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Appendix N: Responses to Comments 
Introduction ____________________________________________  
Appendix N, Responses to Comments, summarizes comments submitted between September 26 and 
December 29, 2008, during the public comment period for Tahoe National Forest (TNF) Motorized Travel 
Management Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The comment period ended December 26, 
2008, but comments were accepted through December 29 due to a Presidential Proclamation to close the 
office on Friday, December 26. In addition, Appendix N summarizes comments submitted on the TNF 
Motorized Travel Management Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) between February 26 and April 12, 
2010. It also documents the Forest Service Responses to Comments and provides related information. 

Over 7,000 public comment letters were received on the DEIS and SDEIS. The Forest Service then 
reviewed the submitted comments and suggestions. Where comments questioned some of the data in the 
DEIS, past NEPA documents were looked at to verify road and trail status decisions. A review of these 
earlier decisions caused the Forest Service to revise the numbers in the analysis in regard to National 
Forest System roads and trails and unauthorized roads and trails. The Interdisciplinary Team also found 
that some roads and trails across private land did not have valid rights-of-ways which was also corrected 
in the analysis and is displayed in the SDEIS and in the Final EIS. Comments on the DEIS were used to 
modify Alternative 6, the Preferred Alternative.  

This volume is organized somewhat like the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Section 
1.0 shows public concerns and Forest Service responses about the Purpose and Need. Section 2.0 details 
public concerns and responses about the Alternatives. Section 3.0 has public concerns and responses 
about the Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences. Section 4.0 has public concerns and 
responses about the public involvement process. Section A has site specific public comments on 
individual roads and trails. 

This Appendix contains Public Comment statements, having general or specific ideas and concerns 
found in the correspondence received during the comment phases of the project. The verbatim use of 
material from everyone’s letter was not feasible in this Appendix. The regulations allow the Forest 
Service to consolidate comments (40 CFR 1503.4). Every effort was made to ensure that the essence of 
the concern was retained and that the response captures the full breadth of these concerns. If a subject is 
of particular concern, looking through other comments and responses may be of assistance in 
understanding. The content of all correspondence was read, considered, and entered into the project 
record.  

Responses to public comments were finalized during the development of the FEIS. Responses reflect 
work done after publication of the DEIS and the SDEIS. Following the individual responses to comments 
is a reproduction of the letters received during the public comment period from tribes, federal and state 
agencies, county and municipal governments, and from elected officials. 

Each comment received was assigned a unique five digit identifier number. At the end of the 
Appendix is an alphabetical list of the respondents and the identifier number assigned to each commenter. 
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Comments received on the DEIS begin with a number “0” and comments received on the SDEIS begin 
with the letter “S.” 
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Section 1.0: Purpose and Need 
1.00-1 Season of use: The Purpose and Need does not provide for imposing additional seasonal 
restrictions. Previous administrative decisions regarding seasonal restrictions should not be revisited 
and are outside of the scope of the project. 

Response: The Purpose and Need states “There is a need for limited changes to the TNF 
transportation system to… Provide a diversity of motorized recreation opportunities (4X4 Vehicles, 
motorcycles, ATVs, passenger vehicles, etc.)… In meeting these needs, any changes to the NFTS 
roads, motorized trails and areas should also achieve the following purposes: Minimize damage to 
soil, vegetation and other forest resources.” This element of the purpose need provides for imposing 
additional wet weather seasonal restrictions. 

Chapter 1 in the Decision Framework states “This proposal does not revisit previous administrative 
decisions that resulted in the current NFTS. This proposal is narrowly focused on implementing the 
Travel Management Rule. Previous administrative decisions concerning road construction, road 
reconstruction, trail construction, and land suitability for motorized use on the existing NFTS are 
outside of the scope of this proposal.” This means that no decisions will be made in this project 
regarding closure of existing NFTS roads and NFTS trails. No decisions would be made to include 
additional motorized roads and trails in lands determined to be unsuitable for motorized use in the 
Forest Plan such as in the Grouse Lakes non-motorized area. Non-motorized trails would not be 
converted to motorized uses in this decision. 

 Commenters: 06248, 06390, 06738, 06752, 06779, 06799 

1.00-2 RS2477: Roads and trails on the Tahoe National Forest are subject to Revised Statute (RS) 
2477. 

Response: Revised Federal Statute 2477 (RS2477) states; “The right-of-way for the construction of 
highways over public lands, not reserved for public uses, is hereby granted.” This means that those 
Counties or some other entity operating and maintaining roads can assert their right to take over and 
manage those roads which predate the reservation of the Tahoe National Forest. In the event the 
County or some other entity were to assert their rights, the Forest Service would review the 
information they submit and determine 1) if the roads do indeed predate the reservation of the Forest 
and 2) if the entity has the means to operate and maintain road. If they meet these conditions the 
Forest Service would issue that entity a right-of-way to those roads. To date, no county or other 
entity has asserted RS2477 rights for any specific route. Decisions regarding the RS2477 status of 
roads and trails on the Forest are outside of the scope of this decision. 

 Commenters: 01367, 06477, 06511, 06710 

1.00-3 Non-motorized trail additions: Actions designating non-motorized trails are beyond the 
scope of this travel management planning effort and requires a separate NEPA analysis.  
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Response: There are no decisions being made in this project to add any non-motorized trails to the 
NFTS. The statement referenced in the comment simply reflects that unauthorized routes not 
included in the NFTS as motorized roads or trails would be available for use by non-motorized users. 
It also reflects that any effects associated with non-motorized use of these roads and trails would 
continue into the future. 

 Commenter: 06701 

1.00-4 Decisions regarding existing NFTS roads: Decisions regarding existing NFTS roads 
should be excluded from this planning effort. 

Response: In Chapter 1 the Decision Framework states “This proposal does not revisit previous 
administrative decisions that resulted in the current NFTS. This proposal is focused on implementing 
36 CFR 212, Subpart B of the Travel Management Rule. Previous administrative decisions 
concerning road construction, road reconstruction, trail construction, and land suitability for 
motorized use on the existing NFTS are outside of the scope of this analysis.” This means that no 
decisions will be made in this project regarding closure of existing NFTS roads and NFTS trails. No 
decisions would be made to include additional motorized roads and trails in lands determined to be 
unsuitable for motorized use in the Forest Plan such as in the Grouse Lakes non-motorized area. 
Non-motorized trails would not be converted to motorized uses in this decision. 

 Commenter: 06801 

1.00-5 Closure/Decommissioning of existing NFTS roads and trails: Closing or 
decommissioning previously approved NFTS roads and trails should be an action considered in this 
project. 

Response: Closure or decommissioning of existing NFTS roads and trails are actions outside of the 
scope of this decision. 

All of the legal requirements found in 36 CFR 212 are being met. It is fully within the Forest 
Supervisor’s legal authority to determine the scope of this analysis. 36 CFR 212.50(b) states; 

“The responsible official may incorporate previous administrative decisions regarding travel 
management made under other authorities, including designations and prohibitions of motor vehicle 
use, in designating National Forest System roads, National Forest System trails, and areas on 
National Forest System lands for motor vehicle use under this subpart.” 

The Forest Supervisor made the decision to incorporate previous administrative decisions in the 
project direction letter to the Interdisciplinary Team in which he stated; “Scope of Project – The 
Scope of the project will include all roads, trails, and areas to be considered as open for motor 
vehicle use. Motor vehicle use on roads, trails and areas shall be designated by vehicle class and 
time of year. This designation shall incorporate all applicable administrative and NEPA decisions 
previously made for existing National Forest System roads, trails and areas. These previous 
decisions will be incorporated into all alternatives considered in detail.” 
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The “Decision Framework” as defined in Chapter 1 of the FEIS also states; “This proposal does not 
revisit previous administrative decisions that resulted in the current NFTS. This proposal is focused 
on implementing 36 CFR 212, Subpart B of the Travel Management Rule. Previous administrative 
decisions concerning road construction, road reconstruction, trail construction, and land suitability 
for motorized use on the existing NFTS are outside of the scope of this analysis.” 

Commenters: 00028, 00034, 00079, 02719, 03155, 03161, 06384, 06419, 06430, 06457, 06554, 
06716, 06729, 06749, 06752, 06753 

1.00-6 Definition of existing system: The DEIS fails to adequately define the roads and trails that 
are part of the existing National Forest Transportation System (NFTS). 

Response: The Federal Register, Volume 70, No. 216, November 9, 2005 states the Forest 
transportation system is the system of National Forest System (NFS) roads, NFS trails, and airfields 
on NFS lands. A NFS road is a forest road other than a road which has been authorized by a legally 
documented right-of-way held by a State, county or other local public road authority. A NFS trail is a 
forest trail other than a trail which has been authorized by a legally documented right-of-way held by 
a State, county or other local public road authority. A Forest road or trail is a road or trail wholly or 
partly within or adjacent to and serving the NFS lands that the Forest Service determines is necessary 
for the protection, administration, and utilization of the NFS lands and the use and development of 
its resources. 

Between Draft and Supplemental Draft EIS the Forest conducted a comprehensive review of all of 
the existing roads and trails to verify their status in the National Forest Transportations System. 
Information sources included the last 15 years of NEPA decisions concerning roads and trails, the 
Rights-Of-Way Atlas, and the INFRA Database. Based on this analysis the following corrections in 
Table N-1 were made to the existing National Forest Transportation System. These corrections were 
incorporated into all of the alternatives in the Supplemental Draft EIS and FEIS. 

Table N-1. Changes made to the existing National Forest Transportation System 

Category of change Reason for change Miles 
Additional NFTS 
motorized recreation 
opportunities 

State or County roads determined to be part of the NFTS 32.2 
Previous NEPA decision added road/trail to the NFTS 69.4 
Previous NEPA decision converted non-motorized trail to a motorized 
road or trail 

2.7 

Subtotal 104.3 
Changes in type of 
NFTS motorized 
recreation 
opportunities 

Previous NEPA decision changed the class of vehicle allowed 76.8 
Previous NEPA decision changed season of use on NFTS road/trail 579.6 
Previous NEPA decision changed both season of use and class of vehicle 
allowed on NFTS road/trail 

33.5 

Subtotal 689.9 
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Category of change Reason for change Miles 
Reductions in NFTS 
motorized recreation 
opportunities 

Previous NEPA decision scheduled NFTS road/trail for decommissioning 20.7 
NFTS roads/trails on private land determined to not have a valid right-of-
way 

124.5 

NFTS roads determined to be under State or County Jurisdiction 8.8 
Previous NEPA decision converted motorized road/trail to a non-
motorized trail 

5.2 

Previous NEPA Decision closed the road/trail 349.7 
Subtotal 508.9 

Commenters: 06704, 06716, 06730, 06781, S0005, S0008, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0023, 
S0041, S0043, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

1.00-7 TNF open for motor vehicle use: The Tahoe National Forest has historically been an “Open 
Forest” for motor vehicle use per direction in the 1977 OHV Plan and the 1990 Forest Plan; 
therefore, all unauthorized routes in areas approved for motor vehicle use should be considered part 
of the existing National Forest Transportation System.  

Response: The 1977 TNF OHV plan divided the Forest into seven different zones which provided 
guidance for OHV vehicle management within each zone. All of the zones except one specify that 
land travel is restricted to designated routes. The remaining zone specifies that “Specific Areas may 
be designated for unlimited use by off road vehicles.” These zones are then overlaid over the Forest 
Visitor map for reference. The Forest Visitor map shown under the 1977 OHV Plan indicates merely 
the presence of roads and trails on the ground. It cannot be assumed that those roads and trails which 
are shown on the visitor map are the designated roads, trails, and open areas described in the 1977 
OHV Plan. 

The 1977 TNF OHV Plan was then superseded by the 1990 Tahoe Land and Resource Management 
Plan (Forest Plan). This plan contained standards and guidelines for 109 separate Management Areas 
for “Transportation Management Policy” and “Off-Highway Vehicle Restrictions.” 

The 1990 Forest Plan was then amended in 2004 by the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment. This 
Forest Plan amendment contained a standard and guideline to “Prohibit wheeled vehicle traffic off of 
designated routes, trails, and limited off highway vehicle (OHV) use areas.” The resulting Forest 
Plan direction regarding motor vehicle use is contained in Chapter 3.00 (Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences) of the EIS. 

Regardless of the time period in which the routes were created, or the means by which they were 
created, they are not currently part of the approved National Forest Transportation System. As such, 
motorized use of the routes is currently not authorized. One the primary purposes of this project is to 
determine which, if any, of these routes should be added to the NFTS. On the remainder of the 
routes, motorized use will be prohibited as part of the prohibition of cross country travel. 
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Between Draft and Supplemental Draft EIS a comprehensive review of roads and trails was 
conducted on the Forest to verify their status in terms on the NFTS.  

Commenters: 01685, 02556, 02560, 02563, 02936, 05632, 06390, 06557, 06698, 06704, 06730, 
06744, 06752, 06783, 06784, 06788, 06796, 06801, 06805, 06806, 06807, 06808, 06809, FI, S0004, 
S0006, S0007, S0008, S0013, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069, S0072 

1.00-8 Difference between mileage of unauthorized routes in the NOI and the DEIS: The Notice 
of Intent lists different mileages of routes unauthorized for motorized travel than the figures listed in 
Draft EIS. 

Response: The difference between the 2,500 miles in the Notice of Intent (NOI) and the 1,400 miles 
in the DEIS can be explained as follows: 

• 48 miles were found to be existing system roads and trails (motorized and non-motorized). These 
were included as part of the NFTS. 

• 8 miles were closed system roads through Forest Orders and were excluded from all alternatives. 
• 7 miles were previously decommissioned roads and trails and were excluded from all alternatives. 
• 2 miles were County or private roads 
• The remainder (about 1,035 miles) is on private land for which the Forest Service has no 

authority to add to the National Forest Transportation System (NFTS) motorized recreation 
opportunities. 

In the Draft EIS unauthorized routes were defined as user created routes, temporary roads and 
Maintenance Level 1 roads. In the Supplemental Draft EIS and FEIS, unauthorized routes include 
temporary roads and user created routes. Reopening of Maintenance Level 1 roads in the SDEIS and 
FEIS are listed in Chapter 2 for each alternative under “Changes to the NFTS.” 

Commenters: 00682, 01426, 02559, 05028, 05636, 06384, 06511, 06624, 06629, 06685, 06698, 
06701, 06730, 06740, 06752, 06759, 06760, 06779, 06788, 06789, 06790, 06805, FC, FI, S0008, 
S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

1.00-9 New construction and re-routing of roads and trails: New construction and re-routing of 
roads and trails should be included in the project. 

Response: New construction such as a major re-route of a trail is outside of the scope of this project. 
A list of those roads and trails where this was identified as a possibility was retained in the project 
record. As funding becomes available, these projects will be analyzed in future NEPA projects. 

Commenters: 06451, 06544, 06752 

1.00-10 Historic roads and trails as part of the NFTS: Many existing roads and motorized trails 
should be considered part of the existing NFTS for the following reasons: (1) they appear on 
previous maps including visitor maps, previous OHV Plans, and quad maps; (2) they were never 
signed closed; (3) they pre-date NEPA; (4) they are historic roads and motorized trails; (5) NEPA 
was never done to close them; (6) use of volunteers; and/or (7) expenditure of grant money; (8) the 
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Forest Service authorized use of these roads during permitted activities therefore they should be 
considered part of the NFTS. The Forest Service has historically authorized motorized use of these 
routes under Special Use Permits. 

Response: Between Draft and Supplemental Draft EIS the Forest conducted a comprehensive review 
of all of the existing roads and trails to verify their status in the National Forest Transportation 
System. This information has been carried forward in the FEIS. Information sources included the last 
15 years of NEPA decisions, if available, concerning roads and trails, the Right-Of-Way Atlas, and 
the INFRA Database. Each of the reasons given for why these routes should be considered part of the 
current NFTS, are addressed below: 

1) Presence on Maps - USGS Quad Maps and old Forest Visitor Maps indicate only the physical 
presence of a road or trail on the ground. Neither indicates that these roads or trails were part of the 
approved NFTS. The 1977 OHV Plan made decisions on OHV guidance for different zones on the 
forest. These zones were displayed over the Forest Visitor Map for reference. As described above, 
the presence of roads and trails on a Visitor Map does not mean they were part of the approved 
NFTS. 

2) Not Signed as “Closed” or had a “Trail Sign” - A road or trail does not have to be signed closed 
to indicate it is not part of the approved NFTS. Many roads and trails not included in the NFTS were 
never signed closed. Similarly the presence of an un-official “trail” sign in the woods does not mean 
that a route was part of the approved NFTS. Many such signs were placed by the public to illustrate 
where trails were located. 

3) Predates NEPA - Many of the routes unauthorized for motorized use predate NEPA. Physical 
existence of a road or a trail on the ground prior to NEPA does not mean it was ever part of the 
approved NFTS.  

4) Historic Trail - A road or trail being “historic” (more than 50 years old) does not mean it is part 
of the NFTS. Many of routes on the ground are more than 50 years old and were initially created 
during the gold rush and the railroad logging era. Their age does not mean they are part of the NFTS 
previously approved by administrative decisions. 

5) Never did NEPA to close - If a route was never part of the NFTS, NEPA is not required to “close” 
them. Motorized use was never authorized. The prohibition of cross country travel in this decision 
means that motorized travel off designated roads or trails, including use of any non-designated 
routes, will be prohibited. This EIS is the NEPA document to prohibit such use. 

6) Use of Volunteers – The use of volunteers on unauthorized routes was limited to restoration and 
rehabilitation activities and work associated with Special Use Permits. Neither of these activities 
required that the work be limited to NFTS roads and trails. 

7) Expenditure of Grant Money – The only State of California Grant Monies that were expended 
on unauthorized routes were associated with Law Enforcement, Restoration and Rehabilitation, and 
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this Travel Management Project. The Law Enforcement funds were expended to keep visitors on 
routes identified in the interim Forest Order to prevent the proliferation of additional unauthorized 
routes. Restoration and Rehabilitation funds were expended on unauthorized routes to repair resource 
damage. The Travel Management funds were expended to designate motorized roads, trails and areas 
on the Forest. None of these categories of grant funding required the routes be part of the approved 
NFTS. Operation and Maintenance funds were expended solely on previously designated roads, 
trails open areas and their associated facilities. 

8) Previous Permitted Authorization – Activities authorized under special use permits such as the 
California Association of Four Wheel Drive Vehicles Winter Fun Festival are exempt from the 
prohibition of cross country travel in the action alternatives. Chapter 2 of the SDEIS in the 
description of cross country travel states; “ Public wheeled motor vehicle travel off designated NFTS 
roads, NFTS trails, and outside established motorized use areas would be prohibited, except as 
allowed by permit or other authorization.” 

Commenters: 00564, 00601, 00603, 00632, 00643, 00657, 00666, 00672, 01112, 01390, 01422, 
01776, 02556, 02936, 06480, 06561, 06568, 06698, 06699, 06704, 06710, 06730, 06744, 06752, 
06783, 06790, 06797, 06801, 06805, 06806, 06807, 06808, FI, S0005, S0008, S0014, S0015, S0018, 
S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

1.00-11 Minimum road system: The Forest Service should identify the minimum road system as 
specified in 36 CFR 212.5, Subpart A. 

Response: The Travel Management Rule is comprised of three parts: Subpart A - Administration of 
the Forest Transportation System; Subpart B - Designation of roads, trails and areas for motor 
vehicle use; and Subpart C - Use by over-snow vehicles. The immediate focus of national forests in 
California is on addressing the issue of unmanaged, cross country motor vehicle use through the 
designation of roads, trails and areas by vehicle class, and if appropriate, time of year, and the 
production of a Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM). 

The Forest Service began the current Travel Management decision-making process for national 
forests in California in 2003 with a commitment to the public to prohibit cross country vehicle travel 
and to work toward a sustainable system of designated routes. Forests have continued with this route 
designation commitment and have only departed from the original intent where necessary to align 
with the national framework and its definitions and terminology, as provided in the Travel 
Management Rule. The current proposal implements Subpart B. The travel management regulations 
do not require completion of Subpart A prior to implementation of Subpart B’s prohibition and 
designations, or as a precondition to any project level (site-specific) travel management decisions. 
Upon completion of this process, it will be determined how to best proceed in the future with the 
implementation of Subparts A and C.  

Under Forest Service regulations and new Forest Service Manual and Handbook direction issued 
nationally, Subpart A requires a broad-scale planning effort and the consideration of the multiple 
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resource and other management objectives contained in the Forest Plan. Subpart A, 212.5(b)(1), 
requires the responsible official to identify the minimum road system needed for safe and efficient 
travel and for administration, utilization, and protection of National Forest System lands as informed 
by a science-based roads analysis. Subpart A addresses the roads needed to meet resource and other 
management objectives identified in the relevant land and resource management plan. Subpart A of 
the travel management regulations (36 CFR 212.1 – 212.21) does not apply to this proposal. This 
type of planning effort is time-consuming. It would delay the forests’ current efforts to analyze 
unmanaged motorized recreation and implement a designated system of roads, trails, and areas for 
motor vehicle use, along with the improved management and resource protection that will result 
from that effort.  

Commenters: 00036, 00069, 00072, 00458, 00459, 00460, 00461, 00462, 00468, 00469, 01102, 
01363, 06248, 06703, 06715, 06716, 06729, 06750, FA, S0006, S0012, S0023 

1.00-12 Mountain bikes: This project would have potential adverse impacts on mountain bike riders 
by limiting opportunities for mountain biking. 

Response: Mountain bike management is outside of the scope of this decision. This decision only 
applies to motor vehicles. Mountain bike use is not being restricted by this decision. 

Commenters: 00001, 00002, 00052, 00053, 00075  

1.00-13 Restoration and rehabilitation needs: The DEIS lacks language that assures the planning 
and implementation for removal and/or restoration of routes that are not designated. Given the lack 
of Forest Service funding for law enforcement, motor vehicle use on unauthorized routes will 
continue, and impacts to soil resources from OHV use will continue, regardless of which alternative 
is chosen. 

Response: Restoration and rehabilitation is outside of the scope of this FEIS. Any serious and 
adverse environmental impacts which are identified as occurring on unauthorized or existing system 
routes through this process were documented in the project record and are prioritized for restoration 
and rehabilitation as funding permits.  

Commenters: 06716, 06750, 06805, S0020, S0070 

1.00-14 Need for Supplemental Draft EIS: The Forest Service should prepare a Supplement to the 
September 2008 Draft EIS in accordance with 40CFR1502.9(c)(1). 

Response: 40CFR1502.9(c) (1) states “Agencies:  

1. Shall prepare supplements to either draft or final environmental impact statements if:  

(i) The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental 
concerns; or  

(ii) There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns 
and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.” 
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The primary change between the Draft and Supplemental Draft EIS was the comprehensive review 
of its existing NFTS after the release of the Draft Travel Management EIS (DEIS). The Forest 
Service validated the status of every NFTS road and trail on the Forest by utilizing the following 
information: 

1. INFRA Database: Jurisdiction discrepancies between INFRA and the Project GIS database were 
corrected. 

2. Previous NEPA Decisions: Available NEPA decisions regarding road and trail management 
from last fifteen years were reviewed. 

3. Rights-of-Way Atlas: The rights-of-way (ROW) status of all NFTS roads and trails were 
validated based on the Forest ROW Atlas. 

Based on this review, corrections were made to the existing NFTS, as described in detail in Chapter 1 
of the FEIS. These corrections were incorporated into all of the alternatives.   

The Forest Supervisor reviewed this information and based on the interdisciplinary team’s 
recommendation, determined the preparation of a Supplemental DEIS was warranted so that the 
public had an opportunity to review the proposed action and alternatives in light of the corrections 
that were made since the DEIS was circulated. 

Commenters: 06624, 06698, 06730, 06760, 06779  

1.00-15 Funding and timelines limited the NEPA process: The Forest Service has failed to 
adequately comply with NEPA, specifically 40 CFR 1507.2, due to limited funding and deadlines 
associated with this travel management planning effort. 

Response: The Forest Service in California has been working with the public to designate routes for 
motor vehicle use since 2003. This has been a long and challenging process and we continue to move 
forward, encouraging the public to stay engaged to help us find the best solutions to secure a wide-
range of recreation opportunities while ensuring the best possible care of the land. The agency fully 
complied with NEPA in developing this Environmental Impact Statement in accordance with 40 CFR 
1502.7, which states; “Each agency shall be capable (in terms of personnel and other resources) of 
complying with the requirements enumerated below. Such compliance may include use of other’s 
resources, but the using agency shall itself have sufficient capability to evaluate what others do for 
it. Agencies shall: 

(a) Fulfill the requirements of section 102(2)(A) of the Act to utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary 
approach which will insure the integrated use of the natural and social sciences and the 
environmental design arts in planning and in decision making which may have an impact on the 
human environment. Agencies shall designate a person to be responsible for overall review of 
agency NEPA compliance.” 

An interdisciplinary team was used. The interagency team was described in the Forest Supervisors 
Project Initiation Letter and described in the List of Preparers in the EIS. 
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“(b) Identify methods and procedures required by section 102(2)(B) to insure that presently 
unquantified environmental amenities and values may be given appropriate consideration. “ 

The methods and procedures to insure that presently unquantified environmental amenities and 
values were given appropriate consideration are contained in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences) of the EIS. 

(c) Prepare adequate environmental impact statements pursuant to section 102(2)(C) and 
comment on statements in the areas where the agency has jurisdiction by law or special expertise 
or is authorized to develop and enforce environmental standards.  

The EIS, as prepared, contains detailed information on: 

1. The environmental impact of the Proposed Action is in Chapter 3 of the EIS,  
2. Any adverse environmental effects, which cannot be avoided should the proposal be 

implemented, is in Chapter 3 of the EIS, 
3. Alternatives to the proposed action is in Chapter 2 of the EIS, 
4. The relationship between local short-term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance and 

enhancement of long term productivity is in Chapter 3 of the EIS, and 
5. Any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in the 

proposed action should it be implemented is in Chapter 3 of the EIS. 
(d) Study, develop, and describe alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal 
which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources. This 
requirement of section 102(2)(E) extends to all such proposals, not just the more limited scope of 
section 102(2)(C)(iii) where the discussion of alternatives is confined to impact statements.  

A description of alternatives is contained in Chapter 2 of the EIS. 

(e) Comply with the requirements of section 102(2)(H) that the agency initiate and utilize 
ecological information in the planning and development of resource-oriented projects.  

The agency initiated and utilized ecological information as part the description of the affected 
environment and environmental consequences as described in Chapter 3 of the EIS. 

(f) Fulfill the requirements of sections 102(2)(F), 102(2)(G), and 102(2)(I), of the Act and of 
Executive Order 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality, Sec. 2.  

Sections 102(2)(F), 102(2)(G), and 102(2)(I), of the Act are national in scope and not relevant to this 
EIS. 

In summary, the unauthorized routes, including those accessing dispersed sites, recommended by the 
public were site specifically analyzed for possible inclusion in the NFTS. The documentation of this 
analysis and the rationale for their inclusion or exclusion is described in Chapter 2 (The Alternatives) 
and Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) of the FEIS as well as the 
project record. 
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Commenters: 06384, 06701, 06704, 06713, 06730, 06805, FA  

1.00-16 User fees: The Forest Service should require special licensing and user fees to support law 
enforcement, road and trail maintenance, and mitigation of adverse environmental impacts 
associated with motor vehicle use. 

Response: Charging user fees is outside of the scope of this project. A portion of the fees collected 
by the State of California through gas taxes and the State OHV green sticker registration program are 
funneled back to the Forest to fund motorized trail maintenance and improvement projects. 

Commenter: 06552 

1.00-17 Additions to the NFTS: The Forest Service should not sanction existing unauthorized 
routes. These routes were created illegally, and it sets a bad precedent when the Agency legalizes 
routes that were created by scofflaws. Including these unauthorized routes in the NFTS invites 
further illegal incursions in the forest. No trails that were illegally created should be included in the 
final decision. 

Response: Many of the unauthorized routes were actually historic and were built before National 
Forests existed. Many unauthorized routes are not user-created, and may have been created by 
logging, mining, and grazing activities. Alternative 3 in the FEIS was developed to respond to this 
concern. As such, this alternative includes no additions of existing unauthorized routes to the NFTS. 
The effects of Alternative 3 are analyzed in detail in the FEIS. 

The prohibition of cross country travel is included in all of the action alternatives to prevent further 
proliferation of unauthorized routes. In all the action alternatives, motorized travel would be 
restricted to designated roads, trails, and “Open Areas”. 

Commenters: 00064, 01859, 02604, 02626, 04563, 06248, 06448, 06552, 06753, 06805 

1.00-18 Project funding: A budget analysis of monies spent on this DEIS should be put in writing 
and made public. 

Response: The TNF costs for the DEIS averaged approximately $700,000 per year for 2007 and 
2008. Approximately 25% of these expenditures came from the State of California. The remainder 
came from the appropriated dollars allocated to the TNF from a variety of budget line items (i.e. fire 
suppression, vegetation management, road maintenance, trail construction etc.). Those funds which 
came from the State of California were generated by the Gasoline Tax and Green Sticker sales. 

Commenters: 06248, 06802, 06812 

1.00-19 Meeting the Purpose and Need: The addition of a small mileage of roads and motorized 
trails compared to the mileage of existing unauthorized routes on the Forest fails to meet the 
objective of “providing a diversity of road and trail opportunities (FSM 2353.03(2))” as indicated in 
the purpose and need. 
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Response: All the action alternatives considered in detail in the EIS meet the stated Purpose and 
Need. Chapter 2 of the FEIS describes how each action alternative specifically meets the Purpose 
and Need. The Tahoe National Forest is a forest with many miles of motorized roads and trails. 
Although it is difficult to determine all the areas where cross country motorized use occurs, the 
inventoried unauthorized OHV routes were used to determine the area potentially affected by cross 
country motorized use. 36 CFR 212.55 sets forth criteria for the designation of roads, trail, and areas. 
The Purpose and Need section of the FEIS states a need to consider these criteria in making the 
above-cited limited changes to the NFTS.  

Motorized access would be available to the vast majority of the TNF under all alternatives. There is 
87.7 percent of the Forest acreage within 0.5 mile of routes that are available for public motorized 
use under the No Action Alternative. In the action alternatives the range of 83.1 to 83.9 percent of the 
Forest acreage within 0.5 mile of routes is available for motorized recreation. That leaves 16.1 to 
16.9 percent of the Forest available for non-motorized quiet recreation in the action alternatives and 
12.3 percent available in the No Action Alternative. The diversity of road and trail opportunities 
provided in each alternative is described in Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual Resources). 

Commenters: 06704, 06719, FE, FI, S0004, S0013, S0014, S0015, S0016, S0018, S0025, S0026, 
S0027, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0066, S0067, S0069, S0072 

1.00-20 Analyze all roads for addition: All existing roads and motorized trails should be analyzed 
individually for possible inclusion in the NFTS. 

Response: The Interdisciplinary Team evaluated all roads, trails and areas specifically requested by 
the public during the public collaboration process prior to the NOI, during the public scoping period 
on the Notice of Intent, and the comment periods on the DEIS and SDEIS. Routes requested by the 
public during any of these timeframes were analyzed for inclusion in the NFTS. The criteria for 
selection of routes for each alternative are contained in Chapter 2 (The Alternatives). The rationale 
for either selecting or not selecting each specific route is contained in Appendix A (Site Specific 
Road, Trail and Open Area Information) and the project record. 

Commenters: 00601, 00603, 00604, 00608, 00620, 00626, 00629, 00632, 00633, 00652, 00657, 
00658, 00661, 00663, 00675, 00693, 00716, 00741, 01109, 01632, 02520, 02521, 02522, 02523, 
02524, 02525, 02526, 02558, 02565, 05628, 06240, 06447, 06448, 06730, 06752, 06760, 06770, FA, 
FI, S0004, S0008, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0021, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

1.00-21 Examination of the whole transportation system: Travel planning should evaluate and 
address the environmental, social and cultural impacts associated with unauthorized routes, and 
currently designated roads, trails, and areas, as identified through a landscape-scale, science-based 
travel analysis.  

Response: The entire road and trail system was analyzed in the cumulative effects sections of the 
EIS, including NFTS roads and trails, unauthorized routes, state, county and federal roads, and routes 
on private lands. The EIS did not address closing system roads or trails. Decisions to permanently 
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close and restore roads and trails to the pre-existing terrain are outside the scope of this project 
(Refer to FEIS, Chapter 1, Purpose and Need).  

Commenters: 06457, 06642, 06716, 06779, 06788, FA, S0023 

1.00-22 Temporary Forest Order: The interim Forest Order stopping cross country motor vehicle 
travel would close existing inventoried routes and violate NEPA. However, a closure order 
prohibiting cross country use between inventoried and system routes would be acceptable. 

Response: The Forest Order referred to in the DEIS Chapter 1 did not close existing inventoried 
routes: it prohibited motor vehicle cross country travel between inventoried and system routes, as the 
commenter suggests.  

Commenter: 06704 

1.00-23 Significant issue not captured: The DEIS does not accurately capture a significant issue 
raised during scoping: the adverse impacts on motorized recreation and access due to loss of trails 
and roads where public use has been well-established and accepted by the agency. The DEIS lacks 
an alternative that responds to this significant issue. 

Response: The issue of adverse impacts to motorized recreation and access due to loss of motorized 
routes historically used by the public is clearly captured in Chapter 1 (Purpose and Need) of the 
SDEIS and FEIS (Issue 1). This issue states: “The route inventory identified approximately 1,596.3 
miles of existing unauthorized routes and the proposed action only adds 36.7 miles of these to the 
NFTS. Reducing the miles of routes available for public motorized use and prohibiting cross country 
travel as described in the Proposed Action will adversely affect the quality and quantity of motorized 
recreation experiences.” Alternatives 2, 5, and 6 were developed to address this issue, and these 
alternatives are analyzed in detail in the FEIS. 

Commenter: 06704, S0066 

1.00-24 Ranking of purposes: It appears that the ordering of the purposes of the proposal 
represents their relative importance for determining changes to the NFTS. 

Response: The purpose and need statements in Chapter 1 follow the Travel Management Rule (36 
CFR 212.55). The ordering of each purpose does not indicate its importance. The list is bulleted, 
rather than numbered, to indicate that the purposes of the proposal are equally important.  

Commenter: 06725 

1.00-25 Definition of significant issue: Under NEPA, if a potential concern or issue can be 
addressed through mitigation it then no longer becomes an issue or concern, let alone a significant 
issue. The Forest Service should strike this definition of significant issue from the document.  

Response: Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations at 40 CFR 1500.4 and 1501.7 
discuss significant issues as they relate to environmental impact statements. These regulations 
emphasize identifying significant environmental issues deserving of study and deemphasizing 
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insignificant issues, thereby narrowing the scope of the environmental impact statement process. The 
Forest Service Handbook (FSH 1909.15, Chapter 10, Section 12.4) states: “Issues serve to highlight 
effects or unintended consequences that may occur from the proposed action and alternatives, giving 
opportunities during the analysis to reduce adverse effects and compare trade-offs for the decision 
maker and public to understand.” Mitigation measures and design features, whether incorporated into 
one or more alternatives, serve to reduce the adverse effects associated with a particular issue or 
issues. The identification and use of significant issues to develop alternatives, including their 
mitigation measures and design features, as done for the Tahoe National Forest’s motorized travel 
management planning effort, is consistent with NEPA. 

Commenter: 06704, 06730 

1.00-26 Rationale for Purpose and Need: The Forest Service has failed to develop a Purpose and 
Need that addresses local trends and desired conditions specific to the Tahoe National Forest. 

Response: Chapter 1 of the FEIS sets the context for why this travel management planning effort is 
needed on the TNF. It explains how the Forest Service’s 2005 final travel management regulations 
require national forests to designate roads, trails, and areas that are open to motor vehicle use on NFS 
lands. The FEIS goes on to describe the trend of how existing unplanned motorized routes 
unauthorized for motorized use have, in some situations, resulted in adverse impacts to natural 
resources. This travel management effort is needed to (1) regulate unmanaged motor vehicle travel 
by the public and (2) make limited changes to the TNF’s transportation system to provide motorized 
recreation opportunities while addressing adverse impacts to natural resources, providing for public 
safety, minimizing conflicts between different recreation users, etc. (Refer to Chapter 3 in the FEIS 
for the effects on the resources from the No Action and Action Alternatives). Minor modifications 
were made to the Purpose and Need between the DEIS and SDEIS to improve clarity.   

Commenters: 06642, 06704, 06770, FI, S0004, S0006, S0007, S0013, S0014, S0015, S0016, 
S0018, S0021, S0025, S0026, S0027, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069, S0072 

1.00-27 Directives pertaining to Travel Management: The Preferred Alternative does not conform 
with, nor foster, Forest Service policy as cited in FSM 2353.03(2). 

Response: Forest Service Manual 2353.03(2) states:  

“1. Provide trail-related recreation opportunities that serve public needs and that meet land 
management and recreation policy objectives. 

2. Provide trail-related recreation opportunities that emphasize the natural setting of NFS lands and 
that are consistent with land capability. 

3. Provide trail access for management and protection of NFS lands.” 
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The Preferred Alternative is consistent with FS Manual 2353.03. The Preferred Alternative increases 
the number of system roads and trails authorized for motor vehicle use. The seasonal restrictions are 
necessary to be consistent with the land capability.  

Commenter: 06704, 06782 

1.00-28 Public participation: The Forest Service violated NEPA during the collaboration process 
prior to issuing the Notice of Intent.  

Response: The NEPA process begins after the Notice of Intent is issued. The Notice of Intent, 
including the Proposed Action, was published in the Federal Register on April 11, 2007. The public 
scoping period on the Notice of Intent and Proposed Action began on April 11, 2007, and ended May 
14, 2007. 

The Notice of Availability for the Draft EIS was published in the Federal Register on October 3, 
2008. Public comments on the Draft EIS, including the Proposed Action, were accepted until 
December 29, 2008. 

The public collaboration process used to gather information for the Notice of Intent was done with 
full public involvement and disclosure. Documentation of the public collaboration process is fully 
described in Chapter 4 of the FEIS and the project record. 

All routes suggested by the public during: (1) the public collaboration process prior to the NOI, (2) 
the scoping period on the NOI, and (3) the DEIS and SDEIS public comment processes were fully 
evaluated for inclusion in the NFTS. The rationale for each route being added to or excluded from 
NFTS motorized recreation opportunities is found in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information) and the project record. 

Commenters: 06716, 06730, 06779 

1.00-29 Scoping: The Forest Service did not conduct adequate scoping in developing the DEIS. 

Response: In April, 2007, the Forest Service completed the “Proposed Action and Notice of Intent to 
Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement” based on comments from the meetings held in the fall, 
2006. The public comment period began on April 11, 2007 when the NOI was published in the 
Federal Register. Presentations to a variety of groups, phone calls, news releases, website postings 
and e-mails were used to alert the public of the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Action. In 
2007, public meetings were held in Truckee (April 18), in Foresthill (April 24) and in Grass Valley 
(April 26) to explain the Proposed Action. Approximately 3,500 comments were received during 
April and May. Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS for more details of the public involvement process. 

Commenter: 06730 

1.00-30 Notice of Intent NEPA compliance: The NOI does not comply with NEPA. The Forest’s 
NOI states it will prepare an EIS to disclose the impacts of the Proposed Action. It does not describe 
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possible alternatives. Neither the NOI nor the DEIS disclose why this particular 50 miles of “existing 
unauthorized routes” were selected for inclusion in the Preferred Alternative. 

Response: The NOI is fully compliant with NEPA... 40 CFR Sec. 1508.22 of the NOI states: “Notice 
of intent” means a notice that an environmental impact statement will be prepared and considered. 
The notice shall briefly: (a) Describe the proposed action and possible alternatives; (b) Describe the 
agency’s proposed scoping process including whether, when, and where any scoping meeting will be 
held; and (c) State the name and address of a person within the agency who can answer questions 
about the proposed action and the environmental impact statement. 

The proposed action was described in the NOI. The alternatives had not been developed at the time 
the NOI was published. The scoping process was described in the NOI including the location and 
timing of the scoping meetings held. The name and address of a person within the agency who can 
answer questions about the proposed action and the EIS was contained in the NOI. The criteria for 
selecting for inclusion the additions to the NFTS, establishment of motorized “Open Areas”, and 
reopening Maintenance Level 1 roads for each alternative is described in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. 

Commenter: 06730 

1.00-31 California Wilderness Act and Multiple Use: The 1984 California Wilderness Act released 
all of the Inventoried Roadless Areas on the Tahoe National Forest for Multiple Use, therefore 
unauthorized routes in these areas should be considered part of the existing National Forest 
Transportation System (NFTS), or added to the (NFTS). 

Response: The California Wilderness Act of 1984 released lands for multiple uses thereby making 
them available for project level decisions that were not consistent with future Wilderness 
consideration. It did not mandate that such decisions should be made. Nor did it specify that 
previously unauthorized activities not consistent with future Wilderness considerations were 
automatically authorized. Rather it allowed such future decisions to be made if all applicable laws, 
policies and regulations were followed. Therefore release of these Roadless Areas for multiple uses 
did not make the unauthorized motorized routes in these areas part of the NFTS.  

Commenters: S0004, S0006, S0007, S0008, S0013, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069, S0072 

1.00-32 Unauthorized versus unclassified: The use of the term “unauthorized routes” is an error 
since the Tahoe National Forest authorized cross country travel in the past. 

Response: The definition of unauthorized rather than unclassified was established by the 2005 
Travel Management Final Rule (Federal Register / Vol. 70, No. 216 / Wednesday, November 9, 
2005 / Rules and Regulations). The definition of unauthorized routes used by the Forest is consistent 
with this definition. The Department of Agriculture addressed this issue in the “Public Comments 
on Proposed Rule and Department Responses” in the Final Rule where it states “The Department 
believes that the term “unauthorized or unclassified road or trail” is cumbersome and that 
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“unauthorized” more accurately captures the nature of these routes than “unclassified.” 
Accordingly, in the final rule, the Department is changing “unauthorized or unclassified road or 
trail” to “unauthorized road or trail.” The definition for unauthorized road or trail (a road or trail 
that is not a forest road or trail or a temporary road or trail and that is not included in a forest 
transportation atlas) makes clear that unauthorized roads and trails are not part of the forest 
transportation system and are not officially recognized by the Forest Service. Stating that an 
unauthorized road or trail is not included in a forest transportation atlas does not imply that it can 
be authorized simply by including it in the atlas. As stated in the preamble to the proposed rule, user-
created roads and trails may be identified through public involvement and considered in the 
designation process. After public consideration and appropriate site specific environmental analysis, 
some user-created routes may be designated for motor vehicle use pursuant to § 212.51 of the final 
rule. These routes would become NFS roads or NFS trails and would be included in a forest 
transportation atlas and reflected on a motor vehicle use map. The final rule contains a prohibition 
at 36 CFR 261.13 pertaining to motor vehicle use. Under this provision, after NFS roads, NFS trails, 
and areas on NFS lands have been designated pursuant to 36 CFR 212.51 on an administrative unit 
or a Ranger District, it is prohibited to possess or operate a motor vehicle on NFS lands in that unit 
or District other than in accordance with those designations. At that point, motor vehicle use off 
designated routes and outside designated areas will be prohibited under § 261.13.” 

Commenter: FA, FI, S0003, S0008 

1.00-33 Additions to NFTS are not new activities Additions to the NFTS are not new activities and 
as such are not subject to the Sierra Nevada Framework requirement for evaluation of all proposals 
for new roads and trails. 

Response: Additions of unauthorized routes to the National Forest Transportation System is a new 
activity and as such are subject to NEPA and the Standards and Guidelines in the Sierra Nevada 
Forest Plan Amendment. The fact these routes are currently receiving unauthorized use by the public 
does not mean their addition to the NFTS is exempt from these requirements. 

Commenter: S0008 

1.00-34 Issues in NOI predetermined scoping comments Assumptions made in the Notice of 
Intent (NOI) and Purpose and Need predetermined the issues and limited the Range of Alternatives.  

Response: Over 3,500 scoping comments were received on the Notice of Intent. All of these scoping 
comments were considered by the Forest Service. The process the Forest Service used for 
consideration of these comments is described in Chapter 1 of the FEIS. The consideration of scoping 
comments was not limited by the background information in the Notice of Intent. 

Commenter: S0008 
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Section 2.0: Alternatives  
2.00-1 Alternative 1 (Support): The Forest Service should select the No Action Alternative 
(Alternative 1). 

Response: Supportive comments regarding Alternative 1 were considered in making modifications 
to Alternative 6 (the Preferred Alternative) between Draft and Supplemental Draft EIS by increasing 
motorized recreation opportunities. These changes have been carried forward in the FEIS. The 
rationale for the Selected Alternative will be included in the Record of Decision.  

Commenters: 00043, 00056, 00087, 00550, 00580, 00750, 00762, 00818, 01396, 01683, 04568, 
05281, 06234, 06384, 06593, 06670, 06752, 06779, 06792, 06796, FC, S0005, S0006, S0007 

2.00-2 Alternative 1 (definition of the No Action Alternative): The DEIS does not include a map 
of the No Action Alternative, nor does it include a comprehensive analysis of all the existing 
unauthorized routes on the Forest. The No Action Alternative needs to include all of the mileage of 
unauthorized routes in addition to simply the acres open to cross country travel. These unauthorized 
routes need to be included on the map of the No Action Alternative. The DEIS identifies the No 
Action Alternative as a “no management alternative” The Forest has not been directed by any 
regulation or the Forest Plan to ignore travel management. 

Response: Alternative 1 would not prohibit cross country travel nor prohibit motorized use on any 
existing unauthorized routes on the Tahoe National Forest. A map of the No Action Alternative was 
included in the DEIS and SDEIS. 

In addition, existing unauthorized routes and National Forest Transportation System (NFTS) routes 
on National Forest System lands are displayed on the Existing Condition map in the SDEIS and 
carried forward into the FEIS. The Existing Condition Map does not show the unauthorized routes if 
it is closed by a forest order.  

The environmental effects of the No Action Alternative, associated with the mileage of unauthorized 
routes as well as the acres of cross country travel, are analyzed in detail in Chapter 3 (Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences) of the FEIS.  

The additional effects of the existing NFTS as well as routes on private lands are included in the 
cumulative effects analysis for each affected resource. 

Alternative 3 can also be used as a baseline for comparison in that it makes no additions to the NFTS 
motorized recreation opportunities and implements the prohibition of cross country travel contained 
in the Tahoe Land and Resource Management Plan (1990) as amended by the Sierra Nevada Forest 
Plan Amendment (2004). 

Commenters: 02558, 06378, 06704, 06730, 06752, 06756, S0005, S0008 

2.00-3 Alternative 1 (Cross country travel prohibition): Cross country is prohibited by Executive 
Orders 11644 and 11989, the Travel Management Rule, and by the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan 
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Amendment of 2004, which requires forests to “prohibit wheeled vehicle traffic off designated routes, 
trails, and limited off-highway vehicle (OHV) use areas.  

Response: Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 establish policies and provide for procedures that will 
ensure that the use of off-road vehicles on public lands will be controlled and directed so as to 
protect the resources of those lands, to promote the safety of all users of those lands, and to minimize 
conflicts among the various uses of those lands. These Executive Orders by themselves do not 
prohibit cross country travel. 

Each of the action alternatives is designed specifically to implement 36 CFR 212 Subpart B – 
Designation of Roads, Trails, and Areas for Motor Vehicle Use. The No Action Alternative does not 
implement 36 CFR 212 Subpart B.  

The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Record of Decision (2004) contains a Forest-wide 
Standard and Guideline (S&G) which states in part “Prohibit wheeled vehicle travel off of designated 
routes, trails, and limited off highway vehicle (OHV) use areas.” Standards and Guidelines are not 
decision documents on their own. An authorized officer needs to say where motorized use is allowed 
or not. The Travel Management Project, and resulting Motor Vehicle Use Map, is the mechanism for 
designating these areas. Therefore, this FEIS is needed to designate routes in order to implement this 
S&G. 

