would be less than 80 feet on each side
of the CDNST travel route
Response: Clearing limits are discretionary based on site specific conditions that affect
how trees may impact users on a trail. The impacts to visuals were considered through
development of design features outlined in the North Savery Scenery Report and
included in the FEIS pg. 111-112.
Issue 6: The characteristics of the landscape through the project area is typical of
many other CDNST locations through Colorado, Wyoming, Idaho, and Montana.
Lodgepole pine is fire dependent with natural events resulting in large openings often
followed by dense regenerated stands. Any deviation from the Landscape Aesthetics
Handbook must meet the requirements of 40 CFR 1502.24.
Response: The scenery specialist report prepared for the North Savery project uses
the established visual distance zones (e.g. see p.6 of Specialist Report for Scenic
Resources) and does not make any reference to deviating from the protocols and
methodologies outlined in the Landscape Aesthetics Handbook and the Scenic
Resources section Chapter 3 of the FE IS does not mention any deviation from the
Scenery Management System. A design feature was developed specific to this project
that identified a 50' foreground distance for implementation.
Issue 7: The CDNST was designated by an Act of Congress in 1978 predating the
timber management activities along this section of t.he Continental Divide. The
cumulative effects of past, present, and future management actions on National Scenic
Trail values are significant and should have been addressed in the Environmental
Consequences section of the FEIS.
Response: CEQ's NEPA regulations on cumulative effects requires analysis and a
concise description of the identifiable present effects of past actions to the extent that
they are relevant and useful in analyzing whether the reasonably foreseeable effects of
the agency proposal for action and its alternatives may have a continuing, additive and
significant relationship to those effects.
Based on scoping, agencies have discretion to determine whether, and to what extent,
information about the specific nature, design, or present effects of a past action is useful
for the agency's analysis of the effects of a proposal for agency action and its
reasonable alternatives.
The cumulative effects have been considered for all of the affected resources, including
consideration of past timber harvesting along the CDNST as identified in chapter 3 of
the FEIS (see FEIS, pg. 138, 184, 190, 196, and the SilviculturelTimber Report)
Issue 8: Modifying Scenery Management System protocols must be consistent with 40
CFR 1502.24 processes. By definition, the existing view of bark-beetle killed trees has
no effect on scenic integrity. The Affected Environment section of the FEIS should have
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identified that portions of the project area along the CDNST travel route have high
scenic integrity such as from the View Point identified on the map in Appendix C.
Response: The Forest's scenery resource analysis determined the existing Scenic
Integrity Level to be Moderate. Scenery Integrity Objectives are established as goals
and mayor may not represent the existing condition based on several factors. (see
Table 31, Chapter 3 of the FEIS as well as the Specialist Report for Scenic Resources)
Issue 9: High and moderate scenic integrity landscapes exist along the CDNST in
sections of the project area. Timber management activities that degrade the existing
viewshed to low and then followed by low to moderate for 30 years, along with the
continuation of activities associated MA 5.13 Forest Products Desired Conditions, would
substantially interfere with the nature and purposes of the CDNST.
Response: The rule that concerns substantial interference is in the National Trails
System Act - Section 7c. "Other uses along the trail, which will not substantially
interfere with the nature and purposes of the trial, may be permitted by the Secretary
charged with administration of the traiL" Substantial interference is not defined in law,
regulation or policy for the CDNST by the Forest Service. The 2009 Comprehensive
Plan established a policy that for one-half mile on either side of the trail location
(corridor), the scenic integrity objective would be high or very high. The District has
chosen to adopt a scenic integrity objective of high for the foreground of the route.
(FEIS Summary xii, page 52). The existing scenic integrity has been rated between
very low to moderate along the trail.
The proposed treatments and design criteria do not constitute substantial interference.
The existing condition is not the desired condition. The management activities are
intended to promote re-growth of the forest in a faster timeline than without the
management activities . In addition, use of the trail is facilitated by removing standing
and down dead trees and live trees that would be subject to windthrow, such that the
trail will be reliably free of trees across the trail, the users will have a safer experience
and future maintenance efforts could focus on managing the trail tread, instead of
clearing trees from the trail. (See FEIS pg. 138-139)
Issue 10: It should be mentioned that the public perception of the scenic nature of
clear-cuts is low. An appropriate reference that could be used for these statements is
the publication title, "Assessing Forest Scenic Beauty Impacts of Insects and
Management - FHTET 98-08." Meeting scenic management objectives would take up
to 30 years, not 7 years. Scenic integrity of some views along the impact travel route
would be immediately reduced from high or moderate to low with the implementation of
the selected alternative - see Appendix C map.