Commenter: 00685 

2.00-4 Alternative 2 (Support): The Forest Service should select Alternative 2, the Motorized 
Recreation and Access Opportunities Alternative.  

Response: The support for Alternative 2 was considered in the modifications to the Preferred 
Alternative by increasing motorized recreation opportunities. All of the unauthorized routes added to 
the NFTS and Maintenance Level 1 roads reopened in Alternative 2 were also included in the 
Preferred Alternative unless there were resource concerns such as to the Inventoried Roadless Area 
characteristics etc. In addition portions of the established “Open Areas” at Boca, Prosser and 
Stampede Reservoirs were added to the Preferred Alternative. The rationale for the development of 
the Selected Alternative will be contained in the Record of Decision. 

Commenters: 00009, 00047, 00069, 00073, 00074, 00475, 00477, 00480, 00558, 00559, 00569, 
00582, 00586, 00587, 00810, 00811, 00819, 00824, 01099, 01368, 02545, 02549, 05280, 05284, 
05285, 05401, 06270, 06387, 06724 

2.00-5 Alternative 3 (Support): The Forest Service should select Alternative 3. 

Response: The support of Alternative 3 was considered in the modifications of the Preferred 
Alternative (Alternative 6). Elements of Alternative 3 which were used in the modifications to 
Preferred Alternative include increased protection for Inventoried Roadless Areas and the 
affordability of the NFTS (road/trail maintenance costs). The rationale for the Selected Alternative 
will be included in the Record of Decision.  
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Commenters: 00579, 00683, 00823, 04558, 05639, 06474 

2.00-6 Alternative 3 (Interim Forest Order): The environmental effects analysis should assume 
that the Step 2 Interim Forest Order prohibiting cross country travel is in effect for all the action 
alternatives. 

Response: The Forest Order issued on October 26, 2007 and re-issued on July 13, 2009 is an interim 
Forest Order issued for one year. Alternative 3, which is analyzed in detail in the FEIS, addresses this 
comment in that it proposes to adopt only existing NFTS roads and trails, with no additions, and 
prohibits cross country as contained in the interim Forest Order. 

Commenter: 06716 

2.00-7 Alternative 4 (Support): The Forest Service should select Alternative 4. 

Response: Supportive comments regarding Alternative 4 were considered in making modifications 
to Alternative 6 (the Preferred Alternative) between Draft and Supplemental Draft EIS by reducing 
the amount of impacts to Inventoried Roadless Area characteristics. These changes have been carried 
forward in the FEIS. The rationale for the Selected Alternative will be included in the Record of 
Decision.  

Commenters: 00008, 00015, 00030, 00040, 00093, 00589, 00805, 06243, 06474, 06478, 06675, 
06749, S0021, S0054, S0060 

2.00-8 Alternative 5 (Support): The Forest Service should select Alternative 5. 

Response: Supportive comments regarding Alternative 5 were considered in making modifications 
to Alternative 6 (the Preferred Alternative) between Draft and Supplemental Draft EIS by increasing 
the amount of motorized recreation opportunities. These changes have been carried forward in the 
FEIS. The rationale for the Selected Alternative will be included in the Record of Decision.  

Commenters: 00594, 06732 

2.00-9 Alternative 5 (Not representative of OHV user group’s concerns): Local OHV advocates, 
organizations, and clubs were excluded from development of a so-called “Pro OHV” alternative. No 
outreach was made to local OHV leaders to help shape a Pro OHV alternative. In addition, of 
approximately 1,400 miles of historic user routes available, only a small amount of user routes are 
being considered by the agency. The number of trails added to the NFTS should be significantly 
higher. 

Response: As described in Chapter 2 (The Alternatives) of the EIS, Alternative 5 is based on the 
Proposed Action contained in the Notice of Intent as modified by an alternative submitted by the 
Blue Ribbon Coalition during the scoping process. Alternative 5 was developed to address the issue 
of providing sufficient wheeled motorized public access to TNF lands as well as public concerns 
about reduced motorized recreation opportunities. The Forest Service met frequently with members 
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of the OHV community in addition to the Blue Ribbon Coalition throughout the Travel Management 
project to insure both of their concerns were addressed as documented in the project record. 

The mileage of additions to the National Forest Transportation System in Alternative 5 included 
routes: 1) Site specifically recommended by the public, 2) Located in the Cal-Ida, French Meadows, 
Mosquito Ridge, Boca/Prosser/Stampedes Reservoir areas, and 3) previous NFTS roads and trails.  

An alternative which added all unauthorized routes to the NFTS was considered but eliminated from 
detailed study as described in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. 

Commenters: 02956, 06698, 06752, FE 

2.00-10 Alternative 5 (Description): The public is misled, by identifying Alternative 5 as being the 
Blue Ribbon Coalition (BRC) alternative. Alternative 5 is not endorsed by BRC without modification. 

Response: Alternative 5 is not represented in the FEIS as the “Blue Ribbon Coalition Alternative.” 
Nor does it state that Alternative 5 is endorsed by the Blue Ribbon Coalition. As stated in Chapter 2 
(The Alternatives) of the FEIS, Alternative 5 is based on the Proposed Action contained in the NOI  
as modified by an alternative submitted by the Blue Ribbon Coalition during the scoping process. 
Alternative 5 was developed to address the issue of providing sufficient wheeled motorized public 
access to Tahoe NFS lands as well as public concerns about reduced motorized recreation 
opportunities. 

Commenter: 06752, FE 

2.00-11 Alternative 6 (Support): The Forest Service should select Alternative 6 (the Preferred 
Alternative). 

Response: Modifications were made to Alternative 6 in the SDEIS based on public comments. See 
response to comment 2.00-12 below. These changes have been carried forward in the FEIS. 

Commenters: 00011, 00039, 00060, 00070, 00557, 00563, 04556, 04572, 05295, 05632 

2.00-12 Alternative 6 (Opposition): The Forest Service should not select Alternative 6 (the 
Preferred Alternative).  

Response: Modifications were made to the Preferred Alternative between Draft and Supplemental 
Draft EIS in response to public comments. These modifications include: 

• Increasing motorized access to dispersed recreation sites; 
• Providing motorized access to the shoreline at Boca, Prosser, and Stampede Reservoirs; 
• Providing wheeled over-the-snow travel on the Fordyce Jeep Trail; 
• Shortening the wet weather seasonal restrictions on the west side of the Forest to improve 

motorized recreation opportunities; 
• Allowing mixed use during the deer rifle hunting season on key roads; and 
• Improving protection for Inventoried Roadless Areas. 
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These changes have been carried forward in the FEIS. The criteria for selection of routes for each 
alternative are contained in Chapter 2 (The Alternatives). 

Commenters: 00032, 00044, 06478, 06689, FG 

2.00-13 Alternative 7 (Support): The Forest Service should select Alternative 7.  

Response: Alternative 7 is the Proposed Action Alternative and is the starting point for the action 
alternatives. Alternative 7 proposes adding motorized trails to the NFTS, but did not add any 
motorized roads to the NFTS. Comments received during scoping showed a need to develop other 
alternatives based on the issues. Support for Alternative 7 was considered in modifying the Preferred 
Alternative in the SDEIS. Refer to the response to comment 2.00-12 above for changes made to the 
Preferred Alternative between the Draft and Supplemental Draft EIS. These changes have been 
carried forward in the FEIS. The rationale for the Selected Alternative will be included in the Record 
of Decision.  

Commenter: 05640 

2.00-14 Additional alternatives suggested (Responsible Recreation Alternative): A 
“Responsible Recreation Alternative” would consider the value of historic human experience in the 
forest (including the 1850’s). Such an alternative would provide the public with needed access to the 
Tahoe National Forest while meeting the ultimate goal of prohibiting cross country travel. All 
requested trails are currently in use, and user maintained as also demonstrated by the fact they 
were included in the inventory. 

Response: The Responsible Recreation Alternative was considered but eliminated from detailed 
study due to its lack of specificity in recommendations and its similarity to Alternative 5. 

Commenters: 06258, 06396, 06410, 06467, 06479, 06510, 06683, 06754, 06789, FH 

2.00-15 Additional alternatives suggested (Keep all unauthorized routes open to OHV’s): All 
routes currently used by OHV's should be allowed to be used by OHV’s in the future. These routes 
included old haul roads, old mining trails, and routes constructed or maintained by OHV riders and/or 
groups. 

Response: Adding all unauthorized routes to NFTS motorized recreational opportunities and keeping 
them open to public motorized use was an alternative considered but eliminated from detailed study. 
This alternative was eliminated from detailed study based on the affordability of such a large system 
and the adverse impacts associated with soil, water, native vegetation, wildlife and other resources. 
Also, refer to response to comment 1.00-10 and Chapter 2 (The Alternatives) in the FEIS. 

Commenters: 00601, 00603, 00626, 00629, 00632, 00661, 00715, 01362, 02565, 05631, 06237, 
06267, 06384, 06448, 06476, 06480, 06576, 06583, 06742, FC, S0008 

2.00-16 Additional alternatives suggested (Stewards of the Sierra Alternative): The Forest 
Service should consider the alternative submitted by the Stewards of the Sierra.  
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Response: This alternative was considered but eliminated from detailed study. The rationale for 
eliminating this alternative from detailed study is presented in Chapter 2 (The Alternatives). 

Each unauthorized route proposed for addition to the NFTS in one or more of the action alternatives 
is described in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) including the 
rationale for its inclusion in the Preferred Alternative. The project record describes the reasons for 
excluding specific routes from all alternatives. 

Commenter: 06704 

2.00-17 Support for OHV recreation: Motorized access to the TNF is important. 

Response: Providing motorized access to the TNF, including OHV’s is a key element of the 
Preferred Alternative as described in the Chapter 2 (The Alternatives) of the FEIS. The action 
alternatives address the different types and goals of motorized recreation in various ways and balance 
that need with the resource issues. 

The Tahoe National Forest is a forest with many miles of motorized roads and trails. Although it is 
difficult to determine all the areas where cross country motorized use occurs, the inventoried 
unauthorized OHV routes were used to determine the area potentially affected by cross country 
motorized use. There is 87.7 percent of the Forest acreage within 0.5 mile of routes that are available 
for public motorized use under the No Action Alternative. In the action alternatives the range of 83.1 
to 83.9 percent of the Forest acreage within 0.5 mile of routes is available for motorized recreation. 
That leaves 16.1 to 16.9 percent of the Forest available for non-motorized quiet recreation in the 
action alternatives and 12.3 percent available in the No Action Alternative. The diversity of road and 
trail opportunities provided in each alternative is described in Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual 
Resources). 

Commenters: 00017, 00018, 00027, 00045, 00057, 00071, 00085, 00096, 00560, 00565, 00618, 
00624, 00629, 00648, 00653, 00655, 00665, 00673, 00674, 00685, 00687, 00690, 00691, 00695, 
00696, 00697, 00705, 00706, 00711, 00717, 00720, 00729, 00736, 00739, 00746, 00751, 00754, 
00756, 00757, 00763, 00775, 00776, 00779, 00789, 00808, 00809, 00813, 00815, 00817, 00821, 
01023, 01112, 01113, 01274, 01367, 01402, 01409, 01411, 01412, 01450, 01481, 01510, 01511, 
01517, 01523, 01565, 01572, 01575, 01580, 01621, 01630, 01632, 01636, 01654, 01657, 01658, 
01661, 01663, 01665, 01668, 01670, 01696, 01724, 01730, 01732, 01738, 01744, 01763, 01779, 
01785, 01797, 01817, 01818, 01825, 01877, 02507, 02528, 02529, 02530, 02536, 02540, 02541, 
02542, 04546, 04569, 05289, 05290, 05320, 05329, 05636, 06036, 06303, 06348, 06460, 06474, 
06480, 06584, 06606, 06650, 06656, 06671, 06698, 06700, 06719, 06733, 06743, 06744, 06779, 
06789, 06802, 06812, FE, S0030 

2.00-18 Opposition to motor vehicle use: The Forest Service should limit motorized access to the 
TNF. 
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Response: Motor vehicle use is a legitimate use of some NFS lands. Protection of resource values 
adversely impacted by motor vehicle use was a key component of the Preferred Alternative as 
described in the FEIS. The resources considered included: Inventoried Roadless Areas 
characteristics, Wild & Scenic Rivers, air quality, cultural resources, wildlife, watershed, recreation 
opportunities and others. 

Commenters: 00005, 00016, 00022, 00041, 00061, 00063, 00084, 00135, 00199, 00460, 00557, 
00574, 00582, 00683, 00812, 00816, 00822, 00823, 00990, 01058, 01107, 01233, 01384, 02159, 
02234, 02413, 02607, 02664, 02758, 02793, 02805, 02812, 03057, 03077, 04550, 04566, 05423, 
05457, 06221, 06276, 06552, 06599, 06688, 06689, 06692, 06721, 06730, 06753, 06787, FD, S0057 

2.00-19 Wet weather seasonal restrictions: The Forest Service should implement wet weather 
seasonal restrictions for motor vehicle use: wet season use causes more road/trail and watershed 
damage than dry season use.  

The Forest Service should not impose wet weather seasonal restrictions: wet season use of 
roads/trails does not cause damage to the route or watershed resources. There is support for 
seasonal closures based on weather or soil conditions, rather than dates.  

Response: The condition of native surface roads and motorized trails can quickly decline during 
winter or wet weather use due to rutting. Rutting is the process where soils are displaced and deform 
to the shape of the tire tracks that make their way through saturated soils. Rutting during the wet 
season can cause the breakdown of drainage control structures and increases the risk of runoff 
concentration and erosion; both from the tread surface and off the trail. Rutting can occur if traffic 
enters the area before the soils have sufficient drying time. To some extent wet season damage can be 
influenced by soil type, but all soil types are susceptible.  

Wet weather seasonal restrictions also provide benefits to mule deer, bald eagles, Lahontan cutthroat 
trout, Lahontan Lake tui chub, foothill yellow legged frog, mountain yellow legged frog, California 
red-legged frog, northwestern pond turtle, and Great Basin Ramshorn snail by reducing the time 
periods when motor vehicles and these animals might be using the same area. This would help to 
reduce direct impacts and disturbance at critical times and would also reduce sedimentation of the 
water. 

It is recognized however that wet weather seasonal restrictions may have an adverse impact on 
motorized recreation and the local economy in some small communities. 

The references contained in Chapter 3.02 (Watershed Resources: Geology, Soil, Hydrology) illustrate 
that wet season use of native surface roads and trails can have adverse impacts on water quality. The 
USGS OHV publication (Ouren et. al 2007) points out that wet soils have less bearing capacity than 
dry soils, which can lead to rutting and subsequent channeling of surface water flow and increased 
erosion on and off the trail. Personal observations of the Forest Soil Scientist and West Zone 
Hydrologist along with the inventories conducted for this project agree with the literature that wet 
season use can result in increased impacts to soil and watershed resources. 
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The Preferred Alternative imposes wet season restrictions on all native surface roads and trails. 
These additional wet weather seasonal restrictions are imposed to minimize erosion and protect 
water quality. To provide additional flexibility the Preferred Alternative shortened the wet weather 
seasonal restrictions proposed in the Preferred Alternative by one month on the western slopes of the 
Forest. This one month reduction is designed to provide additional motorized recreation 
opportunities and minimize adverse impacts to local economies while still providing protection for 
soil, water, native vegetation, and aquatic species. It is anticipated however, that additional 
temporary seasonal restrictions may need to be imposed to minimize erosion and protect water 
quality at some point in the future. These closures could begin earlier and end later than the specified 
dates, based on Forest specialist assessments of field conditions. Any such closures would be 
handled under a temporary forest order with associated environmental analysis.  

Commenters: 00009, 00029, 00031, 00033, 00081, 00085 00096, 00476, 00481, 00558, 00570, 
00590, 00591, 00599, 00625, 00645, 00650, 00656, 00683, 00685, 00707, 00709, 00719, 00725, 
00727, 00728, 00734, 00740, 00747, 00749, 00760, 00771, 00780, 00792, 00803, 00820, 00821, 
01100, 01251, 01363, 01371, 01683, 01720, 01854, 02507, 02519, 02550, 03567, 04542, 04557, 
05270, 05633, 05636, 05639, 06231, 06237, 06244, 06248, 06266, 06270, 06277, 06378, 06381, 
06387, 06418, 06437, 06455, 06455, 06463, 06464, 06469, 06472, 06480, 06510, 06511, 06516, 
06533, 06551, 06555, 06556, 06564, 06566, 06575, 06578, 06581, 06589, 06593, 06626, 06635, 
06643, 06650, 06670, 06684, 06685, 06687, 06692, 06693, 06699, 06700, 06701, 06704, 06718, 
06724, 06733, 06738, 06745, 06749, 06755, 06765, 06773, 06774, 06779, 06784, 06790, 06797, 
06799, 06800, 06806, 06808, 06810, 06811, FC, FE, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0021, S0023, 
S0055, S0056, S0057, S0061, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

2.00-20 Rainfall-based seasonal restrictions: The Forest Service should use a rainfall-based wet 
seasonal restriction for motor vehicles rather than fixed dates. 

Response: The Forest Supervisor has concluded that it is not reasonable to implement this strategy 
across the Forest, because of the staffing needed to implement signing, gate management, etc., and 
the ability to inform the diverse publics that use the Forest in a timely way.  

To provide additional flexibility the Preferred Alternative shortened the wet weather seasonal 
restrictions proposed in the Draft EIS by one month on the western slope of the Forest. This one 
month reduction is designed to provide additional motorized recreation opportunities and is analyzed 
in the SDEIS and FEIS.  

To explore the feasibility of rainfall-based wet-weather seasonal restrictions, the Forest is perusing 
additional funding through the Pacific Southwest Research Station to study the feasibility of 
implementing a rainfall-based method of seasonal restrictions in the Sugar Pine area near Foresthill.  

Commenters: 00029, 00031, 00067, 00580, 00590, 00591, 00598, 00599, 00652, 00765, 01251, 
01594, 02548, 02551, 02968, 05628, 05632, 06224, 06247, 06383, 06393, 06417, 06564, 06579, 
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06607, 06620, 06626, 06636, 06639, 06650, 06680, 06698, 06699, 06731, 06738, 06744, 06773, 
06779, 06789, 06797, 06802, 06812, FC, FE, FI, S0021, S0055, S0061 

 
2.00-21 Big game retrieval: The Forest Service should allow cross country motor vehicle travel for 
big game retrieval. 

Response: The California Department of Fish and Game (CDF&G) define Big Game on the TNF as 
deer and black bear. It is illegal to pursue, drive, herd, or take any bird or mammal from any type of 
motor-driven air or land vehicles, motorboat, airboat, sailboat, or snowmobile, except when the 
motor is off and/or the sails furled and it is drifting, beached, moored, resting at anchor, or is being 
propelled by paddle, oar or pole.  

During informal consultation between the USFS and the CDF&G associated with the travel 
management process the CDF&G understood the agency’s intent and were in support of the strategy 
for planning and implementing a system of designated routes in California and did not support the 
limited use of cross country travel.  

A proposed designation including the limited use of motor vehicles within a specified distance of a 
certain forest road or forest trail, and if appropriate within specified time periods, solely for the 
purpose of retrieval of a downed big game animal by an individual who has legally taken that animal 
was carefully analyzed and determined not to be appropriate on the TNF due to the adverse 
environmental impacts associated with cross country travel as described in the FEIS. Non-motorized 
retrieval would still be allowed. 

Commenters: 00564, 06270, 06480, 06724, 06792 

2.00-22 Motorized access to dispersed sites and one vehicle length parking: The Forest 
Service should provide motorized access to dispersed recreation sites and include the numerous 
site specific recommendations. The Forest Service should consider designating corridors for 
dispersed camping along roads or trails. The Forest Service should allow more time to fully identify 
all of the motorized access routes to dispersed sites. Finally, the one vehicle length parking 
restriction off of designated roads, trails and areas is too restrictive: parking should be allowed 
approximately 300-500 feet from the edge of a road.” 

Response: All site specific requests for additions to the NFTS made by the public during the 
comment period were reviewed. All of those proposals that did not have serious adverse 
environmental effects associated with them were proposed for addition to the NFTS in the Preferred 
Alternative. By adding these short spur routes which provided access to dispersed sites, adverse 
impacts to recreation access will be mitigated. Site specific information and mitigation measures for 
each route analyzed are contained in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area 
Information). Access to 437 dispersed recreation sites was provided in the Preferred Alternative.  

In all of the action alternatives, parking off of designated roads, trails and areas is limited to one 
vehicle length. Parking was limited to this distance to prevent the proliferation of new unauthorized 
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routes and minimize adverse impacts to the physical and biological environment. When additional 
routes accessing dispersed sites are identified by the public and Forest Service over time, they will be 
analyzed in subsequent NEPA documents and, if appropriate, added to the NFTS. 

The impacts associated with the one vehicle length restriction are disclosed in the FEIS. The one 
vehicle length parking restriction is clarified under “Elements Common to All Action Alternatives” 
in Chapter 2 (The Alternatives) of the SDEIS and FEIS. 

The scoping and public comment process associated with the DEIS provided the public with an 
opportunity to identify any routes accessing dispersed recreation sites they wanted added to the 
NFTS. Those areas that were important for equestrian staging and camping were also identified 
during the public comment period on the DEIS. Those routes accessing dispersed recreation sites 
recommended by the public were added to the Preferred Alternative provided they did not have 
significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated.  

Commenters: 00006, 00014, 00018, 00020, 00026, 00059, 00062, 00094, 00564, 00597, 00635, 
00652, 00732, 02507, 02564, 05271, 06244, 06270, 06378, 06460, 06474, 06480, 06562, 06565, 
06610, 06611, 06635, 06645, 06681, 06688, 06713, 06718, 06720, 06724, 06736, 06742, 06752, 
06763, 06782, 06792, 06796, 06803, 06891, FC, FE, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0023, S0062, 
S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

2.00-23 Wheeled over-the-snow use: The Forest Service should include wheeled over-the-snow 
travel in the decision. Other commenters oppose wheeled over-the-snow travel. The Forest Service 
should allow wheeled over-the-snow travel on the Fordyce 4X4 Trail. 

Response: Under all alternatives, over-the-snow travel with wheeled vehicles is allowed on all 
Maintenance Level 3-5 roads unless they are designated snowmobile trails.  

Wheeled over-the-snow travel will not be allowed on Maintenance Level 3-5 roads which are 
groomed snowmobile trails due 1) to safety considerations, 2) the need to prevent conflicts between 
snowmobile users and wheeled vehicle users, and 3) the need to protect the financial investment 
made during the grooming of the snowmobile trail. 

Wheeled over-the-snow travel will generally not be allowed on ML-2 roads and motorized trails 
because of the concern over inconsistent, variable snow levels, especially with changes in aspect and 
elevation. These changes make it extremely difficult to accurately determine snow depths, and are 
likely to cause the user to drive on shallow snows which could impact adjacent soils, leading to 
unacceptable levels of soil erosion. 

In response to public comments wheeled over-the-snow travel will also be allowed on a 3.7-mile 
portion of the Fordyce Jeep Trail when there is a minimum of 15 inches of snow. When the snow 
depth approaches this minimum, snow conditions will be monitored to verify snow depth is 
sufficient to start or continue wheeled over-the-snow travel. This change was made in the Preferred 
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Alternative (Alternative 6) to provide additional wheeled over-the-snow recreation opportunities. 
This trail was selected since it is one of the most popular trails on the TNF for this activity. 

The environmental effects associated with wheeled over-the-snow travel are discussed throughout 
Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences) of the FEIS. 

Commenters: 00033, 00114, 00569, 00606, 00637, 00642, 00658, 00661, 00571, 00572, 00573, 
00588, 00616, 00620, 00628, 00638, 00647, 00648, 00656, 00659, 00662, 00671, 00680, 00688, 
00689, 00692, 00694, 00699, 00703, 00707, 00708, 00710, 00713, 00714, 00718, 00721, 00722, 
00723, 00724, 00730, 00731, 00733, 00735, 00737, 00738, 00740, 00741, 00742, 00743, 00745, 
00746, 00749, 00751, 00753, 00755, 00763, 00766, 00767, 00768, 00770, 00771, 00772, 00778, 
00781, 00782, 00784, 00786, 00787, 00798, 00806, 01110, 01859, 02528, 02533, 02870, 02956, 
04547, 04557, 05633, 05636, 05710, 06036, 06237, 06244, 06277, 06373, 06378, 06383, 06455, 
06480, 06481, 06544, 06566, 06572, 06573, 06574, 06589, 06605, 06692, 06698, 06704, 06720, 
06724, 06738, 06744, 06752, 06779, 06808, FG, FI, S0061 

2.00-24 Increasing recreational access to areas currently gated and closed: The Forest Service 
should remove existing gates and lift motorized closures to allow additional access to closed areas, 
especially those associated with water bodies. 

Response: Reopening Maintenance Level 1 roads is one of the elements of the decision being made 
in each of the alternatives. The alternatives range from 0 to 93.4 miles of Maintenance Level 1 roads 
being reopened for public motorized use. 

Between the Draft and Supplemental Draft EIS a comprehensive review of the last 15 years NEPA 
decisions on road and trail closures was conducted. It was determined through this review that the 
reasons behind the road and trail closures in these decisions were still valid. Refer to comment 1.00-
5.  

Commenter: 00680 

2.00-25 Designating roads and trails on private land: The Forest Service should have considered 
adding roads and trails to the NFTS on private land in the action alternatives. 

Response: The FS has no legal authority to designate NFTS roads or trails on private land without 
first obtaining an easement from the land owner. 

Commenter: 06724  

2.00-26 Existing Closures: Several existing NFTS roads and trails depicted on the maps are 
actually closed. 

Response: Existing closures of NFTS roads were reviewed between Draft and Supplemental Draft 
EIS. The Alternatives were updated to correct any errors in existing closures approved by Forest 
Orders or previous Administrative Decisions. These corrections are described in Chapter 2 (The 
Alternatives) of the SDEIS. These changes have been carried forward in the FEIS. 
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Commenters: 06480, 06642 

2.00-27 Management Area 84 Forest Plan amendment: There is both support and opposition for 
the Forest Service’s proposal to amend the Forest Plan to remove the November 1 to May 1 
seasonal closure in Management Area 84 for key winter deer range. 

Response: In response to the proposed changes to the seasonal deer closure within Management 
Area 84 (Humbug Sailor), the FEIS Preferred Alternative (Alternative 6) would amend the Tahoe NF 
Land Management Forest Plan to remove the current seasonal deer closure. The FEIS acknowledges 
that increased impacts to deer could occur on key winter range in this area as a resulting of 
shortening the period of time when motorized vehicular access would be restricted (Chapter 3.03, 
Terrestrial and Aquatic Species). However, the seasonal wet weather restrictions that are part of 
Alternative 6 would have an associated beneficial effect of minimizing disturbance to deer utilizing 
this key winter range for a 3-month period during the height of winter.  

Commenters: 06271, 06704, 06716 

2.00-28 Prohibition of cross country travel: There is general public support for the prohibition of 
cross country travel by wheeled motor vehicles.  

Response: The Preferred Alternative prohibits cross country travel off of designated roads, trails and 
“Open Areas”. This prohibition of cross country travel is one of the key elements of regulation of 
unmanaged motor vehicle traffic. Unmanaged OHV use on NFS lands has resulted in unplanned 
roads and trails, erosion, watershed and habitat degradation, and impacts to cultural resource sites. 
Compaction and erosion are the primary effects of OHV use on soils. Riparian areas and aquatic 
dependent species are particularly vulnerable to adverse impacts from OHV use.  

Commenters: 00096, 04572, 05271, 06552, 06737, 06753, 06755, S0023, S0066 

2.00-29 Snowmobiles: It is unclear whether the decision to be made would apply to snowmobiles.  

Response: Snowmobile use is outside of the scope of this decision.  

Commenters: 00004, 00023, 00061, 00066, 05305, 00564, 02956, 06684 

2.00-30 Permitted activities: It is unclear whether elements of the decision to be made would 
pertain to FERC projects, utilities, and irrigation districts and permitted activities, such as mining and 
grazing. 

Response: The decision being made is not applicable to permitted activities, including grazing 
permits, special use permits, road use permits, and mining plans of operation.  

Commenters: 00021, 05634, 06252, 06697, 06792, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0019, S0038, S0057, 
S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

2.00-31 Alternative Comparisons: Information presented in the summary comparisons in Chapter 
2 of the DEIS is inconsistent with the environmental effects analyses in Chapter 3. 
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Response: The alternative comparison summaries presented in Chapter 2 (The Alternatives) is based 
entirely on the information contained in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences). Data on the unauthorized routes currently available for motorized use is contained in 
the No Action Alternative. All of these roads and trails were addressed in the effects analyses. 

The Tables in Chapter 2 of the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS were presented in a comparative format in 
accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14. The baseline for comparison in the Tables is Alternative 1, the No 
Action Alternative. 

Commenter: 06730, S0008 

2.00-32 Criteria for designating roads, trails and “Open Areas” for motorized use: The DEIS 
does not disclose the criteria used to select roads to be added to the NFTS under each alternative.  

Response: The purpose and need section in Chapter 1 of the FEIS discloses the criteria used to make 
changes to the NFTS, including route additions to the NFTS and the establishment of “Open Areas.” 
Table 2-13 in Chapter 2 (The Alternatives) of the FEIS provides further details on how the criteria 
were applied under each alternative.  Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area 
Information) includes the rationale for either excluding or including each road/trail/area in the 
Preferred Alternative. The project record includes the reasoning behind excluding some routes from 
all alternatives. 

Commenters: 00028, 00081, 00601, 00632, 00643, 01421, 04556, 06270, 06373, 06424, 06563, 
06591, 06676, 06698, 06700, 06703, 06704, 06705, 06716, 06729, 06730, 06731, 06740, 06749, 
06752, 06753, 06754, 06792, 06801, FB  

2.00-33 Mitigation measure timing: The DEIS does not disclose why some mitigation measures 
must be implemented prior to a trail being open to public motorized use, while other trails could 
continue to be used while the mitigation measures were being implemented. It is unclear what would 
happen in the event mitigation measures were not implemented. 

Response: Mitigation measures required for any of the motorized roads or trails proposed for 
addition to the National Forest Transportation System or proposed “Open Areas” in any of the action 
alternatives are contained in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) of 
the FEIS. Scheduling of mitigations is based on the following considerations:  

• Roads and trails where the location or deteriorated condition is causing substantial effects to 
riparian, watershed, threatened, endangered or sensitive species, or significant cultural resources 
whether or not motor vehicle use is occurring. 

• Mitigations on routes requiring relatively low-cost, easily implemented work (such as signage or 
simple barriers) when mitigations must occur prior to public use.  

• Roads and trails that provide connectivity and important access for the transportation network or 
other routes that have been identified as providing key public benefit and opportunities, and 
which require mitigation before designation. 
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Routes with mitigations will not be open to motorized use until this work is accomplished. After 
mitigation has been performed, the route will appear as a designated public motorized road or trail on 
the next revision of the Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM.) Mitigations have been analyzed for their 
potential to reduce or eliminate effects on specific resources associated with motorized use of the 
routes. These effects are disclosed in the resource sections of Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences) of the FEIS. 

Commenters: 00028, 00580, 06248, 06716, 06725, 06729, 06773 

2.00-34 Law, Policy and Regulation (Forest Order No. 08-01 36 CFR 261.50(b)): Region-wide 
Forest Order No. 08-01 requires a Supplemental DEIS.  

Response: Forest Order No. 08-01 was issued by the Regional Forester of the Pacific Southwest 
Region. It enables FS law enforcement personnel to implement Division 16.5 of the California 
Vehicle Code on NFS roads and trails. This Forest Order will be used in implementation of the 
alternative selected.  

The CEQ Regulations in section 1502.9(c) state “Agencies: Shall prepare supplements to either draft 
or final environmental impact statements if:  

• The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental 
concerns; or  

• There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and 
bearing on the proposed action or its impacts. 

Forest Order No. 08-01 represents neither “substantial changes in the proposed action that are 
relevant to environmental concerns”; nor “significant new circumstances or information relevant to 
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.” 

Commenters: 06802, 06812 

2.00-35 Law, Policy and Regulation (Executive Order 11644): The Tahoe National Forest’s travel 
management planning effort is not consistent with Executive Order 11644. 

Response: The direction in the Executive Orders and Travel Management Regulations to consider 
minimizing impacts to various resources does not require the Forest Supervisor to select the most 
restrictive alternative. As described in the Preamble to the national Travel Management regulations 
“(i)t is the intent of E.O. 11644 that motor vehicle use of trails and areas on Federal lands be 
managed to address environmental and other impacts, but that motor vehicle use on Federal lands 
continue in appropriate locations. An extreme interpretation of “minimize” would preclude any use 
at all, since impacts always can be reduced further by preventing them altogether. Such an 
interpretation would not reflect the full context of E.O. 11644 or other laws and policies related to 
multiple use of NFS lands” (Fed Reg V.70, No. 216, p 68281). The Record of Decision will more 
thoroughly describe the Forest Supervisor’s rationale for his decision based on consideration of the 
criteria in the Executive Order and regulations. 
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Commenters: 00794, 06729 

2.00-36 Range of alternatives: The DEIS does not present an adequate range of alternatives for 
the following reasons: (1) No alternative closes NFTS roads and trails currently opened to motorized 
use and develops a minimum road system, (2) Existing alternatives show only a slight variation in 
Equivalent Road Acre (ERA) effects; and (3) All alternatives significantly reduce the motorized 
recreation opportunities from historic levels. 

Response: 40 CFR 1502.14(a) requires rigorous, objective analysis of all reasonable alternatives, 
and brief discussion of reasons that any alternatives were eliminated from detailed study. Reasonable 
alternatives are developed to meet the Purpose and Need and address significant issues related to the 
proposed action (36 CFR 220.5(e)). NEPA does not require the consideration of every conceivable 
alternative. Instead, the range of alternatives considered is determined by the Purpose and Need for 
action. Due to the nature of this project, there may exist a very large or even infinite number of 
possible reasonable alternatives. Each unauthorized route is individually considered for possible 
addition to the NFTS. Each proposal to add a route to the NFTS includes numerous possible options 
for vehicle class and season of use. 

The FEIS examined seven alternatives in detail, which are described in Chapter 2 and analyzed for 
effects in Chapter 3. There were also 13 alternatives that were not considered in detail, which are 
described in the FEIS along with explanations of why they were not carried forward for detailed 
study. This is consistent with the requirements at 40 CFR 1502.14(a), and the definition of a 
reasonable alternative in FSH 1909.15, Section 14. 

The EIS presents a wide range of alternatives. The following addresses each of the specific concerns 
raised regarding the range of alternatives: 

Not closing NFTS roads and trails currently opened to motorized use and developing a minimum 
road system: Identifying the minimum road system and proposing additional closure of NFTS roads 
and trails currently designated as open for is outside of the scope of this decision. The Travel 
Management Rule is comprised of three parts: Subpart A - Administration of the Forest 
Transportation System; Subpart B - Designation of roads, trails and areas for motor vehicle use; and 
Subpart C - Use by over-snow vehicles. The immediate focus of national forests in California is on 
addressing the issue of unmanaged, cross country motor vehicle use through the designation of 
roads, trails and areas by vehicle class, and if appropriate, time of year, and the production of a 
Motor Vehicle Use Map. 

The national forests in California began the current Travel Management decision-making process in 
2003 with a commitment to the public to prohibit cross country vehicle travel and establish a 
sustainable system of designated routes. Forests have continued with this route designation 
commitment and have only departed from the original intent where necessary to align with the 
national framework, its definitions and terminology as provided in the Travel Management Rule. 
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Upon completion of this process, it will be determined how to best proceed in the future with the 
implementation of Subparts A and C.  

Under Forest Service regulations and new Forest Service Manual and Handbook direction issued 
nationally, Subpart A requires a broad-scale planning effort and the consideration of the multiple 
resource and other management objectives contained in the forest plan. This type of planning effort 
is time-consuming. It would delay forests’ current efforts to analyze unmanaged motorized recreation 
and implement a designated system of roads, trails, and areas for motor vehicle use, along with the 
improved management and resource protection that will result from that effort.  

Only a slight variation in Equivalent Road Acre (ERA) effects: Equivalent Road Acres (acres of 
disturbance divided by acres of HUC7 watershed) are a measure of watershed disturbance typically 
used in watershed cumulative effects analysis. Cumulative Watershed Effects (CWE) are the 
combined effects of past, present, and future land management activities within a watershed that may 
affect the watershed’s structure or process. Refer to Chapter 3.02 for more information on the 
watershed analysis. 

Since this project would not change the footprint of current wheel-tracks on the Tahoe National 
Forest a typical Cumulative Watershed Effects analysis using Equivalent Road Acres shows no 
measurable changes between the alternatives in the short term (1 year from the date of action) and 
would have beneficial effects over the long term (20 or 30 years) owing to passive restoration of 
routes close to motorized use. In the short term, all action alternatives would result in a very slight 
decrease in the risk of negative cumulative effects to watersheds. The cumulative impacts on ERAs 
resulting from this project are displayed in Chapter 3.02 (Watershed Resources: Geology, Soil, 
Hydrology) of the FEIS. 

Significant reductions in motorized recreation opportunities from historic in all alternatives: There 
are 868.7 miles of unauthorized routes and 829 miles of closed NFTS roads still receiving some 
motorized use on TNF system lands. Motorized recreational use of these routes was never 
authorized. In the No Action Alternative, these routes remain available for motor vehicle use. The 
action alternatives range from 0 to 173.8 miles of these routes being managed for NFTS motorized 
recreational opportunities. All routes site specifically requested were analyzed for inclusion in 
Alternative 2. 

Commenters: 05633, 06244, 06704, 06716, 06752, 06756, 06788, FA, FE, FH, FI, S0004, S0006, 
S0007, S0008, S0023 

2.00-37 Riparian Reserves: OHV use should not be permitted in Riparian Reserves unless there 
are no impacts to riparian-dependent species. 

Response: The TNF does not include NFS lands designated as Riparian Reserves. Riparian Reserves 
are only found on forests operating under the Northwest Forest Plan. A Riparian Conservation 
Objectives analysis has been conducted and is located in Appendix I of the FEIS. 
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Commenter: 06750 

2.00-38 Old Forest Emphasis Areas and Riparian Conservation Areas: The DEIS alternatives 
are inconsistent with Forest Plan direction for Old Forest Emphasis Areas and Riparian 
Conservation Areas. 

Response: All of the alternatives are consistent with Forest Plan direction for Old Forest Emphasis 
Areas and Riparian Conservation Areas. There are no standards and guidelines for Old Forest 
Emphasis Areas or Riparian Conservation Areas that prohibit additions to the NFTS, re-opening of 
Maintenance Level 1 roads, establishing OHV “Open Areas”, or changing season or class of vehicles 
on NFTS routes. 

Commenter: 06721 

2.00-39 Seasonal Closures Affect Access for Hunting and Fishing Trout: The seasonal closures 
affect access for hunting of bear, fox, bobcats, squirrels, quail, and fishing for trout. The hound dogs 
used for hunting may end up on a road that is not accessible due to the seasonal closures.  

Response: The effects of wet weather seasonal restrictions on motorized public use are discussed in 
Chapter 3.07 of the FEIS. The following Table N-2 summarizes that effects analysis in regards to 
specific hunting seasons. 

Table N-2. Hunting season use 

SPECIES ZONE Hunting Season Season of Allowed Use 
(Alternatives 4,5 and 6) 

Portion of Season 
Limited to ML 3-5 Roads 

Quail Q2 Sep 26 - Jan 31 April 1 to December 31 Jan 1 to Jan 31 
May 1 to December 31 Jan 1 to Jan 31 

Q3 Oct 17 - Jan 31 April 1 to December 31 Jan 1 to Jan 31 
May 1 to December 31 Jan 1 to Jan 31 

Bear X7a/XD7b Oct 10 – Dec 26 April 1 to December 31 None 
May 1 to December 31 None 

D4/D5 Sep 22 – Dec 26 April 1 to December 31 None 
May 1 to December 31 None 

Deer All Sep 22 – Nov 4 April 1 to December 31 None 
May 1 to December 31 None 

Squirrel  All Sep 14 – Jan 31 April 1 to December 31 Jan 1 to Jan 31 
May 1 to December 31 Jan 1 to Jan 31 

Bobcat  All Oct. 15 –Feb 28 April 1 to December 31 Jan 1 to Feb 28 
Fox  May 1 to December 31 Jan 1 to Feb 28 
Trout Sierra Season generally opens 

the last Saturday in April 
May 1 to December 31 Apr 24 to Apr 30 

The impacts to hunting season are limited to January 1 to February 28 and the impacts to trout 
season are limited to April 24 to April 30. During these times motor vehicle use would be limited to 
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hardened surface roads (Maintenance Level 3-5) to protect water quality, prevent erosion and soil 
loss, and minimize increased costs. Dogs used for hunting would need to be retrieved by searching 
for them by walking on the seasonally closed roads.  

Commenter: FI, S0013, S0014, S0015, S0016, S0018, S0025, S0026, S0027, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069, S0072 

2.00-40 Roadless Rule: The Roadless Rule(s) do not equate to prohibiting use on all unauthorized 
routes in Inventoried Roadless Areas and managing them for quiet recreation. The motorized use on 
all unauthorized routes is already occurring in these areas; therefore, adding these routes to the 
system is not a new impact. 

Response: Neither of the 2001 or 2005 Roadless Rules prohibits unauthorized routes in Inventoried 
Roadless Areas (IRAs) from being added to the NFTS. The alternatives considered in detail in the 
FEIS include the addition of unauthorized routes to NFTS ranging from 0 miles (Alternatives 3 and 
4) to 9.8 miles (Alternative 5). In addition the alternatives consider the re-opening on Maintenance 
Level 1 roads in IRA’s up to 1.6 miles in Alternative 5. The Roadless Rules do not require that IRA’s 
be managed for quiet recreation. The effects analysis for quiet recreation was included in the SDEIS 
and FEIS in response to issues raised by the public. 

The effects analysis for IRAs also includes the impacts to Roadless Area Characteristics as well as 
Wilderness Characteristics. These were included to inform the public about the overall effects on the 
roadless area characters of these areas as well as any possible effect on their future consideration for 
inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

While the impacts from motorized recreation use are currently occurring in the IRA’s, such use has 
not been authorized. Authorizing such use by including these routes in the NFTS is an impact which 
needs to be analyzed under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

Commenter: S0066 

2.00-41 Definition of Year-Round: It is not clear whether limited year-round motorized mixed use 
literally means year-round. 

Response: Limited year-round motorized mixed use means year-round motorized mixed use would 
be restricted or limited to certain roads. 

Commenter: S0055 

2.00-42 D-sites (Dispersed sites) are not in all alternatives for range of analysis: A majority of 
these dispersed camping additions to trails are shown only under Preferred Alternative 6. The 
SDEIS fails in its requirement to adequately inform the public by not analyzing these dispersed 
camping site spur additions for their inclusion/exclusion for each of the other alternatives. 

Response: As explained in Chapter 1 of the SDEIS and during the public meetings held on the 
SDEIS, the only modifications made to the Alternatives (other than the Preferred Alternative) 
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between the DEIS and SDEIS were the Corrections To The  NFTS. In addition to the Corrections to 
the NFTS, The Preferred Alternative was also modified to respond to comments raised by the public 
on the DEIS. These modifications made to the Preferred Alternative included the addition of 
numerous unauthorized routes to the NFTS to provide access to dispersed recreation sites. These 
changes have been carried forward in the FEIS. 

Commenter: S0023 

2.00-43 Display of Corrections to the NFTS: The change between the DEIS and SDEIS was not 
clearly represented in the description of the numerical display, alternatives, or maps. 

Response: The changes between the DEIS and the SDEIS was summarized in Chapter 1of the 
SDEIS, public meetings, and Appendix A. Details of the corrections to the NFTS was available for 
review in the project record. Separating out the Corrections to the NFTS as described in Chapter 1 in 
all of the Tables used in the SDEIS and the Alternatives Maps would have rendered the document not 
understandable. To remedy this, the corrections were summarized in one location of the SDEIS 
(Chapter 1) to improve the readability of the document.  

In addition as described in the SDEIS and during the public meetings, the changes made to the 
Alternatives (other than the Preferred) were limited to only the Corrections to the NFTS. This was 
done to enable the reader to focus their comments on the SDEIS to only those changes associated 
with the Corrections to the NFTS. The following information, in Tables N-3 and N-4, summarize the 
information contained throughout the SDEIS regarding the Corrections to the NFTS made between 
the DEIS and SDEIS. 
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Table N-3. Changes to proposed actions due to corrections to the NFTS 

Proposed Actions 
Alternative 1 

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

Prohibition of cross 
country travel 

DEIS 
Current 
Prohibitions 
Only 

Forest Wide Forest Wide Forest Wide Forest Wide Forest Wide Forest Wide 

SDEIS No Change No Change No Change No Change No Change No Change No Change 

Additions to the NFTS and 
Re-opening ML1 Roads 1 

DEIS 0 72.5 0 31.2 282.8 70.3 45.1 
SDEIS No Change 59.6 No Change 26.4 173.8 65.1 37.8 

Establishment of “Open 
Areas” 1 

DEIS None 2,700 None None None None None 
SDEIS No Change No Change No Change No Change No Change No Change No Change 

Change In Class of 
Vehicles 

DEIS 0 481.2 0 3.4 miles 481.2 276.4 3.4 miles 
SDEIS No Change 398.7 No Change No Change 398.7 252.8 No Change 

Change in Season of Use 
DEIS None None None 

Wet Weather 
Seasonal 
Restriction  

Wet Weather 
Seasonal 
Restriction  

Wet Weather 
Seasonal 
Restriction  

None 

SDEIS No Change No Change No Change No Change No Change No Change No Change 

Forest Plan Amendment 
DEIS None 

Remove Deer 
Winter Range 
Seasonal 
Restriction in 
Management Area 
84 

None None 

Remove Deer 
Winter Range 
Seasonal 
Restriction in 
Management 
Area 84 

Remove Deer 
Winter Range 
Seasonal 
Restriction in 
Management 
Area 84 

None 

SDEIS No Change No Change No Change No Change No Change No Change No Change 
1 This table only reflects those changes to the alternatives a result of the corrections to the NFTS. It does not include changes made to the Alternative 6 in response to public 
comments made on the Draft EIS, such as changes to Open Areas or the additions to the NFTS.  
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Table N-4. Summary of changes in miles to the environmental effects due to corrections to the NFTS 

Motorized road and trail category 1 
Alternative 1 

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7 

Roads open to highway legal 
vehicles only 

DEIS 632.8 213.1 629.4 629.4 213.1 387.9 629.4 
SDEIS 616.8 218.3 616.8 613.4 218.3 481.7 613.4 

Roads open to all vehicles 
DEIS 1,896.2 2,315.9 1,899.7 1,899.7 2,316.3 2,141.2 1,899.7 

SDEIS 1,450.9 1,854.3 1,450.9 1,457.9 1,933.7 1,601.7 1,455.2 

Trails open to high clearance 
vehicles 

DEIS 189.8 233.3 189.8 203.3 434.1 227.1 214.6 
SDEIS 133.8 158.1 133.8 139.4 178.5 156.4  150.8 

Trails open to ATV’s and 
motorcycles only 

DEIS 17.5 20.4 17.5 20.4 29.4 29.4 20.4 

SDEIS 25.5 29.9 25.5 28.4 44.2 38.8 28.9 

Trails open to motorcycles only 
DEIS 127.4 153.2 127.4 141.6 154.3 148.6 144.7 
SDEIS 168.8 194.8 168.8 183.0 194.9 189.9 185.3 

State, County or other 
jurisdiction roads 

DEIS 928.8 928.8 928.8 928.8 928.8 928.8 928.8 

SDEIS 868.2 868.2 868.2 868.2 868.2 868.2 868.2 

Private roads 
DEIS 1,584.9 1,584.9 1,584.9 1,584.9 1,584.9 1,584.9 1,584.9 
SDEIS 1,816.5 1,816.5 1,816.5 1,816.5 1,816.5 1,816.5 1,816.5 

Unauthorized routes and closed 
NFTS roads still receiving 
motorized use 

DEIS 1,410.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SDEIS 1,698.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total miles motorized roads and 
trails available for public use 

DEIS 6,788.1 5,449.7 5,377.5 5,408.0 5,660.9 5,447.8 5,422.5 
SDEIS 6,778.8 5,140.0 5,080.5 5,106.9 5,254.3 5,153.2  5,118.3 

Percent Change 0% -6% -6% -6% -7% -5% -6% 
1 This table only reflects those changes to the alternatives a result of the corrections to the NFTS. It does not include changes 
made to the Alternative 6 in response to public comments made on the Draft EIS. 

The map of the changes between DEIS and SDEIS was displayed at public meetings and is shown 
here. This map has been and is available for review as part of the project record. A copy of this map 
is shown below in Figure N-1. 

Finally, the SDEIS repeated all of the information and analysis included in the DEIS as modified by 
the Corrections to the NFTS as described in Chapter 1. The analyses for each resource are displayed 
in Chapter 3. The SDEIS is a stand-alone document. This was done so the reader would not need 
both documents in front of them at the same time. Thus the public could have commented on any 
portion of the EIS(s) with or without the Corrections to The NFTS. These changes have been carried 
forward in the FEIS. 

Commenter: S0023, S0055 
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Figure N-1. Summary of changes to environmental effects due to corrections to the NFTS 
This figure only reflects those changes to the alternatives a result of the corrections to the NFTS. It does not include changes made 
to the Alternative 6 in response to public comments made on the Draft EIS. 

2.00-44 Consistency with Forest Plan Direction for Roadless:  Areas prohibiting use on the 
majority of unauthorized routes in Inventoried Roadless Areas are not consistent with the Forest 
Plan direction that states: “Regulating for single purpose use is not acceptable when the designation 
is to satisfy one group’s desires” 

Response: Any Forest Plan Amendments required for implementation of the Alternatives are 
described in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. The Forest Plan direction reference in the comment is contained 
under the Forest Wide Standards and Guidelines for Transportation Management. The Standard and 
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Guideline reference is one of several contained in the Forest Plan. The following are Transportation 
Standards and Guidelines contained in the Forest Plan: 

1. Restrict road, trail, and off-highway use to the extent necessary for protection of 

a. Threatened, endangered, and sensitive plants or animals. 

b. Essential wildlife functions. 

c. Cultural resources. 

d. Riparian zones and wetlands. 
 

2. Eliminate motor vehicle use in riparian areas and wetlands except on system roads and 
designated routes and stream crossings. 
 
3. Maintain the transportation system to a standard that is commensurate with user types and 
amount of use. Closure of roads and trails will be appropriate if the cost for maintenance and 
resource protection exceeds the benefits received or the financial ability of the Forest to pay for 
these services. 
 
4. Seasonal road and trail restrictions are preferred over permanent closures. 
 
5. Before deciding to regulate by signing and public announcements as opposed to physical 
barriers. Consider the risk to resource values and the magnitude of maintenance costs resulting 
from violation. If physical barriers are used, make sure that private land access needs or 
cooperative agreement requirements are met. 
 
6. Regulating for single purpose use is not an acceptable objective only enacted to meet one 
group’s desire. A need to regulate because of user conflict will be evaluated on a case-by-case 
basis. 
 
7. Close roads and trails or regulate traffic when necessary to protect the safety of Forest users. 
Candidates for regulation or closure include roads with hazards such as avalanche, landslides, 
forest fires, flooding, timber operations, etc. 
 
8. Conduct a separate analysis to correlate land capability, user needs, and user or landowner 
conflicts Forest-wide for all dispersed recreation travel ways. 
 
 9. Consider the need to protect administrative or special-use facilities when deciding whether to 
close certain roads. Lookouts, guard stations, and transmission sites are examples of such 
facilities. 
 
10. Consider the quality of dispersed recreation opportunities when deciding whether to close a 
road. It may be beneficial, for example, to separate four-wheeled motorized recreation use from 
other forms of motorized recreation, especially when simultaneous use diminishes the quality of 
the recreation experience for both users. 
 
11. Based on the results of a transportation analysis, close and obliterate roads that are not 
necessary for resource management, private land uses, or public uses. Bring the roadbed into 
resource production. Prevent potential resource damage by the obliterated road. 
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12. Construct the minimum number of miles of road and meet the minimum design standards 
possible while still meeting safety, user, and resource needs with economic efficiency. Logging 
system design, timber sale design, and transportation planning must be emphasized on all limber 
sales to comply with this policy. No new roads will be constructed or reconstructed without an 
approved transportation plan and Environmental Assessment, or Environmental Impact 
Statement, if required. 
 
13. Proposals for subdivision access over existing National Forest System roads will be 
addressed as follows: 

a. Where County jurisdiction and maintenance would be appropriate, the County will be 
asked in accept a USDA easement and the maintenance responsibility for the access 
road. 

b. Where the access remains under Forest Service jurisdiction and public use is 
regulated, a letter indicating such restrictions will be provided to the county when 
requested for processing of subdivision approval. A road-use permit assigning 
maintenance responsibilities and required work will be issued to a property owners' 
association when actual road use is to occur. 

c. Where access remains under Forest Service jurisdiction and public use is not 
regulated, a letter to this effect will be provided to the County when ask for processing of 
subdivisions. The letter will ask the County to include the following clause on the parcel 
map: “Access is across National Forest System land administered under U S Department 
of Agriculture regulations. The Forest Service may at any time regulate use by imposing 
seasonal road closure or other restrictions.” 

 
14. When planning recreation development projects and resource management activities, 
coordinate with State and local road agencies to address potential traffic impacts and mitigation 
measures. 
 
15. Cooperate with the State, other agencies, and user groups to identify and where compatible 
with Forest Plan management objective, develop segments of trail that would contribute to a 
Statewide trail system. A State wide system would connect use areas and provide the opportunity 
for long-distance trail touring. 

All of the Alternatives are consistent with these standards and guidelines. Prohibiting cross country 
travel and thereby use of unauthorized routes not added to the NFTS is consistent with this direction. 

Commenter: S0008 

2.00-45 Use on Unauthorized Routes: The Forest Service, in the description of the alternatives 
and the affected environment in Chapters 2 and 3, needs to include a discussion about the amount 
and type of use on unauthorized routes currently receiving motorized use by the public. Failing to do 
so results in an inadequate comparison of the current environment to what will result from 
implementation of the alternatives. 

Response: Actual use levels by types of vehicles for each of the unauthorized routes are not 
presently known. Obtaining such information for each route, by means such as traffic counters or 
user surveys, would be cost prohibitive. Where such information is known from personal field 
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observations it is documented in Appendix A. Incomplete and Unavailable Information is described 
in Chapter 3.0 of the FEIS where it states in part: 

“The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) describes how Federal agencies must handle instances where 
information relevant to evaluating reasonably foreseeable adverse impacts of the alternatives is 
incomplete or unavailable. Federal agencies must make clear that such information is lacking, and 
decide whether this incomplete or unavailable information is “essential to a reasoned choice among 
alternatives” (Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 40 CFR, Part 1502.22). If the information 
is deemed essential to a reasoned choice among the alternatives, it must be included or addressed in 
the environmental impact statement.  

Incomplete or unavailable information is made clear in sections titled Assumptions and Limitations 
so the reader understands how unavailable information was addressed. The EIS summarizes existing 
credible scientific evidence relative to environmental effects and makes estimates of effects on 
theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific community.  

Knowledge about the biological, physical, and social aspects of ecosystems is, and always will be, 
incomplete. The ecology, inventory, and management of large landscapes are complex and 
constantly changing. For example, analysis of the impacts of alternatives on specific plant or animal 
species prompts questions about population dynamics and habitat relationships. Key relationships 
and basic data are well established for only a few Tahoe National Forest ecosystems and species. 
The alternatives were analyzed using the best available information. As data gaps were encountered 
during analysis, the interdisciplinary team posed the question of whether the missing information 
was “essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives.” The team concluded that while new 
information could add precision to estimates or better specify relationships; it would be unlikely to 
significantly change our understanding of the basic relationships that were used to analyze the 
effects of the alternatives. New information is always welcome, but no missing information was 
deemed essential to making a reasoned choice among the alternatives being considered in this EIS. 
In some instances, information was unavailable to confidently estimate environmental effects; the 
text indicates that this information is incomplete or unavailable. In such situations, the EIS 
summarizes existing credible scientific evidence relative to the significant effects and makes 
estimates of effects” 

Commenter: S0008 
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Section 3.0: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences  
3.00-1 Disclosure of information gaps: The DEIS fails to disclose information gaps as required by 
40 CFR 1502.22.  

Response: Incomplete and unavailable information is described in Chapter 3.00 (Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences) of the FEIS. The Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) describes how 
Federal agencies must handle instances where information relevant to evaluating reasonably 
foreseeable adverse impacts of the alternatives is incomplete or unavailable. Federal agencies must 
make clear that such information is lacking, and decide whether this incomplete or unavailable 
information is “essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives” (Title 40 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, 40 CFR, Part 1502.22). If the information is deemed essential to a reasoned choice 
among the alternatives, it must be included or addressed in the environmental impact statement. 

Incomplete or unavailable information is made clear in sections titled “Assumptions and 
Limitations” so the reader understands how unavailable information was addressed. The FEIS 
summarizes existing credible scientific evidence relative to environmental effects and makes 
estimates of effects on theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in the 
scientific community. 

Knowledge about the biological, physical, and social aspects of ecosystems is, and always will be, 
incomplete. The ecology, inventory, and management of large landscapes are complex and constantly 
changing. For example, analysis of the impacts of alternatives on specific plant or animal species 
prompts questions about population dynamics and habitat relationships. Key relationships and basic 
data are well established for only a few TNF ecosystems and species. The alternatives were analyzed 
using the best available information. As data gaps were encountered during analysis, the 
interdisciplinary team posed the question of whether the missing information was “essential to a 
reasoned choice among alternatives.” The team concluded that while new information could add 
precision to estimates or better specify relationships, it would be unlikely to significantly change our 
understanding of the basic relationships that were used to analyze the effects of the alternatives. New 
information is always welcome, but no missing information was deemed essential to making a 
reasoned choice among the alternatives being considered in this FEIS. In some instances, 
information was unavailable to confidently estimate environmental effects; the text indicates that this 
information is incomplete or unavailable. In such situations, the FEIS summarizes existing credible 
scientific evidence relative to the significant effects and makes estimates of effects on theoretical 
approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific community. 

Commenter: 06730 

3.00-2 Impacts from non-motorized use on unauthorized routes: The Forest Service failed to 
include the effects of non-motorized recreation use on the existing unauthorized routes not added to 
the NFTS. A total of 3,930,000 VUD's were reported in the 2005 NVUM. 3.9% of that is 155,327. All 
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other trail-based non-motorized activities totaled 26.8% of respondents, which totals 1,053,240 
people. These folks will still be using the routes (according to the Transportation Chapter). So, fixing 
the exact same negative outcome for every species by eliminating only motorized users from these 
routes is simply not credible. 

Response: The effects analysis throughout the FEIS accounts for unauthorized routes not added to 
the NFTS being available for non-motorized uses and the associated impacts resulting from such 
uses. 

Commenter: 06730, S0008 

3.00-3 Cumulative effects analysis (Excluded past activities): The cumulative effects analyses 
should strike any results that incorporate past activities. 

Response: Cumulative impact is defined in 40 CFR 1508.7 as “...the impact on the environment 
which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal or person 
undertakes such other actions.” Therefore striking any results that would incorporate past activities 
would not be consistent with the regulations.  

Chapter 3, According to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations, 
“cumulative impact” is the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of 
the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of 
what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such actions (40 CFR 1508.7). 

In order to understand the contribution of past actions to the cumulative effects of the proposed 
action and alternatives, this analysis relies on current environmental conditions as a proxy for the 
impacts of past actions. This is because existing conditions reflect the aggregate impact of all prior 
human actions and natural events that have affected the environment and might contribute to 
cumulative effects.  

This cumulative effects analysis does not attempt to quantify the effects of past human actions by 
adding up all prior actions on an action-by-action basis. There are several reasons for not taking this 
approach. First, a catalog and analysis of all past actions would be impractical to compile and unduly 
costly to obtain. Current conditions have been impacted by innumerable actions over the last century 
(and beyond), and trying to isolate the individual actions that continue to have residual impacts 
would be nearly impossible. Second, providing the details of past actions on an individual basis 
would not be useful to predict the cumulative effects of the proposed action or alternatives. In fact, 
focusing on individual actions would be less accurate than looking at existing conditions, because 
there is limited information on the environmental impacts of individual past actions, and one cannot 
reasonably identify each and every action over the last century that has contributed to current 
conditions. Additionally, focusing on the impacts of past human action risks ignore the important 
residual effects of past natural events, which may contribute to cumulative effects just as much as 
human action. By looking at current conditions, we are sure to capture all the residual effects of past 
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human actions and natural events, regardless of which particular action or event contributed those 
effects. Third, public scoping for this project did not identify any public interest or need for detailed 
information on individual past actions. Finally, the Council on Environmental Quality issued an 
interpretive memorandum on June 24, 2005 regarding analysis of past actions, which states, 
“agencies can conduct an adequate cumulative effects analysis by focusing on the current aggregate 
effects of past actions without delving into the historical details of individual past actions.” Past 
actions are treated similarly in the recently published Forest Service Regulations for implementing 
the National Environmental Policy Act (36 CFR 220). For these reasons, the analysis of past actions 
in this section is based on current environmental conditions. 

Commenter: 06704 

3.00-4 Cumulative effects analysis (Failure to consider existing NFTS): The cumulative effects 
analyses fail to consider effects of the existing NFTS. 

Response: Existing NFTS roads and trails were included in the environmental consequences. The 
Travel Management FEIS documents the analysis of existing NFTS routes as part of cumulative 
effects analysis for each resource including wide-ranging species, aquatic systems, and noxious 
weeds. 

Commenters: 00028, 06704, 06716, 06721, S0020 

3.00-5 Cumulative effects analysis (Spatial boundaries): There are differences in the basis for 
the cumulative effects analyses throughout the DEIS. In some resource sections, the basis is the 
entire area within the Forest boundary; in other sections, it is limited to NFS lands. This makes 
comparison of the information provided extremely difficult.  

Response: The cumulative effects analysis area is described under each resource, and in most cases 
includes the entire TNF including private and other public lands that lie within the Forest boundary. 
Past activities are considered part of the existing condition and are discussed in the “Affected 
Environment (Existing Conditions)” and “Environmental Consequences” section under each 
resource in the FEIS.  

Commenter: 06701 

3.00-6 Cumulative effects analysis (Area size): Respondents suggest that the analysis shows 
only minor differences between alternatives because effects are analyzed on such a large scale.  

Response: Scale, in the effects analyses for this project, was dictated by the size and scope of the 
effects for each resource relative to the effects of the proposed project. For each resource analyzed, 
the FEIS (Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences) discloses the 
rationale for the selection of the appropriate cumulative effects analysis area. Analyses by resource 
area did take into consideration other resources, as well as routine actions taking place within forest 
boundaries. 

Commenter: 06701 



Motorized Travel Management Final Environmental Impact Statement – September 2010 
Appendix N: Responses to Comments  

Tahoe National Forest – N-67 

3.00-7 Climate change: The DEIS fails to adequately address climate change. The public, 
interested parties and those with expertise in climate change have not been given the opportunity to 
review a climate change analysis or to provide input to the Forest Service about its accuracy or 
completeness. This is a violation of NEPA’s objective to educate and inform both the public and the 
decision maker. 

Response: The Forest Service reviewed ongoing climate change research in reports by the United 
Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) (www.ipcc.ch), US Climate Change 
Science Program’s Science Synthesis and Assessment Products and the US Global Change Research 
Program. These reports concluded that climate is already changing; that the change will accelerate, 
and that human greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, primarily carbon dioxide emissions (CO2), are the 
main source of accelerated climate change. 

Climate change was incorporated into the SDEIS in Chapter 3.00 in the following manner: 

• The effect of a proposed project on climate change - It is not currently feasible to quantify the 
indirect effects of implementation of this Travel Management project on global climate change 
and therefore determining significant effects of the alternatives on global climate change cannot 
be made at this scale. However, the effects of the alternatives on greenhouse gas emissions, 
particularly carbon dioxide, are discussed in the FEIS (Chapter 3.01).   

• The effect of climate change on the Travel Management Project - Projected climate change 
impacts include air temperature increases; sea level rise; changes in the timing, location, and 
quantity of precipitation; and increased frequency of extreme weather events such as heat waves, 
droughts, and floods. These changes will vary regionally and affect renewable resources, aquatic 
and terrestrial ecosystems, and agriculture. While uncertainties will remain regarding the timing 
and extent magnitude of climate change impacts, the scientific evidence predicts that continued 
increases in GHG emissions will lead to increased climate change. Since the Motor Vehicle Use 
Map will be published on an annual basis, the implications of climate change will be incorporated 
into future Travel Management decisions as the scope and magnitude of climate change impacts 
become better understood. This analysis identified that implementation of any of the alternatives 
under this project along with environmental changes brought about by climatic change combine 
to create conditions conducive to the spread of noxious weeds. 

• Uncertainty regarding climate change - There is uncertainty about the actual intensity of the 
Travel Management project’s indirect effects on global climate change. Uncertainty in climate 
change effects is expected because it is not possible to meaningfully link individual project actions 
to quantitative effects on climatic patterns (Kimbell, Abigail R. USDA Forest Service, February 
15, 2001, letter to Forest Service National Leadership Team). 

Complete quantifiable information about project effects on global climate change is not currently 
possible and is not essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives. However, based on climate 
change science, we recognize the relative potential of some types of proposals and alternatives to 

http://www.ipcc.ch/�
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affect or influence climate change and therefore provide qualitative analysis to help inform 
project decisions.  

• Significance of impacts - We recognize that global climate change may affect human health, that 
there is uncertainty and unknown risks associated with global climate change, and that the 
ultimate effects on climate change are indeed the results of incremental cumulative effects of 
many actions, most of which are outside the Agency’s control. However, we cannot discern 
significant climate change effects of Travel Management Project’s alternatives, given the context 
of the project and the lack of effects that can be meaningfully evaluated under current science, 
modeling, and policies. 

It is difficult to determine the significance of effects of the Travel Management Project on 
greenhouse gases directly, and therefore climate change indirectly, as there are currently no 
Federal statutes, regulatory standards, or policy direction on the significance of such effects. Until 
meaningful, accepted thresholds are adopted against which to weigh any project-related GHG 
emissions, it will not be possible to determine whether this project will have a significant effect. 

Commenters: 02413, 06248, 06716  

3.00-8 Effects analysis regarding change in mileage between NOI and DEIS: The DEIS does 
not analyze the effects on resources due to the difference in mileage between the NOI and the 
DEIS. The Forest Service did not conduct NEPA to reduce the 2,500 miles of trail identified in the 
NOI, but not analyzed in the DEIS. 

Response: All of the routes were accounted for in the effects analysis. The difference between the 
2,500 miles in the NOI and the 1,400 miles in the DEIS can be explained as follows: 

• 1,043 miles were located on private land - the FS has no authority to add these miles to NFTS 
motorized recreational opportunities.  

• 48 miles were found to be existing system roads and trails (motorized and non-motorized). These 
were included as part of the NFTS. 

• 8 miles were closed system roads through Forest Orders and were excluded from all alternatives. 
• 7 miles were previously decommissioned roads and trails and were excluded from all alternatives. 
• 2 miles were County or private roads 

All of these routes were accounted for in the effects analysis if appropriate for that particular 
resource. These changes have been carried forward in the FEIS. 

Commenter: 06730 

3.00-9 OHV effects on the environment: The DEIS does not contain supporting documentation 
that OHV use affects the environment. 

Response: The impacts associated with motor vehicles are supported throughout the document with 
appropriate scientific literature and references. The list of references is contained in Appendix D. 
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Commenters: 00049, 00604, 00612, 00789, 01363, 01816, 06405, 06560, 06617, 06716, S0021 

3.00-10 Projections of recreation use: The DEIS makes inappropriate projections for future 
recreation use.  

Response: Projections about increased demand for different categories of recreation activities are 
contained in Chapter 3.11 (Society, Culture & Economy) of the FEIS. Recreation use for all activities 
(including OHV’s) is expected to increase in the future. The level of increase is expected to be the 
same in all alternatives. The same increased number of people will continue to come to the TNF 
regardless of which alternative is selected.  

Predictions about changes in the amount of recreational use that may occur on the Forest are difficult 
to make and would be highly speculative. The Forest Service believes that under all action 
alternatives, levels of use would increase in the future by the same amount, although the use patterns 
may change. For example, even though the overall number of available roads and trails is reduced in 
all of the action alternatives, the same levels of use would simply become more concentrated in those 
available areas. However, motor vehicle use is already concentrated in some areas of the Forest, so 
this effect may not be realized either during implementation. However, at some point some users 
may not attain the experience they desire and would likely seek other areas off-forest. The point at 
which this would occur is speculative. 

Commenters: 06454, 06455, 06459, 06460, 06511, 06685, 06715, S0021 

3.00-11 Size/type of vehicles and level of traffic: The DEIS does not analyze the differences 
between different types of vehicles using the forest roads and trails. In addition, the DEIS fails to 
display a range of environmental effects relating to volume of traffic, traffic type, and use rates.  

Response: The actual types of vehicles, air pressure in tires, height of tires and width of tires is 
outside of the scope of this decision. The public will be allowed to use whatever type of vehicle they 
desire consistent with the class of vehicles specified on the Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM). 

Limitations dictated by the terrain, site distance, and condition of the road surface make the routes 
suitable for addition to the NFTS as low standard roads or motorized trails rather than higher 
standard roads. The number of roads and trails available for use in the Preferred Alternative is 
expected to result in a low traffic density on most of the NFTS, although some congestion may occur 
near staging areas and on more popular routes. Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area 
Information) of the FEIS includes mitigation measures such as signs to warn drivers of the class of 
vehicles authorized and expected on particular routes. Authorized vehicles will be shown on or 
adjacent to route markers. Maintenance Level 3 NFTS routes designated for mixed use will be 
signed appropriately to warn drivers of mixed use 

Commenters: 02956, 05632, 06237, 06274, 06684, 06703, 06730, 06752, 06758, 06759, 06784 
S0008 
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3.00-12 Best available science: The Forest Service should base decisions around hard science 
that is site-specific. In addition, the DEIS makes assertions and claims based on stale and 
incomplete data and information. 

Response: The impacts associated with motor vehicles are supported throughout the environmental 
analyses presented for each affected resource in the FEIS with appropriate discussion, scientific 
literature, and references. The list of references is contained in Appendix D.  

Chapter 3.0 (Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences) describes how the Forest 
Service handled instances where information relevant to evaluating reasonably foreseeable adverse 
impacts of the alternatives was incomplete or unavailable. The FEIS summarizes existing credible 
scientific information relative to environmental effects and makes estimates of effects on theoretical 
approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific community. 

Commenters: 06480, 06704, FA 

3.00-13 Science Consistency Review: The Forest Service should conduct a science consistency 
review report to judge whether the scientific information is of appropriate content, rigor and 
applicability and whether the information has been considered, evaluated, and synthesized in the 
document(s) that underlie this decision. 

Response: This project utilized the best available information in conducting the effects analysis for 
each resource. The scientific research papers and their applicability to the effects analysis are 
described in each resource section. 

There is no law, policy, or regulation requiring a Science Consistency Review for project level 
decisions. Each resource section contained the appropriate citations of the scientific papers used in 
the effects analysis. 

If commenters questioned the specific application of these scientific papers in the effects analysis, 
then they are addressed in the Responses to Comments in that specific section. If additional scientific 
research papers were brought forward that were relevant to the effects analysis they were also 
addressed in the Responses to Comments for each resource area. 

Commenter: S0008 

3.00-14 Cumulative Effects of All USFS and BLM Travel Management Decisions in California: 
The Forest Service needs to consider all Travel Management decisions being made in the State of 
California. Between the BLM and the USFS combined with private closures. 

Response: The cumulative effects section for recreation bounds the analysis within the Tahoe NF 
(FEIS Chapter 3.07, Cumulative Effects section), and provides a rationale for the bounding. If the 
cumulative effects analysis considered a larger spatial bounding, addressing the effects of the 
proposed action and the interaction with similar actions on adjacent national forests, the site 
specificity would have been lost among all the assumptions. Decisions on the national forests do 
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affect regional recreation use; however, the effects of evolving decisions would be difficult to 
quantify. 

Commenter: S0008 

Section 3.01: Air Quality  
3.01-1 Air emissions: The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the effects of the alternatives on air 
quality in terms of: levels of emissions, emissions regulations, and use of diesel fuels. 

Response: Predictions about changes in total amount of emissions (sulfur compounds, nitrogen 
compounds and carbon oxides) generated from recreational use that may occur on the TNF are 
difficult to make and would be highly speculative. The FS believes that (under all alternatives) levels 
of emissions (other than fugitive dust) from motorized recreation use would increase based on 
population growth in the market area. Although the use patterns may change, it is expected that total 
visitation, and hence emissions would increase by the same amount in all alternatives. For example, 
even though the overall number of available motorized roads and trails is reduced in all of the action 
alternatives, the same levels of use would occur and simply become more concentrated in those 
areas. Hence, the amount of pollutants other than fugitive dust is anticipated to increase by the same 
amount in all alternatives. 

Regulation of emissions is the responsibility of the Environmental Protection Agency and the State 
of California. The FS has no authority to regulate or enforce emission standards. 

There is no new data available on the particulate matter after October 2006, when all diesel fuels 
were required to switch to low sulfur. 

Commenters: 00003, 00078, 00580, 03824, 06279, 06418, 06704, 06716, 06718, 06749 

3.01-2 Naturally occurring asbestos: If roads and trails are added to the NFTS, the EIS should 
provide the rationale for their addition and include data to demonstrate that these additional miles 
would not significantly increase the risk of adverse human health effects from naturally occurring 
asbestos. 

Response: Motor vehicle users on native surface roads and trails with Naturally Occurring Asbestos 
(NOA) may have increased potential risks for adverse effects to their health. Asbestos is classified as 
a known human carcinogen by state, federal, and international agencies. State and federal health 
officials consider all types of asbestos to be hazardous. Information on the health effects of asbestos 
can be found in the Toxicological Profile for Asbestos by the Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Control (2001). Chapter 3.01 (Air Quality) of the FEIS displays the area available for motor 
vehicle use on lands “most likely” to contain naturally occurring asbestos by alternative. 

The No Action Alternative poses the greatest potential risk of human exposure to airborne asbestos 
due to the continuation of cross country travel on 1,660 acres “most likely” to contain naturally 
occurring asbestos. This includes 53.6 miles of trails unauthorized for motorized use. All of the 
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action alternatives reduce the potential human exposure to asbestos by prohibiting cross country 
travel and public use of those unauthorized routes not being added to the NFTS. The Preferred 
Alternative would reduce the amount of motorized use on native surface roads and trails “most 
likely” to contain naturally occurring asbestos by 40 percent. It also prohibits cross country travel on 
all lands “most likely” to contain NOA 

Any routes proposed for addition to the NFTS on lands “most likely” to contain NOA have 
mitigation measures specified in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) 
in the FEIS to reduce significant risks to human health prior to being open to public motorized use. 

Commenters: 05296, 06703, 06716, 06729 

3.01-3 Impacts from Fugitive Dust: The DEIS analysis of fugitive dust is misleading because only 
Alternative 1 will not increase negative impacts from fugitive dust: the decreased mileage presented 
in the other alternatives will only concentrate any possible negative impacts in a smaller area. 
Conversely, the DEIS is deficient in its treatment of fugitive dust because it accounts for the 
prohibition of cross country travel, but subsequently fails to discuss the alternatives in regard to the 
effects of adding motorized roads to the existing system.  

Since OHV use won’t be allowed, due to seasonal closures when roads are wet, then the trails won’t 
be appropriately compacted, forming a crust. The “crust” protects the trail, but in the wisdom to not 
let anyone out until the trails have dried, they will not be protected by compaction, creating dust 
quicker. 

Response: Fugitive dust is analyzed in Chapter 3.01 (Air Quality) of the FEIS. The analysis assumes 
that the alternatives that provide the greatest number of miles available for use by motor vehicles 
will produce the greatest amount of fugitive dust. (Refer to Table 3.01-4). While the “concentration” 
of dust over a smaller number of trails may be higher with a smaller number of trails (such as in 
Alternatives 2-7), the FEIS considers the impacts of the larger distribution area of dust that would 
occur with a larger number of trails. Alternative 1 would be distributed over approximately 717,900 
acres; each action alternative would be distributed over considerably less land. The smaller amount 
of area affected would improve air quality compared to Alternative 1.  

The amount of fugitive dust produced was not used as a selection criterion for additions to the NFTS 
motorized recreational opportunities in any alternative. The analysis assumes that the wet weather 
seasonal restrictions will have no benefit in terms of the amount of fugitive dust produced on native 
surface roads and trails during the dry season.  

While the statement regarding “crust” and compaction is true, and may occur in several reports, it 
has been taken out of context. This refers to hand-constructed and single-track trails constructed in 
surface soils, typically high in organic matter and often derived from volcanic bedrock. When dry, 
traffic in these situations leads to entrenchment by dusting. Proper trail design and construction 
would excavate through the topsoil down to the more clayey subsoil where a compacted tread could 
be created. Under proper moisture conditions, traffic helps compact the treads and results in less soil 
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loss by dusting. In any case, the cited statement does not apply to properly constructed single-track 
trails or to roads. In addition, while the “crust” generated on routes during proposed wet weather 
seasonal closures suggested by the commenter may change dust generation on some routes at 
specific times, the effects of opening routes during wet weather would be variable and likely 
negative to soil and water resources over the majority of the diverse routes managed in the NFTS.  

Commenters: 00037, 01868, 6715, 06716, 06740, 06559 

3.01-4 SO2 and NO2 deposition: Both SO2 and NO2 are gases and therefore cannot be deposited 
on vegetation surfaces. Therefore, please delete the whole paragraph that this is contained in from 
the DEIS. 

Response: The sentence regarding SO2 and NO2 deposition is not included in the FEIS. The potential 
for SO2 and NO2 to affect the atmosphere is discussed in Chapter 3.01 (Air Quality).  

Commenter: 06291 

3.01-5 National Ambient Air Quality Standards: Table 3.01-1 (page 35 of Chapter 3 of the DEIS) 
lists the Ambient Air Quality Standards attainment status for areas affected by the proposed 
rulemaking. The table contains several errors. Most notably, Nevada County is listed as Attainment 
for federal ozone standards. Reductions in off-road vehicle emissions would ease the burden on 
other pollution sources such as businesses and residential development projects to reduce 
emissions, would lessen the chance of federal sanctions being implemented against the area, and 
would also assist in the protection of public health. 

Response: Western Nevada County is Non-Attainment, and we have added or corrected information 
to accurately represent Air Quality in Chapter 3.01 of the FEIS. We project that the same increased 
number of people will use the NFTS regardless of the alternative that is implemented, although the 
distribution of users may change compared to the existing conditions.  

Commenter: 05296 

3.01-6 Air quality thresholds: This document has failed to display the threshold of use to air quality 
to determine the range of positive, neutral and adverse affects. In addition, there will be an increase 
of air pollution by adding motorized trails and from increased use on the extensive existing system is 
eminently foreseeable. OHV use has increased dramatically in the last several years and will likely 
continue to increase. The environmental effects of these increases and measures to mitigate them 
must be discussed in the EIS. 

Response: The FEIS did not establish air quality thresholds since State and Federal agencies have 
established ambient air quality standards for criteria pollutants. If the permissible levels of a 
particular pollutant are not exceeded in an area, the area is said to be in attainment for that pollutant; 
if the standards are violated, the area is designated as non-attainment. Chapter 3.01 (Air Quality) 
shows the designations for the affected counties in the TNF.  
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The Forest did not use route lengths to analyze pollution effects, as it is predicted that the same 
number of visitors will use the forest regardless of the alternative chosen, resulting in the same 
amount of emissions across the action alternatives. 

Commenters: 06704, 06716 

3.01-7 Air quality analysis: Since none of the alternatives would exceed Federal or State air quality 
standards, there should be no analysis of the impacts to air quality. 

Response: Under the National Environmental Policy Act, the FS is required to address the effects on 
the human environment even though those effects may be similar across all alternatives.  

Commenter: 02562 

Section 3.02: Watershed Resources  
3.02-1 Erosion: Soil erosion is associated with motorized roads and trails. 

Soil erosion associated with motorized roads and trails is insignificant. 

Response: Chapter 3.02 (Watershed Resources: Geology, Soil, Hydrology) covers effects of the 
alternatives on watershed resources including soil erosion. Roads are considered the principal cause 
of accelerated erosion in forests throughout the western United States (California Division of Soil 
Conservation 1971, California Division of Forestry 1972, Reid and Dunne 1984, McCashion and 
Rice 1983, Furniss and others 1991, Harr and Nichols 1993). The locations of roads determine the 
degree of potential impacts, making some roads more environmentally sensitive than others. The 
presence of roads can increase the frequency of slope failures compared with the rate for undisturbed 
forest by hundreds of times (Sidle and others 1985). A single, poorly designed trail on a highly 
erosive soil could cause unacceptable soil loss, but result in no impact to water quality if not 
delivered to a stream. A very high density of trails on a moderately erosive soil in an area with a high 
stream density could be unacceptable for water quality (the likelihood of delivery is high), but not 
necessarily a major impact to the soil resource.  

This project would not change the footprint of current wheel-tracks on the Tahoe National Forest. It 
would decide which native surface roads and motorized trails are authorized for motorized use. All 
action alternatives would result in a net reduction in the density of native surface roads and 
motorized trails in all river basins. All action alternatives would result in a slight decrease in the risk 
of negative cumulative effects to watersheds. The cumulative impacts on the density of native 
surface roads and motorized trails resulting from this project are displayed in Chapter 3.02 of the 
FEIS. Alternative 1 represents the existing condition. Alternatives 2 through 7 represent the density 
of native surface roads and motorized trails after 20 years (when many of the routes not designated 
for motorized use would have recovered hydrologically). Alternatives 3, 4, and 7 have the same 
cumulative reductions in the density of native surface roads and motorized trails after 20 years. 
Alternative 6 has a higher density of native surface roads and motorized trails after the same time 
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period. The seasonal closures proposed in Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 would decrease the risk of erosion 
on and adjacent to native surface roads and motorized trails by reducing the rutting and channeling 
of surface water flow. 

Commenters: 00059, 00067, 00081, 00601, 00758, 01251, 01363, 06281, 06668, 06701, 06704, 
06716, 06721, 06749, 06758, 06799, 06800 

3.02-2 Erosion hazard: The Forest Service should not designate routes on highly erodible soils. 

Response: All routes considered for addition to the NFTS were field reviewed and determined to not 
be on highly erodible soils. For those routes where erosion was identified as a resource concern, the 
appropriate mitigation measures to reduce erosion risks were specified in Appendix A (Site Specific 
Road, Trail and Open Area Information) of the FEIS. 

Commenters: 06668, 06749 

3.02-3 Soil erosion risk assessment and specific soil types: The EIS should include a revised 
soil risk assessment to more accurately reflect existing conditions relating to soil types and effects of 
motor vehicle use. 

Response: Many factors can influence the risk of erosion and potential impacts to watershed 
resources including: soil erosivity; stream density; and the type and density of roads on the 
landscape. The presence of highly erosive soils/landscapes or high native-surfaced, motorized route 
density does not mean that there will be negative effects to soil and watershed resources. But the 
presence of both high erosion risks and high motorized route density indicates that there could be a 
higher risk of accelerated erosion and sediment production due to motorized roads and trails.  

The inherent risk of erosion of the soils within the Tahoe National Forest (TNF) was assessed using 
the Ecosystem Management Decision Support Model. The parameters used in the EMDS model to 
assess soil erosion risk were 1) presence of geo-debris slides, 2) soil erodibility (K factor), 3) slope, 
and 4) precipitation. The EMDS model compared the K factor, percent slope, precipitation, and 
presence of geodebris slides of each route segment (~300 meters) to all other road and motorized 
trail segments on the TNF. The length of roads and motorized trails in each HUC7 watershed was 
grouped by modeled erosion hazard to define the potential erosion risks on the watersheds on the 
TNF.  

The soil types for individual routes are documented in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and 
Open Area Information) of the FEIS. 

Commenter: 06704 

3.02-4 Sediment: Motorized roads and trails have the potential to adversely impact streams through 
soil erosion and subsequent deposition of sediment into streams.  

Stream sedimentation is not associated with motorized roads and trails. 
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Response: The effects of OHV on sediment are discussed in Section 3.02 of the FEIS. See responses 
to erosion and water quality comments, also. 

Commenters: 06701, 06704, 06716, 06721, 06725, 06749  

3.02-5 Effects on water quality from OHV roads and trails: Motorized roads and trails that cross 
and/or are near streams may adversely impact water quality and aquatic habitats.  

Motorized roads and trails do not adversely impact water quality. 

Response: The Purpose and Need for this project is to regulate unmanaged motor vehicle travel and 
provide limited motorized use to existing dispersed activities. The effects analysis in Section 3.02 of 
the FEIS discloses the potential effects of adding some of these existing routes to the NFTS. 
Generally, all action alternatives decrease motorized use in all HUC7 watersheds on the TNF. Native 
surface, motorized route density in Riparian Conservation Areas and stream crossing density also 
decrease with the action alternatives.  

Eighty-five percent of the routes inventoried for this project had acceptable levels of water and soil 
resource impacts. The primary impact found was erosion on the trail, which is a trail tread 
maintenance issue since the eroded soil does not leave the trail. Of the 40 existing stream crossings 
proposed for designation, only 3 require immediate attention and another 14 need to be prioritized 
for trail maintenance/drainage control. See “Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information 
(Appendix A)” for site-specific mitigation measures that address these impacts and timing of those 
mitigations. 

Commenters: 00081, 00601, 01441, 06704, 06716, 06721, 06737, 06749, 06750, 06753, 06755 

3.02-6 Clean Water Act (Point Sources): The Forest Service is required to obtain an NPDES 
permit to add roads and trails to the NFTS because stream crossings associated with motorized 
roads and trails are point sources of water pollution. 

Response: Point sources of water pollution are those which are discharged from a discrete 
conveyance, such as a pipe. OHV trails are not currently considered point sources. 

The Forest Service and the California State Water Board are currently working on an updated Water 
Quality Management Program (WQMP) and Management Agency Agreement, which is expected to 
be completed in January 2011. The WQMP will include requirements needed for compliance with 
the Clean Water Act, including OHV Best Management Practices.  The Tahoe National Forest will 
comply with all aspects of the new WQMP.  

Commenter: 06721 

3.02-7 Clean Water Act (Non-Point Sources): The Forest Service is required to meet its own water 
quality management plan for non-point source pollution. 

Response: The Tahoe National Forest Travel Management Project is designed to comply with the 
Clean Water Act and its implementing regulations and policies. The primary method for assuring 
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compliance with the Clean Water Act is through implementation of Best Management Practices 
(BMPs). BMPs are implemented as mitigation measures specified in FEIS Appendix A (Site Specific 
Road, Trail and Open Area Information) for any motorized trail to be added to the National Forest 
Transportation System or any lands to be established as “Open Areas.” These mitigation measures 
would meet water quality objectives and maintain and improve the quality of surface water on the 
Forest.  

An August 4, 2009 California State Water Board resolution directed their staff to develop a statewide 
waiver that will cover all non-point source activities on NFS lands, including OHV use. The Forest 
Service and the California State Water Board are currently working on an updated Water Quality 
Management Program (WQMP) and Management Agency Agreement, which is expected to be 
completed in January 2011. The WQMP will include requirements needed for compliance with the 
Clean Water Act, including OHV Best Management Practices.  The Tahoe National Forest will 
comply with all aspects of the new WQMP.  

Commenter: 06721 

3.02-8 Impacts to riparian areas/ Riparian Conservation Areas: No motorized routes within 
Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs) should be added to the NFTS, and efforts should be made to 
restore any damage that has occurred therein. The DEIS fails to analyze the impacts of the OHV trail 
designations on specific riparian areas. 

Response: The FEIS (Chapter 3, Part 3.02) discloses the potential effects of adding existing routes 
within RCAs to the NFTS. Generally, all action alternatives decrease motorized use in RCAs. Stream 
crossing density also decreases under the action alternatives. Appendix I of the FEIS describes how 
this project is consistent with the Forest Plan’s Riparian Conservation Objectives. Site specific 
effects can be found in the Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) of the 
FEIS, which includes detailed mitigation measures and their timing. 

Commenters: 04566, 06668, 06703, 06716, 06762 

3.02-9 Stream crossings: Stream crossings increase soil erosion and deposition of sediment into 
streams as well as degradation of stream channel structure, water quality, and spawning beds. 

Response: The greatest risk of sediment moving into streams occurs where routes cross streams. 
Routes near streams are also commonly connected to the stream network. Coe’s studies (2006) on 
the Eldorado NF found that 25 percent of the routes surveyed were hydrologically connected and that 
59 percent of the connectivity was apparent at stream crossings (2006). Routes that cross streams 
have the potential for direct impacts to streams in 3 different ways: 

• Travel through a stream can cause disturbance to the stream bed or banks. 
• Contaminants such as petroleum products, sediment and or anything that is spilled on the 

roadway can enter the stream at crossings.  
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• Stream crossings fail: Roads often divert stream flow at road-stream crossings, and these 
diversions can result in erosion of native hill slopes, as well as road surfaces. When a stream 
crossing fails, a large pulse of sediment is typically released into the stream system. All crossings 
are designed for failure associated with storms of particular recurrence intervals. 

All action alternatives would result in fewer stream crossings compared to the existing condition 
(Alternative 1). The number of stream crossings in Alternatives 2 and 6 would be slightly higher than 
Alternatives 3, 4 and 7, which would have the fewest stream crossings. Alternative 5 would result in 
the highest number of stream crossings of the action alternatives. 

Commenters: 06424, 06668, 06721, 06725, 06749, 06750  

3.02-10 Wet weather seasonal restrictions: Wet weather seasonal restrictions are important to 
protect watershed resources 

Wet weather seasonal restrictions provide no benefit to watershed resources. 

Response: The condition of native surface roads and motorized trails can quickly decline during 
winter or wet weather use due to rutting. Rutting is the process where soils are displaced and deform 
to the shape of the tire tracks that make their way through saturated soils. Rutting makes the route 
more susceptible to damage in the spring as the area begins to dry out. Rutting can occur if traffic 
enters the area before the soils have sufficient drying time. To some extent wet season damage can be 
influenced by soil type, but all soil types are susceptible to wet season use. Native surface roads and 
motorized trails are most susceptible to damage by motor vehicles when wet. Twenty percent of the 
routes inventoried had trail incision. One of the primary causes of route incision was use when soils 
were saturated. “Higher Risk Route” use when soils were saturated and soil strength was low is also 
a contributing factor in the inventoried routes with erosion.  

Implementing seasonal closures would reduce rutting and subsequent channeling of surface water 
runoff. Seasonal closures would decrease the potential effects of motor vehicle use on native surface 
roads and motorized trails by decreasing erosion and sedimentation.  

Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 7 have the vast majority of native surface roads and motorized trails open 
year-round and, therefore, have a higher risk to soil resources. The wet weather seasonal closures 
imposed in Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 would result in all of the native surface roads and motorized trails 
being closed to motorized use during the wettest time of the year, thus greatly reducing potential 
negative impacts to soil resources and to water quality (FEIS Chapter 3.02, Watershed Resources: 
Geology, Soil, Hydrology). 

Commenters: 01251, 01363, 02519, 03567, 06387, 06511, 06701, 06799, 06800 

3.02-11 Thresholds: The cumulative effects analysis based on route density does not include any 
specific thresholds to assess the contribution made by OHV’s to resource degradation, nor does it 
describe whether or not the resource is significantly affected by OHV’s and how that determination 
was made. 
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Response:  

Thresholds for Soils: The Soil Management Handbook (USDA 1991) is a national soils handbook 
that establishes thresholds to assist in forest planning. Soil quality standards (threshold values where 
soil disturbances become detrimental, that is, result in significant change) are intended for areas 
where management prescriptions are being applied, such as timber harvest areas and range 
allotments. They are not intended to apply to administrative sites or other areas with dedicated uses. 

Thresholds for Watersheds:  Cumulative watershed effects (CWE) are the combined effects of past, 
present, and future land management activities within a watershed that may affect the watershed’s 
structure or hydrologic processes. The CWE analysis presented in the FEIS considers a number of 
assessment methods at multiple scales. One method assesses the potential for adverse CWE by 
comparing the current level of watershed disturbance to an estimate of "the upper limit of watershed 
tolerance to externally applied factors such as climate and land use," called the Threshold of Concern 
(TOC). The Equivalent Roaded Acre (ERA) is used as the standardized unit of measure for land 
disturbance and the current level of watershed disturbance is expressed as “percent ERA”. The 
current “percent ERA” of a watershed is compared to the TOC to provide an assessment of the 
potential for adverse cumulative watershed effects.   

As described in the FEIS, Chapter 3.02 under “Existing Equivalent Road Acres”, a forest-wide 
review of project-level cumulative watershed effects (CWE) analyses was conducted to determine 
whether any of the Tahoe National Forest’s 224 HUC 7 watersheds are currently at or over Threshold 
of Concern (TOC). (Note that HUC 7 watersheds are smaller subwatersheds nested within larger 
HUC 6 watersheds.) The FEIS (Chapter 3.02) discloses that this forest-wide review found two 
HUC7 watersheds on the Forest (less than 1 percent of the Forest’s HUC 7 watersheds) currently 
over the TOC: the Trout Creek and Alder Creek watersheds. The majority of the Equivalent Roaded 
Acre (ERA) disturbance in these watersheds is due to the Tahoe Donner Subdivision, which is 
located on private lands. No routes are proposed for addition to the NFTS in these two watersheds 
under the action alternatives, and the prohibition on cross country motorized travel under all of the 
action alternatives would result in beneficial effects over the long term (20 or 30 years) due to 
passive restoration of unused routes, ultimately reducing ERAs in these watersheds over the long-
term.   

Cumulative Effects Analysis Designed to Assess the Contribution of OHVs to Potential Adverse 
Watershed Impacts:  The forest-wide review of smaller HUC 7 watersheds shows that the majority 
(99 percent) of the Forest’s watersheds are below their TOCs; therefore, larger-scale watersheds 
(HUC 6 and HUC 5) would not be expected to exceed the TOC.  This allowed a forest-wide ERA 
analysis to be conducted at the HUC 6 watershed scale, keeping other ERA disturbance factors 
constant and varying the miles of motorized routes by alternative (and including existing routes on 
private lands), to assess the contribution of motor vehicle use to cumulative watershed effects.  The 
results of this analysis are included in the FEIS, Appendix F.  Table 3.02-23 in Chapter 3.02 of the 
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FEIS presents the results of this ERA analysis at the river basin (approximately HUC 5) scale, 
contrasting the differences between the alternatives in terms of the contribution of motorized routes 
to potential cumulative watershed effects, as measured by ERAs within each of the Forest’s nine 
river basins. 

 Because the actions proposed under the action alternatives (for example, prohibiting cross country 
motor vehicle travel, changing the season of use, and changing the types of vehicles allowed on 
certain routes) would not change the existing disturbance footprint in the short term, a cumulative 
watershed analysis based on ERAs shows no measureable changes between the alternatives in the 
short term (1 year from the date of action) and only slight beneficial effects over the long term (20 to 
30 years), owing to passive restoration of unused routes.  For example, the Donner Lake HUC 6 
watershed currently has 152.3 miles of motorized routes (136.8 miles of routes on private lands and 
15.5 miles on national forest lands). Alternative 6 would prohibit motor vehicle travel on 6.9 miles of 
existing routes on national forest lands.  If these 6.9 miles of routes were converted to ERAs (square 
feet of routes converted to acres divided by acres in HUC 6), they would equal 0.1 percent ERA.  
Assuming a 20-year recovery rate, the Donner Lake HUC 6 route-related ERAs would decrease by 
0.003 percent ERA each year for 20 years.  Therefore, the FEIS analysis uses additional indictors, 
such as near stream route miles/density and number/density of stream crossings, to further assess and 
disclose potential cumulative environmental effects on watershed resources. 