Response: The Scenery Management System does not include predetermined
timeframes for bringing a project area from the existing Scenic Integrity Level of Low to
Moderate up to one of High. However, the project record does include information that
indicates the treated areas are expected to more rapidly attain the desired Scenic
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Integrity Level than would be expected if these areas were not treated (see Table 31,
Chapter 3 of the FEIS as well as the Specialist Report for Scenic Resources).
Issue 11: The selected alternative when implemented will substantially degrade
CDNST values (scenic and recreation setting) and as such should not have been
developed in detail. The alternative suggested in DEIS comments avoid impacts to the
CDNST until appropriate management direction can be addressed through Forest Plan
amendment processes.
Response: See response to Issue 9.
Issue 12: Trail maintenance is outside the scope of the proposed action.
Response: The proposed action does not include trail maintenance as a specific
aspect of the project, however clearing the trail from deadfall is listed as part of the
project that is addressing public safety. It is also mentioned in the analysis that
removing vegetation adjacent to the trail will aid in future maintenance. Specifically,
FEIS, pg 138 - Trail maintenance is discussed as a direct/indirect effect of
implementing the proposed action. By removing vegetation, there are less trees that
will naturally downfall across the trail. Thus, less future trail maintenance ("clearing
consistent downfall on the trail"). And FEIS, pg 20 - Hazard tree removal from the
CDNST is a part of the purpose and need for this project.
Issue 13A: Implementation of the MA 5.13 management direction will continue to
modify valued landscapes from existing high and moderate scenic integrity levels
resulting in a low scenic integrity level as a result of intensive timber management
programs.
Response: See response to Issue #8. The Specialist Report for Scenic Resources
states that all future management activities, including reentry, within and adjacent to the
analysis area are required to have scenic resources evaluated as part of the project
level planning.
Issue 138: Continuing to modify the area resulting in ROS Roaded Modified class
conditions will substantially degrade the ROS desired condition for the CDNST corridor.
Response: The project area has been identified as Roaded Modified class under the
ROS system. This FEIS (p. 43) discusses that the trail is located in roaded natural and
roaded modified ROS settings. Figure 16 on page 54 shows that the trail corridor is
primarily located in roaded modified ROS settings.
There is not a discussion about changes to the ROS class in the effects analysis. There
is no change proposed to the ROS classes as a result of this project.
Issue 14: The ROD must identify any methodologies used and shall make explicit
reference by footnote to the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in
the statement. In addition, substantial interference analyses and determinations need
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to be rigorous and be addressed as part of the cumulative impact (40 CFR 1508.7) and
effects (40 CFR 1508.8) analyses.
Issue 15: A written impact analysis that focuses on significant issues should be
included in the environmental consequences section of a NEPA document. A written
impact analysis should: (1) describe the impacts that each of the alternatives under
consideration would have on affected resources; (2) use quantitative data to the extent
practicable including view point images and simulations; (3) discuss the importance of
impacts through consideration of their context and intensity; and (4) provide a clear,
rational link between the facts presented and the conclusions drawn.
Issue 16: A cumulative impact analysis must consider the overall effects of the direct
and indirect impacts of the proposed action, when added to the impacts of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions on a given resource.
Response: Issues 14, 15, and 16 are all related to requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), with the exception of the assertion regarding the
substantial interference analysis, which is related the Continental Divide National Scenic
Trail Comprehensive Plan (Comprehensive Plan), which is addressed under response
to Issues 2 and 5.
With respect to identifying any methodologies used and referenced; the Forest has
documented the use of many of the methodologies and has followed standard operating
procedures for conducting analysis pursuant to NEPA. Chapter 1 of the FEIS includes a
detailed description of the disparity between the desired and existing conditions within
the project area. The description of the CDNST as it exists in the project area is
included on page 51. Chapter 3 of the FEIS summarizes the analysis that is contained
in the various specialist reports (included in the project record). The analysis includes
consideration of the significant, cause/effect, issues identified by through the
interdisciplinary process. The analysis includes consideration of the No Action
alternative and the Preferred Alternative as identified in the FEIS. The No Action
alternative represents the existing condition of the project area, with no management
action taken to address the purpose and need. The proposed action/preferred
alternative analysis includes consideration of the impacts of implementing the project on
the various resources where a cause/effect relationship exists.