Commenters: 00028, 06701, 06704 

3.02-12 Watershed cumulative effects: The DEIS should compare the relative contribution of 
watershed degradation from OHV use to that from other causes such as naturally occurring erosion, 
erosion and sedimentation following fires, logging, mining and hydroelectric dams. In addition, the 
DEIS analysis of cumulative watershed effects is inadequate because the effects of closing routes 
across private lands are not analyzed by alternative. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment 3.02-11 above.  The ERA analysis of cumulative 
watershed effects does compare the alternatives in terms of motor vehicle use on designated roads 
and motorized trails and established “Open Areas.” This approach allows the public and decision 
maker to compare the relative contribution of motor vehicle use under each alternative on potential 
cumulative watershed effects. 

Existing routes on private lands are included in the ERA analysis.  Closure of existing routes on 
private lands was not a reasonably foreseeable future action included in the cumulative watershed 
effects analysis. 

Commenter: 06701 

3.02-13 Significance of effects: The DEIS describes how the prohibition on cross country travel 
would decrease the average “Higher Risk Route” density by 0.5 mi/square mile, but does not 
indicate the significance of this reduction. 
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Response: Language throughout Chapter 3.02 (Watershed Resources: Geology, Soil, Hydrology) of 
the FEIS refers to slight to very slight reductions in risk. This language indicates there is not a 
significant change in native surface road and motorized trail density between any of the alternatives 

Commenter: 06701 

3.02-14 Effects on 303(d) listed water bodies and TMDL Compliance: Allowing off highway 
vehicle use in 303(d) listed water bodies would result in unacceptable adverse impacts on these 
impaired water bodies. 

The Forest Service should address the concerns with how the Preferred Alternative complies with 
the Truckee River and Squaw Creek TMDL sediment reduction goals.  

Response 303(d) listed water bodies: The effects on 303 (d) listed water bodies are displayed in 
Chapter 3.02 (Watershed Resources: Geology, Soil, Hydrology) of the FEIS. There are six water 
bodies on the Tahoe National Forest that are listed as impaired on the EPA’s 303(d) List. These are 
the Truckee River (sediment); Stampede Lake (pesticides of unknown origin), Donner Lake (PCBs), 
Kanaka Creek (arsenic), Squaw Creek (sediment and siltation) and Humbug Creek (lead, sediment, 
etc.). 

Response TMDL Compliance: There are two 303(d) listed water bodies which have established 
TMDLS. These are the Middle Truckee River and Squaw Creek. Each of these is described below. 
TMDL implementation/compliance analysis looks only at routes under TNF jurisdiction on TNF 
lands. The information for TMDL compliance is contained in Appendix F of the FEIS.  

The Truckee River is listed as a 303(d) Impaired Water Body by EPA due to sedimentation and 
siltation. A Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Truckee River for sediment was completed 
in 2008. Lahontan Water Quality Control Board Staff Report states that dirt roads are a sediment 
source that needs to be controlled. The Staff Report also stated that not all dirt roads are a 
problem. The importance of this Motorized Travel Management analysis was also recognized in 
the Staff Report for the Middle Truckee River TMDL: “This program will be a key component to 
meeting the load reductions required from dirt roads, particularly where they occur on public 
lands. (Page 10-11, May 2008).”   

TMDL Compliance for the Middle Truckee River was evaluated through the following indicators:  
1) Cross country travel, 2) Amount of motorized native surface roads and trails, 3) Season of use 
on motorized native surface roads and trails, 4) Amount of established “Open Areas” and their 
season of use, 5) Stream crossings, 6) Native surface roads and motorized trails within close 
proximity to streams (RCA’s), and 7) Land ownership patterns. This information was contained in 
detail in Appendix F (Watershed Analysis) of the FEIS. It was not summarized in the body of the 
document to improve readability. The following summarizes the information presented in 
Appendix F. 
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1) Cross Country Travel: Cross country travel by motor vehicles can also have an impact of 
sedimentation and siltation. Cross country travel is prohibited in all of the action alternatives. 

2) Amount of motorized native surface roads and trails:  Approximately half (628 miles) of 
the native surface roads in this watershed are privately owned. None of the alternatives change 
the amount of private roads or their season of use. The Forest Service has jurisdiction of 685 
miles of native surface roads and motorized trails within this watershed. Since this project 
would not change the footprint of current wheel-tracks on the Tahoe National Forest, there are 
no measurable changes in the presence of native surface roads and motorized trails between 
the alternatives in the short term (1 year from the date of action); however, all of the action 
alternatives would have beneficial effects over the long term (20 to 30 years) due to passive 
restoration of unused routes. 

All of the action alternatives would prohibit cross country motorized travel and would 
therefore not allow motorized travel on approximately 100 miles of native surface roads and 
motorized trails on TNF lands. Prohibiting cross country travel under Alternative 6, the 
Preferred Alternative, would result in 43 percent reduction in route mileage for motorized use 
on TNF lands in the Middle Truckee River watershed and 34 percent in the Little Truckee 
watershed. Over the whole Truckee River basin Alternative 6 would reduce route mileage for 
motorized use by 37 percent (Table N-5).1

Table N-5. Alternative 6: Percent Reduction in Miles Currently Being Used by Motor Vehicles 

 

Watershed Percent Reduction in Miles Currently Being Used by Motor Vehicles 
Middle Truckee River 43 
Little Truckee River 34 
Truckee River 37 

3) Season of use on NFTS motorized native surface roads and motorized trails: 
Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 include seasonal restrictions which prohibit use of these roads during 
the wet time of the year thereby reducing the potential for sedimentation and siltation. 

4) Amount of established “Open Areas” and their season of use: There are four established 
or proposed OHV “Open Areas” within Little Truckee River watershed: Prosser Pits, 
Stampede Reservoir, Boca Reservoir and Prosser Reservoir. The Prosser Pits OHV Open Area 
is already designated as an “Open Area.” Any sedimentation being generated by from Prosser 
Pits would continue under all alternatives. Boca, Prosser and Stampede Reservoirs have been 
and currently are being used by motor vehicles to access the shoreline below the high water 
line as the reservoirs are drawn down. Speeds are generally slow and since this access is 
allowed on dry soils only, any additional sediment generated by vehicles accessing the 

                                                 
1 Source data for watershed analysis can be found in Appendix F of the SDEIS. 
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shoreline is minimal. Some fugitive dust could be created by the vehicles on the dry soils and 
possible drift into the reservoir, but the amount is also felt to be minimal. These reservoirs are 
established as formal “Open Areas” for shoreline access by motor vehicles in Alternative 2 
(2,549 acres) and current level of sedimentation would continue. In Alternative 6, 244 acres of 
the most stable, highly used areas are established as “Open Areas.” This is a 90 percent 
reduction in shoreline use compared to existing condition and would result in a reduction in 
the amount of sediment currently being generated. The use of these dry lake beds by motor 
vehicles is prohibited in Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 7. Use is not prohibited at these reservoirs in 
Alternative 1 (2,549 acres). 

5) Stream Crossings: Section 3.02 of the FEIS states that stream crossings and native surface 
roads and motorized trails within close proximity to streams are the areas of highest potential 
sediment delivery to the stream channel. All action alternatives would decrease the miles and 
density of stream crossings of native surface roads and motorized trails. Table N-6 shows the 
reduction in number of stream crossings for the Preferred Alternative. The highest reductions 
would be in the Middle Truckee River. Slightly lower reductions would occur in the Little 
Truckee River. 

Table N-6. Percent Reduction in Number of Motorized Stream Crossings 

Watershed Percent Reduction in Number of Motorized Stream Crossings 
Middle Truckee River 44 
Little Truckee River 33 
Truckee River 35 

6) Native surface roads and motorized trails within close proximity to streams (RCA’s): 
The “Basin Plan Amendment Total Maximum Daily Load for Sediment Middle Truckee River 
Watershed” states: “Focus on dirt roads with high potential for sediment delivery to surface 
waters (e.g., within 200 feet of watercourse) (Page 5, May 2008).” This would correspond to 
routes within Riparian Conservation Areas. Section 3.02 of the FEIS states that roads and 
native surface trails within close proximity to streams are the areas of highest potential 
sediment delivery to the stream channel. All action alternatives would decrease the miles of 
native surface roads and motorized trails within riparian conservation areas. The percent 
reduction in motorized route miles in Riparian Conservation Areas on TNF lands is shown 
below in Table N-7. The highest reductions would be in the Middle Truckee River. Slightly 
lower reductions would occur in the Little Truckee River.  
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Table N-7. Percent Reduction of Motorized Route Miles in Riparian Conservation Areas 

Watershed Percent Reduction in Miles of Motorized Routes in Riparian 
Conservation Areas 

Middle Truckee River 52 
Little Truckee River 39 
Truckee River 43 

7) Land Ownership Patterns: TMDL implementation/compliance analysis looked only at 
routes under TNF jurisdiction on TNF lands. Land ownership and route jurisdiction are also 
important when responding to concerns over high route and crossing densities within the 
watershed and how the SDEIS would help to reduce impacts.   

The TNF manages 38 percent of the Middle Truckee River, 81 percent of the Little Truckee 
River, and an average of 59 percent of the Truckee River watershed. Current RCA motorized 
route density on TNF is roughly half of the density found on private lands. Stream crossings 
on TNF lands in the Middle Truckee River are roughly half of private land densities. In the 
Little Truckee River, stream crossings on TNF lands are approximately 75 percent of private 
land densities. Table N-8 shows the proposed percent reductions in native surface motorized 
routes on TNF lands. Alternative 6 would reduce miles of motorized routes by 34 to 43 
percent depending on watershed; stream crossing densities would be reduced by 33 to 44 
percent, and miles of motorized routes in RCAs would be reduced by 39 to 52 percent. 

Table N-8. Motorized RCA route density and crossing density by land ownership and watershed 

 Land Ownership RCA Motorized Route 
Density 

Motorized Stream 
Crossing Density 

Watershed % TNF 
Lands 

% Other All TNF Other All TNF Other All 

Middle Truckee 
River 

38% 62% 100% 2.4 4.3 3.6 6.5 13.7 11.1 

Little Truckee 
River 

81% 19% 100% 2.2 4.1 2.6 12.3 17.6 13.5 

Truckee River 59% 41% 100% 2.3 4.2 3.1 10.6 14.8 12.4 

Summary: The following actions would meet TNF obligations under the Truckee River TMDL, 
conform to the Truckee River Basin Plan Prohibitions, and maintain or improve water quality in 
the Truckee River:  

• Prohibiting cross country travel 
• Reducing the use of unauthorized roads and trails by motor vehicles 
• Reducing the season of use on motorized native surface roads and trails 
• Reducing the amount of “Open Areas” and limiting their season of use 
• Reducing stream crossings 
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• Reducing native surface roads and motorized trails within close proximity to streams (RCA’s) 
• Accounting for land ownership patterns. 

It is not possible to quantify the load reduction expected from the proposed action. This document 
does not propose to change the hydrologic footprint on the TNF; it only defines where motorized 
use is acceptable. Passive recovery would occur on the majority of the routes not designated for 
motorized use over the next 10 to 20 years. Some routes may warrant active restoration.   

Squaw Creek is listed as a 303(d) Impaired Water Body by EPA due to sedimentation and 
siltation. Native surface roads and trails and their season of use can contribute to sedimentation 
and siltation. Virtually all of the native surface roads in this watershed are privately owned. None 
of the alternatives change the amount of private roads or their season of use. The Forest Service 
manages 24 percent of the Squaw Creek HUC7 and has less than one mile of unauthorized 
motorized trail in this watershed. None of the alternatives except Alternative 5 add this route to 
the NFTS; however, seasonal restrictions prohibit use of this motorized trail during the wet time 
of the year thereby reducing the potential for sedimentation and siltation. 

Cross country travel by motor vehicles can also have an impact of sedimentation and siltation. 
Cross country travel is prohibited in all of the action alternatives. 

Commenters: 06701, 06703, 06716, 06725, 06729, S0012, S0070 

3.02-15 EMDS modeling: The Erosion Risk Assessment does not include analysis to show 
significance between action alternatives. 

Response: The EMDS Erosion Risk Assessment was used as an accounting tool to display relative 
inherent erosion risk by watershed across the Forest. As described in Chapter 3.02 of the FEIS under 
“Soil Erosion Risk Assessment”, it is a GIS model that is used to assign relative potential route-
related erosion risk associated with different soil types, slopes, presence of geo-debris slides, 
precipitation zones. Watersheds with a high percentage of routes on highly erodible soils, steep 
slopes, with geo-debris slides present, and in higher precipitation zones would have higher erosion 
risks than watersheds without those features.  

The FEIS analyzes the potential erosion/sedimentation risk under each alternative by combining the 
inherent erosion risk (as indicated by EMDS Erosion Risk Assessment) by watershed with the 
density of native surface roads and motorized trails that would be included in the NFTS under each 
alternative. (Refer to Tables 3.02-21 and 3.02-22 and Figure 3.02-5 in Chapter 3.02 of the FEIS and 
the accompanying discussion).  The analysis concludes that native surface road and motorized trail 
density would decrease between 20 and 40 percent, depending on the alternative, with an associated 
decrease in erosion/sedimentation risk. 

Commenter: 06701 

3.02-16 Changes in road Maintenance Level: Changing roads from Maintenance Level 3 to 
Maintenance Level 2 has an adverse impact on water quality.  
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Response: In Chapter 3.02 (Watershed Resources: Geology, Soil, Hydrology) of the FEIS, changing 
NFTS roads from a Maintenance Level 3 to Maintenance Level 2 was accounted for in the effects 
analysis as a potential adverse impact; however, this change in maintenance levels would not result 
in a decrease in the emphasis put on resource protection. It simply results in a decrease in passenger 
car comfort. All NFTS roads would be maintained for resource needs no matter what maintenance 
level. 

Commenters: 06424, 06701, 06703, 06729, 06739 

3.02-17 No differences between alternatives for watershed effects: Soil erosion, sedimentation, 
and the effects of roads and trails on watershed resources are among the most important 
considerations in the DEIS. In the effects analysis to these resources in Chapter 3 there are 
repeated statements that direct effects to soils, watersheds and stream courses are limited as the 
addition of roads and trails to the NFTS is not new ground disturbing activity. 

Response: Direct impacts to watersheds and stream courses that result from this project are limited. 
There are no new ground disturbing activities proposed with this project. The routes being evaluated 
in this analysis already exist on the ground, but may require upgrading to NFTS standards as well as 
periodic maintenance. They are compacted and generally lack vegetation. Runoff from the surface is 
collected and discharged as potentially erosive flows at points below the road or motorized trail. 
Some are eroded or causing erosion, while others are stable and are not causing any negative 
resource impacts. From the standpoint of watershed resources, most of the adverse impacts 
associated with these roads and motorized trails have already occurred. Therefore, on these routes the 
potential effects on watershed resources would be associated with the motorized use of these routes, 
and are related to sustaining road or trail function and protecting water quality. 

All alternatives would have direct and indirect effects on watershed resources that vary by 
alternative. A key distinguishing factor between alternatives is the amount of soil erosion that could 
potentially be generated by motor vehicle use. Route designation would affect soil erosion and 
subsequent sediment delivery to streams to the extent that activities resulting from designation or 
prohibition of use (1) affect the amount of traffic on routes; (2) affect the season of use (3) add 
motorized trails to the NFTS with highly erosive soils; (3) affect types of maintenance; and (4) affect 
the potential for recovery and restoration. A number of indicators are used to compare the impacts of 
the alternatives on hydrology and water resources, as described in Chapter 3.02 under “Water 
Resources Methodology by Action.”  The rationale for selection of each indicator is described in 
detail in this section of the FEIS. The analysis presented in Chapter 3.02 of the FEIS shows 
differences between the alternatives in terms of their direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on water 
quality based on proposed routes in riparian conservation areas, proposed native surface road and 
motorized trail stream crossings, proposed routes with documented erosional features, and native 
surface road and motorized trail route density. 

Commenters: 06701, 06725 
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3.02-18 Impacts of route proliferation at dispersed campsites: The EIS should evaluate the 
effects of the alternatives on route proliferation at dispersed campsites near streams, lakes, springs, 
and meadows, and the related impacts to water and riparian resources  

Response: All routes proposed for designation were analyzed for potential encroachment into 
sensitive environments. If existing encroachment was identified as a resource concern, mitigation 
measures were specified in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) of the 
FEIS and would be implemented prior to opening the route to motorized use. 

Commenters: 06703, 06729, S0012, S0023  

3.02-19 Abandoned mine lands: In considering the proposed new routes, the Tahoe National 
Forest should remediate the abandoned mine lands that are near existing trails used by 
recreationists 

Abandoned mines pose no safety risks to OHV users. 

Response: To assess the potential health and safety risks from abandoned mine lands (AML) effects, 
the alternatives are compared by the number of known, mapped AML sites within 100 feet of roads 
and motorized trails. There are currently 96 AML sites within 100 feet of roads and motorized trails. 
Those alternatives with the greatest number of AML sites within 100 feet of roads and motorized 
trails are expected to have the highest risk to public safety. There is no way of knowing how many 
people using the roads and motorized trails may be accessing the mine sites. Chapter 3.02 
(Watershed Resources: Geology, Soil, Hydrology) of the FEIS describes the number of AML sites 
which could have potential public safety concerns related to motorized public access. The No Action 
Alternative (Alternative 1) would have the highest risk to public safety. Alternative 3 would have the 
lowest risk to public safety because it has the lowest number of AML sites near motorized roads and 
trails. All other action alternatives would add three motorized trails to the National Forest 
Transportation System (NFTS) near AML sites. Mitigation measures to assure public safety is 
included in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) for these sites.  

Commenters: 06429, 06752 

3.02-20 Definition of high risk routes: The assumption that user created trails are eroded and in 
poor condition or have a high risk of accelerated erosion is conjectural and not supported by any 
analysis or documentation in the DEIS. 

Response: User-created trails were not constructed to National Forest Transportation System (NFTS) 
standards. These trails are not maintained and are higher risk routes in terms of erosion and water 
quality risks. Generally, the more un-maintained, unauthorized routes there are in a watershed, the 
higher the risk to soil and watershed resources.  

This statement has been changed in the FEIS to read, “Unless survey information indicated 
otherwise, user-created trails are assumed to have a higher risk of accelerated erosion because they 
were not designed/located to Forest Service Standards and often lack drainage.”  
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In the FEIS “higher risk routes” has been changed to “native surface roads and motorized trails”. 

Commenters: 06281, 06704, 06758 

3.02-21 Debris slides: The Forest Service should delete the sentence, “Roads and motorized trails 
that cross debris slides can increase debris slide activity, increasing sediment delivery to channels.”  

Response: The sentence has been deleted. 

Commenter: 06457 

3.02-22 Basin Discharge Plan Prohibitions: The “Open Area” proposal increases the risk of 
violating the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region. 

Response: The Basin Plan discharge prohibitions address discharge of wastes from boats, marinas, 
or other shoreline appurtenances to surface waters of the Little Truckee or Truckee River Hydrologic 
Units (HU). This project does not affect boats or marinas. There is no reservoir shoreline use in the 
Truckee River HU. Most action alternatives (except Alternative 2) would decrease the use of 
reservoir shorelines in the Little Truckee River HU. Alternative 6 would decrease reservoir shoreline 
use by 90 percent compared to existing situation. 

Basin plan prohibitions also address discharge of waste or other deleterious material to surface 
waters or the 100-year floodplain of the Little Truckee River, the Truckee River, or any tributaries. 
All action alternatives would reduce the miles of routes within Riparian Conservation Areas and the 
number of stream crossings. Alternative 6 would reduce near stream routes in the Little Truckee 
River HUC6 by 39 percent and stream crossings by 33 percent. Alternative 6 would also reduce near 
stream miles by 52 percent and stream crossings by 44 percent in the Middle Truckee River. 

The following proposed actions would meet the Truckee River Basin Plan Prohibitions and would 
maintain or improve water quality in the Truckee River: 

• Decreasing the miles of motorized routes, number of motorized stream crossings, miles of 
motorized routes in RCAs, and acres of reservoir shoreline use. 

• Prohibiting cross country travel. 
• Seasonal closure of native surface routes. 
• Continuing TNF monitoring, maintenance, and restoration/rehabilitation program. 

 See also the response to comment 3.02-14. 

Commenter: S0070 

3.02-23 Proliferation into Sensitive Areas from Dispersed Sites: The Forest Service should take 
action to prevent the proliferation of additional unauthorized routes off of the routes added to the 
NFTS for access to dispersed recreation sites. 
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Response: Mitigation measures are specific in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area 
Information) of the FEIS for routes added to the NFTS where the proliferation of additional 
unauthorized routes was identified as a resource concern. 

Commenter: S0012 

Section 3.03: Terrestrial and Aquatic Species  
3.03-1 Wildlife Habitat Impacts: The presence of roads and use of OHV’s, including noise and 
other disturbances, have the potential to adversely affect wildlife and fisheries. 

Response: These, and a number of additional road and trail-associated factors, have been analyzed in 
Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) Wildlife Environmental Consequences Section of the 
FEIS.  

Commenters: 00016, 00028, 00081, 00439, 00456, 00474, 00584, 00823, 02826, 03057, 06474, 
06554, 06704, 06716, 06730, 06749, 06750  

3.03-2 Deer (seasonal restrictions): It makes no sense to close any trails because of deer 
migration when most OHV’s only off-road during the weekend.  

Response: Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) addresses the impacts of trail and road 
associated factors to deer particularly during the winter months. Only a small percentage of deer 
closures are proposed where deer are most vulnerable during the winter season. The seasonal 
restriction for deer winter range in Management Area 84 was lifted in the Preferred Alternative to 
provide additional motorized recreation opportunities. 

Commenters: 00057, 06710 

3.03-3 Deer (key summer and winter range effects): The DEIS is inconsistent with Forest Plan 
direction to limit vehicular access to key deer summer and winter ranges. In addition, action 
alternatives would not result in a “low” influence to key summer and winter ranges, as stated in the 
DEIS. 

Response: The DEIS deer analysis in Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) indicates that 
the direct and indirect effects of proposed motorized route additions results in a “low” influence to 
key summer and winter ranges and that the cumulative impacts to deer, when adding together all 
existing motorized routes and proposed motorized route additions, result in a low to moderate impact 
to deer depending upon the specific deer herd and the specific key deer summer or winter habitat 
analyzed. The prohibition of cross country travel results in prohibiting motorized use within key 
winter and summer ranges on 429.8 to 457.5 miles of existing routes unauthorized for public 
motorized use for all the action alternatives as shown in the FEIS. The addition of less than 19 miles 
of roads and motorized trails is clearly a “low” impact when considering that over 400 miles of 
motorized routes would not allow public motorized access under the action alternatives as compared 
to the No Action Alternative, where motorized cross country travel would continue. Chapter 3.03 
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(Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) of the FEIS under the section “Compliance with the Forest Plan and 
Other Direction” further describes how the Travel Management action alternatives complies with the 
Tahoe Land and Resource Management Plan management direction to “limit vehicle access on key 
deer winter ranges when deer are present, and limit vehicle access in key summer range habitats 
during periods of migration and fawning.” The Tahoe Travel Management FEIS provides project 
design standards for minimizing effects of deer habitat on key deer winter ranges and key summer 
ranges by designating a travel management system, restricting vehicle access by prohibiting cross 
country travel, and maintaining the majority of existing deer seasonal restrictions, with the exception 
of the Humbug-Sailor Management Area 84 that currently receives a high amount of recreational 
use. Without the prohibition of cross country travel, motorized route proliferation would continue to 
increase. Forest-wide, the ban on cross country travel under the action alternatives would result in 
the prohibition of motorized use on existing routes unauthorized for public motorized use across all 
deer habitat ranges on the TNF. Clearly, the Travel Management FEIS demonstrates reasonable and 
proactive actions to limit motorized access and minimizing effects to deer habitat on key deer winter 
and summer ranges, while providing for diverse recreational experiences and opportunities. 

Commenter: 06716, 06721  

3.03-4 Deer (cumulative effects analysis): The DEIS cumulative impacts analysis is inadequate 
because deer habitat capability for summer and winter ranges is not analyzed. 

Response: Management Indicator Species (MIS) for the Tahoe National Forest, including deer, are 
identified in the Sierra Nevada Forests Management Indicator Species Amendment (SNF MIS 
Amendment) Record of Decision (ROD) signed December 14, 2007. The Amendment replaces the 
Tahoe National Forest’s former MIS list contained in the 1990 Tahoe National Forest Land and 
Resource Management Plan (LRMP) with a list of 13 MIS.  

The SNF MIS Amendment ROD states, “This decision modifies Appendix E of the 2001 Sierra 
Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA) FEIS, as adopted by the 2004 SNFPA ROD in the 
following manner: this decision removes the ‘X’ in the MIS column in Tables E-9, E-10, and E-11 of 
Appendix E. This decision drops these species as MIS” (SNF MIS ROD, pg. 5). Hence, the 
population monitoring requirements of the 2004 SNFPA Record of Decision have been replaced by 
the 2007 MIS Amendment ROD, and therefore no longer apply. Deer are on the MIS list and are still 
monitored. 

Guidance regarding MIS set forth in the Tahoe LRMP as amended by the 2007 SNF MIS 
Amendment ROD directs Forest Service resource managers to (1) at project scale, analyze the effects 
of proposed projects on the habitat of each MIS affected by such projects, and (2) at the bioregional 
scale, monitor populations and/or habitat trends of MIS, as identified in the Tahoe LRMP as 
amended. 

The bioregional scale monitoring strategy for the Tahoe NF’s MIS is found in the 2007 SNF MIS 
Amendment ROD. Bioregional scale habitat monitoring is conducted for all 12 of the terrestrial MIS. 
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In addition, bioregional scale population monitoring, in the form of distribution population 
monitoring, is identified for all of the terrestrial MIS except for the greater sage-grouse. For aquatic 
macro invertebrates, the bioregional scale monitoring identified is Index of Biological Integrity and 
Habitat. The current bioregional status and trend of populations and/or habitat for each of the MIS is 
discussed in the Sierra Nevada Forests Bioregional Management Indicator Species (SNF Bioregional 
MIS) Report (USDA Forest Service 2008). 

All habitat monitoring data, including data on deer, are collected and/or compiled at the bioregional 
scale, consistent with the Tahoe National Forest LRMP as amended by the 2007 SNF MIS 
Amendment ROD. Habitats are the vegetation types (for example, early seral coniferous forest) or 
ecosystem components (for example, snags in green forest) required by an MIS for breeding, cover, 
and/or feeding. MIS for the Sierra Nevada National Forests represent 10 major habitats and 2 
ecosystem components (USDA Forest Service 2007), as listed in Table 1 of the MIS Report (pg. 5) 
prepared for this project.  

As noted in the comment response above, the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (SNFPA FEIS 2001) identified Species at Risk (SAR) to include: 
(1) Federally Threatened, Endangered, and Special Concern Species, (2) Forest Service Sensitive 
Species; (3) species identified in the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment’s “high vulnerability” 
group; and (4) species identified in the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment’s “moderate 
vulnerability” group with small populations or suspected population declines. Species at risk are 
assessed in Appendix R and listed in Appendix E of the SNFPA FEIS. The use of the SAR concept 
was a forward-looking attempt to implement the 2000 planning rule. The 2000 planning rule was 
never implemented, and there are no legal requirements for monitoring SAR. 

The DEIS deer effects analysis included a detailed description of the direct and indirect effects to 
deer habitat from motor vehicle use. Indicators used for this analysis included: total route miles, 
route density, and zone of influence of all motorized routes on the TNF, including system routes and 
routes proposed for addition to the NFTS motorized recreational opportunities (cumulative 
motorized impact). The direct and indirect impacts of all cumulative motorized routes were then 
combined with the cumulative impacts to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable impacts on deer 
habitat, including grazing impacts, wildfires, vegetation management, and recreation impacts for 
each of the alternatives 

Commenter: 06716, 06721. 

3.03-5 Deer (Wet weather seasonal restrictions): Deer would not benefit from wet weather 
seasonal closures as indicated in the DEIS Table 3.01-15 (Motorized Seasonal Closures Benefiting 
Deer Ranges on the Tahoe National Forest) 

Response: Although the wet weather seasonal closures are intended to protect motorized roads and 
trails, there would still be some beneficial protection to deer as a result of the wet weather seasonal 
restrictions. The SDEIS acknowledges that this modification in seasonal restriction in Management 
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Area 84 (Humbug Sailor) could potentially increase impacts to deer when they are on their winter 
ranges. However, with the exception of the Humbug Sailor area, Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 benefit deer 
on their winter ranges in areas that do not currently have any type of deer seasonal restrictions. The 
wet weather closure would be an added benefit in areas that currently do not have any seasonal 
restriction. The FEIS clarifies this point.  

Commenters: 06271, 06716 

3.03-6 Deer (location of proposed routes): The DEIS does not describe the site-specific location 
or geographic position of the proposed route additions relative to deer winter range. 

Response: The location of each route proposed for addition to the NFTS motorized recreational 
opportunities is described in the FEIS and is displayed on the alternative maps. While we agree that 
the location of roads/trails/areas relative to slope type and geographic location may provide useful 
information on the potential distribution of deer during the winter months, specific deer distribution 
in any given year would vary depending upon the specific geographic location, elevation, annual 
precipitation levels, weather patterns, etc. and therefore the location of routes on south facing slopes 
and ridge tops may not necessarily provide meaningful information. Several indicators or metrics 
were chosen to disclose the potential impacts associated with motorized roads and trails in the FEIS. 
For the four primary deer herds - Blue Canyon, Downieville, Nevada City, and Loyalton-Truckee 
that occur on the TNF, the number of miles, the route density, and zone of influence within 200 
meters of routes were analyzed to disclose the relative potential disturbance to deer from motorized 
routes within key summer and key winter ranges. While each proposed route was not described as to 
the exact physical location and condition, it is assumed the entire key habitat type could be 
potentially impacted by motorized routes. An analysis that only included consideration of south 
facing slopes and ridge tops may actually underestimate the impacts to deer in the winter months. 

Commenter: 06716, 06721 

3.03-7 California spotted owl (effects analysis misrepresented): The California spotted owl is 
likely habituated to road and trail factors due to continued use over a long period of time and existing 
proximity to highly traveled byways, such as Hwy 20. 

Response: The California spotted owl is the same species as the northern spotted owl, but they are 
considered different subspecies. Therefore, effects to the California spotted owl are expected to be 
similar to the effects to the northern spotted owl because they behave in similar ways, respond to 
disturbance in similar ways, share similar biological requirements and environmental niches, etc. 
This has been clarified in the FEIS. There is no evidence or studies that indicate that the California 
spotted owls become habituated to road and trail factors due to continued use over a long period of 
time, including from existing proximity to high traveled byways such as Highway 20. Effects of road 
and trail factors on spotted owls, regardless of the subspecies, are uncertain. Making a statement that 
the California spotted owl is likely to be habituated to road and trail factors due to continued use 
over a long period of time is not substantiated by scientific studies. 
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Commenter: 06715 

3.03-8 California spotted owl (mortality from vehicle collisions): Spotted owl deaths should not 
be blamed on OHV activities. 

Response: The section on spotted owl mortality and vehicle collision in Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial 
and Aquatic Species) of the FEIS clarifies that there was one reported incidence of spotted owl 
mortality on the Eldorado NF that was attributed to collision with a highway vehicle.  

Commenter: 06456 

3.03-9 Wolverine (effects analysis): The one documented wolverine in the TNF within the last year 
was sighted in a snowmobile area. Hence, it is likely that OHV use is beneficial to the wolverine.  

Response: The wolverine that was detected on the TNF was located within an area of an ongoing 
American marten study site that had a large concentration of baited camera and track stations. The 
stations were baited to attract the American marten, a medium sized member of the weasel family. 
The initial wolverine detection was photographed at one of these baited camera stations. It is not 
known that the wolverine inhabits the area where it was originally located. One possibility is that the 
wolverine may have been passing through the area and was attracted to the bait stations. Wolverines 
are known to travel long distances within a given day and have large home ranges. Although the 
wolverine was detected in an area used by snowmobiles, it does not mean that motorized recreation 
is beneficial to the wolverine. While there is uncertainty about the cause and effect relationship 
between motorized recreation and wolverines, it is widely accepted that wolverines are elusive and 
are generally found in areas that are relatively remote from human activities.  

Commenters: 06715, 06718 

3.03-10 Wolverine and red fox (cumulative effects): Grazing effects should not be included in the 
cumulative effects analysis for wolverine and red fox. 

Response: References in the FEIS to grazing impacts are found under the cumulative effects section 
for the wolverine and red fox in Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species). The National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that all federal actions disclose all cumulative impacts to 
the environment, including all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions. Current grazing 
management on the TNF has the potential to affect habitat used by both the wolverine and the red 
fox. Therefore, it is appropriate to disclose the cumulative impacts of grazing on wolverine and red 
fox in the FEIS.  

Commenter: 06718 

3.03-11 Fisher (science references): Studies cited in the DEIS on fisher in Massachusetts and 
Maine, are not comparable to the routes and trails proposed, since motorized use on OHV trails 
typically involves slower travel. 
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Response: The FEIS acknowledged that collisions are much less likely to occur along the slower 
speed native surfaced roads and trails that are being evaluated in this project. 

Commenter: 06715 

3.03-12 California red-legged frog (recovery objectives): California red-legged frog recovery 
objectives should be removed from the DEIS since the DEIS indicates that Tahoe National Forest 
does not have designated critical habitat for this species. 

Response: Potential suitable habitat for the California red-legged frog occurs on the TNF. On March 
17, 2010,  the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service published a final rule on the designation of  revised 
critical habitat for the California red-legged frog and includes critical habitat located on or near the 
Tahoe National Forest (Federal Register:  Vol. 75, Number 51: 12815-12959). The Motorized Travel 
Management FEIS and Biological Evaluation/Assessment incorporate new information on the 
revision of designated critical habitat for this species. In addition, there are known occurrences of 
California red-legged frogs on private lands immediately adjacent to Tahoe NFS lands. Therefore, it 
is appropriate to identify recovery objectives for the California red-legged frog, since the TNF is 
within the historic range of the species, it occurs within close proximity to the NFS lands, and 
suitable habitat for the species is located within the TNF. 

Commenter: 02561 

3.03-13 Mountain quail (potential impacts): Mountain quail would likely be adversely affected by 
off highway vehicle use, particularly in the Prosser Lake area. 

Response: Effects to mountain quail were addressed in the FEIS, Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and 
Aquatic Species) and in the Management Indicator Species Report, located in the project record.  

Commenters: 04563, 06716 

3.03-14 Meadows and wetlands: Close all motorized trails in meadows and wetlands that are 
important to wildlife. 

Response: Effects to wildlife are addressed in Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) of the 
FEIS. Specifically, meadow habitat was addressed under the following species sections: Pacific tree 
frog, American marten, and willow flycatcher. 

Commenter: 01363 

3.03-15 Willow flycatcher meadows: The DEIS should identify roads that result in the additional 
meadow impacts on willow flycatchers emphasis habitat between Alternative 3 and Alternative 4 
(DEIS volume 3, page 327, Table 3.03-88). 

Response: The FEIS identifies the proposed additions to the NFTS that impact willow flycatcher 
meadows in each of the alternatives.  

Commenter: 06248 
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3.03-16 Open Areas (wildlife impacts): There would be no adverse effects on wildlife associated 
with motor vehicle use in “Open Areas” (particularly Eureka Diggings, Greenhorn Area, and access 
to Boca, Stampede, and Prosser Reservoirs). 

Response: Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) of the FEIS for wide-ranging species 
indicates that impacts to wide-ranging species in these areas would likely be minimal, but that there 
could be some direct disturbance to animals passing through the proposed Greenhorn “Open Area” 
and the reservoir areas. (The “Open Area” at Eureka Diggings proposed in the DEIS is not included 
under any action alternative in the SDEIS or FEIS since it was determined to be eligible for inclusion 
in the National Register of Historic Places.) In addition, for other species, the effects of adding these 
areas would vary depending on the species. For example, under the bald eagle section, the effects 
analysis indicates that increased use and motorized access within the “Open Area” at Prosser 
Reservoir under Alternative 2 could potentially result in disturbance and ultimately loss in 
reproductive productivity for bald eagles at this site. The “Open Area” at Prosser Reservoir under the 
Preferred Alternative is restricted to prevent any significant disturbance to the bald eagle. 
Furthermore, for aquatic species, such as the Lahontan tui chub, the effects analysis indicates 
motorized shoreline access at Boca, Prosser and Stampede Reservoirs under Alternative 2 has the 
potential to increase soil erosion and sediment delivery, and thereby affect water quality for 
Lahontan tui chub and other aquatic species. Shoreline access at these reservoirs under the Preferred 
Alternative is restricted to only those areas that would not have a significant effect on water quality. 

Commenter: 06704, S0071 

3.03-17 Snags and downed logs: The Forest Service claims that snags will be removed for public 
safety under all action alternatives. While this may be true for Maintenance Level 3-5 roads as they 
are subject to the National Highway Safety Act, it is not a valid requirement for Maintenance Level 1-
2 roads and trails. Please refer to Forest Service Road Maintenance Manual and direction given by 
the Sierra Nevada Framework regarding snags.  

Response: The assumption of similar snag removal actions on all maintenance level roads enables a 
relative comparison among alternatives. While it is true that hazard tree removal is a higher priority 
along ML 3-5 roads, the Forest Service has an obligation to manage and maintain facilities for public 
safety including ML 1-2 roads and motorized trails. We recognize that removal of hazard trees along 
ML 1-2 roads and motorized trails is likely to be an incidental activity and have clarified this in the 
SDEIS.  

Commenters: 06456, 06704 

3.03-18 Lahontan cutthroat trout (streams covered under Endangered Species Act): On page 
366 of the DEIS it says that introduced Lahontan cutthroat trout in the Truckee River and Sagehen 
Creek are not covered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). This is not true. All existing 
Lahontan cutthroat trout populations on the Tahoe National Forest are covered under the ESA 
including, Independence Creek, Independence Lake, Sagehen Creek, Truckee River, Pole Creek, 
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East Fork Creek, Macklin Creek, and an unnamed tributary to East Fork Creek. All occupied waters 
should be considered in the FEIS analysis.  

Response: The FEIS was modified to include the analysis of Lahontan cutthroat trout within the 
Truckee River and Sagehen Creek in Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) and the 
Biological Assessment included in the project record. Other named creeks were also considered. 

Commenter: 06419 

3.03-19 Yellow-legged frogs (net versus gross effects): It is unclear whether Table S-30 
displayed the Net effects or the Gross effects to mountain yellow-legged frog. 

Response: Table S-30, in the DEIS summary, does not discuss the net or gross effects. It summarizes 
the overall direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 

Commenter: 06715 

3.03-20 Terrestrial and aquatic species (existing motorized trail system): Wildlife and habitat 
impacts for the alternatives are based on comparison between the action alternatives and the No 
Action Alternative. This comparison does not address the impacts of the existing system on wildlife 
and habitats.  

Response: Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) of the FEIS analyzed impacts of the 
existing motorized system in the cumulative effects analysis for terrestrial and wildlife species. 
Summary tables in the FEIS have been simplified to more cogently show differences among 
alternatives.  

Commenter: 06711 

3.03-21 Terrestrial and aquatic species (impacts over time on routes not added to the NFTS): 
For motorized trails not added to the NFTS, impacts to habitat will increase in the long-term near 
these trails, contrary to the claim made in the DEIS.  

Response: Studies of the length of time it takes a disturbed area to achieve vegetative recovery 
indicate that the amount of time varies, and that extrapolation of the time frames from one site to 
another require an accounting of site-specific historical and environmental factors. In addition, the 
limiting factors of the disturbed area (e.g. seed availability, plant recruitment and survival, and soil 
compaction) need to be defined (Roovers et al. 2005). It is important to estimate how long it might 
take for an unauthorized motor vehicle route to recover its vegetation after it is closed to understand 
the impact to habitats. 

It is anticipated that some of the unauthorized routes not added to the NFTS will not recover without 
restoration actions. These routes may be restored by the TNF as budgets and personnel are available. 
Some unauthorized routes may be proposed for addition to the TNF travel management system at a 
later date after conducting NEPA and implementing mitigations to reduce and/or eliminate existing 
resource damage. Other unauthorized routes may be used for non-motorized recreation. Still others 
will be left alone and they will revegetate without restoration actions. All of these scenarios add to or 
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reduce impacts to native vegetation. As stated above, it is recognized that non-motorized recreational 
use may also negatively impact native vegetation, and therefore, habitats. However, motor vehicle 
use is recognized as more damaging to vegetation than pedestrians (USDA et al. 1998). In addition, 
the rate of vegetative recovery of any route unauthorized (for public use) will vary from site to site 
based on the soil type, amount and type of vegetative cover at the site, topography of the area 
disturbed, and intensity of the motor vehicle use (USDA et al. 1998).  

Commenter: 06711 

3.03-22 Management Indicator Species (MIS) List: The MIS analyzed in the DEIS are inconsistent 
with the existing Forest Plan MIS list. 

Response: The Sierra Nevada Forests Management Indicator Species Amendment Record of 
Decision amended the MIS list on 10 Sierra Nevada Forests, including the TNF on December 14, 
2007. Therefore, the MIS list used in the Travel Management FEIS is appropriate.  

Commenter: 00028 

3.03-23 Old Forest Emphasis Areas: Proposed motorized route additions within Old Forest 
Emphasis Areas (OFEAS) would fragment habitat for old forest associated species, contrary to 
direction in the Tahoe Forest Plan, as amended by the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment 
(SNFPA). 

Response: The Standards and Guidelines in the SNFPA do not explicitly direct the FS to prohibit 
motorized roads and trails within OFEAs; therefore no violation of laws, regulation or policy has 
occurred. Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) describes the effects of motorized routes 
within OFEAs. The Preferred Alternative would affect only 1% of OFEAs within a 200-meter zone 
of influence from proposed additions to the NFTS motorized recreational opportunities, compared to 
17% in the No Action Alternative, where existing motorized trails unauthorized for public motorized 
use would continue. Existing NFTS motorized routes affects approximately 24 % of OFEAs. The 
prohibition of cross country travel reduces the impact to OFEAs where motorized cross country 
travel would be prohibited on approximately 400,000 acres of OFEAs.  

Commenters: 06716, 06721 

3.03-24 Best available science (wildlife and motor vehicle interactions): The Forest Service did 
not use sound, or best available, science or literature to appropriately describe and analyze the 
effects of motorized routes or trails to wildlife species, including inadequate local or specific scientific 
evidence to support that motorized recreation (OHV’s) cause adverse impacts to various wildlife 
species. 

Response: A recent Ninth Circuit “en banc” decision (Lands Council v. McNair, No. 07-35000-9th 
Cir. July 2, 2008 en banc) clarified that the FS has the responsibility to disclose and acknowledge 
scientific uncertainty in the analysis of effects, however, the FS is not required to address every 
possible uncertainty, given that experts routinely disagree. In order to analyze the effects of 
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motorized use on wildlife in the FEIS, the best available science on interactions between motorized 
use and wildlife was utilized, including whatever information was available on motorized trails and 
wildlife interactions. Furthermore, the agency does not have the burden to respond to uncertainties 
that are not reasonably supported by any scientific authority, but must acknowledge and disclose the 
uncertainty. As stated above and in the FEIS, the information presented represents the best available 
science available from which to analyze the impacts of motorized impacts to wildlife. Using the 
available literature, reviews and studies on wildlife and motorized routes represents a reasonable 
approach to analyzing the impacts to wildlife. 

Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) of the FEIS was completed using a thorough review 
of available literature and studies on wildlife and motorized route interactions, species habitat 
relationships information, species biology, and professional judgment to develop a reasonable risk 
assessment or effects analysis for each species. Based on the review of available literature on wildlife 
and road/trail interactions, known biology for each species, and professional judgment, the wildlife 
effects analysis in Chapter 3.03 of the FEIS provided an appropriate level of potential relative 
impacts (risk analysis) to wildlife species from which to compare the alternatives, even though the 
actual route/wildlife interaction or impact may be uncertain. 

The DEIS wildlife analysis incorporated wildlife and road interaction literature as appropriate for the 
various species that were analyzed. The referenced document (Environmental Effects of Off-Highway 
Vehicles on Bureau of Land Management Lands: A Literature Synthesis, Annotated Bibliographies, 
Extensive Bibliographies, and Internet Resources) has been reviewed and was included in the list of 
references in the DEIS. Upon careful review of the BLM document, it was determined that the 
Travel Management DEIS used pertinent literature pertaining to wildlife and traffic/road interactions, 
and a conclusion can be made that the analysis of effects of wildlife/road interactions conducted for 
the FEIS was sufficient. Many of the references cited in the BLM referenced document were 
included in the analysis of wildlife and motorized route interactions in the Travel Management FEIS. 
Therefore, we feel Chapter 3.03 of the FEIS provides a thorough and appropriate level of analysis to 
sufficiently address wildlife and motorized route interactions on many species of aquatic and 
terrestrial wildlife species at various scales, both site-specifically and at a larger landscape scale. 
Over 30 species or species groups were analyzed in the FEIS, including birds, mammals, 
amphibians, reptiles, and macro invertebrates, representing threatened, endangered, and sensitive 
species; game species; non-game species; management indicator species; and other species of 
concern, together representing the many diverse habitats occurring across the TNF.  

Commenters: 00028, 06704, 06715, 06718, 06752  

3.03-25 Deference to wildlife: The Forest Service should give deference to old forest associated 
wildlife species over motorized recreation opportunities, especially within California spotted owl and 
northern goshawk Protected Activity Centers (PACs). 
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Response: Both Congress and NFMA are explicit that wildlife viability is not the Forest Service’s 
only consideration when developing site-specific actions for NFS lands. Furthermore, the recent 
Ninth Circuit “en banc” ruling reaffirms this (Lands Council v. McNair, No. 07-35000 (9th Cir. July2, 
2008, en banc). In Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) of the FEIS, a thorough and 
detailed analysis of effects of motor vehicle use to old forest habitat and associated species was 
completed, including effects to California spotted owls, goshawk, Old Forest Emphasis Areas 
(OFEAs), habitat fragmentation, etc. In most cases, additions to the NFTS motorized recreational 
opportunities were not included within California spotted owl and northern goshawk PACs. For 
example, out of 180 spotted owl PACs on the TNF, only 4 PACs are intersected by additions to the 
NFTS motorized recreational opportunities totaling 2.5 miles. About 78 miles of routes unauthorized 
for public motorized use would not be available for motorized use. In the Preferred Alternative, the 
proposed additions to the NFTS motorized recreational opportunities either occurred on the edge of a 
spotted owl PAC or the route was considered to be an important motorized recreational opportunity. 
Furthermore, the prohibition of cross country travel potentially reduces wildlife disturbance and old 
forest habitat fragmentation for spotted owl, goshawk, and other old forest associated species. In 
addition, riparian and meadow habitats were avoided, except when the motorized routes deemed to 
be sustainable and in good resource condition or with mitigatable resource concerns. Finally, the 
prohibition of cross country travel, including within California spotted owl and goshawk PACs, late-
successional habitat, and OFEAs, eliminates and reduces the adverse impacts of motorized travel. 

Commenters: 00028, 06716, 06753 

3.03-26 Minimizing harassment/disturbance to wildlife (California spotted owl): Forest Service 
policy is to minimize damage to vegetation, avoid harassment to wildlife, and avoid significant 
disruption of wildlife habitat while providing for motorized public use on National Forest System 
(NFS) lands. However, this guidance is not adhered to under the Preferred Alternative as existing 
and proposed additional trails are allowed to go through California spotted owl Protected Activity 
Centers, nesting areas, and home ranges. 

Even though wildlife impacts are noted for various approved routes in the Preferred Alternative 6, no 
mitigation measures were ever suggested. For example, routes were added that go through PACS 
and MIS habitat (i.e. SV-005), but no alternative routes were suggested, or avoidance was required 
during nesting season. No mitigation measures are being required. 

Response: All of the action alternatives prohibit cross country travel, thereby reducing the overall 
impact to spotted owl, goshawks, Management Indicator Species, and other wildlife. The action 
alternatives were designed to generally avoid spotted owl and goshawk Protected Activity Centers 
and bald eagle nest areas, unless a motorized route proposed for addition to the NFTS motorized 
recreational opportunities was considered important or essential to be included in the transportation 
system. For example Table 2.03-57: “Miles of Motorized Route Additions by Spotted Owl PAC and 
Route ID” shows that out of 98 miles of existing unauthorized routes, only 2 miles of motorized 
routes would be added to the NFTS under Alternative 6 (FEIS, Spotted Owl Disturbance at a 
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Specific Site). Furthermore, Table 3.03-60 displays a detailed effects analysis of how a route addition 
or reopened route would contribute noise to individual spotted owl PACs. Generally, the routes that 
are proposed in the Preferred Alternative 6 are considered to have a low contribution to spotted owl 
noise disturbance since the routes are generally short segments accessing dispersed recreation and 
exceed ¼ mile of a known nest or roost site (activity center), with the exception of YRN-2 which 
crosses PAC SI060.  YRN-2 is considered to have a moderate contribution to disturbance due to its ~ 
1 mile length and just under ¼ mile of the activity center. However, the last known reproduction at 
PAC SI060 was in 1992 and surveys in 2008 indicated no owls were detected within the PAC.  In 
actuality, YRN-2 likely poses a low to no contribution of disturbance currently.  Finally, only 1 of 
181 PACs or <1% under Alternative 6 would pose a moderate risk of increased noise from motorized 
route additions (See Summary of Individual PAC Analysis).  

Similarly, an analysis of goshawk PACs shows that less than 1 mile of motorized routes out of 42 
miles of existing unauthorized routes would be added to the NFTS within goshawk PAC (FEIS Table 
3.03-75). 

Commenter: 06711, S0023 

3.03-27 Wildlife analysis indicator measures and assumptions (over-reliance on proximity): 
The DEIS inappropriately analyzes effects on wildlife, since site specific considerations, such as trail 
location, vegetation type, trail width, speed, and frequency of use, are not considered. Chapter 3.03 
uses proximity, and proximity alone, as the measure of effects on wildlife. The discussions consider 
one activity in a complete void (motor vehicle access) and ignore all other related activities (other 24 
uses of the roads and trails). We find no scientifically credible analysis. In fact, there is no evidence 
that the agency has done the necessary environmental analysis. 

Response: Impacts on wildlife from motorized use vary depending on a number of factors including 
the type of vehicle, the local conditions, the intensity and frequency of use, and the particular 
species’ response to disturbance associated with motorized use. The assumptions used in the wildlife 
analysis were used as an approximation to estimate the relative impacts to wildlife so that the 
alternatives could be compared.  

The commenter also expressed concern regarding the analysis assumption in the DEIS that “all 
routes will produce the same disturbance effects.” We recognize that noise generated disturbance 
depends upon the specific physical aspects of each route including its geographic location, slope 
steepness, position on the landscape, surrounding vegetation, etc. This assumption was used as a 
basis to evaluate the relative impacts to wildlife in order to compare differences between the 
alternatives.  

Data on “frequency of use” for each route is not available on the TNF, except for some anecdotal 
knowledge of particular routes or use areas. The Forest Service has an obligation to disclose when 
information is lacking, and decide whether this incomplete or unavailable information is “essential to 
a reasoned choice among alternatives” (40 CFR, Part 1502.22). “Frequency of use,” while 
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informative, is not “essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives” and, therefore “frequency of 
use” was determined to be unlikely to significantly change the understanding of the basic 
relationships that were used to analyze the effects of the alternatives on wildlife species. However, 
anecdotal information on “frequency of use” was qualitatively used by the interdisciplinary team as 
rationale on whether or not specific routes were considered to be important to include in the 
transportation system, combined with whether or not a route was within close proximity to a 
sensitive wildlife resource area or site.  

Using these analysis assumptions as a basis to compare alternatives meets the Forest Service 
obligations under laws, regulations and policy. The FEIS (Chapter 3.03 under “Assumptions for 
Wildlife Effects Analysis”) describes the analysis assumptions (and limitations) and explains why 
they were chosen. 

Commenter: 06704, S0008 

3.03-28 Habitat fragmentation: OHV use doesn’t cause “habitat fragmentation”, especially not for 
the owls. OHV use doesn’t cut down trees like a timber harvest, or thin the brush like in the fuels 
reduction. Such assertions show a disregard for the subject matter (of trails and routes) under study. 

Response: All of the action alternatives reduce the amount of habitat fragmentation by prohibiting 
cross country travel and reducing the total number of miles available for wheeled motorized use. 
While any individual motorized route in and of itself may not cause habitat fragmentation in the 
same way that timber harvest activities can, the incremental increase of motorized routes on the 
landscape can be considered habitat fragmentation by reducing habitat effectiveness for certain 
species. Motorized routes can fragment habitat by causing a barrier to some species, especially 
amphibians. Obviously, the wider the route and the more use on the route, the greater the 
“fragmentation.” For other species, the amount of disturbance over time on motorized routes, 
depending upon the frequency and intensity of use, can reduce habitat effectiveness causing animals 
to avoid an area. This avoidance of a route (zone of influence) can be considered habitat 
fragmentation because the amount of disturbance can render the area unsuitable, in a similar way that 
changing structural attributes of habitat can render an area unsuitable (i.e. such as canopy reduction). 
In addition, some species prefer large blocks of undisturbed habitat. Allowing motorized access to 
wildlife habitats can increase disturbance and alter wildlife behavior by causing avoidance. This also 
can be construed as reducing habitat effectiveness and therefore fragment habitat. 

Commenter: 06715 

3.03-29 Wildlife analysis (No Action Alternative): Summary tables in Chapter 3.03 Terrestrial and 
Aquatic Species indicate that the No Action Alternative negatively affects wildlife species, and 
increases disturbance. The DEIS fails to take into account that routes in Alternative 1 represent the 
existing condition, not new construction. Any “negative effects” and “increased disturbances” under 
Alternative 1 are highly speculative and inaccurate. 
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Response: Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) acknowledges that Alternative 1, no 
action, is the existing condition and not new construction. The FEIS analyzed the effects of the No 
Action Alternative and displays the comparison of effects of implementing Alternative 1 compared to 
implementing the various action alternatives. Cross country travel would continue and is expected to 
increase under implementation of the No Action Alternative. Therefore, under the No Action 
Alternative, it is appropriate to display that negative effects and a higher level, or increased, 
disturbance to wildlife species is likely to occur compared to the action alternatives. 

Commenter: 06715 

3.03-30 Wildlife impact analysis (assumptions regarding vehicle type): The wildlife effects 
analysis presented in the DEIS incorrectly assumes that all vehicle types result in the same 
disturbance to wildlife and that all routes resulted in the same disturbance effects regardless of their 
location and physical setting. 

Response: The DEIS acknowledges that an array of environmental factors and impacts from 
different classes of vehicles may result in different types of impacts to wildlife (Chapter 3.03, 
Terrestrial and Aquatic Species). However, no data are available with regard to the abundance and 
type of each class of vehicle and the intensity of use for each route by class of vehicle. Therefore, the 
analysis uses the assumption that all classes of vehicles generally have similar impacts to wildlife. In 
most cases, a worst case scenario was used to analyze impacts to wildlife and the actual impacts to 
wildlife from vehicle class and use may in reality be less. Furthermore, the analysis relies on an 
approach that models and displays the relative impacts to wildlife from motorized routes from which 
to compare and contrast the different alternatives. For many wildlife species, the specific impacts 
from different types of vehicles and amount of use is unknown. The research and literature available 
on wildlife and road interactions is limited and general. The wildlife analysis of effects uses the best 
available information pertinent to wildlife/road interactions for species addressed in the FEIS. In 
summary, it is the Forest Service’s obligation to disclose whenever information is incomplete or 
unavailable, and it was determined that the specific information on class of vehicle, frequency of use, 
etc. was not deemed “essential to make a reasoned choice among alternatives” (Title 40 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations, 40 CFR, Part 1502.22 for the wildlife analysis). The Assumptions and 
Limitations section in Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) of the FEIS clarifies our 
obligations whenever information is lacking or unavailable to confidently estimate wildlife effects, 
including class of vehicles, frequency of use, location of route, etc.  

The wildlife analysis assumptions in Chapter 3.03 of the FEIS were used only as an approximation to 
estimate the relative impacts to wildlife in order to compare the differences among the various 
alternatives. Furthermore, Chapter 3.03 of the FEIS describes in detail the different types of effects 
motorized routes and use on motorized routes has on wildlife including habitat fragmentation, 
mortality, edge effects, etc. These are all described in Chapter 3.03 and elsewhere in the FEIS.  
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Commenters also expressed concern regarding the analysis assumption in the DEIS that “all routes 
will produce the same disturbance effects” irrespective of their location and physical setting. Again, 
we recognize that noise generated disturbance also depends upon the specific physical aspects of 
each route including its geographic location, slope steepness, position on the landscape, surrounding 
vegetation, type of vehicle, etc. As stated above, this assumption was used as a basis to evaluate the 
relative impacts to wildlife in order to assess the differences between the alternatives and not 
necessarily the actual impacts to wildlife. Analyzing every variation of a route and the type of 
vehicles would have been complex, cumbersome, and speculative regarding the intensity, and 
amount of use on each route without much added benefit.  

Using these analysis assumptions as a basis to compare alternatives meets the Forest Services’ 
obligations under laws, regulations and policy. The FEIS clarifies the analysis assumptions and why 
they were chosen.  

Commenters: 00028, 06704, 06711 

3.03-31 Wildlife cumulative effects (incorporation of past projects): Existing vegetation and 
travel system maps do not incorporate the effects of past actions. Previous analyses are not 
sufficient to allow development of a cumulative effects analysis that includes measurement or 
modeling of impacts of motor vehicle travel or recreation to wildlife. The last major analysis of routes 
was the Roads Analysis conducted by the Tahoe National Forest in 2002. There must be a true 
accounting of impacts to wildlife, including the cumulative effects of all major disturbances (including 
noise) across the entire route network. 

Response: In order to understand the contribution of past actions to the cumulative effects of the 
proposed action and alternatives, this analysis relies on current environmental conditions as a proxy 
for the impacts of past actions. This is because existing conditions reflect the aggregate impact of all 
prior human actions and natural events that have affected the environment and might contribute to 
cumulative effects.  

This cumulative effects analysis does not attempt to quantify the effects of past human actions by 
adding up all prior actions on an action-by-action basis. There are several reasons for not taking this 
approach. First, a catalog and analysis of all past actions would be impractical to compile and unduly 
costly to obtain. Current conditions have been impacted by innumerable actions over the last century 
(and beyond), and trying to isolate the individual actions that continue to have residual impacts 
would be nearly impossible. Second, providing the details of past actions on an individual basis 
would not be useful to predict the cumulative effects of the proposed action or alternatives. In fact, 
focusing on individual actions would be less accurate than looking at existing conditions, because 
there is limited information on the environmental impacts of individual past actions, and one cannot 
reasonably identify each and every action over the last century that has contributed to current 
conditions. Additionally, focusing on the impacts of past human actions risks ignores the important 
residual effects of past natural events, which may contribute to cumulative effects just as much as 
human actions. By looking at current conditions, we are sure to capture all the residual effects of past 
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human actions and natural events, regardless of which particular action or event contributed those 
effects. Third, public scoping for this project did not identify any public interest or need for detailed 
information on individual past actions. Finally, the Council on Environmental Quality issued an 
interpretive memorandum on June 24, 2005 regarding analysis of past actions, which states, 
“agencies can conduct an adequate cumulative effects analysis by focusing on the current aggregate 
effects of past actions without delving into the historical details of individual past actions.”  

The cumulative effects analysis in this FEIS is consistent with Forest Service NEPA Regulations (36 
CFR 220.4(f)) (July 24, 2008), which state, in part:  

“CEQ regulations do not require the consideration of the individual effects of all past actions to 
determine the present effects of past actions. Once the agency has identified those present effects of 
past actions that warrant consideration, the agency assesses the extent that the effects of the 
proposal for agency action or its alternatives will add to, modify, or mitigate those effects. The final 
analysis documents an agency assessment of the cumulative effects of the actions considered 
(including past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future actions) on the affected environment. 
With respect to past actions, during the scoping process and subsequent preparation of the analysis, 
the agency must determine what information regarding past actions is useful and relevant to the 
required analysis of cumulative effects. Cataloging past actions and specific information about the 
direct and indirect effects of their design and implementation could in some contexts be useful to 
predict the cumulative effects of the proposal. The CEQ regulations, however, do not require 
agencies to catalogue or exhaustively list and analyze all individual past actions. Simply because 
information about past actions may be available or obtained with reasonable effort does not mean 
that it is relevant and necessary to inform decision making (40 CFR 1508.7).”  

As the commenter noted, the Forest Service incorporated the cumulative effects of past projects as 
reflected in maps of the existing vegetation and existing motorized travel system, including both 
NFTS routes and private land routes. Since the cumulative effects of noise and other disturbances to 
wildlife associated with motorized use were modeled and analyzed using maps of existing vegetation 
and the existing motorized routes across the entire TNF in the FEIS, the incorporation of past 
projects within maps of existing vegetation and existing motorized routes, is appropriate and relevant 
in the determination of cumulative impacts to wildlife. In addition, the cumulative effects to wildlife 
from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable impacts were summarized and described in 
Cumulative Effects section of Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) and in Appendix H 
Reasonably Foreseeable Projects and Cumulative Effects of the FEIS. 

Commenter: 06711 

3.03-32 Noise analysis: The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the impacts of noise from off-highway 
vehicles on wildlife.  

Response: The effects of noise and other disturbance impacts to wildlife species from existing and 
proposed motorized routes were thoroughly addressed and analyzed in the FEIS. The effects of noise 
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and other disturbance impacts associated with motorized routes were modeled using a GIS-based 
analysis where “zones of influence” or area affected by motorized routes were calculated and 
disclosed for various species and species groups. The noise impacts were assessed using an analysis 
process similar to the approach used in a paper described by Gaines et al. 2003 “Assessing the 
Cumulative Effects of Linear Recreation Routes on Wildlife Habitats on the Okanogan and 
Wenatchee National Forests.” Various sized “zones of influence” were analyzed depending upon the 
species or species group being analyzed. Zones of influence were derived by calculating an affected 
area (disturbance zone) using a specific linear distance from either side of motorized routes (zone 
width) multiplied times the length of the route. The widths used for calculating the zones of 
influence (i.e. 60 meters, 200 meters, etc.) for the various species or species groups were based on a 
thorough review of available literature on wildlife and motorized route interactions, as well as 
species-specific information about known distribution, range, and species’ habitat requirements. See 
the Effects Analysis Methodology section in Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) of the 
FEIS for a detailed description of how the effects of noise impacts to wildlife were modeled. 

Commenter: 06711 

3.03-33 California spotted owls (motorcycle noise impacts): Impacts on California spotted owls 
related to motorcycle noise are not conclusive at this point. The EIS should include the statement: 
“Motorcycle manufacturers continue to manufacture motorcycles that produce less and less noise.” 

Response: The FEIS clarifies that motorcycle noise levels vary depending on the type of machine, 
and that manufacturers are producing motorcycles with less noise.  

Comment: 06456 

3.03-34 Route density: The route density calculations should include effects from the existing NFTS 
and routes on private lands. Existing route density should have been a criterion for developing the 
alternatives. 

Response: The FEIS calculated route density using existing baseline route densities and proposed 
additions to the NFTS motorized recreational opportunities for the alternatives. Route densities under 
Alternative 1, No Action, also included existing routes. Road density was analyzed within the TNF 
checkerboard lands including both NFS lands and private lands. For clarification purposes, an 
explanation of how densities were calculated is expanded upon in the FEIS in Chapter 3.03 
(Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) under the section “Analysis Measures or Indicators, Density of 
motorized routes for habitat effectiveness.”  

Actually, the DEIS shows that 83-85% of TNF lands managed for late-seral habitats are impacted by 
motorized route density that exceed 2 miles/square mile for Alternative 1. The Preferred Alternative 
reduces the overall amount of impact of TNF lands managed for late-seral habitat condition affected 
by motorized route densities exceeding 2 miles/square mile down to 73-76%. Motorized route 
density was not the sole criteria for selecting additions to the NFTS motorized recreational 
opportunities. A number of factors, including late-successional habitat condition, soil and watershed 
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condition, archeology, botanical resources, and recreational opportunities, were considered to 
determine whether or not a given route was proposed for addition to the NFTS motorized 
recreational opportunities. With the exception of adding trails to the NFTS within the Inventoried 
Roadless Areas (IRAs), the majority of proposed additions to the NFTS motorized recreational 
opportunities are in areas that already have relatively high route densities. An analysis of IRA area 
impacts can be found in Chapter 3.09 (Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas) of the FEIS. 

Commenter: 06248, 06691, 06711 

3.03-35 California Red-Legged Frog (critical habitat): Page 451 of the SDEIS states “No critical 
habitat has been designated on the Tahoe National Forest,” however, on March 17, 2010, the (U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife) Service published a final rule in the Federal Register (Federal Register 75 (51): 
12815-12949) redesignating critical habitat for the frog. This designation becomes effective on April 
16, 2010, and includes critical habitat located on Tahoe National Forest near the community of 
Michigan Bluff. As such, we recommend that this section be updated to include the designated 
critical habitat. We also recommend the discussion of direct and indirect effects beginning on page 
453 include an analysis of effects to critical habitat. 

Response: The Biological Evaluation/Assessment and the FEIS includes the new information 
regarding designation of revised critical habitat by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on March 17, 
2010. A review of revised critical habitat for the California red-legged frog indicates no proposed 
routes would be added to the NFTS within designated critical habitat identified (NEV-1 and PLA-1) 
on the Tahoe NF. Therefore, no direct or indirect effects to designated critical habitat for the 
California red-legged frog would occur from the Travel Management Project. 

Commenter: S0017 

3.03-36 California Red-Legged Frog (Spivey pond): On Page 452 of the SDEIS is an account of 
the known frog occurrences near national forest lands, which includes a single record of a frog in 
“Spivey Pond on the El Dorado NF on Ralston Ridge.” While there exists a known population at 
Spivey Pond, Spivey Pond is located along Weber Creek, near Placerville, California, on lands 
managed by the Bureau of Land Management. There is record of a known frog sighting on Ralston 
Ridge in an unnamed pond. As such, we recommend removing the Spivey Pond title from this 
reference.  

Response: The reference to Spivey Pond has been corrected in the FEIS and Biological Assessment. 

Commenter: S0017 

3.03-37 California Red-Legged Frog (design criteria- areas RCA, riparian reserves): In a 
December 2006 letter the Service provided concurrence that the implementation of the route 
designation activities as described in the Design Criteria will have no effect on or is not likely to 
adversely affect specific endangered or threatened species, including the frog. However, this 
concurrence was contingent upon the replacement of Design Criteria #5 with: “If within California 
red-legged frog habitat, areas are located outside of Riparian Reserve, Riparian Conservation 
Areas, meadows, and wetlands.” Since the effects analysis in the SDEIS relies on this programmatic 
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consultation, the language for Design Criteria #5 on pages 452 and 454 of the SDEIS should be 
changed to include the language that the Service used for our determination. 

Response: Design Criteria #5 has been replaced with the replacement design criteria as stated above 
in the Biological Evaluation/Assessment and the FEIS. There are no proposed areas designated 
within Riparian Reserve, Riparian Conservation Areas, meadows, and wetlands for California red-
legged frog habitat. 

Commenter: S0017 

3.03-38 California Red-Legged Frog (suitable habitat): In the discussion on the potential effects 
to the frog to areas of occupied breeding habitat, rather than all suitable aquatic habitat, which 
includes non-breeding habitat. Specifically, the criteria include: 

Design Criteria #2. In suitable California red-legged frog habitat, routes avoid Riparian Reserve and 
Riparian Conservation Areas except where necessary to cross streams. Crossing approaches get 
the riders in and out of the stream channel and riparian area in the shortest distance possible while 
meeting the gradient and approach length standards.  

Design Criteria # 5. If within California red-legged frog habitat, areas are located outside of Riparian 
Reserve, Riparian Conservation areas, meadows, and wetlands. 

While comparing the proposed action to the Design Criteria for these two items, page 454, the 
SDEIS states that “No routes…within proximity to any of the CRLF occupied habitat.” Although 
routes may not be proposed for designation within or near known occupied habitat, it is the Service’s 
understanding that items #2 and #5 of the Design Criteria were in reference to all suitable aquatic 
habitat for the frog, not just occupied. As such, the page 454 should be updated to include how the 
route designation will affect all aquatic habitats suitable for the frog. 

Response:  Based on technical assistance from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to clarify the 
Design Criteria and defining suitable habitat, the Design Criteria #2 and 5 are addressed below and 
modified in the Biological Assessment and the FEIS for the California red-legged frog:  

Design Criteria #2. In suitable California red-legged frog habitat, routes avoid Riparian 
Conservation Areas and Riparian Reserves except where necessary to cross streams. Crossing 
approaches get the riders in and out of the stream channel and riparian area in the shortest distance 
possible while meeting the gradient and approach length standards.  

Occupied Habitat: No routes would be proposed within Riparian Conservation Areas and Riparian 
Reserves that are within close proximity (500 feet) to any of the CRLF occupied habitat. 

Critical Habitat: Within critical habitat, no routes would be proposed for addition within Riparian 
Conservation Areas and Riparian Reserves. 

Suitable Habitat: Within CRLF suitable habitat, ten route additions are proposed “where necessary 
to cross streams” and, “the crossings get riders in and out of the stream channel and riparian area 
in the shortest distance possible while meeting the gradient and approach length standards.”  The 
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selected alternative is not consistent with Design Criteria #2, where 38 routes are proposed for 
addition to the NFTS are located within Riparian Conservation Areas and Riparian Reserves (within 
300 feet of lakes, ponds, springs, meadows, and perennial/intermittent streams below 5,000 ft. 
elevation) that are not necessary to cross streams. The majority of the 38 routes are short route 
segments used for access to dispersed recreation. None of the routes would pose an increased risk of 
sediment delivery to CRLF occupied habitats or would likely pose a very low or minimal risk of 
sediment delivery to CRLF occupied habitats. In addition, within suitable habitat, routes are 
scattered across several 7th field watersheds. 

Design Criteria #5. If within California red-legged frog habitat, areas are located outside of 
Riparian Conservation Areas, meadows, and wetlands. 

No designated open areas would be added within close proximity to any of the CRLF occupied 
habitat, designated critical habitat, or suitable habitat. Suitable habitat for the CRLF includes 
Riparian Conservation Areas, meadows, and wetlands. 

All proposed “Open Areas” are located on the eastside of the Tahoe NF adjacent to Prosser, 
Stampede, and Boca reservoirs, outside the geographic distribution of the CRLF on the Tahoe NF.  
As such, no “Open Areas” are proposed within Riparian Reserve or Riparian Conservation areas, 
meadows, and wetlands within close proximity to CRLF habitat (including critical, suitable and 
occupied) on the Tahoe NF, which includes lakes, ponds and intermittent and perennial streams 
below 5,000 feet elevation. 

Commenter: S0017 

3.03-39 Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (section 7 consultation): Your proposed project is located 
within a potential and existing metapopulation for LCT, and as such, the area is necessary for 
species’ recovery. The LCT Truckee River Recovery Implementation Team (TRIT) has finalized a 
Short-Term Action Plan (Service 2003) for the species in the Truckee River basin. This Short-Term 
Action Plan identifies priority areas with current or potential opportunities to support LCT or important 
habitats that would sustain various life history stages. Under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, 
as amended (Act), completed projects should not preclude future recovery and survival of this 
species. We recommend that actions be reviewed for all direct and indirect impacts that they may 
have to riparian and aquatic habitats as they relate to LCT, and that you consult with the Service 
accordingly under section 7 of the Act. 

Response: The Tahoe NF initiated Section 7 consultation, under the Endangered Species Act of 
1973, as amended, with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) on August 22, 2007 for the 
Tahoe NF Travel Management Project EIS. On June 10, 2010, a letter was sent to the Service 
requesting concurrence with the determination that implementing the Tahoe NF Travel Management 
Project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the Lahontan cutthroat trout (LCT) as 
described in the Biological Assessment. In a letter dated July 7, 2010, the Service concurred with the 
determination that implementing the Tahoe NF Travel Management Project “may affect, but is not 
likely to adversely affect” the LCT (File Number 84320-2010-0348).  
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Commenter: S0020 

3.03-40 Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (remove reference to recreational Lahontan Cutthroat Trout 
populations): We request that you remove all references to recreational LCT populations in the 
Final EIS. The (U.S. Fish and Wildlife) Service does not recognize any such designation for LCT. All 
LCT present on the Tahoe National Forest are fully protected under the (Endangered Species) Act. 
Currently there are seven streams (Truckee River, Independence Creek, Sagehen Creek, Pole 
Creek, Macklin Creek, East Fork Creek (Austin Meadows), and an unnamed tributary to East Fork 
Creek) and one lake (Independence Lake) which are occupied by LCT on the Tahoe National 
Forest. Additionally, the TRIT has identified priority areas which are currently not occupied but may 
be important in future recovery activities.  

Response: The Biological Assessment for LCT and the FEIS has removed all references to 
recreational LCT populations. 

Commenter: S0020 

3.03-41 Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (impacts of stream crossings): One of the most significant 
impacts from roads is the creation of upstream fish migration barriers. The SDEIS discusses the 
number and density of unauthorized stream crossings within occupied LCT watersheds; however, 
there is no discussion on the impacts of these stream crossings. Please provide information on any 
culverts or headcuts associated with these stream crossings and whether they are a fish migration 
barrier.  

Response:  Evaluating the site-specific direct and indirect effects of unauthorized stream crossings is 
outside the scope of the Tahoe NF Travel Management Project. However, for the majority of 
unauthorized routes that would not be designated for motorized travel, passive recovery would occur 
over the next 10 to 20 years. (See cumulative effects for the LCT in the FEIS and the Biological 
Evaluation. Also, see response to comment 3.02-14). Since many of the unauthorized routes may 
have been user created, generally culverts would not have been constructed at crossings unless the 
route was a historic route. In addition to passive restoration, active restoration is a priority with the 
Forest Service where resource damage is occurring. In addition, the Tahoe NF would continue to 
pursue opportunities for active restoration especially when a federally listed species is involved. 
Over the entire Truckee River basin Alternative 6 would reduce motorized routes by 37 percent. In 
addition, all action alternatives include seasonal restrictions which prohibit use of these roads during 
the wet season of the year thereby reducing the potential for sediment delivery.   

Commenter: S0020 

3.03-42 Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (Consistency with project design criteria):  The U.S. Forest 
Service entered into a programmatic consultation with the (U.S. Fish and Wildlife) Service for route 
designations (travel management) for motor vehicles on 14 National Forests in California in 2006. 
Design criteria were developed to have no effect or not likely to adversely affect determinations. The 
Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office provided comments on these design criteria in a letter dated 
September 11, 2006 (File No. 1-5-06-TA-283).  
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Response:  The FEIS and the Biological Assessment are consistent with the project design criteria to 
achieve “No Effect” and “May Affect Not Likely to Adversely Affect” Determinations as follows:  

1. Routes and areas do not cross any stream within the occupied range of Lahontan 
cutthroat trout.  
• There are no proposed route additions to the NFTS that cross any stream occupied by 

Lahontan cutthroat trout. 
• The change in maintenance standards from ML 3 (smooth surfaced) to ML 2 (rough 

surfaced) on the Pole Creek Road (Road #5708) that are proposed in Alternatives 2, 5, and 6 
are outside the Pole Creek Riparian Conservation Area (RCA). Therefore, occupied habitat 
in Pole Creek would not be affected. The section of the Pole Creek Road that is within the 
RCA would be maintained at the current ML3 maintenance standard, and therefore would 
not increase sediment delivery to Pole Creek. 

• The 11 Road within the Sagehen basin would be changed from a ML 3 road to a ML 2 road, 
although the 11 Road is currently operationally maintained at ML 2 standard, and the risk of 
increased sediment delivery to Sagehen Creek is low. 

2. Routes and areas are not located on active landslides and do not re-route surface water onto 
active landslides within watersheds that provide habitat for Lahontan cutthroat trout.  
• There are no proposed route additions located on active landslides and do not re-route 

surface water within watersheds that provide habitat for LCT. 

3. Within watersheds that provide habitat for LCT, routes within Riparian Conservation Areas do 
not have gullies. 
• All proposed motorized routes additions must meet the “green” soil condition rating prior to 

adding them to the NFTS, including routes that are within watersheds that provide habitat for 
LCT. Therefore routes within Riparian Conservations Areas within watersheds that provide 
habitat for LCT would not have gullies. In addition, no routes would be added within 
Riparian Conservations Areas of any occupied LCT habitat. 

4. Within watersheds that provide habitat for LCT, the surfaces of route stream crossing 
approaches are stable with little evidence of erosion and approach gradients are appropriate to 
site stability (using the “green criteria” from the soil ranking system – up to 8 percent rail 
gradient with a maximum approach length of 150 feet). Both sides must be evaluated and each 
must meet the standard. 
• As stated above under Design Criteria #3, all routes must meet the “green” soil condition 

rating prior to adding them to the NFTS, including routes that are within watersheds that 
provide habitat for LCT. In addition, under the Preferred Alternative, no routes would be 
added to the NFTS or reopened within Riparian Conservation Areas within LCT habitat, as 
indicated under Design Criteria #8. 

5. Within watersheds that provide habitat for Lahontan cutthroat trout, routes or areas do not 
have the potential to capture surface run-off and then deliver sediment into a stream.  
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• The Travel Management action alternatives do not propose route or area additions that have 
the potential to capture surface run-off and then deliver sediment into any occupied LCT 
streams.  

• A ½-mile segment of the existing Pole Creek Road (Road #5708) parallels occupied LCT 
habitat within Pole Creek. This ½-mile road segment is within the Pole Creek RCA and 
would be maintained at the current Maintenance Level 3 standard, and therefore would not 
increase sediment delivery to occupied Lahontan cutthroat trout habitat at Pole Creek.  

• The action alternatives do not propose motorized area additions or reopen ML 1 roads that 
are within watersheds that provide habitat for Lahontan cutthroat trout. 

6. Within watersheds that provide habitat for LCT, routes or areas do not have the potential to 
capture or divert stream flow. The approaches to stream crossings are downsloped toward the 
stream on both sides. 

• All stream crossings and open areas that are proposed for addition are required to meet soil 
condition rating of green prior to inclusion to the NFTS, including routes or areas within 
watersheds that provide habitat for LCT. 

7. Areas are located outside of Riparian Conservation Areas that are within watersheds that 
provide habitat for Lahontan cutthroat trout. 
• None of the proposed motorized “Open Areas” at Boca, Stampede, or Prosser reservoirs are 

located within Riparian Conservation Areas that are within watersheds that provide habitat 
for LCT. Selected access routes represent the shortest distance needed to access the shoreline 
when soils are dry. Shoreline access at these reservoirs under the Preferred Alternative is 
restricted to only those areas that would not have a significant effect on water quality. 
Designation of these “Open Areas” would not affect LCT habitat, and would not affect 
downstream sediment delivery to any LCT habitat. The proposed “Open Area” designations 
(244 acres) around these three reservoirs reduces current reservoir access and sediment risk 
by 90% under Alternative 6 compared to the existing situation where motorized access is 
currently not prohibited along the shoreline (2,549 acres). 

8. Within watersheds that provide habitat for Lahontan cutthroat trout, “motorized 
routes” avoid Riparian Conservation Areas except where necessary to cross stream 
channels. Crossing approaches get the riders in and out of the riparian zone and 
stream channel in the shortest distance possible while meeting gradient and approach 
length standards. 
• The Preferred Alternative does not propose motorized route additions or reopening ML 1 

roads within Riparian Conservation Areas of any occupied Lahontan cutthroat trout stream. 
Additionally, any route that is proposed for addition to the NFTS must meet the “green” soil 
condition rating prior to inclusion, including watersheds that provide habitat for LCT. 
Therefore, the potential to delivery sediment within watersheds that provide habitat for LCT 
is low. 
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Commenter: S0020 

3.03-43 Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (Site specific physical impacts and disturbance to occupied 
LCT streams) 

Middle Truckee River-Lower Prosser Creek: Please clarify if the two routes being proposed are 
upstream or downstream of Prosser Creek Dam. If the routes are downstream of the dam, sediment 
which enters Prosser Creek from the proposed routes will be transported downstream into the 
Truckee Rivers.  

Response: Within the Middle Truckee River-Lower Prosser Creek watershed, TKN-M1 is upstream 
from Prosser Creek Dam. TKN-PP is located below Prosser Creek Dam; however, it would not pose 
a risk to sediment delivery downstream as surveys indicate either a “green” or “yellow” condition 
rating where it crosses an intermittent tributary to Prosser Creek. All motorized routes must be 
mitigated and meet a “green” soil  condition rating prior to addition to the NFTS as shown in 
Appendix A Road Cards of the SDEIS and FEIS. 

East Fork Creek- unnamed tributary: LCT occupy two separate stream reaches within the East 
Fork Creek watershed. The SDEIS only mentions one stream, presumably East Fork Creek in the 
Austin Meadows area. Please discuss any direct or indirect impacts to the LCT population in the 
unnamed tributary. 

Response: The Biological Assessment for the LCT evaluated potential direct and indirect impacts to 
both East Fork Creek in the Austin Meadows area and the unnamed tributary to East Fork Creek in 
sections 26, 35, and 36 within Township 19N and Range 11E. The FEIS also includes this unnamed 
tributary to East Fork Creek. The Biological Assessment stated that there would be no direct or 
indirect effects to LCT within either the Austin Meadow section or to the unnamed tributary to East 
Fork Creek, since no route additions are proposed under any of the action alternatives.”  

Commenter: S0020 

3.03-44 Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (supports alternatives that do not add routes or crossings 
in LCT watersheds): The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service supports alternatives which do not 
designate any routes or stream crossings in the Middle Truckee River-Cabin Creek, Middle Truckee 
River-Silver Creek, Upper Middle Truckee River, Middle Truckee River-Pole Creek, Independence 
Lake 7th Field Watershed, Middle Yuba River-Milton Reservoir 7th Field Watershed, and East Fork 
Creek 7th Field Watershed, as described in the SDEIS. 

Response: Alternative 6 does not designate routes in the above watersheds. The Tahoe NF is 
committed to the management, protection, and recovery of the federally listed LCT, and we 
appreciate that the Service supports Alternative 6, the Preferred Alternative, as proposed in the 
SDEIS and FEIS.  

Commenter: S0020 
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3.03-45 Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (route density and crossing density): It is not clear what data 
were used in Figures 3.03-9 (route density) and 3.03-10 (stream crossing density). The title and y-
axis indicate the data depict route densities or stream crossing densities in “suitable” LCT habitat. In 
contrast, the captions describe route densities or stream crossing densities in “occupied” LCT 
waters. Please clarify if the route and stream crossing densities are for occupied or suitable LCT 
habitat. If it is suitable LCT habitat, please describe the criteria used to define suitable LCT habitat. 

Response: Figures 3.03-9 (route density) and 3.03-10 (stream crossing density) depict route density 
or stream crossing densities at the basin scale within the combined eleven 7th field watersheds which 
contain occupied LCT streams. It does not represent route density or stream crossing density for the 
individual occupied LCT streams, nor does it represent route densities for the suitable LCT streams. 
The Biological Assessment now clarifies this. 

Commenter: S0020 

3.03-46 Use of Gaines et al 2003 Publication: The Forest Service uses a credible scientific model 
(Gaines et al 2003) for the analysis, but changes the key terminology. The actual relationship in 
Gaines' original model, the emphasis is not on "risk." The emphasis is on “interactions.” The SDEIS 
has discarded that word, and instead says it's "risk." This is a significant alteration to the intent and 
purpose of the modeling. 

Response:  The Gaines et al (2003) publication, “Assessing the Cumulative Effects of Linear 
Recreation Routes on Wildlife Habitats on the Okanogan and Wenatchee National Forests,” describes 
road and wildlife interactions as hunting, trapping, poaching, collisions, negative human interactions, 
displacement or avoidance, disturbance, snag reduction, competition or predation, habitat loss or 
fragmentation, or collection. The analysis in the SDEIS and FEIS considered all these interactions as 
adverse impacts, in other words risks or threats to wildlife. Risk analysis is the process of assessing 
identified risks or threats to estimate their impact and probability of occurrence (likelihood). 
Therefore, the SDEIS and FEIS appropriately used the wildlife-road interaction assumptions from 
Gaines et al (2003) as a basis to conduct a wildlife risk analysis of potential negative wildlife-road 
interactions as a way to compare and contrast the differences between the alternatives.     

Commenter: S0008 

3.03-47 Use of Delaney and Grubb Publication: The research showed no measurable differences 
in the critical life-stages of the owls whose nests were subjected to very loud and intentional noise 
harassment--much worse than the simple event of a motor vehicle passing nearby a nest (which 
also showed no substantial effect). The same research also showed that the owls' responses to the 
noises differed due to frequency range hearing limitations. This does not support the SDEIS 
cumulative effects discussion for spotted owls. Therefore the Forest Service has failed to comply 
with §1502.24. 

Response: Although, the spotted owl study by Delaney and Grubb (2003) showed that experimental 
treatments of running loud motorcycles near spotted owl nest sites did not affect nesting success 
during a single year or a difference in fledging rates between manipulated and non-manipulated 
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spotted owl territories, this study was limited by sample population size. Delaney and Grubb also 
cautioned against making definitive conclusions from these preliminary results without further 
experimental studies. In addition, the FEIS acknowledged that spotted owl responses to OHV noise 
and other motorized road and trail factors may differ depending upon a variety of factors in the FEIS 
section “Assumptions for Determining Effects to Spotted Owl” (FEIS, Chapter 3.03). 

The Center for Conservation Biology at the University of Washington conducted a recent study to 
measure the effects of OHV use on the Northern spotted owl (NSO) on the Shasta-Trinity and 
Mendocino National Forests of northern California, in collaboration with USFS, USFWS, Hubbs-
Sea World, the Blue Ribbon Coalition and other motorcycle non-profit groups 
(http://conservationbiology.net/research-programs/northern-spotted-owl-research/). Results from this 
research suggested that OHV exposure had negative effects on the Northern spotted owl by 
increasing levels of stress steroids (glucocorticoids) and metabolic hormones (thyroihormones). The 
following graphs from the study illustrate the impacts of OHV noise and the proximity to roads 
impacts to spotted owls (Figures N-2 through N-5): 

Figure N-2. Spotted owls exposed to one hour of experimentally applied motorcycle exposure showed 
elevated fecal glucocorticoids relative to controls. Overall, males and juveniles were more responsive 
than females. Sample sizes are shown in parenthesis. 
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Figure N-3. Male NSO showed higher glucocorticoid response to motorcycles in May than in July. Controls 
with young had higher glucocorticoid than controls without young. Sample sizes shown in parenthesis. 

Figure N-4. Females in good nutritional condition (as indicated by high T3) with no young increased GCs 
in response to motorcycle exposure relative to controls. Females in poor nutritional condition (low T3) 
showed decreased GCs after motorcycle exposure relative to controls. Decreased GCs are a marker of 
extreme, debilitation stress. 
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Figure N-5. Among the NSO in our population, proximity to a quiet road (i.e., one with no traffic) was 
strongly associated with increased reproductive success. Because T3 increased with proximity to road 
(regardless of noise on that road), this is probably due to more prey near roads or easier hunting. 
However when road noise (i.e., traffic) was high, NSO reproductive success dropped off steeply on sites 
close to that road. 

These study results concluded that: 1) Northern spotted owl show a physiological response to traffic 
exposure that varies with sex, season, breeding status and nutritional condition; 2) Spotted owls close 
to roads were in better nutritional condition; and 3) Reproductive success was higher close to quiet 
roads (likely due to better feeding). However, proximity to roads with high noise (i.e. traffic) 
decreased spotted owl reproductive success. These results represent the first evidence to date that 
Off-Highway Vehicle use is having a strong negative impact on Northern spotted owl population 
viability. The recent spotted owl research conducted by the Center for Conservation Biology 
validates the assumptions and best science used in the FEIS that were used to evaluate direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects of OHV noise and road related factors to spotted owls where it has 
been shown that spotted owls with territories closest to roads have higher fecal glucocorticoids 
(stress hormones) than owls with territories further from roads. Moreover, fecal glucocorticoids 
appear to increase as the proximity to roads increases. 

Commenter: S0008 

3.03-48 Programmatic Concurrence under the Endangered Species Act for Section 7 
consultation for the California red-legged frog and Lahontan cutthroat trout: The Forest 
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Service is relying on a “programmatic concurrence” letter to meet its Section 7 consultation 
obligations with regard to California red-legged frog and Lahontan cutthroat trout. We do not believe 
the 2006 programmatic concurrence letter is a valid way to meet the Forest Service’s consultation 
obligations under the ESA.   

Response:  As the appropriate responsible regulatory agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
jointly entered into programmatic consultation with the U. S. Forest Service to conduct section 7 
consultation for federally listed species for Route Designation (Travel Management) projects for 14 
National Forests in California, under the ESA of 1973, as amended. Project design criteria were 
developed jointly, which includes measures to avoid impacts to federally listed species. The U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service has agreed that, by using the Project Design Criteria for each of the 
Threatened and Endangered species and Critical Habitat, route designation will meet “No Effect” or 
“May Affect Not Likely to Adversely Affect” determinations and that they would concur with these 
determinations on a programmatic basis. Forest consultation can tier to the programmatic 
consultation with no further consultations. In addition to following design criteria per the 
programmatic concurrence for the California red-legged frog (CRLF), the Tahoe NF conducted 
additional consultation on Lahontan cutthroat trout (LCT) with the Nevada Field and Wildlife Office 
(NFWO) as specified in the programmatic consultation. The Tahoe NF Travel Management Project is 
consistent with the Project Design Criteria provided in the programmatic concurrence, and with 
additional design criteria provided by NFWO for the LCT [NFWO memo dated September 11, 2006, 
File No. 1-5-06-TA-283); SDEIS page 426; Response to Comment 3.03-42]. Furthermore, species 
were site-specifically analyzed as shown in the FEIS and the Biological Assessment in context of 
their distribution and status on the Tahoe NF. Both the Sacramento and the Nevada Field Offices of 
Fish and Wildlife Service have reviewed the environmental analyses presented in the FEIS for the 
California red-legged frog and the Lahontan cutthroat trout, which were based on the Biological 
Assessment, and have provided comments (See Responses to comments for 3.03-35 to 3.03-45). A 
letter of concurrence was received from the Nevada Fish and Wildlife Service Field Office for the 
Lahontan cutthroat trout. Since programmatic concurrence specifically stated that as long the Travel 
Management Project tiers to the programmatic Design Criteria for the CRLF, no further consultation 
is necessary, and therefore, the Forest Service’s legal obligation under ESA has been met.   

Commenter: S0023  

3.03-49 Great Gray Owl: Two peer reviewed papers report that 1) the status of the great gray owl 
population in the Sierra Nevada is at risk and has been determined to be a subspecies distinct from 
other North American populations, and 2) new information on effective population size required for 
long-term species viability have revised upward the recommended values for minimum viable 
population size. We submit that these reports document new concerns over the ability of the Sierra 
Nevada population of the great gray owl, including its occurrence on the Tahoe Forest, to persist 
under present management and the proposed changes in travel management under the present 
Travel Management Project. Habitat fragmentation and car strikes, both outcomes of proliferated 
motorized travel) are known contributors to owl declines (Hull et al. in press). The Department of 
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Fish and Game has recently confirmed a nesting pair and two juveniles on Pliocene Ridge, with a 
sighting on Tahoe NF land. Also page 386 of the SDEIS states “Although the Tahoe NF does not 
currently support known great gray owl nesting pairs, potentially suitable great gray owl meadows 
were analyzed to determine potential impacts from the Tahoe NF Travel Management Project.” The 
owls are often found in second growth oak habitat, utilizing existing nest structures for their own nest 
establishment. This habitat is found at Pliocene Ridge. The Travel Management Plan should be re-
analyzed and revised to consider this new information. 

Response: The new information regarding the ecological status of the great gray owl in the Sierra 
Nevada and the species nesting status on the Tahoe NF was evaluated, and it was determined that the 
analysis presented in the SDEIS regarding great gray owl status on the Tahoe NF would not 
necessitate additional analysis since no route additions or reopened ML 1 routes would affect the 
nesting great gray owl in the Pliocene Ridge area. At the time the SDEIS was written, the location of 
the nesting great gray owls located in the Pliocene Ridge area is the same as the great gray owl 
observation described in the SDEIS as “an adult on private land near the town of Alleghany (5/2006, 
4/2007) (SDEIS page 386). In addition, in the Sensitive Species Determination Section of the SDEIS 
(page 395), it was  stated that “the addition of motorized routes to the NFTS would not directly, 
indirectly or cumulatively affect known locations of great gray owls since no motorized route 
additions are proposed in the vicinity of the documented owl sightings that would potentially disturb 
them.” A great gray owl PAC was delineated for the Pliocene Ridge great gray owl nest site per 
direction in the Forest Plan, as amended by the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment. No routes 
additions or reopened ML 1 roads are proposed within the great gray owl PAC or environs under the 
Preferred Alternative. Furthermore, the Preferred Alternative would benefit the great gray owl by 
eliminating motorized route proliferation by banning cross country travel forest-wide, and therefore 
reduce potential effects to great gray owls that may occur on the Tahoe NF. This has been carried 
forward in the FEIS. 

Commenter: S0023 

Section 3.04: Fire and Fuels Management  
3.04-1 Fire suppression and emergency response: Roads and motorized trails should remain 
open for access for fire suppression. In addition, roads serve as natural fire breaks. 

Response: As discussed in Chapter 3.04 (Fire Fuels Management), depending on weather and fuel 
conditions, fires can burn with such intensity that a road width or trail width may not be an effective 
fire break. Under the worst conditions for high winds, low humidity, and high temperatures, fires can 
send embers ahead of the fire perimeter to start new fires over ¼ mile away.  

Road access does allow for a more rapid initial attack by suppression forces, as well as a point of 
initial fire attack. If line officer and the fire management determine that closed roads are needed to 
respond to an emergency, the closed roads are opened for use by the fire suppression personnel. 

Commenters: 00062, 00066, 00068, 05636, 06604, 06608, 06718, 06768, 06791 
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3.04-2 Fire risk: The DEIS does not adequately analyze risk associated with increased threats of 
man-made wildland fire incidences due to motor vehicle use. 

Response: The effects associated with potential increased fire risk are disclosed in Chapter 3.04 of 
the FEIS. Motor vehicle access into an area can increase the risk of a wildfire being started by 
humans. The density of open routes is used to assess potential risk of human caused fires resulting 
from motor vehicle access.  

Commenters: 00683, 00822, 00823, 02159, 02413, 06424, 06544, 06599, 06748, 03567  

Section 3.05: Heritage Resources  
3.05-1 Sierra Nevada Wood and Lumber Company: The historical logging significance of the 
Sierra Nevada Wood and Lumber Company (SNWLC) should be recognized and disclosed in the 
EIS. 

Response: The heritage resource analysis is included in Chapter 3.05 (Cultural Resources) of the 
FEIS. 

The historical significance of the SNWLC, with its Truckee area base of operations at Overton/ 
Hobart Mills, has been recognized by the heritage resources program on the TNF. Numerous 
components of the logging system, including railroad grades, donkey platforms, log loading ramps, 
work camps, maintenance stations, and rail road trestles, have been recorded on both the Truckee and 
Sierraville ranger districts. The specificity of significance of the SNWLC (i.e., is the SNWLC 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places) is not relevant to the proposed 
action because it would not be affected by any elements of the decision being made for this travel 
management planning effort. The roads accessing the private property in Section 18, T18N, R16E, 
are not affected by any elements of the decision being made.  