The project area is within a non-wilderness setting, managing toward and objective of
high scenic integrity can be consistent with managing vegetation in the trail corridor, so
long as management does not substantially interfere with the nature and purpose of the
trail.
The interdisciplinary team has identified visual distance zones that they believe to be
appropriate for interpreting scenic integrity objectives for the North Savery project area
as a design feature during implementation for reasons that are unique and appropriate
to the character and setting of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail in the North
Savery project area. The interdisciplinary team considered the character of the trail
corridor through dense, healthy lodgepole stands with limited visual diversity, and the
scale of natural openings present along the trail corridor in meadows and above
timberline. In addition to posing safety hazards to trail users and complicating trail
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maintenance, the existing view of bark-beetle killed trees is not consistent with
achieving high scenic integrity in the existing condition. Furthermore, scenic integrity
objectives are goals for the long term, and the responsible official does not consider
them site- or time specific standards.
Chapter 3 of the EIS contains a summary of cumulative effects for both of the
alternatives considered in detail. All previous commercial timber project in the project
area, those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions have been
considered in the range of alternatives.
Issue 17: Management direction for Semi-Primitive Motorized, Roaded Natural, Rural,
and Urban ROS classes allow uses that would substantially interfere with the nature
and purposes of the CDNST if the allocation desired conditions are realized. SemiPrimitive Non-Motorized settings would normally be managed to keep motorized uses
0.5 miles from the CDNST travel path.
Response: References to a Forest Plan allocation of desired conditions (Recreation
Settings/ROS) is beyond the scope of this project as there is no proposal to modify the
ROS designations in the Forest Plan. References to changed conditions resulting from
actions due to the project are covered in the response to Issue #13.
The fact that uses occurring off of the trail may impact the trail experience is not
relevant to the decision being made here. The FEIS on page 138 clearly states that no
changes to the use of the trail are contemplated. The fact that the settings in the area
are different than the recommended settings for the CDNST is beyond the scope of the
project.
However, it appears that conflicting activities are being reduced by closing roads which
will reduce opportunity for impact to the trail experience from adjacent activities and by
reducing vehicle crossing locations, the direct impact on CDNST users would be
reduced. That is stated on page 138 of the FEIS: Road decommissioning also would
create long term improvements in character of the trail corridor.
Issue 18: Management Area 5.13 direction prescribes that commercial timber harvest
persists in to the future. Combined with past, present and expected future actions, the
CDNST corridor will not regain desired high scenic integrity.
Response: See response to Issue #8. The Specialist Report for Scenic Resources
states that all future management activities, including reentry, within and adjacent to the
analysis area are required to have scenic resources evaluated as part of the project
level planning.
Issue 19: Visual effects analyses must be consistent with Scenery Management
System protocols until such protocols are officially amended.
Response: See above discussion for Issue #6
Conclusion:
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I find that the analysis in the project record supports the reasoning contained in the
Draft ROD for the Responsible Official's Preferred Alternative - Modified Proposed
Action. And although the existing project record addresses your issues, I believe that
additional clarity would be helpful therefore, I am issuing instructions to do so. Your
suggested remedies are denied.
Instructions:
I am instructing the Responsible Official to include additional rationale in the Record of
Decision to clarify the use of the 50' foreground distance along the Continental Divide
National Scenic Trail and clarify the determination of using low to moderate SIO along
the trail corridor when the Comprehensive Plan calls for high or very high SIO.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter, please contact Christopher
Wehrli, Environmental Coordinator, at 303-275-5108 or clwehrli@fsJed.us. This
response is not subject to further administrative review by the Forest Service or the
Department of A riculture pursuant to 36 CFR 218.11 (b)(2).

RUSSELL M. BACON
Forest Supervisor
cc: Jason Ambruster, Melissa Martin, Carolyn Upton, Stephanie Rebain
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