Commenters: 00032, 00044 

3.05-2 Boca, Prosser, and Stampede Reservoirs: Heritage sites at Boca, Prosser and Stampede 
Reservoirs are vulnerable to disturbance by motor vehicles during dry periods when motor vehicles 
are allowed access to the shorelines below the high water line. Major effects to heritage sites should 
be mitigated through signing, barricading, road engineering, or other appropriate measures to 
minimize impacts from motor vehicle use. 

Response: High use areas associated with shoreline access via a National Forest System road at 
Boca and Prosser were surveyed as part of this FEIS. Limited survey was conducted at Stampede. 
Surveys were limited at Stampede due to pending plans by the Bureau of Reclamation to increase 
water storage at the reservoir. Monitoring to access current condition and motor vehicle effects of 
recorded heritage sites was completed. Depending on the geophysical location of the site in relation 
to the shoreline, wave action, deflation, and boating access are having a major effect on 
archaeological sites; however, the monitoring results indicate that motor vehicle use is having a 
major to moderate effect on sites. Severe effects were observed at archaeological sites from vehicles 
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spinning and “mud-bogging.” The Preferred Alternative in the FEIS proposes limited “Open Area” 
shoreline access below the high water line at the reservoirs to minimize impacts to heritage 
resources.  

Commenters: 06721, 06724 

3.05-3 Hawley Lake Petroglyph: The Forest Service should address adverse impacts to the 
Hawley Lake Petroglyph.  

Response: Under the National Historic Preservation Act, the FS is tasked with protecting 
archaeological resources. The existing FS system route, 11E67, will remain open maintaining public 
access to the area and the private property at Hawley Lake. The TNF may consider removing the 
interpretive sign if there is a significant problem with graffiti and vandalism of the petroglyph. 

Commenter: 00042 

3.05-4 Effects on cultural resources: Adding more motorized trails will result in increased access 
to cultural resources formerly protected by their inaccessibility. Increased accessibility often results 
in looting and vandalism. 

Response: Roads, trails, and “Open Areas” unauthorized for motorized use have already affected 
historic properties within route/area prisms. Under the action alternatives, use will continue at 
current levels or increase over time on the designated system with the prohibition of cross country 
travel. The effects analysis focused on the potential for any effect associated with current or 
increased use levels. 

Site specific observations (monitoring) were completed as required under the Motorized Recreation 
Programmatic Agreement. Each site was monitored for current conditions and to document any 
existing impacts and potential effects from motorized and non-motorized recreation. 

An adverse effect on a historic property can occur when an undertaking a) directly or b) indirectly 
alters its important values and is measured by the degree to which it diminishes its integrity. 

Direct effects are/will be caused by motor vehicle uses/or the consequences of such use, including 
physical damage resulting in or from erosion, down-cutting, rutting, or displacement or damage to 
cultural features. 

Indirect effects are associated with motor vehicle uses but occur outside designated routes and 
areas, such as adjacent dispersed camping areas or areas where travel off of designated routes or 
areas may occur. The proximity of sensitive cultural resources (i.e., rock art) to designated routes is 
important when determining where resources could be susceptible to greater threats or risks. Indirect 
effects could include those listed for direct effects, but also include destructive actions like 
vandalism and looting. 

The integrity measures were used to characterize the nature of any potential effects, whether they are 
direct, indirect or cumulative; and their severity, whether they are negligible, minor, moderate, or 
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major. The degree to which historic property values are diminished will be used to measure the 
direct, indirect and cumulative effects of motorized use on the NFTS. 

There can be a direct or indirect effect on historic properties if use by motor vehicles diminishes the 
values of a historic property. If there are effects, mitigation measures can be used to maintain and 
protect the site values. The mitigation measures are specified in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, 
Trail and Open Area Information) of the FEIS. Use of these mitigation measures should result in a no 
adverse effect to historic properties. Where there are ambiguous effects, a provision for monitoring is 
also specified in Appendix A to identify if future management actions would be needed to reduce or 
eliminate effects. 

Commenter: 06689 

3.05-5 Section 106 consultation (Western States Trail): Based on the historic qualities of the 
Western States Trail, including its listing on the National Register of Historic Places from Michigan 
Bluff to Last Chance and eligibility for listing on the entire 100-mile trail, the Forest Service should 
not authorize or expand motorized or mechanized use without the statutory Section 106 
consultation. Legislation (S.2909) has been introduced in the current session of Congress to study 
the entire trail from Squaw Valley to Auburn for designation as a National Historic and Scenic Trail. 

Response: The TNF is not expanding motorized or mechanized use of the Western States Trail in this 
FEIS. 

Commenter: 06629 

3.05-6 Road Closures in or near archeological sites: The Forest Service should close roads in or 
near historical areas or cultural sites. 

Response: Closing existing NFTS roads and trails is outside of the scope of this decision. Proposed 
additions to the NFTS motorized recreational opportunities were surveyed for historic and cultural 
sites. Assessments and monitoring for potential impacts from motorized use was also completed at 
historic and cultural sites. Mitigation measures for the protection of historic and cultural sites 
following the programmatic agreement (PA) are listed in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and 
Open Area Information) of the FEIS. 

Commenter: 06248 

Section 3.06: Plant Communities  
3.06-1 Adverse impacts on plant communities: The DEIS fails to disclose that sensitive plants 
and fungi, and watchlist plants and plant communities are adversely impacted by motor vehicle use. 

Response: The FEIS discloses that motor vehicle use can negatively impact sensitive plants and 
fungi, and watchlist plants and plant communities. Mitigation measures for sensitive plants and 
watchlist plants and plant communities were developed to reduce and/or eliminate impacts to rare 
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plants and plant communities known to occur along the motorized trails and can be found in 
Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) of the FEIS. 

Commenter: 00456, 06721  

3.06-2 Aquatic/riparian plant communities (impacts): Motor vehicle use does not negatively 
impact aquatic/riparian plant communities.  

Response: Motor vehicle use can negatively impact these plant communities by changing the pattern 
of water flow, reducing vegetative cover, compacting soil, causing erosion, deposition of petroleum 
products/sediment thereby reducing water quality, and introducing invasive non-native plants 
(weeds). 

Commenter: 06701, 06715 

3.06-3 Aquatic/riparian plant communities (seasonal closures): The DEIS analysis of aquatic 
and riparian plant communities is based on the number of water crossings; however, the analysis is 
misleading because it fails to consider the effects of seasonal closures and time of use.  

Response: Riparian and aquatic vegetation are associated with water. Some sensitive and watchlist 
plant species only occur in aquatic/riparian plant communities. The number of perennial and 
intermittent water crossings by alternative provides a relative method of comparing possible impacts 
to those sensitive and/or watchlist species that are dependent on aquatic/riparian habitats. Since these 
plant communities always have moist/wet soils, the timing of the use is not a significant factor. 
While seasonal closures may reduce sediment movement impacts by eliminating motorized crossings 
when water flows can be very high, seasonal closures would not completely eliminate impacts to 
these plant communities.  

Commenter: 06701, 06613 

3.06-4 Serpentine plant communities (impacts): The Forest Service should clarify the relationship 
between serpentine habitats and the occurrence of sensitive plants in these habitats on the Tahoe 
National Forest.  

Response: The Tahoe National Forest has several serpentine watchlist plant species (and potential 
habitat for several sensitive plant species) that only occur on serpentine soil that are currently being 
impacted by cross country motor vehicle use (use on and off of motorized trails unauthorized for 
public use). Refer to Chapter 3.06 (Plant Communities) in the FEIS.  

Commenter: 06715 

3.06-5 Noxious weeds (introduction): The DEIS fails to explain why implementation of the No 
Action Alternative (continuing existing management) would increase the risk of weed introductions 
when Tahoe National Forest System lands are currently considered to be “weed free.” 

Response: Weeds continue to spread in the state of California and elsewhere. TNF, County and State 
personnel continue to find new weed occurrences annually. The existing situation exposes more TNF 
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System land area to “unauthorized use” and cross country travel, thereby increasing the risk of 
introducing more weeds due to spreading on these additional areas. Refer to Chapter 3.06 (Plant 
Communities) in the FEIS.  

Commenter: 06715 

3.06-6 Noxious weeds (motor vehicle spread): Off highway vehicles may be only one of many 
factors, and not the most important factor, in the spread of invasive weeds. 

Response: Motor vehicles are not the only method by which weeds are spread from place to place, 
nor are they the major factor in the spread of cheatgrass. The FEIS analyzes how weeds are 
introduced and/or spread by motor vehicles since when and where motor vehicles will be allowed on 
the Tahoe National Forest is the project proposal. 

Commenter: 06701 

3.06-7 Noxious weeds (detection): Roads and trails provide an opportunity for early identification 
and rapid response toward invasives and could potentially improve noxious weeds management 
resulting in a net benefit in the management of invasive and non-native plants (USDA Second 
Avoiding Arm Report 2004). 

Response: Designated roads and trails provide opportunities for early detection of weeds and 
provide access for weed treatment. However, roads and trails also increase the amount of area where 
weed seed can be introduced. Adding trails to the NFTS would increase the amount of area where 
vehicles could potentially introduce weeds. However when taken in the context of prohibiting cross 
country travel, including prohibiting use on unauthorized routes not added to the NFTS, there will be 
an overall net reduction in the risk of noxious weed spread. 

Commenter: 06701 

3.06-8 Habitat fragmentation in Inventoried Roadless Areas: The discussion and associated 
chart on Inventoried Roadless Areas in Chapter 3.06 of the DEIS are not germane to the topic 
“Native Plant Habitat Fragmentation” and is out of place. 

Response: Roads and trails do fragment plant communities by creating linear strips of bare soil 
through them. Please refer to the consequences section of Chapter 3.06 (Plant Communities) of the 
FEIS. Since Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) are considered some of the largest un-roaded native 
plant communities on the Tahoe National Forest, impacts were analyzed. In addition, the biggest risk 
to IRA plant communities from motor vehicle use comes from increased risk of introduction and 
spread of weeds. 

Commenter: 06715 

3.06-9 Consistency between soils and botanical effects analyses: The impacts disclosed for 
plants in the DEIS appear to be inconsistent with the impacts reported for soils. It appears that the 
effects analysis to sensitive plants assumes that the project includes ground disturbing activities. 
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Response: This project proposes no new ground disturbing activities. Chapter 3.06 (Plant 
Communities) of the FEIS discloses that there could be direct impacts to vegetation within 30 feet of 
the edge of the road or trail since 30 feet is the distance chosen to represent one vehicle length and 
vehicles would be allowed to pull off the road/trail for one vehicle length. 

The significance of the OHV impact to plants/vegetation is dependent on many factors including 
whether the plant is dormant, the amount of soil moisture, the amount of disturbance, etc. Section 
3.06 provides information about possible impacts to potential additions and changes to the system. 
Chapter 3.06 also provides information about impacts to rare plants that are known to exist within 30 
or 100 feet of a proposed addition to the NFTS motorized recreational opportunities. One hundred 
feet was used as the distance from the road/trail where plants/vegetation could be indirectly impacted 
(primarily from dust and the possibility of weed introduction and spread).  

Commenter: 06715 

3.06-10 Unpublished studies: The DEIS cites an unpublished study by Rooney (2003) in support of 
the spread of invasive and non-native plants by off highway vehicles. Unpublished studies are not 
subject to peer review and should not be cited as if they are scientific references. 

Response: Unpublished studies may be referenced as long as they are identified as unpublished and 
included in the project record. 

Commenter: 06701 

3.06-11 Human-induced changes: The DEIS (page 494) states: “Human disturbances such as 
extensive motor vehicle use within headwater systems can result in water pollution, stream filling, 
and/or the introduction of weeds and other exotic species, can diminish the biological diversity of the 
systems and affect downstream rivers and streams.” The reference cited in support of this statement 
is, Meyer, Judy L. et al. This paper does not contain a single reference to motorized roads or trails… 
This reference does not support the contentions of the author …” The reference cited - Meyer, Judy 
L. et al. “indicates that intact headwater systems are robust entities that can protect watersheds from 
the effect of sedimentation from forest roads. 

Response: This reference has been removed in the FEIS.  

Commenter: 06701 

3.06-12 Viability of specific plants and fungi: The DEIS (page 488, paragraph 3) states the 
following: An important assumption in this analysis is that motor vehicle use within and adjacent to 
rare plant species occurrences have the ability to negatively impact the long term viability of specific 
plant and fungi species. However, the DEIS offers limited evidence to support this assumption 

Response: This statement has been changed to read: “An important assumption in this analysis is 
that motor vehicle use within and adjacent to rare species occurrences have the ability to negatively 
impact the trends of specific plant and fungi species.” in the FEIS. 

Commenter: 06701 
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3.06-13 Moss, lichen, and fungi (impacts): Based on the information presented in the DEIS, there 
appears to be very little impact to bryophytes, lichens and fungi from the existing NFTS or 
unauthorized motorized trails. 

Response: Information about potential habitats for sensitive plant and fungi species and watchlist 
plants and/or plant communities is provided so that an analysis of possible impacts can be analyzed. 
Information about specific species along proposed additions to the NFTS motorized recreation 
opportunities is provided so that site specific analysis can be done. The commenter refers to the 
affected environment section of Chapter 3.06 (Plant Communities) that sets the background/provides 
information about the plant and fungal resources that may be and/or are impacted by motor vehicle 
use. Site specific information is provided when it is available. 

The determination statement on page 525 of the DEIS identifies that implementation of the action 
alternatives could impact Bruchia bolanderi, Cudonia monticola, Dendrocollybia racemosa, 
Fissidens aphelotaxifolius, Helodium blandowii, Hydrothyria venosa, Meesia triquetra, Meesia 
uliginosa, Mielichhoferia elongata, and/or Phaeocollybia olivacea, but would not contribute to a 
trend toward federal listing or loss of viability for these species within the planning areas of the TNF. 
This determination was carried forward into the FEIS. 

Commenter: 06701 

3.06-14 Aquatic/riparian plant communities (cumulative effects): The DEIS fails to compare the 
relative scale of habitat alterations due to the lengthy list of major actions, such as hydraulic mining, 
hydroelectric development, railroad construction and urbanization to that from NFTS motorized 
roads and trails or trails unauthorized for motorized use. 

Response: The affected environment section of Chapter 3.06 (Plant Communities) of the FEIS 
provides a description of the existing condition of aquatic/riparian plant communities and provides 
reasons why there are fewer aquatic/riparian plant communities now than there have been in the past. 
The existing and possible impacts to aquatic/riparian plant communities from motor vehicle use are 
then identified. This information provides background for the analysis - where the significance of 
impacts from the proposed project is addressed. 

Commenter: 06701 

Section 3.07: Recreation and Visual Resources  
3.07-1 Visual quality: The Forest Service should consider forest topography and terrain features in 
analyzing impacts on visual quality.  

Response: The effects analysis considers geographic features, such as topography, as well as 
screening in assessing effects on visual quality. Visual quality is addressed in Chapter 3.07 
(Recreation and Visual Resources) of the FEIS. All of the alternatives meet the Visual Quality 
Objectives as specified in the Forest LRMP.  

Commenter: 06730 
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3.07-2 Quiet recreation: Numerous recreational experiences are negatively impacted by OHV 
“noise.” The DEIS fails to assess the effects of noise on recreational experiences. 

Response: A review of the scientific literature indicates that off highway vehicle noise can have an 
adverse effect on quiet recreation within ½ mile of the motorized use. A section has been added to 
the SDEIS in Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual Resources) and carried through to the FEIS 
displaying the acreage greater than ½ mile from any motor vehicle use, providing quiet recreation. 
All of the action alternatives increase the available acreage for quiet recreation compared to the 
existing condition. 

Commenters: 00081, 06418, 06544, 06599, 06675, 06684, 06737, 06749, 06752, S0071 

3.07-3 Effects of concentrating use on the motorized recreation experience. The DEIS fails to 
analyze the adverse effects of concentrating motorized use on fewer roads and trails on the quality 
of the motorized recreation experience. The DEIS does not analyze the cumulative effects on the 
recreational experience of concentrating motorized use into smaller areas. 

Response: The cumulative effects on the recreation experience of concentrating use into smaller 
areas was contained in Chapter 3.11 of the DEIS and SDEIS and carried through to the FEIS. 
Predictions about changes in recreational use that may occur on the Forest are difficult to make and 
would be highly speculative. The FS believes that under all action alternatives, levels of use would 
increase by the same amount, although the use patterns may change. For example, even though the 
overall number of available roads and trails is reduced in all of the action alternatives, the same 
levels of use would simply become more concentrated in those areas. However, motor vehicle use is 
already concentrated in many areas of the Forest at this time, so this effect may not be realized 
during implementation; but at some point some users would no longer attain the experience they 
desire and would likely seek other areas off-forest. The point at which this would occur is 
speculative. 

The Preferred Alternative increases the amount of NFTS road and trail mileage available for motor 
vehicle use. However, the Preferred Alternative prohibits cross country motor vehicle use and use of 
many miles of routes receiving unauthorized use, leading to a rider/driver perception that the FS is 
reducing mileage available for motor vehicle recreation opportunities. Routine maintenance should 
reduce resource damage and help to maintain trail tread in acceptable conditions. However, there 
may be an increase in the density of riders (and the potential for crowding), and a possible reduction 
in safety compared to current conditions.  

Reducing road/trail mileage will concentrate users, increasing the potential for some OHV 
riders/drivers to experience an elevated level of perceived crowding. Crowding is a negative reaction 
to a particular real-time density. While it is reasonable to assume a reduction in miles available for 
motorized use will increase the density of riders on the remaining road/trail system, the extent and 
location of riders feeling crowded is extremely difficult to predict. For instance, if visitors feel 
crowded, they may choose to ride/drive at a different time of day, month, year, or may choose a 
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different activity in the same area, or continue the same or different activity in a different area. Users 
may also adjust their expectations. For example, OHV’s generally prefer an extremely low density of 
“other riders/drivers,” but will still visit during high use times. Why? Generally speaking, visitors 
often adjust their expectations to fit the existing conditions, allowing them to enjoy fulfilling 
recreational opportunities even in a high density situation. A concentration of OHV use is likely to 
occur; however, whether this concentration will leave visitors crowded is unknown, and is extremely 
difficult to predict. 

Visitor safety is extremely important to the TNF. While an increased density of riders could 
potentially increase the risk of collisions between riders, and between riders and objects adjacent to 
the trail, this risk can be mitigated through agency mapping and signing, working with user groups, 
designing trails to reduce average trail speeds, increasing sight distances in problems area, and other 
methods. The USFS will also continue to work with OHV users groups and the OHV community as 
a whole to improve trail user etiquette and increase self-policing via peer pressure, to reduce user 
conflicts and simultaneously improve visitor safety. These approaches may not only reduce the 
accident rate, but are likely to improve rider/driver perceptions of safety, increasing the likelihood 
that visitors would utilize and enjoy the designated motorized trail system. In addition, the mixed use 
analysis is expected to improve rider/driver safety by separating highway travel with motorized use 
on trails and primitive roads. Overall this process will increase opportunities for riders and drivers to 
enjoy a designated, maintained OHV trail system where the users will enjoy a safe, moderate-density 
experience, where the impacts of off-highway use are managed and mitigated. 

Commenters: 06384, 06577, 06580, 06716, 06730, FA, S0008, S0066 

3.07-4 New facilities: The Forest Service should not consider addition of unauthorized routes to the 
NFTS as “new” facilities.  

Response: Additions of unauthorized routes to the NFTS are considered new facilities for the 
purpose of this project. The site specific existing condition of these unauthorized routes was 
considered in the environmental effects analysis and in the consideration for their addition to the 
NFTS.  

Commenters: 06544, 06752 

3.07-5 Granite Chief Wilderness Area: The Forest Service should not authorize motorized use 
within the Granite Chief Wilderness Area.  

Response: The Travel Management Project FEIS does not propose the addition of any roads or trails 
to the NFTS motorized recreation opportunities within the Granite Chief Wilderness. The Preferred 
Alternative does not propose changes to the management of Granite Chief Wilderness.  

Commenters: 06248, 06587, 06588, 06629, 06750 

3.07-6 Pacific Crest Trail: The Forest Service should close motorized roads and trails on/or 
adjacent to the Pacific Crest Trail.  
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Response: Closure of system roads/trails is outside the scope of this decision. Appendix A (Site 
Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) of the FEIS identifies two potential routes that 
would cross the PCT at 90 degree angles. Forest Service policy allows motorized roads and trails to 
cross the PCT. The resource concerns with these two routes are identified in Appendix A and 
mitigation measures would be implemented to prevent motor vehicles from using the PCT. 

Commenters: 06248, 06430, 06599 

3.07-7 National Wild and Scenic Rivers: The Forest Service should not authorize any additional 
motorized activities within designated or recommended Wild and Scenic Rivers. 

The Forest Service should consider improving motorized access and recreational opportunities 
within designated and recommended Wild and Scenic Rivers. 

Response: The analysis of effects on Wild and Scenic Rivers is included in Chapter 3.09 
(Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas) of the FEIS. All additions to the NFTS in each Wild 
and Scenic River was evaluated considering the outstandingly remarkable values associated with its 
recommendation for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River system. All outstandingly 
remarkable values for each included river will be maintained or enhanced  

Alternatives 3 and 4 do not propose any additions to the NFTS in Wild and Scenic Rivers, 
Alternatives 2, 5, 6 and 7 propose additions to the NFTS to improve motorized recreation 
opportunities while maintaining the outstandingly remarkable values associated with each river. No 
unauthorized routes were added to the NFTS in any alternative which were not consistent with the 
rivers outstandingly remarkable values. 

Commenters: 06458, 06750  

3.07-8 User conflicts: The Forest Service has failed to address conflicts between motorized and 
non-motorized users of roads and trails, such as equestrians, hikers, etc. The Forest Service has 
failed to include an analysis of the frequency of encounters in analyzing use conflicts. 

Response: User conflicts are analyzed in Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual Resources) of the 
FEIS. Conflicts between motorized and non-motorized users in the general forest are analyzed by 
examining the amount of acreage greater than ½ mile from any motorized road or trail. All of the 
action alternatives increase the amount acreage greater than 1/2 mile from motorized roads or trails. 
Conflicts between motorized and non-motorized users on designated roads and trails would be 
minimized through implementation of the MVUM which designates specific roads and trails for 
motorized use. Conflicts between different types of motor vehicles on designated roads and trails 
will also be minimized through implementation of the MVUM showing the specific class of vehicles 
permitted on each individual road and trail.  

No data was available on the frequency of encounters collectively or on individual routes. 
Incomplete and Unavailable Information is described in Chapter 3.00 of the FEIS where it states in 
part: 
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“The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) describes how Federal agencies must handle instances where 
information relevant to evaluating reasonably foreseeable adverse impacts of the alternatives is 
incomplete or unavailable. Federal agencies must make clear that such information is lacking, and 
decide whether this incomplete or unavailable information is ‘essential to a reasoned choice among 
alternatives’ (Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 40 CFR, Part 1502.22). If the information 
is deemed essential to a reasoned choice among the alternatives, it must be included or addressed in 
the environmental impact statement.  

Incomplete or unavailable information is made clear in sections titled Assumptions and Limitations 
so the reader understands how unavailable information was addressed. The EIS summarizes existing 
credible scientific evidence relative to environmental effects and makes estimates of effects on 
theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific community.  

Knowledge about the biological, physical, and social aspects of ecosystems is, and always will be, 
incomplete. The ecology, inventory, and management of large landscapes are complex and 
constantly changing. For example, analysis of the impacts of alternatives on specific plant or animal 
species prompts questions about population dynamics and habitat relationships. Key relationships 
and basic data are well established for only a few Tahoe National Forest ecosystems and species. 
The alternatives were analyzed using the best available information. As data gaps were encountered 
during analysis, the interdisciplinary team posed the question of whether the missing information 
was “essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives.” The team concluded that while new 
information could add precision to estimates or better specify relationships; it would be unlikely to 
significantly change our understanding of the basic relationships that were used to analyze the 
effects of the alternatives. New information is always welcome, but no missing information was 
deemed essential to making a reasoned choice among the alternatives being considered in this EIS. 
In some instances, information was unavailable to confidently estimate environmental effects; the 
text indicates that this information is incomplete or unavailable. In such situations, the EIS 
summarizes existing credible scientific evidence relative to the significant effects and makes 
estimates of effects” 

Commenters: 00059, 05568, 06682, 06728, 06742, S0008, S0055, S0066 

3.07-9 Dual-sport motorcycles and mixed use: Mixed use decisions would result in a 
disconnected trail system, forcing riders to utilize dual-sport motorcycles on high and very high 
difficulty rated trails.  

Response: Efforts were made to connect motorized trails through the mixed use determination where 
safety permitted. An analysis of the effects of the alternatives on difficulty level of trails was added 
to Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual Resources) of the FEIS. Where it was not possible to connect 
these trails through approval of mixed use, future opportunities for new trail construction were 
identified and these are included in the project record.  
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Commenter: 06784, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

3.07-10 Very high difficulty-level motorcycle trails: The Forest Service has failed to consider the 
importance of very high difficulty-level motorcycle trails on the Tahoe National Forest in the context 
of the region.  

Response: An analysis of how the alternatives would affect the difficulty levels of motorized trails is 
included in the Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual Resources) of the FEIS. There are currently 84.5 
miles of difficult and extremely difficult NFTS motorcycle trails on the TNF. The Alternatives range 
from 0 to 2.4 miles of difficult and extremely difficult motorcycle trails being added to the NFTS. 

The EIS scoping process provided members of the public an extensive opportunity to share the 
location and importance of all motorized trails unauthorized for public use within the Tahoe National 
Forest. The Forest Service reviewed these submissions on a case-by-case basis. The rationale for 
each recommended route’s inclusion in, or exclusion from, the NFTS under the Preferred Alternative 
is included in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) of the FEIS. The 
rationale for excluding recommended routes from the action alternatives is available in the project 
record.  

Commenters: 06383, 06410, 06797  

3.07-11 “Open Areas” (“Trials Riders”). The Forest Service has failed to designate “Open Areas” 
for “Trials Riders.” 

Response: The DEIS scoping process provided members of the public an extensive opportunity to 
share the location and importance of all areas for motorized use within the Tahoe National Forest. 
The Forest Service reviewed these submissions on a case-by-case basis. The rationale for each 
recommended “Open Area’s” inclusion in, or exclusion from, the Preferred Alternative is included in 
Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) of the FEIS. The rationale for 
excluding recommended “Open Areas” from all action alternatives is available in the project record.  

Commenters: 06237, 06752 

3.07-12 Sound and fire concerns associated with motorcycles. The Forest Service should 
enforce some sort of reasonable sound, noise, and fire safety control on excessively loud and most 
likely un-fire safe dirt bikes.  

Response: Through the California Vehicle Code, both sound and fire safety mechanisms are already 
in place. Currently section 38370, governs noise emissions of OHV’s operated on public land. For 
example, non-competition OHV’s manufactured on or after 1/1/86 are limited to not more than 96 
dBA and OHV’s manufactured before 1/1/86 are limited to 101 dBA when measured from a distance 
of 20 inches. On NFS lands, spark arresters are required on all motorcycles and quads. In addition, 
this travel management process and the forthcoming MVUM will display all routes and many 
staging areas for motorized use improving education and enforcement capabilities.  

Commenter: 06748 
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3.07-13 Use volunteers. The Forest Service should utilize volunteers to maintain trails and other 
recreational facilities to: reduce costs, maintain access, and build relationships between user groups, 
and between user groups and the USFS. 

Response: The TNF acknowledges the value of assistance from our partners to build and maintain 
our recreation infrastructure. Decisions on specific funding mechanisms for road, trail and other 
recreational facilities are outside of the scope of this project as defined in Chapter 1 of the SDEIS. 

Commenters: 00048, 06446, 06447, 06460, 06480, 06808, S0066 

3.07-14 Designation of dispersed sites: The DEIS fails to identify and designate dispersed sites. 

Response: The scope of the project is limited to designating National Forest Transportation System 
roads, trails, and areas for motor vehicle use. This project’s decision regarding dispersed sites will be 
limited to authorizing motorized access to those sites. Designation of dispersed recreation sites, 
including individual or group camping sites, and associated activities are outside the scope of this 
decision.  

Commenters: 06688, 06742, FC, S0061 

3.07-15 Definition of motorized recreation. The Forest Service should use a consistent definition 
of motorized use.  

Response: The FEIS uses a consistent definition of motorized use as follows: “public use of a 
wheeled motor vehicle on National Forest System lands.” The FEIS definition of motor vehicle use 
includes situations where the motor vehicle use is the primary objective of the visit (driving for 
pleasure, off-highway vehicle use) as well as situations in which a motor vehicle is used to access 
non-motorized recreational activities (such as hiking, fishing, photography, horseback riding, and so 
forth).  

Commenters: 06398, 06460, 06738, 06782 

3.07-16 Change in class of vehicle (Support): The Forest Service should change the class of 
vehicle on existing NFTS roads to allow all vehicles on as many roads as safely possible. 

Response: Vehicle class changes from “highway legal vehicles only” to “open to all vehicles” results 
when one of two cases occurs: (1) when the road is maintained for high-clearance vehicles instead of 
passenger cars, or (2) when the road continues to be maintained for passenger cars but is designated 
safe for motorized mixed use. Effects of changing class of vehicles are described throughout Chapter 
3 (Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences) of the FEIS, including impacts on 
recreation users, watershed, wildlife, and other resources. Individual roads recommended by the 
public for change in class of vehicle are addressed in the site-specific responses to comments 
(presented later in this Appendix).  

Commenters: 00009, 00580, 00613, 00660, 01067, 02968, 05636, 06371, 06414, 06424, 06458, 
06642, 06704, 06715, 06724, 06730, 06744, 06752, 06796, 06797, S0021 
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3.07-17 Change in class of vehicle (Opposition): The Forest Service’s proposal to change road 
designations from “highway legal vehicles only” to “all vehicles” will limit recreation opportunities for 
those with passenger vehicles. These changes in class of vehicles mean that only high clearance 
vehicles will be able to access certain areas: those with regular highway vehicles will no longer be 
able to hike and camp in these areas. 

Response: Vehicle class changes from “highway legal vehicles only” to “open to all vehicles” results 
when one of two cases occurs: (1) when the road is maintained for high-clearance vehicles instead of 
passenger cars, or (2) when the road continues to be maintained for passenger cars but is designated 
safe for motorized mixed use. Environmental concerns must still be addressed and necessary 
drainage structures installed and maintained even when a road is maintained for high clearance 
vehicles.  

The diversity of motor vehicle opportunities under each alternative is displayed in Chapter 3.07 
(Recreation and Visual Resources) of the FEIS. Individual roads recommended by the public for 
change in class of vehicle are addressed in the site-specific responses to comments (presented later in 
this Appendix). In addition, the Preferred Alternative was modified to provide additional motorized 
recreation opportunities for passenger cars to access high value non-motorized recreation 
opportunities, such as the Grouse Lakes area. 

Commenters: 00459, 00460, 00461, 00462, 00468, 00469, 06424, 06438, 06675, 06688, 06742, 
S0055 

3.07-18 Expenditure of green sticker funds: Green sticker funds should not be used for purposes 
other than maintaining or expanding off-highway vehicle recreation opportunities. 

Response: Each Green Sticker grant given the TNF is provided for a specific purpose. These 
purposes include : 

• developing new trails and related facilities for motorcyclists, snowmobilers, ATV 
enthusiasts, and 4x4 drivers, including safe parking areas, comfort stations, and more;  

• maintaining trails and related facilities for these same enthusiasts;  
• providing law enforcement support for management of OHV activity; and  
• mitigating environmental damage from OHV activity. 

All Green Sticker grants are expended for the specific purpose for which they were provided. 

Commenters: 06802, 06812 

3.07-19 Off-highway vehicle impacts to non-motorized recreationists: Off-highway vehicle use 
does not adversely affect non-motorized recreation opportunities. 

Response: During the public comment period on the DEIS, the Forest Service received extensive 
comments regarding the adverse impacts associated with noise from motor vehicle use on non-
motorized recreation users. To address these concerns, an analysis of impacts on quiet recreation is 
included in Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual Resources) of the SDEIS and FEIS. 
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Commenter: 06370  

3.07-20 Connectivity: Maintenance Level 3 and 4 roads are a vital component of a managed OHV 
trail system, providing connectivity to designated OHV trails.   

Response: As described in Chapter 3.07 it is acknowledged that providing mixed use on 
Maintenance Level 3-5 roads “… contribute to the continuity of the motor-touring opportunities by 
reducing dead-end routes, increasing loop and connector opportunities, and providing access to a 
diversity of dispersed recreation activities for non-highway-legal vehicle operators, providing 
beneficial effects to motorized recreation opportunities.”   

The effects on the connectivity of the designated OHV trail system resulting from approval of mixed 
use is described for each alternative in Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual Resources) of the FEIS. 

Commenter: FI, S0008, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

3.07-21 Historical enforcement: The SDEIS states Maintenance Level 3 roads as being previously 
closed to OHV use. While some ML 3 roads have been signed closed, all ML 3 roads were not 
closed as stated in the SDEIS. ML 3 roads are the connectors to designated OHV routes.”   

Response:  Although the Tahoe National Forest has not historically enforced it, Maintenance Level 
3-5 roads meet the Federal definition of a “Highway.” The California Vehicle Code (CVC) requires 
motor vehicles operated on “Highways” be highway-legal and be operated by licensed drivers.   

As described in Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual Resources) of the FEIS, it is recognized that 
many of the roads provide important connectors between OHV routes. The alternatives vary in the 
amount of mixed use proposed on these roads to provide such connectivity. The impacts on OHV 
route connectivity are described for each alternative in Chapter 3.07. 

Commenter: FG, FI, S0008, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0028, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

3.07-22 Effects of prohibiting cross country travel on ROS not accounted for: The number of 
required plan amendments by alternative in regard to both ROS and changes to the season of use is 
displayed in Table 3.07-1. Addressing only "additions to the NFTS" is literally a trick.  The closure of 
the existing and presently in-use but unclassified (unauthorized) trails in ROS classes SPM, RN, and 
R is not addressed. This is a conspicuous omission, because the closures will alter the nature and 
type of activities that are presently occurring in these motorized ROS areas. Without this analysis 
and disclosure, the magnitude of the change and the cumulative effects cannot be determined from 
this Travel Management SDEIS. 

Response: Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) classes and their associated standards and 
guidelines are established for each Management Area in the Forest Plan. These standards and 
guidelines are permissive, that is they determine what types of management activities are allowed in 
each management area. They do not require any level of development or use to actually occur. Rather 
they represent ceilings on the maximum amount of resource development or management activities 
which could be permitted. They do not dictate that such development or activities actually occur. 
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This is very similar to city or county zoning ordinances. As described in the Chapter 3.07 of the FEIS 
the Alternatives are consistent with the ROS standards and guidelines.  

The effects on both motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunities are fully described in 
Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual Resources) of the FEIS. 

Commenter: S0008 

3.07-23 Increased mileage of non-motorized trails Just how, exactly, the non-motorized trail 
mileage in the DEIS Table 2.07-14 jumps from 286.3 miles in the No Action Alternative to 1,112.9 
miles in the Preferred Alternative is a substantial omission. This Table was omitted from the SDEIS. 

Response: Table 2.07-14 was included in only in the DEIS, it was not included in the SDEIS to 
prevent confusion for the reader.  Table 3.07-14 in the DEIS should have had the row titled “Trails 
open only to non-motorized users” actually read “NFTS Trails and unauthorized routes open to only 
non-motorized users” The numbers in the row represented the amount of NFTS non-motorized trails, 
combined with the number of un-authorized routes not added to the NFTS as motorized roads trails.  
Unauthorized routes not added to the NFTS as motorized roads and trails were considered to be 
available for non-motorized recreation. 

Commenter: S0008 

3.07-24 Use conflict (definition): The use of the phrase "user conflict" has been changed. It has 
not changed in substance, only in words. It is now called "use conflict." However, the indicator 
measures all "indicate" proximity, and nothing else. Apparently, there is some kind of conflict when 
motorized and non motorized users come close to one another. However, we don't know what that 
conflict is. Nowhere in the SDEIS is this "conflict" defined. 

Results from the NVUM indicate that crowding is not an issue and therefore there may not be the 
use conflicts which the Forest Service then used in the development of alternatives. 

Response: Comments regarding user conflict were raised during public scoping for the NOI and 
comments on the DEIS. There were numerous comments stating that Tahoe NF needed to develop a 
motor vehicle transportation system that minimized conflicts between motorized and non-motorized 
recreation users.  

Recreation research has identified that conflict is almost always identified as “the impact of 
mechanized recreationists upon those who prefer non-mechanical activities” (Jackson and Wong 
1982). In comparison to comments received from quiet recreation proponents, there were only 
limited comments from motorized recreation users expressing feelings of conflict with non-
motorized users.  

Several comments in response to the NOI and DEIS indicated that unmanaged OHV use was a 
disruption to quiet recreation activities such as dispersed recreation, hiking, equestrian use, viewing 
wildlife, and camping. Specific comments included complaints that excessive noise from OHV use 
diminishes the quality of experience for people participating in non-motorized recreation activities. 
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Other comments indicated that visual and environmental impacts (e.g., streambank erosion, 
vegetation damage, dust) occurring from unmitigated OHV use was disturbing to non-motorized 
recreation users and leading to their displacement from certain areas. Forest Service research 
indicates that noise from motorcycles us detected less than five percent of the time at a distance of ½ 
mile from the nearest motor vehicle route (Harrison 1975). For the SDEIS, a buffer of ½ mile or 
more from an open motor vehicle route or established “Open Area” was used to define outer 
boundaries of “quiet” areas. This indicator was based on the assumption that areas located more than 
½ mile from an open motor vehicle route or established “Open Area” provide the best opportunities 
for quiet recreation in the project area. This was carried forward in the FEIS. 

Commenter: S0008 

3.07-25 Quiet recreation (legal standard): There is no legal standard for how much noise, dust or 
physical presence should be allowed in the general access portions of the Forest to trigger any duty 
to act to resolve user conflicts. Yet this Travel Management Project uses the allegation as one of its 
foundational guidelines (indicator measures). 

Response: Quiet recreation is used as a measurement indicator to address how each alternative 
addresses significant issues identified in scoping, specifically non-motorized recreation 
opportunities. The number of acres located ½ mile away from roads, motorized trails, and boundaries 
was used to analyze the opportunity for non-motorized and “quiet” recreation. This indicator 
measure was not used in the context of legal standard to trigger any specific action. Rather it was 
used to provide a relative comparison between the alternatives of the impacts to quiet recreation.  
There was no threshold established for a specific amount of quiet recreation to be provided.  

Commenter: S0008 

3.07-26 Quiet recreation (science for ½ mile distance): Forest Service use of a ½ mile distance 
for the analysis of quiet recreation is not supported by the literature cited in the SDEIS. 

Response: Forest Service research indicates that noise from motorcycles us detected less than five 
percent of the time at a distance of ½ mile from the nearest motor vehicle route (Harrison 1975). For 
the SDEIS, a buffer of ½ mile or more from an open motor vehicle route or established “Open Area” 
was used to define outer boundaries of “quiet” areas. This indicator was based on the assumption that 
areas located more than ½ mile from an open motor vehicle route or established “Open Area” 
provide the best opportunities for quiet recreation in the project area. This was carried forward in the 
FEIS. 

Commenter: S0008 

3.07-27 Quiet recreation (definition): The Forest Service has not established that areas within ½ 
mile of a motorized road or trail not “quiet” or defined what “quiet" is. 

Response: The assumption was documented in Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual Resources) of 
the FEIS that the area of influence (dust, noise) of motorized use on non-motorized (quiet recreation) 



Motorized Travel Management Final Environmental Impact Statement – September 2010 
Appendix N: Responses to Comments  

N-136 – Tahoe National Forest 

opportunities is ½ mile from motorized activities. Forest Service research indicates that noise from 
motorcycles us detected less than five percent of the time at a distance of ½ mile from the nearest 
motor vehicle route (Harrison 1975). For the FEIS, a buffer of ½ mile or more from an open motor 
vehicle route or established “Open Area” was used to define outer boundaries of “quiet” areas.  

Since this Measurement Indicator was used to address the relative impacts to non-motorized 
recreation opportunities between the alternatives it was not necessary to establish that areas within ½ 
mile of a motorized road or trail not “quiet” or to define what “quiet" is terms of a specific decibel 
level. 

Commenter: S0008 

3.07-28 No requirement for providing quiet recreation: There is no regulatory nor Forest Plan 
requirement to provide for “quiet” recreation in general Forest areas. 

Response:  There is no requirement for providing any specific level of quiet recreation. However, 
Significant Issue #2 as described in Chapter 1 of the FEIS is that public motorized use of roads of 
roads and trails as described in the Proposed Action will adversely affect non-motorized recreation 
experiences. Areas within ½ mile of motorized, roads, trails, and “Open Areas” were used to address 
to address this issue in the FEIS. There was no specific amount of quiet recreation established as a 
threshold for any alternative. 

Commenter: S0008 

3.07-29 Discrepancy in visitor use figures: The Forest Service has a discrepancy in the visitor 
use figures used in the EIS, showing 1,791,300 VUD’s in one location and 3,930,000 elsewhere. 

Response: The 3.9 million figures came from the 2000 NVUM survey. In the 2000 NVUM survey 
100% of downhill skiing use was included even though only a portion of the ski areas may have been 
located on NFS lands. The 1,791,300 figures came from the 2005 survey and only included that 
portion of the downhill skiing use which occurred on NFS lands. The figures were corrected in the 
FEIS to reflect the 2005 NVUM survey results.  

Commenter: S0008 

3.07-30 Forest Plan Management Area ROS classes and quiet recreation: The Forest Plan 
establishes ROS Classes for each Management Area. The SDEIS implies that these areas should 
be managed for quiet recreation. This is not consistent with the Forest Plan direction. 

Response:  The alternatives are consistent with the ROS classes established by the Forest Plan for 
each Management Area. There was no implication made that these management areas should be 
managed for quiet recreation. 

Commenter: S0008 
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Section 3.08: Transportation  
3.08-1 Traffic analysis: The Forest Service should use well-established Federal Highway 
Administration traffic analysis tools to investigate the effects of the alternatives on the National 
Forest Transportation System.  

Response: Traffic analysis tools are designed for use in an urban environment for such items as 
location of detours, installation of stop lights and traffic flows on freeways with much higher traffic 
volume. We are aware of no practical applications of such models in a National Forest Travel 
Management setting. 

Commenter: 06739 

3.08-2 Maintenance agreements, cooperative agreements, and permits: The EIS should 
disclose the effects of the alternatives on existing road maintenance and cooperative agreements as 
well as permits between the Tahoe National Forest and partners like Pacific Gas and Electric 
(PG&E) and Sierra Pacific Industries. 

Response: Permits and Road Maintenance and Cooperative Agreements are outside the scope of this 
project. The project proposal and alternatives would only affect public motorized travel on the 
NFTS. People and/or companies with Special Use Permits would still be able to use the roads that 
apply to their permit and these impacts are considered. 

Commenters: 00021, 06252, 06424, 06451, S0019 

3.08-3 Decommissioned roads: Previously decommissioned roads should not be considered for 
future public motorized use.  

Response: Between publication of the DEIS and preparation of the SDEIS, the Forest Service 
conducted a comprehensive review of the previous 15 years of NEPA decisions involving road or 
trail management. The DEIS states that 100 miles of roads have previously been decommissioned. 
The review found an additional 24 miles of roads scheduled for decommissioning, bringing the total 
to 124 miles of roads previously decommissioned or currently scheduled for decommissioning. All 
roads and trails previously decommissioned or scheduled for decommissioning were excluded from 
future motorized public use. 

Commenter: 00028 

3.08-4 Affordability: The Forest Service does not have the funding to maintain its existing 
transportation system, let alone new roads and trails. In addition, the DEIS does not address the 
cost of the NFTS. 

Response: The affordability of the NFTS is analyzed in Chapter 3.08 (Transportation) of the FEIS in 
accordance with 36 CFR 212.55. A section on development of the Annual Road Maintenance Plan is 
included. In addition, the Travel Management Rule requires the Forest Supervisor to consider the 
cost of maintaining the designated route system. The Preferred Alternative reduces the cost of 
maintaining the NFTS compared to the existing condition.  
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The Forest Service maintains system roads to one of the five defined levels of maintenance assigned 
to the road. The majority of the NFTS is secondary roads assigned Maintenance Level 2. The 
objective at this level is to accommodate high clearance vehicles and as such may not be suitable for 
passenger cars. 

Funding available to the Forest Service for road maintenance fluctuates. In leaner times, the priority 
for scarce funds is often those primary system roads that are maintained for use with passenger cars 
(Maintenance Levels 3, 4 and 5). 

Commenters: 00026, 00028, 00029, 00034, 00064, 00081, 00458, 00571, 00604, 00683, 00822, 
01058, 01067, 01112, 04560, 05639, 06216, 06248, 06266, 06270, 06424, 06475, 06511, 06544, 
06593, 06642, 06684, 06685, 06703, 06704, 06715, 06716, 06725, 06729, 06732, 06753, 06779, 
06789, 06792 

3.08-5 Loss of green sticker funds: Mixed use decisions restricting non-street legal vehicles from 
Maintenance Level 3 to 5 roads would reduce sales of green sticker licenses, reducing funds 
available for OHV management on the Tahoe National Forest. 

Response: Loss of green sticker funds is outside the scope of this decision. Affordability of the 
motorized road and trail system was one of the factors used in developing the Preferred Alternative. 
The affordability of the road and trail system is addressed in Chapter 3.08 (Transportation) of the 
FEIS. 

The TNF seeks maintenance funding from any appropriate source and appreciates the efforts of 
organizations that assist in obtaining grants and other funds. 

Commenters: 06270, 06784, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

3.08-6 Coordination with counties: The Forest Service should consult with the counties to provide 
an interconnected transportation system for non-highway legal vehicles. 

Response: The Forest Service has regularly sought county input. Tahoe National Forest staff 
attended boards of supervisors meetings and met with the interested counties’ public works 
departments. No responses regarding mixed use were received. 

Commenter: 06270, 06724  

3.08-7 Motorized mixed use analyses: Motorized mixed use analyses fails to include adequate 
crash data. In addition, there is inadequate analysis of safety risks.  

Response: Motorized Mixed Use analyses and reports are contained in the project record. Available 
crash data and dangerous road features such as steep side slopes are identified in the reports.  

Commenters: 02968, 06414, 06424, 06554, 06715, 06730, 06740, 06745, 06752, 06790  

3.08-8 Consistency with the California Vehicle Code: The Forest Service inaccurately defines 
Maintenance Level 3 roads as highways under the California Vehicle Code. A reference to California 
Vehicle Code Division 16.5 should be provided. 
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Response: NFTS roads are each maintained in one of three categories: Maintenance Level 1 roads 
closed to motor vehicles in long term storage (closed roads), Maintenance Level 2 roads maintained 
for high clearance vehicles only (high clearance roads), and Maintenance Level (ML) 3 to 5 roads 
maintained for standard four-wheel passenger cars (passenger car roads).  

As stated in a letter written on 1/13/09 from the Regional Forester to Forest Supervisors “Consistent 
with 23 USC 101 and 23 CFR 460.2, the Forest Service considers these ML 3 to 5 roads to be public 
roads and highways. Under 36 CFR 212.5(a)(l), state traffic laws generally apply on National Forest 
System roads. Therefore, anyone operating a motor vehicle on ML 3 to 5 roads in California must 
have a valid driver’s license in accordance with Forest Service Manual 7700, Chapter 7730, Section 
7731.2(5).”  

Those roads maintained for standard passenger cars are subject to the Highway Safety Act and are 
considered by the Forest Service to be highways for purposes of the California Vehicle Code (CVC). 
The Highway Safety Act necessitates that a qualified engineer for the Forest Service does a mixed-
use analysis to determine crash probability and crash severity. Designating NFTS roads for 
motorized mixed use involves safety and engineering considerations. The risk is lowered when there 
is mitigation such as: separate use, signing, informed communication, road maintenance, and 
restrictions.  

The California Vehicle Code (CVC) requires motor vehicles operated on highways be highway-legal 
and be operated by licensed drivers. The CVC allows the operation of non-highway-legal vehicles 
operated by unlicensed drivers on roughly graded roads. The Forest Service considers roads 
maintained for high clearance vehicles (Maintenance Level 2) as roughly graded and considers 
operation of OHVs on these roads as consistent with state law. 

The Forest Service has worked closely with the California Highway Patrol (CHP) who has authority 
for enforcing the California Vehicle Code to develop a mutual understanding on how to apply 
California Vehicle laws on National Forest System lands. The Forest Service met with CHP 
leadership and we have a common understanding of how federal regulations intersect with the 
California Vehicle Code. 

Higher standard roads may be designated to allow mixed use of non-highway-legal (OHV) and 
highway-legal (passenger cars) vehicles based on an engineering safety analysis in accordance with 
direction contained in Forest Service Engineering manual 7700-30 “Guidelines for Engineering 
Analysis of Motorized Mixed Use on National Forest System Roads”. The TNF used the most recent 
safety and traffic data in this engineering safety analyses. That analysis which supports the decision 
being made to allow motorized mixed use on Maintenance Level 3-5 roads considers safety risk and 
the probability and severity of accidents.  

The California Vehicle Code Division 16.5 is titled Off-Highway Vehicles and it has Chapter 1, 
General Provisions, Chapter 2 Registration, Chapter 5 Off-Highway Vehicle Operating Rules, 
Chapter 6, Equipment; and Chapter 7 has codes for All-Terrain Vehicles including: safety, 
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monitoring, conditions for operating, violations. Refer to http://www.dmv.ca.gov for more 
information. 

Commenters: 02956, 06237, 06270, 06704, 06724, 06744, 06752, 06796, S0005, S0008, S0014, 
S0015, S0018, S0055, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0055, S0067, S0069 

3.08-9 Road and trail maintenance reporting: The Forest Service should provide annual updates 
on the status and maintenance of the Tahoe National Forest Transportation System. 

Response: The TNF publishes a “Forest Facts and Figures” report annually. Part of this report 
includes general data on road and trail work, such as miles of road decommissioned, as well as 
updated road and trail total mileages.  

Commenter: 06725 

3.08-10 Tracking unclassified roads: The Forest Service should document and record 
unauthorized roads in INFRA and the transportation atlas. 

Response: All of the unauthorized routes are contained in the travel management project database, 
and were fully analyzed and considered for additions to the NFTS. The INFRA database is updated 
on a continual basis.  

Commenter: 06730 

3.08-11 Motor vehicle use map: Routes scheduled to be closed should not appear as existing 
system roads and trails on the motor vehicle use map (MVUM).  

Response: The MVUM map will not display closed roads (including roads for which a closure 
decision has been made). We appreciate the public’s help in identifying data and mapping errors. 
Such errors can be corrected in subsequent Motor Vehicle Use Maps, since the map will be produced 
annually. 

Commenter: 06716 

3.08-12 Signing: The Forest Service should appropriately sign roads and trails designated for 
motorized use on the motor vehicle use map.  

Response: Road and trail signing is scheduled to be accomplished over the next 3 to 5 years as 
funding permits. 

Commenter: 06248, FA 

Section 3.09: Inventoried Roadless Areas and Special Areas  
3.09-1 Roadless (General comments): The Forest Service should remove existing motorized 
routes from Inventoried Roadless Areas where there is not a clear and compelling management 
justification for their existence. Additions of motorized trails to the NFTS should be prohibited in 
Inventoried Roadless Areas to protect intact headwater areas, wildlife values, and recreation 
opportunities. 
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Existing NFTS roads and motorized trails as well as motorized trail additions to the NFTS should be 
allowed in Inventoried Roadless Areas. The DEIS fails to show that inclusion of these routes in the 
NFTS would have adverse effects on the pristine qualities afforded by roadless areas. 

Respondents both supported and did not support OHV use in roadless areas. They stated many 
trails have been in the roadless areas historically, and use predated roadless rules. Commenters 
were concerned that when the document said no roads were added to roadless, readers would 
understand that to mean no trails, as well. 

Response: Closure of existing NFTS roads and trails is beyond the scope of this decision.  

The Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR Part 294, Subpart B – protection of Inventoried Roadless 
Areas, 294.11) describes nine roadless area characteristics. Roadless area characteristics are 
described as “resources or features that are often present in and characterize Inventoried Roadless 
Areas”: 

1. high quality or undisturbed soil, water, and air; 
2. sources of public drinking water; 
3. diversity of plant and animal communities; 
4. habitat for threatened and endangered, proposed, candidate and sensitive species for these 

species dependent on large, undisturbed areas of land; 
5. primitive, semi-primitive non-motorized, and semi-primitive motorized classes of dispersed 

recreation; 
6. reference landscapes; 
7. natural appearing landscapes with high scenic quality; 
8. traditional cultural properties and sacred sites; and  
9. other locally identified unique characteristics – solitude. 

Each motorized trail considered for addition to the NFTS was evaluated individually and collectively 
for its impact on the above roadless area characteristics. Alternative 1 (the No Action Alternative) 
does not prohibit cross country travel and allows motorized use to continue on unauthorized routes 
within Inventoried Roadless Areas. All of the action alternatives improve the roadless area 
characteristics by prohibiting cross country travel and reducing the miles available for motorized use 
in Inventoried Roadless Areas.  

Of the action alternatives, Alternatives 2 and 5 do not specifically use impacts to roadless area 
character as criteria for adding routes to the NFTS. Alternative 7 would have a slight negative impact 
to roadless area character. Alternatives 3 and 4 do not add any routes in Inventoried Roadless Areas 
to the NFTS. Alternative 6 (the Preferred Alternative) does not add any routes to the NFTS that have 
significant impacts individually or collectively on any of the roadless area character criteria.  

The Preferred Alternative adds existing unauthorized trails to the NFTS in specific Inventoried 
Roadless Areas as described in Chapter 3.09 (Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas) of the 
FEIS. All of these road additions are short spurs, averaging 100 feet in length, and come off existing 
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authorized roads to access existing dispersed recreation sites.The roadless area character of each 
Inventoried Roadless Area is described in Chapter 3.09 of the FEIS. 

Commenters: 00016, 00028, 00058, 00478, 00595, 01363, 01859, 01864, 02185, 02805, 04572, 
06248, 06439, 06446, 06447, 06554, 06668, 06702, 06715, 06717, 06721, 06750, 06752, 06753, 
06787 

3.09-2 Roadless (State of California): The State of California has filed a massive lawsuit against 
four national forests in Southern California. The Forest Service should ensure that the State will not 
sue them over this decision as in Southern California.  

California SB742 makes it clear that the State of California believes that no new roads or trails 
should be approved in Inventoried Roadless Areas, since it will not support their maintenance. 

Response: The Forest Service has briefed the State of California regarding proposed actions in 
Inventoried Roadless Areas. The State has provided no indication of any intent to file a lawsuit at 
this time. 

California SB742 pertains to state funding for off-highway vehicles through the grant process 
(“green sticker dollars”). The Forest Service is responsible for the operation and maintenance of 
NFTS roads and trails, including those in roadless areas. SB742 prohibits using grant monies for the 
operation and maintenance of any NFTS routes designated in Inventoried Roadless Areas after 
January 1, 2009. The Forest Service will comply with that stipulation for the expenditure of any 
grant monies. The context of the lawsuit being referenced by the commenters is in regards to 
roadless area direction found in revised forest plans, not travel management documents.  

Commenters: 06248, 06812, S0023 

3.09-3 Research Natural Areas (Road closure/decommissioning): The Forest Service should 
close and decommission roads and trails in Research Natural Areas unless overriding safety issues 
are involved.  

Response: Closure and/or decommissioning of system roads and trails, including those within 
RNAs, is outside of the scope of this decision. However, there are no proposed road or trail additions 
to the NFTS located within RNAs. Unauthorized routes that exist within RNAs would revegetate 
naturally.  

Commenter: 06248 

3.09-4 Research Natural Areas (Route additions): The Forest Service should not add motorized 
routes to the NFTS in Research Natural Areas. 

Response: The Preferred Alternative does not propose the addition of any motorized routes to the 
NFTS within RNAs.  

Commenter: 06750 
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3.09-5 SNEP designated Late Successional Old Growth (LSOG): The Forest Service should 
consider closing roads and trails in SNEP designated LSOG rank 4 or 5 habitats. 

Response: The Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP) Late Successional Old Growth (LSOG) 4 
and 5 maps represent landscape scale maps of old forests developed for policy analysis. These 
landscape polygons were delineated based on changes in the mosaic (types and mixtures) of patch 
types. Local resource experts delineated the polygons using aerial photography, field data, and 
satellite maps. 

The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA 2004) utilized the SNEP LSOG 4 and 5 in the 
designation of Old Forest Emphasis Areas (OFEA) land allocations. The standards and guidelines for 
the OFEA land allocations in the SNFPA 2004 do not include and standards and guidelines regarding 
motor vehicles. The “Desired Conditions” in the SNFPA 2004 for Old Forest Emphasis Areas are 
limited to forest structure and stand composition. There are no desired conditions related to motor 
vehicle use. The “Management Intent” and “Management Objectives” contained in the SNPA 2004 
are similarly only related to stand conditions and fuel treatments. They contain no direction related to 
motor vehicle use. 

The effects on Old Forest Emphasis Areas from the alternatives are described in Chapter 3.03 
(Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) of the FEIS. All of the action alternatives reduce the amount of 
motor vehicle use with OFEAs and reduce habitat fragmentation. 

Commenters: 06248, 06734 

3.09-6 Road closures in or near Special Interest Areas: The Forest Service should close roads 
and trails in or near special interest areas including scenic, geological, botanical, zoological, 
paleontological, and historical areas. 

Response: Closure of existing NFTS roads and trails, including those located within Special Interest 
Areas, is outside the scope of this decision. Effects of the alternatives on Special Interest Areas are 
described in Chapter 3.09 (Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas) of the FEIS. Roads and 
trails located near Special Areas provide important access to the unique features found within Special 
Areas. For example, the picnic area and road near Placer County Big Tree Grove Botanical Area 
provides access to the northern most grove of giant sequoia. The TNF LRMP has already determined 
that it is appropriate to foster public use and enjoyment of these areas (TNF LRMP Appendix C of 
the FEIS).  

Commenters: 06248, 06750 

3.09-7 Changes in Roadless Area Information: In the Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRA), there are 
changes in the acres between the DEIS and the SDEIS. There are also discrepancies with the 
mileage tables for the IRAs. The assertions made in the SDEIS are not all correct. All the routes in 
each IRA should be listed in the text and shown on maps. 
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Response: The DEIS had the original numbers from the 1990 Tahoe National Forest Land and 
Resource Management Plan. The new numbers in the SDEIS are based on the changes in the land 
status that has been updated and is therefore more accurate. The routes considered to be added are 
listed in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) and most are discussed 
briefly in Chapter 3.09 (Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas) by each special area. The 
tracking of changes between DEIS and SDEIS for each resource would have complicated the 
readability and added to the volume of this document. While the change between the DEIS and the 
SDEIS was not easily tracked for the public, it was not the change but the analysis of the overall 
impact to each IRA that was considered. The maps of the IRAs were not added to the SDEIS or FEIS 
to keep down the length of the document. The maps can be viewed in the DEIS and are part of the 
project record. 

Commenter: S0055, S0066 

3.09-8 Citizen Inventoried Roadless Area Maps: The addition of Citizen Inventoried Roadless 
Area Maps to the document would have made the document better understood. 

Response:  The maps of the Citizens Inventoried Roadless Areas were not added to the FEIS to keep 
down the length of the document. Those maps are included in our GIS database and are available as 
part of the project record. 

Commenter: S0055 

3.09-9 Resource Effects Analysis within Inventoried Roadless Areas: The environmental 
consequences on various resources within the roadless areas were not analyzed for this project.  

The effects on resources do not change based on a land-use allocation. For example, erosion could 
still occur if the road is in an Inventoried Roadless Area or not. The effects of erosion were addressed 
for the specific roads and for the overall effect on the watershed (Section 3.02 Wathershed 
Resources: Geology, Soil, Hydrology) of the FEIS. While it is true that a watershed would have less 
sediment delivery to the creek in a lightly roaded area, this is not always the case so watersheds are 
not broken out by land-use allocation. The larger blocks of old-forest habitat for wildlife and plants 
were addressed in the specific sections (3.03 Terrestrial and Aquatic Species and 3.06 Plant 
Communities of the FEIS) wherever those blocks occurred. The other resources that may be affected 
by the proposed actions occurring in the Inventoried Roadless Areas are addressed under that 
specific resource. In addition, the roads that were added to the Inventoried Roadless Areas are listed 
in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) of the FEIS and the resource 
effects are listed as needed. 

Commenter: S0055 

3.09-10 Citizen Inventoried Roadless Areas The analysis of Citizen Inventoried Roadless Areas  
is violation of the 1984 California Wilderness Act where Congress specifically prohibited the Forest 
Service from any further “roadless area review and evaluation of National Forest System lands in the 



Motorized Travel Management Final Environmental Impact Statement – September 2010 
Appendix N: Responses to Comments  

Tahoe National Forest – N-145 

State of California for the purpose of determining their suitability for inclusion in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System.” Without Congress’ express consent. 

Response: The analysis of Citizen Inventoried Roadless Areas (CIRAs) was included in the analysis 
because CIRAs were identified by commenters as areas of the forest that are important to them as 
potential future wilderness areas. The analysis of CIRAs or any other area that meets the statutory 
definition of wilderness is not a violation of the 1984 California Wilderness Act, because that law has 
been superseded by subsequent legislation and planning direction. Forest Service Handbook 
1909.12, Chapter 70, describes the process for identifying and evaluating potential wilderness in the 
National Forest System. Based on the inventory criteria found in FSH 1909.12. 71.1, the CIRAs and 
Inventoried Roadless Areas discussed in FEIS qualify for potential wilderness inventory in the next 
forest planning process on the Tahoe National Forest.  

Commenter: S0008, S0023 

3.09-11 Roadless Area Management Direction The SDEIS suggests that roadless characteristics 
would be affected if the current travel situation were to remain the same in areas near Downieville. 
Please remove this and all other references that suggest IRA's need to be, should be or is preferred 
to be, managed by special characteristics other than multiple use. The roadless characteristics 
would not be affected since these areas were designated by Congress for multiple use. The 
document seems to have redefined “roadless” characteristics by insinuating that roadless is “without 
roads” rather than “no new roads”.  

Response: The 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule (RACR) has been used as the legislation 
guiding Forest Service roadless area direction in the FEIS. The roadless area values and 
characteristics as identified in the 2001 RACR serve as the foundation of the FEIS analysis of 
Inventoried Roadless Areas. 

Commenter: S0008 

Section 3.10: Adjacent Ownerships and Permitted Activities  
3.10-1 Motorized access for mining: The DEIS fails to disclose how proposed road closures would 
harm existing mining claimants within the Tahoe National Forest. The DEIS does not present any 
management tool to allow mineral exploration as a means to accommodate the “free and open” 
mandate of the Mining Law. 

Response: If a mining claim has an approved Plan of Operation, access is approved and granted 
through that Plan, including the use of roads or trails closed for other uses, if needed. As for 
exploration, access is restricted to those roads granted to the rest of the public, but if resources are 
located and a Plan of Operation is filed and approved, access is governed through that plan. If public 
access is proven to impact mining operations, this may be addressed in the Plan of Operations and 
could include road or trail closure for public access. 
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Commenters: 00037, 00566, 02936, 06242, 06477, 06511, 06593, 06670, 06685, 06792, 06794, 
06795, S0006, S0007, S0009 

3.10-2 Impacts to private landowners: The Forest Service should consider impacts to private 
lands within the Tahoe National Forest boundary.  

Response: An analysis of the impacts to private landowners from implementing the various 
alternatives is displayed in Chapter 3.10 (Adjacent Ownerships) of the FEIS. 

When NF road/trail management objectives differ from private land management objectives there is 
potential for conflicts. Generally these private land interface areas arise where the private land 
owners have different perceptions about how NFS roads/trails adjacent or near their property should 
be managed. The effects to private landowners were analyzed by considering the amount of motor 
vehicle use within ¼ mile of private land. 

All of the action alternatives reduce the number of miles of roads/trails open to public motor vehicle 
use within ¼ mile of private land. In addition, all of the action alternatives also prohibit cross 
country travel on NFS lands. Both of these actions are expected to reduce the proliferation of 
additional unauthorized routes on NFS lands adjacent to private land and reduce any adverse effects 
associated with motor vehicle use on private landowners. 

No roads or trails are proposed for addition to the NFTS on private land where the Forest Service 
does not have a valid right-of-way. For any additions to the NFTS on National Forest System lands 
requiring access across private land to reach them, mitigation measures are specified in Appendix A 
(Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) of the FEIS requiring permission to first be 
obtained from the private landowner to grant public access across their lands. Once this permission is 
obtained, the portion of the road/trail on NFS lands would be added to the NFTS motorized 
recreation opportunities and put on the Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM.) Prior to the permission 
being obtained, public use of the portion of these roads/trails on NFS lands would be prohibited. If 
the landowner is unwilling to give permission for public access, these roads/trails would not be 
added to the NFTS motorized recreation opportunities and public use would be prohibited. 

Commenters: 00010, 00019, 00281, 02559, 02968, 06378, 06424, 06608 

3.10-3 Right-of-ways: The DEIS maps show existing NFTS roads and trails on private lands for 
which the Forest Service does not have a valid right-of-way.  

Response: Between the DEIS and SDEIS a comprehensive review of the existing NFTS was 
conducted for each road and trail to determine if the Forest Service had a valid right-of-way. Any 
route which crossed private land for which the Forest Service did not have a valid right-of-way was 
removed from the NFTS and the alternatives. A total of 124.5 miles were removed from the NFTS on 
private land where the Forest did not have a valid right-of-way. This information was carried forward 
in the FEIS. 

Commenters: 00021, 05634, 06252, 06424, 06805, S0021, S0038, S0057 
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3.10-4 Impacts to PG&E and SPI lands: The Forest Service needs to consider the impacts from 
management of the NFTS routes on lands owned by Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) and Sierra 
Pacific Industry (SPI). Any additions to the NFTS also need to consider impacts to PG&E and SPI 
owned lands. 

Response: Management (including signage) of NFTS roads and trails on lands owned by PG&E and 
SPI will be conducted in same manner as routes on NFS lands. Between the DEIS and SDEIS a 
comprehensive review of right-of-ways was conducted. This information was carried forward in the 
FEIS. No routes on private lands without a valid right-of-way will be added or shown on the Motor 
Vehicle Use Map (MVUM). Management of private roads on private lands is the responsibility of the 
land owner. 

Commenters: 00021, 06424 

3.10-5 SPI policy on motorized public use: The claim “SPI has stated that they are opposed to 
public OHV use on their lands” is unsubstantiated and must be struck from the document.” 

Response: In their comment letter on the DEIS SPI stated; “Of great concern to SPI are many of the 
route designations and how public access to the routes will adversely affect our ability to control 
access to our private roads and land base. Many examples already exist of trespass and 
unauthorized use creating damage to SPI roads, plantations, meadows, riparian zones, 
archaeological sites, highly erosive soils and sensitive plant and wildlife areas. It appears no attempt 
was made to check the validity, logic or usefulness of the designated routes or how many of these 
routes will negatively affect TNF neighbors. Some examples of these inadequacies are: 

• Many route designations stop at the entrance of blocks of SPI property but the road system 
continues into SPI property as an SPI private road. The designation leaves SPI’s roads and 
property wide open to OHV trespass. 

• Many route designations pass through large blocks of SPI property leaving our private spur roads 
wide open to OHV trespass.” 

In addition, in their brochure “Sierra Pacific Industries – Forest Use Guidelines” the following 
recreational day use activities are allowed on their private land: Hiking, Mountain Biking, Hunting, 
Fishing, Horseback Riding, Birding, Special Group permitted uses. The following recreational 
activities are listed as not allowed: campfires and overnight camping, any illegal activity, off-road 
use of motor vehicles, and trail building. The brochure also states under “Access” that “Access 
methods include walk-in, bicycle, or horseback. In some areas, motor vehicles are allowed but only 
on established roads. 

Based on this information the Forest Service decided not to propose any additions to the NFTS 
which required access through SPI property for which the Forest Service did not have a valid right-
of-way. 

Commenter: 02559, 06424 
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3.10-6 Access by private landowners: The Forest Service should grant access to private property 
owners to access to their lands, even under seasonal closures. 

Response: Road Use permits will be granted to all private property owners needing access over 
unauthorized routes needed to access their property. Road use permits will also be granted to private 
property owners to access their lands on roads subject to seasonal closures for the public. 

Commenters: 00021, 04541, 06475, 06715, 06780  

3.10-7 Show routes crossing private land: The Forest Service showed routes leading to private 
property, traversing private property, and exiting private property. A large number of roads were 
created with Federal funds to access Federal land beyond the private property boundaries. By 
omitting these roads and allowing the private property owners to close the access roads, they are 
now the only ones that have access to the Federal lands beyond their property and the roads 
previously built by Federal funds. This deprives the public from accessing those federally funded 
road and public lands beyond the private property boundaries.  

The Forest Service should pursue obtaining right-of-ways across private land. 

Response: The Forest Service has no legal authority to add roads or trails to the NFTS across private 
land without a valid right-of-way. 

Existing NFTS roads isolated behind private land on which there is no valid right-of way, will still be 
shown on the Motor Vehicle Use Map. The public will be allowed to continue to use these roads and 
trails provided access to them through the private property is not prohibited by the private land 
owner. Any proposed additions to the NFTS which cross private land include a mitigation measure in 
Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) of the FEIS that permission for 
public access must first be obtained from the private landowner prior to opening the portion of the 
route on NFS land. 

Prescriptive easements may be pursued by any private individuals with the private land owners to 
gain access across their land. 

The TNF routinely works with private land owners who have lands adjacent to NFS lands and/or 
within the Forest boundary. The TNF will continue to work with private land owners regarding 
obtaining right-of-ways across private land. 

Commenters: 00021, 00028, 00032, 00604, 00612, 00658, 00661, 00666, 01112, 02580, 02936, 
02956, 02968, 05283, 06204, 06248, 06274, 06382, 06397, 06608, 06704, 06732, 06748, 06752, FC 

3.10-8 Regulatory actions on private lands (SPI): SPI is subject to the regulatory actions by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board for sedimentation emanating from TNF controlled roads 
crossing SPI land. Other than mutually agreed to historically gated systems, SPI has no control over 
the timing or extent of the public use of these roads. The Regional Board views any actual or 
potential impact to water quality to be the responsibility of the landowner, regardless of who controls 
the road. 
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Response: NFTS roads crossing private land, including SPI land, will be maintained to meet 
Regional Water Quality Control Board water quality standards for sedimentation. This includes roads 
with changed maintenance levels from “Maintained for passenger cars” to “Maintained for high 
clearance vehicles.” 

Commenter: 06424 

3.10-9 Analysis of private lands: The DEIS states that it does not include any private or other 
Federal lands in the planning area for alternatives. There should be no further discussion of private 
lands. 

Response: Roads or trails to or through private lands affect National Forest System lands, although 
the Forest Service does not have the legal authority to designate roads or trails on privately owned 
lands without first obtaining an easement. Thus, the effects of these roads are discussed in the 
document so that an informed decision can be made, especially about the cumulative effects of all 
roads and trails within the Tahoe NF.  

Commenter: 02559 

Section 3.11: Society, Culture and Economy  
3.11-1 Economic effects (Motor vehicle use): The Forest Service should adequately account for 
the economic benefits generated by motor vehicle use. Reducing motorized recreation opportunities 
will affect local business in this already ailing economy and force some to close. 

The Forest Service should consider the loss of recreational and seasonal income the proposed 
seasonal restrictions will have on the local population that requires this income to survive. In a time 
when we are all struggling to make ends meet, losing four months of income will likely be the end of 
the majority of the businesses in this area. 

Business owners will be adversely impacted by the enforcement of the current designation of 
Highway Legal Vehicles only. 

Response: The employment and income derived in local communities from motor vehicle use on the 
National Forest is displayed in Chapter 3.11 (Society, Culture & Economy) of the FEIS. 

Predictions about changes in recreational use and associated employment and income that may occur 
on the Forest are difficult to make and would be highly speculative. The Forest Service believes that 
under all action alternatives, levels of use would be relatively static although the use patterns may 
change. For example, even though the overall number of available roads and trails is reduced in all of 
the action alternatives, the same levels of use would simply become more concentrated in those 
available areas. However, motor vehicle use is already concentrated in many areas of the Forest at 
this time, so this effect may not be realized either during implementation; but, at some point some 
users would no longer attain the experience they desire and would likely seek other areas off-forest. 
The point at which this would occur is speculative. 
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Seasonal closures on native surface (dirt) Maintenance Level 2 roads and system trails in the 
Preferred Alternative are likely to have some level of impact to the local economy. Any potential 
effects would likely impact gas stations, convenience stores, and other retail stores in local 
communities. To mitigate these effects, the Preferred Alternative shortened the wet weather seasonal 
restrictions on the west side of the Forest by one month to provide additional OHV opportunities. In 
addition the Fordyce Jeep trail was opened to over-the-snow travel once snow depths reach 15 
inches. In addition, most ML 3-5 roads are open to wheeled over-the-snow travel year-round. 

Commenters: 00026, 00033, 00066, 00067, 00068, 00473, 00476, 00481, 00558, 00559, 00560, 
00601, 00607, 00615, 00616, 00619, 00622, 00637, 00645, 00651, 00660, 00671, 00684, 00685, 
00686, 00714, 00727, 00741, 00749, 00760, 00784, 00792, 01371, 01382, 01563, 01603, 01781, 
02509, 02539, 02542, 02553, 02952, 02966, 04540, 04543, 04557, 04560, 04571, 05270, 05289, 
05306, 05636, 06036, 06303, 06373, 06378, 06455, 06480, 06502, 06556, 06572, 06573, 06575, 
06578, 06580, 06583, 06605, 06710, 06715, 06733, 06744, 06799, 06811, FC, FG, S0008, S0011 

3.11-2 Economic effects (Non-motorized use): My hiking groups – about 20 participants per hike 
– 30 times a year support the local Auburn, Foresthill and Soda Springs’ business communities. 
They buy gas, food, drinks, frequently stay for dinner etc. They will not want to be hiking on trails 
overrun with noisy, smelly, and dangerous vehicles. 

Response: The employment and income derived in local communities from non-motorized 
recreation use on the National Forest is displayed in Chapter 3.11 (Society, Culture & Economy) of 
the FEIS. 

Predictions about changes in recreational use and associated employment and income that may occur 
on the Forest are difficult to make and would be highly speculative. The Forest Service believes that 
under all action alternatives, levels of non-motorized recreation use would increase by the same 
amount in all alternatives, although the use patterns may change. For example, even though the 
overall number of non-motorized opportunities is increased in all of the action alternatives, the same 
levels of use would simply become more dispersed in those available areas. At some point some 
users would no longer attain the experience they desire and would likely seek other areas off-forest. 
The point at which this would occur is speculative. 

Commenter: 00823 

3.11-3 Social Values of Non-Motorized Users: The Forest Service should consider the impact on 
the non-motorized recreationists including their lifestyles attitudes, beliefs and values. Some 
examples of these perceived effects are: 

“Aggressive gasoline motor powered outdoor activities that pollute the air and noise pollution can 
find their “recreational” activities on a reclaimed landfill or quarry area. They do not need to further 
damage the environment. Have them change over to electric power (solar, etc.) and put speed limits 
on the outdoor activities so as to minimize the negative effects of their presence. Our national parks 
and wildlands are too precious a resource to allow such mindless activities; there is no appreciation 
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of those outdoors when such participants zoom through them disturbing the wildlife and the very 
environment that may never recover from the abuse.” 

“The forest is the home for the bears, coyotes, hawks, mountain lions, birds, trees, plants. What right 
do we have to drive all over someone’s home? That would be like someone driving an ATV into your 
bedroom. Weird! And not very thoughtful.” 

“Historically, our National Forests were created in large part for Americans to be able to seek 
solitude – and quietude – in peaceful surroundings. The contempt for nature – that we seek to 
preserve – displayed by you and this “administration” knows no bounds.” 

Response: A social impact assessment has been included in Chapter 3.11 (Society, Culture & 
Economy) of the FEIS. It includes an analysis of impacts of the alternatives on social groups’ 
lifestyles, attitudes, beliefs and values. Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual Resources) describes the 
effects of noise on recreationists. Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) describes the effects 
of noise on terrestrial species. 

Commenters: 00019, 00036, 00040, 00063, 00064, 00076, 00087, 00091, 00095, 00121, 00474, 
00581, 00593, 00790, 00822, 00923, 01058, 01105, 01384, 01867, 01869, 02154, 02185, 02267, 
02326, 02801, 02805, 03014, 03030, 03161, 03360, 03541, 04556, 04563, 05271, 05450, 05591, 
05647, 06266, 06614, 06668, 06677, 06749, 06753 

3.11-4 Social Values of Motorized Users: The SDEIS provides no social description of the 
activities under discussion. A description of the social benefits of the motor recreation activities 
would correct this omission. 

The Forest Service should consider the impact on the non-motorized recreationists including their 
lifestyles attitudes, beliefs and values. Some examples of these perceived effects are: 

• “Riding dirt bikes is not only a hobby, but a lifestyle” 
• “I can only imagine a world where one day I’m telling my grandchildren about all the fun that 

their grandfather and great-grandfather had in the backcountry. But they and their father will 
never be able to experience the great outdoors.” 

• “Both them and myself learning not only the actual construction of these Jeeps but more 
importantly the strengthening of our relationships. I feel that four wheeling, motorcycle riding 
and camping has made my relationship with my boys irreplaceable.” 

• “I ask you keep California recreational trails open for my grandsons and many other fine 
young men to use and enjoy. Rather than choosing drugs, alcohol or other abusive choices a 
better alternative is the out-of-door entertainment.”  

Response: A social impact assessment has been included in Chapter 3.11 (Society, Culture & 
Economy) of the FEIS. It includes an analysis of impacts of the alternatives on social groups’ 
lifestyles, attitudes, beliefs and values. Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual Resources) describes the 
effects on motorized recreation opportunities.  
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Commenters: 00012, 00092, 00439, 00445, 00575, 00578, 00593, 00593, 00596, 00614, 00650, 
00651, 00664, 00698, 00701, 00744, 00758, 00783, 01251, 01416, 01429, 01436, 01470, 01587, 
01624, 01650, 01677, 01679, 01680, 01735, 01747, 01778, 01823, 01834, 01839, 01849, 04538, 
04567, 05632, 05651, 06303, 06305, 06477, 06502, 06577, 06580, 06606, 06621, 06625, 06672, 
06710, 06718, 06730, 06749, 06758, 06761, 06776, 06790, 06808, S0006, S0007, S0008, S0021, 
S0036. 

3.11-5 Fuel Wood Opportunities: The road closures will force the fuel-wood cutting community into 
a very confined area and in some cases, these confined areas will be cleaned out and may not allow 
all of the local residents to complete their fuel wood gathering.” 

Response: The effects on fuelwood gathering opportunities are displayed in Chapter 3.11 (Society, 
Culture & Economy). The Preferred Alternative was modified between the DEIS and SDEIS to 
provide additional opportunities for fuelwood gathering by increasing the amount of total roads 
available for motorized use and shortening the wet weather seasonal restrictions on the westside of 
the Forest by one month. This information was carried forward in the FEIS. 

Commenters: 00580, 06715, S0007 

3.11-6 Effects to American Indians: There is nothing quantifiable in regards to access for 
American Indian Rights and Interests 

Response: The effects of implementing the alternatives to American Indian rights are analyzed in 
Chapter 3.11 (Society, Culture & Economy) of the FEIS. Concerns were raised by American Indians 
and tribal representatives that this proposal would unduly restrict access to sacred sites or traditional 
gathering areas that are accessed via motorized cross country travel, including unauthorized routes. 
Elderly or infirm tribal members may be prevented from participating in tribal activities if motor 
vehicle access is denied. Such access has been traditionally granted as long as resource damage can 
be prevented. Motor vehicle use that is specifically authorized under a written authorization issued 
under Federal law or regulations is exempt from route designations (36 CFR 212.51 (8)). Therefore, 
motor vehicle access to sacred sites or gathering areas may be authorized by the Forest Service and 
will not be affected by this proposal.  

Commenter: 06715 

3.11-7 American with Disabilities Act and elderly impacts: As more and more roads and trails 
are closed the handicapped and elderly are once again pushed aside.  

Response: The Preferred Alternative includes those additions to the NFTS that were identified as 
being of special importance to the elderly and disabled. These additions include ARM-3r (family 
oriented ATV/motorcycle), YRS-B5 (low difficulty motorcycle), TKN-J5 (4wd access to views along 
Sierra crest), access to the shoreline at Boca, Prosser and Stampede Reservoirs, and numerous routes 
accessing dispersed recreation sites. In addition, more than 83% of the TNF would be within ½ mile 
of a motorized road or trail in the Preferred Alternative. 
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The Rehabilitation Act of 1973, which was amended by the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, 
set the direction that no person with a disability can be denied participation in a Federal program that 
is available to all other people solely because of their disability. This Travel Management project is 
designed to provide reasonable access for public wheeled motor vehicles and the decision to be made 
would apply to all Forest visitors. As stated in the preamble to the National Travel Management 
regulations, there is no requirement to allow people with disabilities to use motor vehicles on roads 
or trails otherwise closed to motor vehicles since such an exemption could fundamentally change the 
Travel Management program (Fed Reg V.70, No. 216, p 68285). The analysis of effects in Chapter 
3.11 (Society, Culture & Economy) of the FEIS display the impacts of restricting public motor 
vehicle access, including access by people with disabilities, so that the Forest Supervisor can make 
an informed decision. The effects analysis does recognize that those alternatives with greater 
restrictions on public wheeled motor vehicle use of roads and trails impact persons with disabilities 
to a greater extent than those alternatives with fewer restrictions, particularly for those routes which 
provide access to recreation opportunities such as dispersed camping, streamside access, etc. 
Restrictions on motor vehicle use that are applied consistently to everyone are not discriminatory. 
Generally, granting an exemption from designation for people with disabilities would not be 
consistent with the resource protection and other management objectives of designation decisions 
and would fundamentally alter the nature of the Forest Service‘s travel management program. 

The analysis in the FEIS recognizes that access to certain routes will be restricted by this project, and 
that access will apply to all public wheeled motor vehicles. An exception is for the use of a 
wheelchair that meets the legal definition, which may be used wherever foot travel is permitted. A 
wheelchair is defined as a device designed solely for the use by a mobility impaired person for 
locomotion, which is suitable for use in an indoor pedestrian area (ADA Title V Section 507c and 
Forest Service Manual 2353.05). 

Commenters: 00089, 00090, 00580, 00631, 00748, 01724, 01755, 01837, 01840, 02158, 04569, 
06427, 06460, 06556, 06779, S0037 

3.11-8 Analyze Effects on Human Environment: The effects on humans were not addressed. 

Response: The effects on humans are fully analyzed in Chapter 3.01 (Air Quality), 3.04 (Fire and 
Fuels), Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual), 3.08 (Transportation), 3.09 (Inventoried Roadless and 
Special Areas) 3.10 (Adjacent Ownerships) and 3.11 (Society, Culture & Economy) of the FEIS.  

Commenters: S0006, S0007, S0008 

Section 4.0: Public Involvement  
4.00-1 Extend DEIS comment period. The Forest Service should extend the public comment 
period on the DEIS.  
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Response: Agency regulations provide for a minimum comment period of 45 days. Recognizing the 
complexity of the documents, the TNF first extended the DEIS comment period for an additional 15 
days, and then another month for a comment period totaling 3 months. 

Commenters: 00795, 00796, 00800, 00825, 01379, 01381, 01382, 01459, 01769, 01862, 02546, 
02939, 02941, 02942, 02943, 02944, 02945, 02946, 02947, 02948, 02949, 02950, 02951, 02952, 
02953, 02954, 02958, 02959, 02965, 02966, 05525, 05620, 05658, 06421, 06480, 06593, 06704, 
06740, 06779, 06796, 06797, 06812, FC  

4.00-2 Individual responses: Comments and concerns should be addressed in the formal 
document as well as in a written response to individuals. 

Response: All substantive comments have been responded to in the FEIS. Each letter received was 
assigned a unique number, so the individual can see the responses to their comments. Over 7,000 
public comment letters were received on the DEIS and SDEIS. All of these comment letters were 
considered by the Forest Service. The process the Forest Service used to consider these comment 
letters is described in Chapter 4 (Consultation and Coordination) and Appendix N (Responses to 
Comments) of the FEIS. Consideration of these public comments was not limited by the background 
information in the Purpose and Need. 

Commenters: 00795 

4.00-3 Additional public meetings: Additional public meetings were requested in Foresthill and the 
Bay Area. 

Response: The FS held public meetings to assist the public in reviewing the DEIS. Four of the 
meetings composed of both an open house in the afternoon and a more formal meeting in the evening 
were scheduled for this purpose: one in Nevada City, (Nevada County) on October 1; Sierraville 
(Sierra County) on October 3, Truckee (Nevada County) on October 7; and in Auburn (Placer 
County) on October 9, 2008. The decision was made to hold the meeting in Auburn instead of 
Foresthill to reach audiences in Foresthill, Auburn, and Sacramento. After many phone calls and 
contacts from the OHV community requesting a meeting in the Bay Area, the FS provided a 
presentation at a meeting in Pleasant Hill. 

Commenters: 01382, 01862, 02966, 02967 

4.00-4 Automatic e-mail response: Please have an automated response so the public has a 
“receipt” and can tell if their comments have been received. 

Response: The FS has implemented this suggestion by establishing an automated return receipt for 
incoming e-mail comments on this project.  

Commenters: 01380, 02970, 02979 

4.00-5 ID Numbers for unauthorized routes: All of the unauthorized routes on the No Action 
Alternative should have had ID Numbers on the maps for the public to provide site specific 
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comments. Respondents also commented that maps were hard to use to identify roads with which 
they had concerns. In addition, Appendix A should include all unauthorized routes. 

Response: Placing identification (ID) numbers on all of unauthorized routes would have made the 
maps illegible due to large amount of ID numbers on the maps. If the public wished to comment on a 
specific route, they were encouraged to simply circle it on a map and submit their comments. 

Comments about individual routes were submitted by a number of methods. Methods included: 
identifying routes by number, by description of location within a grid coordinate printed on each 
map, highlighting routes on copies of portions of maps, and by personal contact at the public 
meetings or at TNF offices.  

Appendix A includes all the roads proposed for addition to the system in the action alternatives. 
Appendix A is used to track the resource information, mitigation measures, and monitoring 
requirements needed if one of the action alternatives is chosen. The unauthorized routes not included 
in Appendix A are listed in the project record along with the rationale for not including those routes 
in the action alternatives. 

Commenters: 00580, 02945, 02559, 05628, 06384, 06448, 06704, 06752, 06760, FA, S0005, 
S0023, S0066 

4.00-6 Public notification: Several different groups (mining council members, Ruby Development 
Company, private landowners, etc) or individuals should have been notified about this project by the 
Forest Service. 

Response: Information was released broadly over a 6-year period. News releases were sent out with 
corresponding articles in a variety of newspapers, websites, and radio stations announcing this 
process and how the public could be involved in 2004 through 2010. Public meetings were held and 
presentations were given throughout this process again inviting anyone that might be interested in 
participating. Public meetings took place in Downieville, Sierraville, Truckee, Nevada City, Grass 
Valley, Foresthill, Auburn, and Pleasant Hill from 2004-2010. E-mail notifications were sent out and 
e-mail lists expanded as more and more individuals expressed interest in this process. The DEIS 
announcements were sent to the e-mail list containing over 5,000 e-mail addresses as well as hard 
mail addresses. Meetings were held with a variety of groups at their request. The Forest website and 
many interest group websites contained the information. Information was posted at a variety of 
campgrounds and trailheads on the bulletin boards provided.  

Miners with a legitimate plan of operation will be able to continue to use the roads identified in their 
plan of operation. Private land owners will also continue to be able to access their property as will 
others that have a special use permit that allows access.  

Commenters: 00795, 06593, 06779, 06794 
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4.00-7 Requests for additional materials: Several requests were received for additional 
documents or information including current Forest Orders that would affect seasonal closures and a 
listing of the “unauthorized routes” excluded from all alternatives. 

Response: The FS worked hard to respond to any and all requests for documents, special maps, 
additional information, etc. and sent out a considerable amount of material. We apologize if we 
missed some of the requests or what we sent out did not meet the specific needs of the requesters. A 
copy of the current Forest Orders was available in the project record and sent to several members of 
the public. The list of unauthorized routes which were recommended but not included in any 
alternative is in the project record.  

Commenters: 06533, 06760 

4.00-8 Extend the SDEIS comment period: There is too much information to review in 45 days.  

Response: Since the SDEIS included limited changes from the DEIS, the Forest Service made the 
decision to not extend the comment period. 

Commenter: S0042 

4.00-9 Limited public participation in Proposed Action development The Forest Service utilized 
only a limited number of the public to participate in developing the Proposed Action relative to the 
total number of forest visitors. 

Response: It is unclear what the commenter is referring to, however, the meetings held in 2006 to 
identify routes that the public would like the Forest Service to consider in the Proposed Action were 
open public meetings. They were advertised in the media, in a Forest e-mail update to several 
thousand recipients, and on the Forest website. Several hundred people participated in the 6-meeting 
series to develop the Proposed Action. 

Commenter: S0008 

Section A: Site Specific Comments  
Addition 03ML223-1 - Parallel Route to Craycroft Road: The Forest Service should include the 
short cut to keep bikes off the road from the upper part of Craycroft Ridge road to the lower portion 
of Craycroft Ridge Road.  

Response: This route was excluded from all alternatives since it is an old skid trail that does not 
show evidence of consistent OHV use, is overly steep and would require heavy maintenance.  

The Preferred Alternative proposes mixed use on the Craycroft Ridge Road (open to all classes of 
motor vehicles) making this parallel route redundant. 

Commenters: 05632, 06237, 06698, 06699, 06773, 06789, 06790, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, 
S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 
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Addition 53CF019 Chimney Rock to Poker Flat Bypass Jeep Trail (support): The Forest Service 
should add the existing jeep road to the NFTS that connects Chimney Rock Trail and the Poker Flat 
4x4 Trail to get OHV’s off of the main road (25-29 Road), like the Forest Service desires. 

Response: The Preferred Alternative designates the parallel 25-29 Road as open to all vehicles. 
Therefore this route was excluded from all alternatives since this bypass jeep trail would be a 
duplicate OHV access connection between Chimney Rock trail and Poker Flat.  

Commenters: 02936, 06704, 06797 

Addition 71-4 - Calpine area OHV route (support): The Forest Service should add the route to the 
NFTS that individuals in the Calpine area use for recreation. This is a very short road which was 
used for logging near the origin of road 71 and reconnect to road 71 be designated as part of the trail 
system so as to provide continued access to this valuable resource to the community. 

Response: This route was excluded from all alternatives since it was previously decommissioned. 

Commenter: 05283 

Addition 86-40 - Trail to Lacy Peak out of Meadow Lake (support): The trail up to Lacy Peak has 
been blocked, or “decommissioned” and looking at any of the choices for route designation in the 
TNF DEIS, it doesn’t appear to be included. The Forest Service should include this trail as one of the 
trails to be enjoyed in the TNF by off-roaders and hikers alike. 

Response: This route was excluded from all alternatives since it is located on private land for which 
the Forest Service does not have a valid right-of-way. 

Commenters: 00804 

Addition 93-002-03 - Sierra Buttes Lookout (support): This is a legal route that has been omitted. 
This gate has been erected under a temporary order over a decade ago. Forest orders cannot be 
used to affect a permanent change, such as a road closure. The road from the gate to Sierra Buttes 
Lookout has no supporting NEPA document, record of a public process or site specific analysis to 
affect a legal NEPA closure. This road segment has been omitted from the DEIS map. The closure 
of this legally created road is outside the scope of this process and must be shown as a legal 
motorized route. 

Response: This route was excluded from all alternatives since it is located on private land for which 
the Forest Service does not have a valid right-of-way. 

Commenters: 05632, 06237, 06480, 06744, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 06806, S0014, S0015, 
S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069  

Addition ARM-2 (support): Please add this trail to the system as it provides a loop and easier 
terrain for beginners 

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during the collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated. 
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Commenters: 06704, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Addition ARM3r (convert to “Open Area”): ARM-3r also known as the “Spaghetti Bowl” should be 
designated as an “Open Area” at Foresthill. Beginner practice trails. This area was devastated by 
logging and all existing trails destroyed. This should be an “Open Area” to develop a play area for 
beginner/mini bike riders. 

Response: ARM-3r is comprised of a high density of routes in a relatively small area. This area has 
dispersed camping sites with family-oriented ATV activities. The area provides good opportunities 
for less experienced riders. These routes are included in the Preferred Alternative since they were site 
specifically recommended during the public collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and have no 
significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated. Since the area is in a municipal 
watershed it is not suitable for designation as “Open Area” 

Commenters: 05632, 05633, 06231, 06704, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 06806, FE, FI, S0014, 
S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069.  

Addition ARM-5 (support): Respondents want ARM-5 to be an open OHV use. 

Response: This route is not included in the Preferred Alternatives since it would encourage non-
highway-legal vehicle use on County Road 5001 which is not approved for Combined Use resulting 
in safety concerns. 

Commenters: 06704, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Addition ARM-7 (support): Add ARM-7 to the system to be open to OHV use. 

Response: This route goes through a plantation that provides easier terrain and shortens a loop. It is 
included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically recommended by the public during 
the collaboration process prior to the NOI and has no significant resource concerns.  

Commenter: 06704, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Addition ARM-13 (support): ARM-13 has listed mitigation measures that could easily be 
completed. This route should be included in the Forest Service’s final decision. 

Response: This route comes off the 88-39 road on the ridge between Tadpole Creek and New York 
Canyon. Route continues through to Forest System road 88-41. The route was expanded in the 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 6) to connect to the Foresthill Divide Road. This route is included 
in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically recommended by the public during the 
collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant resource concerns which could not be 
mitigated. 

Commenter: 06454  

Additions - Bear Valley dispersed sites D_4-2_b, D_5650, D_650-60, D_SIE-650, D_SIE-650_c 
(support): The dispersed camping area that is above the Bear Valley Campground has been used 
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for many years by many families. Needless to say the small campground at Bear Valley can’t begin 
to accommodate the number of people that come there to camp. 

Response: These routes were added to Preferred Alternative since they were site specifically 
recommended by the public during the comment period on the DEIS and have no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated. 

Commenter: 06736 

Additions - D_18-14_c, D_18-14_d, D_18-14_f (opposition): This dispersed recreation site which 
is adjacent to Clear Creek where it crosses Bowman Lake road has no bathroom facilities which 
allow waste to go right into the creek drainage. Camping in these areas should be discouraged. 

Response: These routes are included in the Preferred Alternative since they were site specifically 
recommended by the public and have no significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated 
(see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information). 

Regulation of dispersed camping is outside of the scope of this decision. 

Commenter: 00024 

Additions - D_3013-20, D_NEV-3013, D_NEV-3013_a and D_NEV-3013_b Rubicon Trail 
dispersed sites (support): Along the Rubicon Trail, at Miller Lake, there is an unmaintained group 
camping area with metal fire rings. This area needs to remain. This area needs to be maintained by 
the FS or local club. This is a beautiful area near but across the trail from the lake. There is a natural 
boat launch spot that provides for fishing, boating and swimming. 

Response: These routes were added to the Preferred Alternative based on public comments on the 
DEIS since they provide access to dispersed recreation site and have no significant resource concerns 
which could not be mitigated.  

Commenters: 06610, 06611, 06694, 06762, 06763, 

Addition - D_P-6001_b Onion Creek Experimental Forest dispersed site access (support): 
Near Onion Creek Experimental Forest, one motorized trail which provides access to a dispersed 
site immediately adjacent to the County Road will be added to the NFTS in Alternatives 2, 5 and 6, 
this motorized spur should remain open to motorized access. 

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during scoping comments on Notice of Intent and has no significant 
resource concerns. 

Commenter: 06453 

Addition - Ford at the end of Maybert 4x4 Trail (opposition): ORV enthusiasts have forced the 
old ford at the end of Maybert Road. The south riverbank consists of unsubstantiated soils and is 
subject to erosion. Ownerships issues are complex in this area. USFS lands are interspersed with 
private property. The USFS property should be managed in accordance to the spirit of the Wild & 
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Scenic status that this section of the river enjoys. An ORV ford of the South Yuba River in the Wild & 
Scenic River corridor should not be allowed. 

Response: None of the action alternatives proposed that a ford or trail cross the South Yuba River at 
the end of Maybert road. All of the action alternatives maintain or enhance the outstandingly 
remarkable values of Wild & Scenic Rivers. 

Commenter: 06273 

Addition - H3-4-4: The Forest Service should leave open the route to the Rubicon Trail which you 
show as H3-4-4 from Cothrin Cove. This trail is an easier way to get a wounded Jeep out of 
Rubicon. 

Response: This is an existing Maintenance Level 1 NFTS road number 3-4-4. It was reopened to 
public motorized use in Alternative 5. Although H3-4-4 may be an easier access for “wounded 
Jeeps”, it was not re-opened to public motorized use in the Preferred Alternative since the Barker 
Meadow OHV route is an already existing NFTS motorized trail that connects the Rubicon to NFTS 
road 03-4 in the same vicinity.  

Commenter: 06382, S0061 

Additions - Jackson Meadows Reservoir area (support): All roads and trails in Jackson Meadows 
that lead to mountain peaks, scenic vistas, lakes and streams should remain open…All authorized 
and unauthorized routes need to remain open for our family to access. 

Response: All existing NFTS roads and trails in the Jackson Meadows area will remain open for 
motor vehicle use. All routes in this area site specifically recommended by the public which did not 
have significant resource concerns which could not mitigated were added to the NFTS in the 
Preferred Alternative.  

Commenter: 06480 

Additions - Little Truckee Meadows (opposition): I have seen dirt bike tire marks through the 
meadows [Little Truckee Meadows] heading right into the stream itself emerging on the opposite 
bank. That is totally unacceptable in my opinion. 

Response: None of the action alternatives allow any motorized use within the Little Truckee 
Meadows. All of the action alternatives, including the Preferred, require motor vehicles to remain on 
designated roads and trails and within identified areas. Cross country travel is prohibited in all of the 
action alternatives. 

Commenter: 05282 

Additions - Little Truckee River (opposition): The Little Truckee River below Stampede Dam is 
one of the best “tailwater” fisheries many of us have experienced, and efforts to keep the area 
pristine should receive the highest priority 
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Response: The Preferred Alternative prohibits cross country and does not propose any additions to 
the NFTS or re-opening of Maintenance Level 1 roads in this area. 

Commenters: 04550, 06750, FD 

Addition - Lost Camp: The Lost Camp is a public road that has been in constant use by the public 
to access the North Fork of the North Fork of the American River for over 100 years 

Response: This route is outside of the proclaimed boundary of the TNF and is therefore outside of 
the scope of this decision. 

Commenter: 06380 

Addition - Mt. Lola access (support): I have driven the Independence Lake Rd. turnoff towards Mt. 
Lola, a logging road showing off and on use, and I can honestly say it is an easier access to the 
beautiful trailhead to Mt. Lola. The Forest Service should designate this route for motor vehicle use. 

Response: The beginning of this route is on private land with no valid right-of-way and therefore 
will not be included on the MVUM. The remainder of the route is a Maintenance Level 2 NFTS road 
number 320-25 and is open to all vehicles in all alternatives. 

Commenter: 06438 

Additions - Sierra Valley (support): If closing the trails between Boca, Prosser, and Stampede 
Reservoirs is needed then keep open the trails from Stampede north to the Sierra Valley.  

Response: All routes in this area site specifically recommended by the public were added to the 
NFTS in the Preferred Alternative if they did not have significant resource concerns which could not 
mitigated.  

Commenters: 00027, 00033, 00085, 05282, 06739. 

Addition SV-004 (support and opposition): SV-004 should need minimal if any mitigation. It 
connects two routes providing more choices and routes for riders.  

SV-004 should be closed to motorized access. 

Response: This route was included in the Preferred Alternative since it was specifically 
recommended by the public during scoping on the Notice of Intent and had no significant resource 
concerns which could not be mitigated 

Commenters: 06430, 06598  

Addition SV-005 (support and opposition): The Forest Service should add SV-005 to the NFTS 
since it has mitigation measures that could easily be completed.  

There are concerns with this route being open to motorized use because the presence of a watchlist 
species. 
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Response: SV-005 is Maintenance Level 1 system road. It is being re-opened in the Preferred 
Alternative since it was site specifically recommended by the public during scoping on the Notice of 
Intent and no significant resource concerns were identified which could not be mitigated (see 
Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information). 

The route was surveyed in FY 2007. No rare plants, other watchlist plant communities or weed 
occurrences were detected. 

Commenters: 06454, 06721  

Addition SV-007 (support): Please add SV-007 to the NFTS since it provides an alternate to 
highway travel for OHV’s. 

Response: This route was not included in the Preferred Alternative since it would have created safety 
concerns by encouraging non-street-legal vehicles to use a road open to highway legal vehicles only. 

Commenter: 06595 

Addition SV-P5 (opposition): This unauthorized route has a moderately high erosion risk in the 
EMDS model. There is a 40 ft. segment with rill erosion and sediment deposits. On the second 
watercourse crossing there is evidence of route widening. 

Response: This trail is located in Haypress Valley. It goes to a dispersed campsite at Churches Camp. 
It is a popular route for hunting and exploration. This route is included in the Preferred Alternative 
since it was site specifically recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the 
NOI and has no significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated. 

Mitigations for this route include diverting the intermittent channel off route at the first crossing and 
placing gravel on both approaches at the second crossing to reduce the channel widening and 
sedimentation into this tributary to Haypress Creek. 

Commenter: 06716 

Addition SV-P6 (support): SV-P6 should be added to the NFTS.  

Response: SV-P6 provides access to dispersed campsites. This route is included in the Preferred 
Alternative since was site specifically recommended by the public during collaboration meetings 
prior to the NOI and has no significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069. 

Addition SV-P7e and SV-P7w (support): These routes should be designated for motorized use.  

Response: SV-P7e was excluded from all alternatives since the road is isolated behind the 5-50 road 
previously decommissioned in the Treasure project and the 5-35-40-10 road previously closed in the 
Phoenix Project. 
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SV-P7w was excluded from all alternatives since the road is isolated behind the 5-35-20 road closed 
in the Phoenix Project. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069. 

Addition SV-P8 (support and opposition): SV-P8 should be added to the NFTS. 

There are aspen present near SV-P8, a watchlist species. 

Response: This trail provides access to the Sierra Valley Water Company diversion dam. It is used 
for day use and fishing access. It is included in the Preferred Alternative since is site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and there were no 
significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated. 

The route was surveyed in FY 2008. No aspen were detected. 

Commenters: 06704, 06716, 06721, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, 
S0064, S0067, S0069. 

Addition SV-P12 (support): SV-P12 should be added to the NFTS. 

Response: This route is excluded from all alternatives since the western portion of the road was 
decommissioned by the Cottonwood Project NEPA decision and the eastern portion was closed by 
the Scraps Project NEPA decision. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069. 

Addition SV-P13 (support and opposition): This trail should be added to the NFTS since it gives 
us the ability to get away from the city and see the wonders of the forest. 

There are erosion concerns along the steeper parts of this route. 

Response: This route is included all alternatives since it was determined to be an existing 
Maintenance Level 2 NFTS road number 560-40 per the Scraps Project NEPA decision. Closure of 
existing NFTS roads is outside of the scope of this decision. 

Commenters: 06594, 06704, 06716, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, 
S0064, S0067, S0069. 

Addition SV-P14 and P14B (support and opposition): This route should be designated as open 
for motorized use.  

Aspen are present, a watchlist species. Cheatgrass and musk thistle are within 100 feet of the trail. 
Both [of] these are noxious invasive weeds.  

Response: This trail is a short spur off the Babbit Lookout Road to a dispersed campsite. The route is 
included in Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically recommended by the public during 
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collaboration meetings prior to the NOI. And no significant resource concerns were identified which 
could not be mitigated. 

The route was surveyed in 2007. The route passes through an aspen clone about ½ way down the 
route. No rare plants, other watchlist plant communities or weeds were detected. However, there are 
occurrences of musk thistle known to occur along connecting routes. 

Mitigation measures specified in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) 
include placing boulders or other barriers on both sides of the route where it passes through the aspen 
clone to reduce impacts to the aspen. 

Commenters: 06704, 06716, 06721, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, 
S0064, S0067, S0069. 

Addition SV-P15 (support): Please add this trail to your system. This trail provides hunting 
opportunities and a more difficult terrain for more skilled drivers and/or better built rigs. 

Response: This route was excluded from all action alternatives since is isolated behind private land 
with no valid right-of-way as well as being isolated behind a closed National Forest Transportation 
System route from a recent NEPA decision. 

Commenter: 06592 

Addition SV-P18 (support): SV-P18 should be added to the NFTS. 

Response: This route was excluded from all action alternatives since it is isolated behind a road 
closed by the recent Crystal Project NEPA decision. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069. 

Addition TKN-001 (support): This spur route connects to an existing OHV trail to create a loop trail, 
and road. Please consider Route TKN-001 to be added to the NFTS in your final decision. 

Response: This route was excluded from all alternatives since it is isolated behind roads closed in 
recent project level NEPA decisions. 

Commenter: 06454 

Addition TKN-003: TKN-003 has mitigation measures that could easily be completed and should be 
included in the Forest Service final decision. 

Response: This route is included in all alternatives since it was determined to be an existing NFTS 
trail open to ATV’s and motorcycles per the Truckee Wheel Track Project NEPA decision. 

Commenters: 06454, 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069. 
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Addition TKN-J2 (Support): TKN-J2 should be designated.  

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). The mitigation measures include: 1) Instruct maintenance workers in weed 
identification – especially cheatgrass and musk thistle - so weed spread into new areas can be 
detected early and weed eradication can occur while the weed occurrences are small and 2) Place 
barriers around the vernal pool/seasonal wetland so that damage from motorized use is 
reduced/eliminated. 

Commenter: FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Addition TKN-J2 (opposition): This route leads to a vernal pool that is being entered by off 
roaders. There is the likelihood that vehicles have and will introduce invasive annual grasses to this 
pool. 

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). The mitigation measures include: 1) Instruct maintenance workers in weed 
identification – especially cheatgrass and musk thistle - so weed spread into new areas can be 
detected early and weed eradication can occur while the weed occurrences are small and 2) Place 
barriers around the vernal pool/seasonal wetland so that damage from motorized use is 
reduced/eliminated. 

Commenters: 02968, 06454, 06704, 06716, 06721, 06773, 06797, 06806. 

Addition TKN-J3 and TKN-J3n (support): This trail accesses a view point. This is one of the main 
reasons we drive OHVs, to get to view points otherwise not accessible.  

Response: These routes were excluded from all alternatives since the beginning of the route is a road 
closed in the recent Worn Mill NEPA decision. 

Commenters: 02968, 06590, 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, 
S0064, S0067, S0069. 

Addition TKN-J9: This route should be designated for public motorized use. 

Response: This route was included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069. 
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Addition TKN-J10: This route should be designated for public motorized use. 

Response: This route was included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069. 

Addition TKN-J11: This route should be designated for public motorized use. 

Response: This route was included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069. 

Addition TKN-J12 (support): This route should be designated for public motorized use. 

Response: This route is included in all alternatives since it was determined to be an existing NFTS 
Maintenance Level 2 road number 860-15-5 in the Truckee Wheel Track NEPA Decision. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069. 

Addition TKN-J13 (support): This route designated for public motorized use. 

Response: The Preferred Alternative includes the first .08 miles of this route since it was site 
specifically recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no 
significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated. 

The remaining 1 mile of the route was not included in the Preferred Alternative due to potential 
water quality impacts in a 303d listed watershed which can not be mitigated in a cost efficient 
manner, and impacts to heritage sites. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069. 

Addition TKN-M1 (opposition): To open TKN-M1 to motorcycles will do irreparable damage to the 
trails and soils. By the end of summer, these trails are so dry that motorcycles will tear them up. 

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). These mitigation measures include those for protection of soils.  
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Commenters: 00007, 04562, 06388, 06692, 06695, 06704, 06750, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 
06806. 

Addition TKN-M1 (Support): TKN-M1 should be designated.  

Response:  

Response: This route is included in the preferred alternative as motorized trail open to motorcycles 
only.  Mitigations measures such as water bar installation will be implemented before this route is 
open for public motorized use.   

Commenter: FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Addition TKN-M2 (Support): TKN-M2 should be designated.  

Response: This route is included in the preferred alternative as motorized trail open to motorcycles 
only.  Mitigations measures specified in Appendix A include boulder installation to keep users on the 
designated and water crossing repair.  These mitigation measures will be implemented prior to the 
trail being open to public motorized use.     

Commenter: FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Addition TKN-M2 (opposition): On this route, TKN-M2 there are direct impacts occurring to 
Plumas Ivesia, the route directly injures at least 10 plants. 

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated. Mitigation measures are included in Appendix A 
(Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) to protect the plant occurrences.  

Commenters: 06704, 06721, 06773, 06797, 06806. 

Addition TKN-M3 (opposition): There are already enough OHV trails in this region of the TNF, and 
TKN-M3 poses serious and significant social and environmental implications that should deny its 
inclusion in the final OHV Travel Plan. 

Response: This route was excluded from all alternatives since it was approved for decommissioning 
in a previous NEPA decision.  

Commenters: 04550, 04555, 04561, 04562, 04564, 06388, 06692, 06695, 06750, 06751, 06813, 
06873, FD, S0071 

Addition TKN-M9 (opposition): To open TKN-M9 to motorcycles will do irreparable damage to the 
trails and soils. By the end of summer, these trails are so dry that motorcycles will tear them up. 

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). These mitigation measures include those for protection of soils.  
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Commenters: 00007, 04562, 06388, 06692, 06695, 06704, 06750, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 
06806. 

Addition TKN-Q1 (support): This route should be designated for public motorized use. 

Response: This route was included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated. 

Commenters: 02968, 06590, 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, 
S0064, S0067, S0069. 

Addition TKN-J2 (Support): TKN-J2 should be designated.  

Response: This route was included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated. Mitigation measures include 1) Instruct 
maintenance workers in weed identification – especially cheatgrass and musk thistle - so weed 
spread into new areas can be detected early and weed eradication can occur while the weed 
occurrences are small. 2) Place barriers around the vernal pool/seasonal wetland so that damage from 
motorized use is reduced/eliminated and 3) remove log at eastern segment of route. These mitigation 
measures will be implemented prior to opening the trail to public motorized use. 

Commenter: FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Addition TKS-M9 (support):  

Response: This route is located near the Sawtooth mountain bike trail (non-motorized). The lower 
section of the trail follows a powerline and the north end ties into a subdivision. This route is 
included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically recommended by the public during 
collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant resource concerns which could not be 
mitigated.  

Commenter: FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Addition TKS-11: If TKS-11 is a piece of the Rubicon Trail, then it is part of a Placer County Road 
under RS 2477. Placer Co. reinforced that position a few years ago. 

This trail provides an opportunity for large groups of vehicles to camp together without having to park 
along the side of the Rubicon Trail and should added to the NFTS 

There are concerns about impacts to watchlist species in the vicinity of this trail. 

Request to extend route beyond outhouse for dispersed camping. 

Response: TKS-11 is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
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resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). 

Mitigation measures are specified in Appendix A for botanical resources including watchlist species. 

TKS-11 is not part of the Rubicon Trail even though it is accessed by the Rubicon Trail. It is not a 
Placer County Road and Placer County has not expressed an interest in managing it. To date, 
Eldorado County has not asserted RS2477 rights for this specific route.  

This route was not extended past the outhouse to prevent additional route proliferation along the 
Rubicon River. 

Commenters: 02968, 06382, 06454, 06600, 06609, 06704, 06716, 06721, 06773, 06797, 06806, 
S0029, S0032, S0033, S0061, S0066, S0068. 

Addition - Troy under crossing road just west of Kingvale (support): The road to the west 
following the crossing of the Railroad tracks on the Troy under crossing just west of Kingvale needs 
to be kept open for hunting access. 

Response: This route is excluded from all alternatives. Although the under crossing is on NFS lands, 
it provides access to private lands for which the Forest Service has no valid right-of-way 

Commenter: 06694 

Addition - William Tell Mine (off of Wild Plum Rd): The road to the William Tell Mine just outside 
of Sierra City off of Wild Plum Road should be designated for use by OHVs. 

Response: No such route was identified on the ground during the inventory of unauthorized routes. 

Commenter: 00580 

Addition YRN-001 (opposition): The YRN-001 on the East Yuba roadless map shows as a through 
OHV road to Sunnyside meadow, Red Oak OHV trail intersection. USFS failed to secure an 
important easement with the landowner. The Roadless area map does not reflect that this is not a 
through route. YRN-001 should be closed as it only provides access to a private landowner who is 
not cooperative in correcting the error, providing legal right-of-way. 

There are existing resource concerns, as depicted in the DEIS Appendix A (Road Cards), Appendix 
J (Biological Evaluation for Sensitive Plants and Fungi), Appendix K (Management Indicator Species 
Report), Appendix L (Biological Evaluation for Birds, Mammals, Amphibians, Reptiles, Fish and 
Invertebrates), Appendix M (Weed Risk Assessment), Appendix N (Watchlist Plant and Plant 
Community Report) for this route. 

Response: YRN-001 is not located within the West or East Yuba Inventoried Roadless Area. YRN-
001 is more than ¼ mile away from private land. The existing NFTS route which accesses it does not 
go through private land. This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site 
specifically recommended by the public during the scoping period on the Notice of Intent and has no 
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significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated. Mitigation measures for this route are 
specified in Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information. 

Commenters: 06430, 06593, 06716, 06721, 06752 

Addition YRN-008 (opposition): There are existing resource concerns, as depicted in the DEIS 
Appendix A (Road Cards), Appendix J (Biological Evaluation for Sensitive Plants and Fungi), 
Appendix K (Management Indicator Species Report), Appendix L (Biological Evaluation for Birds, 
Mammals, Amphibians, Reptiles, Fish and Invertebrates), Appendix M (Weed Risk Assessment), 
Appendix N (Watchlist Plant and Plant Community Report) for this route. 

Response: This route was included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public in scoping comments on Notice of Intent and has no significant resource 
concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area 
Information). 

Commenters: 06430, 06716, 06721 

Addition YRN-1 (support): The Forest Service should designate this route as shown in Preferred 
Alternative 6. 

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns. 

Commenters: 06443, 06704, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 06806, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, 
S0064, S0067, S0069 

Addition YRN-1 (opposition): YRN-1 should not be added to the system. These proposed changes 
are in, or nearly in an old RARE II area. By expanding the routes, the RARE II area is compromised 
in its ability to ever have permanent protection. 

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). This route has no significant impact on the Inventoried Roadless Area 
characteristics (see Chapter 3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas). 

Route YRN-1 is included as a motorized trail open to high clearance trail vehicles in the Preferred 
Alternative. This trail, which is accessed from the Sierra Buttes four-wheel drive trail, is a historic 
mining route. The trail provides access to a scenic vista overlooking the North Yuba River canyon. 
Designating this route would have no effect on the roadless character because it is located over two 
miles away from the East Yuba RARE II Inventoried Roadless Area. 

Commenters: S0060 



Motorized Travel Management Final Environmental Impact Statement – September 2010 
Appendix N: Responses to Comments  

Tahoe National Forest – N-171 

Addition YRN-2 (support): The Forest Service should designate this route as shown in Preferred 
Alternative 6. 

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns, including Lewisia kelloggii, which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site 
Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information). 

Commenters: 06443, 06704, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 06806, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, 
S0064, S0067, S0069, S0060 

Addition YRN-2 (opposition): This unauthorized route passes through a spotted owl PAC 
(S1060.1), is in west slope chaparral CWHR MIS habitat (fox sparrow), is in open seral CWHR MIS 
habitat (blue grouse), in Tahoe National Forest Carnivore Network, intersects early and mid seral 
coniferous CWHR MIS habitat (mountain quail), and intersects late seral closed canopy coniferous 
CWHR MIS habitat (American marten, spotted owl, northern flying squirrel). The DEIS road card 
claims that the route was surveyed for rare plants and none were detected, yet it is not disclosed 
that the TES plant surveyor noted that the rocky outcrop has potential for Lewisia kelloggii that could 
not be surveyed due to the lateness of the season. Also, it is indicated in the TES Plant Survey Field 
Form that motorcycles are making trails through the rocks and creating erosive conditions. There are 
3 APE heritage sites (05175300499, 05175300545, 05175300546). The route has the potential to 
increase fugitive dust. 

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). 

Commenters: 06243, 06430, 06691, 06716, 06721, 06752 

Addition YRN-6 Sailor Ravine Road to Saddleback Road (support): YRN-6 should be 
designated as indicated on the NOI map. This road allows OHVs to loop back up to Saddleback road 
and the Fir Cap OHV trails to complete loop and return to Chimney Rock, Poker Flat or Halls Ranch. 
Without this link OHVs must ride into Downieville. This important link should be designated. 

Response: This route was excluded from all alternatives since the road is scheduled to be 
decommissioned as part of the Red Ant Project NEPA decision. 

Commenters: 00033, 02552, 02936, 05632, 05633, 06237, 06393, 06443, 06624, 06646, 06680, 
06699, 06704, 06744, 06767, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 06806, 06808, 06931, FI, S0005, S0014, 
S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Addition YRN-7 (opposition): There are existing resource concerns, as depicted in the DEIS 
Appendix A (Road Cards), Appendix J (Biological Evaluation for Sensitive Plants and Fungi), 
Appendix K (Management Indicator Species Report), Appendix L (Biological Evaluation for Birds, 
Mammals, Amphibians, Reptiles, Fish and Invertebrates), Appendix M (Weed Risk Assessment), 
Appendix N (Watchlist Plant and Plant Community Report) for the following routes: 
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Response: This route was not included in the Preferred Alternative due to mitigation measures which 
could not be implemented in a cost efficient manner.  

Commenters: 06430, 06716, 06721, S0060 

Addition YRN-509 Downieville TV Antenna Road (support): Specific trails of concern to be 
included on the Forest Service’s designated trails are the road to the Downieville TV antennas. 
Please designate YRN-509, as shown in Preferred Alt. 6. 

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during the scoping period on the NOI and has no significant resource 
concerns which could not be mitigated at this time (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and 
Open Area Information). 

Commenters: 00033, 06452, 06704, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 06806, S0015, S0018, S0062, 
S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Addition YRN-509 Downieville TV Antenna Road (opposition): There are existing resource 
concerns, as depicted in the DEIS Appendix A (Road Cards), Appendix J (Biological Evaluation for 
Sensitive Plants and Fungi), Appendix K (Management Indicator Species Report), Appendix L 
(Biological Evaluation for Birds, Mammals, Amphibians, Reptiles, Fish and Invertebrates), Appendix 
M (Weed Risk Assessment), Appendix N (Watchlist Plant and Plant Community Report) for this 
route. 

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during the scoping period on the NOI and has no significant resource 
concerns which could not be mitigated at this time (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and 
Open Area Information). 

Commenters: 00580, 06430, 06716, 06721, S0060. 

Addition YRS-AD Red Mountain Switchback (Rattlesnake Road to Signal Peak): Keeping this 
trail would be crucial for OHV users and the Cisco Grove Campground. It provides a way in and out 
of the trail system without having to take the freeway. CGC calls this the Breakfast run and is and 
has been part of the successful operation of their business. This is a great trail, provides an 
intermediate challenge for all OHV users, and has great vistas. 

Response: This route was excluded from all alternatives since it is located on private land for which 
the Forest Service has no valid right-of-way.  

Commenters: 00026, 00114, 00622, 00661, 00678, 00699, 00703, 00752, 00779, 00782, 01111, 
02527, 02533, 05306, 05710, 06253, 06563, 06571, 06650, 06718, S0068 

Addition YRS-AF Rocky Pond Campsite: YRS-AF is a spur off the mossy pond system trail that 
accesses a campsite by Rocky Pond. Currently motorized use is more than 110 feet from the high-
water mark and 100 feet from riparian vegetation at the routes closest point to Rocky Pond… The 
topography at the loop at the end of the trail by the pond and campsite is so extreme it prevents off-
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route travel and further encroachment towards Rocky Pond… My club, 4x4 Play, has adopted Mossy 
Pond OHV trail and will adopt YRS-AF. 

Response: The Preferred Alternative includes YRS-AF since it was site specifically recommended 
by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant resource 
concerns which could not be mitigated. 

Commenter: 06616 

Addition YRS-B5 Deer Creek Forebay Loop (support): This is a well designed system of trails 
that are already in use and should be added to the open list. Technically it is not in the official trail 
system, but it has been use for at least 20 years that I have been riding up there. The area is fairly 
flat (no erosion problems) and a great trail for a less experienced riders.  

Response: This trail connects to the Burlington Ridge area. Motorized use of the trail requires 
intermediate skill level. The width of the trail is narrow due to brush. This route is included in the 
Preferred Alternative since it was recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to 
the NOI and has no significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated. 

Commenters: 00824, 01368, 02519, 02545, 02552, 04542, 05264, 06237, 06431, 06555, 06646, 
06698, 06704, 06744, 06767, 06773, 06784, 06789, 06797, FC 

Addition YRS-B5 Deer Creek Forebay Loop (wildlife impacts): The Forest Service should state 
in its wildlife effects analysis the fact that routes being considered are an existing condition and such 
disturbance is not being introduced, it continues. 

Response: While we recognize that use of motorized trails unauthorized for public use, such as Deer 
Creek Forebay loop trail, is an existing use, public motorized use of the trail was never authorized 
nor was it ever part of the National Forest Transportation System. The purpose of the FEIS is to 
disclose the impacts of adding these trails to the NFTS motorized recreational opportunities on the 
harassment of wildlife and significant disruption of wildlife habitat as required by NEPA.  

The Preferred Alternative includes YRS-B5 as an addition to the NFTS to improve motorized 
recreation opportunities since it was recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior 
to the NOI and has no significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated. 

Commenter: 06752, FI, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Addition YRS-B7 - Towle Mill (support): This trail is recommended for designation on the NOI 
map. It is included in the Preferred Alternative and I support designation of this trail. 

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns. 

Commenters: 02552, 05632, 06237, 06704, 06744, 06773, 06789, 06790, 06797, FI, S0015, S0018, 
S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 
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Addition YRS-SF5 Diamond Springs Loop (habitat fragmentation): The proposed route YRS 
SF5, north of Hwy 20, and in the vicinity of a meadow and riparian corridor (Bear Valley) risks further 
fragmenting habitat along Highway 20, that should be carefully considered. It would provide an 
approximate 6-minute motorcycle ride that switches through a potential movement opportunity for 
late-successional-associated species (especially for fisher) that may be the only lower-elevation 
opportunity across the Tahoe National Forest. Figures in Zielinski et al. (2005) should be considered 
in identifying these areas. 

Response: Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species) analyzed the potential impacts of additions 
to the NFTS motorized recreational opportunities and fragmentation to late-successional forest 
species across the TNF. The Preferred Alternative reduces the overall impacts of fragmentation to 
late-successional species from motorized routes, since cross country motorized travel is prohibited. 
On a landscape scale, YRS-SF5 is a single track motorized trail and presents a small and relatively 
insignificant issue to overall connectivity, since this area is located within an already highly 
fragmented landscape both in terms of existing system motorized route density, adjacent to Highway 
20, and a highly managed forest landscape. Inclusion of a single track motorcycle should not 
preclude movement opportunity for late-successional associated species, including the fisher (which 
is not known to occur on the TNF). 

YRS-SF5 was included in the Preferred Alternative since it was recommended by the public during 
collaboration meetings prior to the NOI. And no significant resource concerns were identified which 
can not be mitigated at this time. 

Commenter: 06691 

Addition YRS-SF5 Diamond Springs Loop (opposition): The space around YRS-SF5 is cluttered 
with existing route mileage (estimated 14 miles/square mile). This addition would allow a rather 
intense concentration of high-impact disturbance in a critical area, foreclosing future options for 
management to resolve connectivity issues and setting fragmentation of the carnivore network. 
Some of the mileage in this area shows potential rutting and erosion. 

Response: YRS-SF5 is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which can not be mitigated at this time. 

The required mitigation measures for this route in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information) include actions to address the erosion potential. The effects on habitat 
fragmentation are addressed in Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species). 

Commenters: 00684, 02552, 06237, 06430, 06555, 06691, 06704, 06705, 06716, 06721 

Addition YRS-SF5 Diamond Springs Loop (support): Please designate YRS-SF5 as this loop is 
shown as proposed on the NOI map and the DEIS Preferred Alternative 6. 
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Response: YRS-SF5 is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which can not be mitigated at this time. 

The required mitigation measures for this route in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information) include actions to address the erosion potential. The effects on habitat 
fragmentation are addressed in Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic Species). 

Commenters: FI, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Addition YRS-SF6b (support): YRS-SF6b should be designated: It provides a loop opportunity 
which enhances recreational value between NFS Road 29 and YRS-SF6. 

Response: This route was not included in the Preferred Alternative due to watershed impacts which 
could not be implemented in a cost effective manner (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and 
Open Area Information). This route has two stream crossings near the Omega Road. The lower of the 
two crossings has rill erosion entering into its culvert, and a headcut at the lower end of the crossing 
is eroding the road base into the stream. Below this crossing, the route picks up gradient (5-10%) and 
shows continuous rill erosion, approximately 3 feet wide and 1,000 feet long. 

Commenters: 02552, 06431, 06646, 06698, 06767, 06784, 06789, 06798, S0015, S0018, S0062, 
S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Addition YRS-F1 Dispersed sites along Fordyce Jeep Trail (support): The several dispersed 
camp sites along the Fordyce Trail should all remain open to motorized access. I understand that 
several of the historic, dispersed camp sites were not inventoried because they were less than 150 
feet in length. If that was the Forest Service’s guidelines for inventories, then many of these existing 
dispersed camp sites have not been included. Please consider all of the historic, existing motorized 
trails, and all of existing dispersed camp sites to remain open to motorized access, and include on 
the NFTS and on your final decision. 

Response: In the DEIS the TNF did consider and propose trails (spurs) that lead to dispersed 
camping opportunities along the Fordyce 4x4 Trail and in the Rattlesnake area. The number of spurs 
proposed for addition to NFTS motorized recreation opportunities differs by alternative. The initial 
inventory contract had a minimum route length requirement of 150 feet. However, the TNF accepted 
public information on spurs to dispersed camp sites off of system roads and trails. The Preferred 
Alternative includes these routes that were site specifically recommended by the public and have no 
significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, 
Trail and Open Area Information). None of these routes have a significant impact on Inventoried 
Roadless Area character (see Chapter 3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas). 

Commenters: 00114, 00568, 00642, 00646, 00661, 00670, 00681, 00699, 00709, 00769, 00778, 
00782, 02533, 02538, 04543, 06400, 06445, 06480, 06645, 06687, FC 
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Addition YRS-F1 Dispersed sites along Fordyce Jeep Trail (opposition): Sensitive plants are on 
the Fordyce Trail. At a dispersed campground there is a foot trail to the stream on which the starved 
daisy (Erigeron miser) grows. Closing the dispersed campground may discourage use of this foot 
trail and protect the sensitive plants in the area. 

Response: The Preferred Alternative includes those routes that were site specifically recommended 
by the public and have no significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix 
A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information). None of these routes have a significant 
impact on Inventoried Roadless Area character (see Chapter 3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & 
Special Areas), wildlife (see Chapter 3.03, Terrestrial and Aquatic Species), or plants (see Chapter 
3.06, Plant Communities). 

Commenters: 06430, 06716, 06721 

Addition YRS-F1 (Fordyce Trail Bypasses): Nowhere in your plans have you allowed for the 
existing bypasses on the Fordyce Trail. The trail is a vital link for our recreation. 

Response: The existing bypasses on the Fordyce trail were considered in the alternatives as part of a 
group of short segments identified as YRS-F1. The Preferred Alternative includes all of these routes 
that were site specifically recommended by the public and have no significant resource concerns 
which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area 
Information). None of these routes have a significant impact on Inventoried Roadless Area character 
(see Chapter 3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas). 

Commenters: 00013, 06480, 06687 

Addition YRS-F1c (right-of-way status): This proposed route runs from the Fordyce creek trail 
east going just south of Hartley Butte back to the dam at Meadow Lake. The problem here is there is 
no easement for the public to use this area that crosses my property. The easement clearly defines 
a 20-foot path directly on the Fordyce Creek trail only. 

Response: This route is excluded from all alternatives since it is located on private land for which 
the Forest Service has no valid right-of-way. 

Commenter: 00054 

Addition YRS-G3 and YRS-G3w: YRS-G3 and YRS-G3w East of Baltimore Lake should not be 
open to motorized traffic. There are existing resource concerns, as depicted in the DEIS Appendix A 
(Road Cards), Appendix J (Biological Evaluation for Sensitive Plants and Fungi), Appendix K 
(Management Indicator Species Report), Appendix L (Biological Evaluation for Birds, Mammals, 
Amphibians, Reptiles, Fish and Invertebrates), Appendix M (Weed Risk Assessment), Appendix N 
(Watchlist Plant and Plant Community Report) for these routes. 

The southern most section of Route YRS-G3 southwest of Meadow Lake, and south of the Baltimore 
lake trailhead could easily be closed. There are two spurs to some scenic points. The scenic points 
are the most easily accessed by the westerly route. Just beyond the last split there is a narrow point 
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in the road caused by a mining pit on the east side of the road. Continued traffic will worsen there as 
well as the steep grade at the end of the spur.  

Response: The Preferred Alternative includes the addition of YRS-G3w and the portion of YRS-G3 
that connects YRS-G3w to the existing 4x4 system trail. The Preferred Alternative does not propose 
the addition of the remainder of YRS-G3 located past the intersection with YRS-G3w, because it 
dead ends in an area with little evidence of camping or other uses.  

These routes are included in the Preferred Alternative since they were recommended by the public 
during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and have no significant resource concerns which can 
not be mitigated at this time (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information). 
None of these routes have a significant impact on Inventoried Roadless Area character (see Chapter 
3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas), wildlife (see Chapter 3.03, Terrestrial and 
Aquatic Species), or plants (see Chapter 3.06, Plant Communities). 

Commenters: 06266, 06273, 06430, 06435, 06455, 06461, 06533, 06593, 06668, 06716, 06721, 
06749 

Appendix A (Legend): The legend at the beginning of Appendix A indicates the letters designated 
for the Class of Vehicle and Season of Use. The legend includes an ‘M’ Class Vehicle which is not 
used in the Table A-1; Table A-1 includes many ‘W’ and several ‘V’ designations which are not listed 
in the Legend. Please correct these typographical errors in the Final EIS. 

Response: The Legend in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) was 
corrected in the FEIS. 

Commenters: 00797, 06704, 06725 

Appendix A (mitigation and monitoring requirements): The Forest Service should provide 
justification for the site-specific mitigation and monitoring requirements in Appendix A.  

The Forest Service has a duty under the executive orders and TMR to monitor ORV use and close 
trails if they find resource damage. 

Response: The mitigation measures and monitoring requirements in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, 
Trail and Open Area Information) are specifically tied to the concerns identified for each resource.  

Closure of existing NFTS motorized trails is outside of the scope of this FEIS. Any serious and 
adverse environmental impacts which were identified on NFTS roads and trails through this process 
were documented in the project record and are prioritized for restoration and rehabilitation as 
funding permits.  

Any specific monitoring needs tied to resource concerns were identified in Appendix A (Site Specific 
Road, Trail and Open Area Information) 

Commenters: 06558, 06762, S0023 
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Burlington Motorcycle Trail Area (previous decisions): The Forest Service should revisit the 
addition of those trails in the Burlington area that were allowed under the Burlington EIS that would 
not have been permitted under the current motorized travel management plan. 

Response: Closure of existing NFTS roads and trails is outside of the scope of this decision. 

Commenter: 06554 

Burlington Motorcycle Trail Area (support trail additions): OHV riders need more mileage in this 
area. If there are too many users in too small an area, there will be too much negative impact on the 
trail, and for the non-motorized users, using these trails. I’m very interested in helping to keep these 
fantastic trails that we have open. All of these trails have improved a great deal over the past four 
years, and I would like to see more of the same continue in the future. 

Response: The Preferred Alternative includes an additional 8 trails in the Burlington area totaling 
12.1 miles. These trails include YRS-SF4, YRS-SF5, YRS-SF6, YRS-B12, YRS-066W, YRS-B5 
AND YRS-B7. These trails were included since they were site specifically recommended by the 
public and do not have any significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated. These 
additional trails bring the total riding opportunities to 44 miles of motorized single-track trails in the 
Burlington network.  

In addition, 4 roads totaling 9.1 miles will be changed from open to highway legal vehicles only to 
open to all vehicles to provide connectivity between the trail systems. This includes road 20-12, 20-
12-03, 32 and 29-002. This change in class of vehicle will provide trail connectivity between the 
Town of Washington (food and drinks) and the Burlington trail system, via the YRS-066W YRS-066, 
and YRS-SF6 additions. 

The combination of trail additions and approval of mixed use on NFTS roads results in an additional 
21.2 miles of OHV opportunities in the Burlington area. The additions, plus the existing system trails 
would provide the following:  

• A full day of riding for the average rider;  
• Two additional loop opportunities;  
• Connectivity to the town of Washington via the 29-2 Road (Alpha Road); and, 
• Reduction of motorcyclists trespassing onto the non-motorized Pioneer Trail (trying to get 

on the main motorized trail system from the Alpha Road).  

Commenters: 00051, 05632, 06237, 06393, 06452, 06698, 06704, 06744, 06752, 06789, FC 

Campgrounds – Lincoln Creek (support): The Lincoln Creek Campground should be open. 

Response: Management of campgrounds is outside of the scope of this decision. 

Commenter: 06779  

Cross Country Travel (Bowman Lake): Cross country travel should be allowed in the Bowman 
Lake areas. The hunters/fisherman/campers seem to use those areas more in that way up there. 
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Response: The need to regulate unmanaged motor vehicle traffic on National Forests is one of the 
identified needs that stimulated this Travel Management project. The benefits and impacts of 
continued allowance of cross country motorized travel on the TNF have been analyzed in the No 
Action Alternative (Alternative 1).  

Commenter: 00047 

Highway 20 vicinity (access for permitted activities): PG&E needs year-round access to roads 
north and south of Highway 20 to maintain their water conveyance infrastructure.  

Response: Utility companies with special access needs can obtain a road use permit that will 
authorize their continued access.  

Commenters: 00021, 05634, 06252, S0038 

Lake Valley Reservoir Road Status: The road south of the reservoir is indicated as Other Public 
Roads & Highways (no action) and should be deleted from the map because a portion of the road is 
a County road and a portion is owned by PG&E. 

Response: Only the first segment of the road up to the private land boundary is a county road. The 
remainder of the road is a private road and will be removed from all alternatives. 

Commenters: 00021, 05634, S0038 

Off-forest locations (Lake Richardson): The Forest Service should retain access to the trail near 
Lake Richardson. OHV users are willing to work with the Forest Service to mitigate any concerns to 
this historic stretch of trail that connects to the Rubicon Trail. 

Response: This location is outside the TNF boundary, and therefore, is outside the scope of the TNF 
Travel Management Project. 

Commenter: 06762 

Off-forest locations (Johnson Valley): The Forest Service should not close Johnson Valley. 

Response: This location is outside the TNF boundary, and therefore, is outside the scope of the TNF 
Travel Management Project. 

Commenter: 00630 

Open Area - Boca, Prosser Stampede Reservoir: The Motorized Travel Management Plan 
presents travel below the high water mark as a proposal for “Open OHV Use” and does so through 
an “all or nothing” approach to motorized traffic below the high water mark of Boca, Stampede, and 
Prosser Reservoirs. The alternatives do not explore the potential for having specific corridors for 
access to the water.  

Response: The Preferred Alternative was modified to include specific “Open Areas” to provide 
corridors for access to the shoreline during periods of drawdown at these reservoirs. These “Open 



Motorized Travel Management Final Environmental Impact Statement – September 2010 
Appendix N: Responses to Comments  

N-180 – Tahoe National Forest 

Areas” were designated in association with existing NFTS roads and trails which already access the 
reservoirs when full. 

Boca, Prosser and Stampede Reservoirs have been and currently are managed to allow access to the 
shoreline below the high water line by motor vehicles when the soils are dry. Speeds are generally 
slow and since this access is allowed on dry soils only any additional sediment generated by vehicles 
accessing the shoreline is minimal. Some fugitive dust could be created by the vehicles on the dry 
soils and possible drift into the reservoir, but the amount is also felt to be minimal. These reservoirs 
are designated as “Open Areas” for shoreline access by motor vehicles in Alternative 2 (2,549 acres). 
In Alternative 6, 244 acres of the most stable, highly used areas are proposed as “Open Areas.” This 
is a 90 percent reduction in shoreline use compared to existing condition. The use of these dry lake 
beds by motor vehicles is prohibited in Alternatives 3, 4, 5,and 7. Use is not prohibited at these 
reservoirs in Alternative 1 (2,549 acres). 

The “Open Areas” were reduced from 2,589 acres in Alternative 2 to 244 acres in the Preferred 
Alternative to avoid any impacts to heritage sites and wet soils areas which could cause 
sedimentation in the reservoirs. Vehicle access would also be limited to “highway legal vehicles 
only” to further minimize sediment delivery. 

Mitigation measures are specified for these “Open Areas” in Appendix A (Site Specific Road, Trail 
and Open Area Information). 

Commenters: 00085, 02968, 06237, 06270, 06388, 06480, 06382, 06650, 06692, 06695, 06704, 
06721, 06724, 06744, 06750, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069, S0066, S0070, S0071  

Open Area “Big Dawg Cove” Monitoring: Big Dawg Cove will have waterbars installed to help 
correct a gully in the access route. Please ensure this area will be monitored for effectiveness.  

Response: Monitoring for Big Dawg Cove was recommended by the IDT to the Forest Supervisor 
for inclusion in the Record of Decision and the Selected Alternative. 

Commenter: S0070 

Open Area – Eureka Diggings YRN-A1 (support): The Forest Service should keep/designate 
Eureka Diggings as an “Open Area” as shown in the Notice of Intent. The NOI Alternative 7 has 
been altered and this is one of many omissions. 

Response: Eureka Diggings was removed as an “Open Area” from all alternatives due to impacts to 
Cultural Resources (see Chapter 3.05, Cultural Resources).  

Commenter: 00007, 05633, 05692, 06457, 06237, 06704, 06731, 06744, 06773, 06784, 06790, 
06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Open Area – Greenhorn: The Forest Service should not designate Greenhorn as an “Open Area” 
for the following reasons: 
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• Impacts to adjacent private landowners 
• Law enforcement issues (litter, firearms, trespass…) 
• Damage to public and private roads 
• Lack of Signage 

The Forest Service should designate Greenhorn as an “Open Area” for the following reasons: 

• Due to its low elevation it is available for year-round use. 
• There are many volunteers available to assist in its operation and maintenance. 
• Nevada County Sheriffs has an OHV division funded by green sticker dollars for 

enforcement. 
• It is used by all types of vehicles Motorcycles, ATV’s, 4 wheel drives, and the new utility 

vehicles. 
• Due to the historic hydraulic mining area much of the soils have been washed away 

downstream leaving a very large wide open creek bed consisting mostly of river rock.  

Response: The Greenhorn area is not designated as an Open Area in the Preferred Alternative. The 
FS does not have an easement across privately owned lands that provide access to a 40-acre portion 
of Greenhorn north of Buckeye Road. In addition, the adjoining southern half of the Greenhorn area 
is private land, and that land owner has closed off access to the public. Also, the adjacent BLM 
portion has been closed to OHV use by BLM. The numerous past litter/dumping problems, illegal 
fires, resource damage, trespass issues, impacts to adjacent landowners  (stemming from use 
extending out from the Greenhorn area), and the lack of sufficient funds to properly manage the area, 
also contributed to the decision to not recommend this area in the Preferred Alternative. The Forest 
Service acknowledges the impacts from dust, noise and road damage resulting from OHVs accessing 
the Greenhorn area to private landowners along Buckeye Road. The Forest Service also 
acknowledges that the private landowners along the Buckeye Road provide cleanup of the litter left 
along the road. These landowners maintain a one-mile stretch of private road without reimbursement.  

There will still be access to the area, but there is a right-of-way issue on a small portion of private 
land. There will be no reason for OHV users to go out Buckeye Road if the “Open Area” is not 
available except to get access to Greenhorn Creek. Once there, vehicles will not be allowed to drive 
off of the road that crosses gravel-bottom area. There will be vehicular access to Greenhorn Creek 
from NFS land from Buckeye Road on the east side of the Greenhorn area; however, there will not 
be an “Open Area” designated and OHV use off the road that crosses the Greenhorn area will not be 
allowed.  

The TNF also acknowledges that this is a popular low-elevation place for OHV use. The TNF is 
open to continue discussions with users groups concerning the future use of the Greenhorn area for 
managed OHV use subsequent to this Travel Management process, given some specific criteria:  
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• The user groups bring the other affected parties into a collaborative process to consider area 
management (southern private land owner, northern private land owner, BLM, Nevada 
County, other adjacent private land owners, and the Forest Service);  

• Develop a volunteer-based plan that would address the means to manage past problems and 
abuses in the area. Show that there is a significant volunteer base that is willing and able to 
support and implement the plan. This plan would need to include appropriate signage along 
Buckeye Road and Red Dog Road to keep the OHV users on the road. 

• Commenters: 00114, 00601, 00618, 00620, 00642, 00654, 00661, 00667, 00677, 00694, 00704, 
00709, 00726, 00741, 00773, 00774, 00777, 01866, 02537, 02552, 04557, 05632, 06237, 06250, 
06253, 06337, 06378, 06358, 06368, 06373, 06378, 06462, 06471, 06472, 06473, 06480, 06481, 
06509, 06512, 06514, 06525, 06527, 06548, 06549, 06566, 06567, 06569, 06570, 06572, 06573, 
06601, 06621, 06623, 06628, 06640, 06643, 06644, 06645, 06648, 06650, 06670, 06672, 06687, 
06698, 06704, 06710, 06718, 06744, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, FC, FF, FI, FJ, S0001, S0002, 
S0014, S0015, S0018, S0035, S0039, S0041, S0043, S0044, S0045, S0046, S0047, S0048, S0049, 
S0050, S0051, S0052, S0053, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0066, S0067, S0069. 

 Open Area - Prosser Pits: We strongly support the continued use of the Prosser Pits. This is an 
excellent example of cooperation between riders and neighbors, and provides a much needed 
recreation facility for local riders. 

Response: Prosser Pits is already a designated “Open Area”. Therefore motorized use at this “Open 
Area” continues in all of the alternatives.  

Commenters: 06237, 06270, 06744.  

Over snow use (Bowman Lake Area): Our club was founded in February of 1967 and has held a 
snow run to the Bowman Lake area of the Tahoe National Forest every year since 1976. Our 
Founders run takes place each year on the second weekend of February. It is a long standing 
tradition of our club that we would hate to loose. 

During the winter season, PG&E stores a snow-cat at the PG&E construction yard. The snow-cat is 
used to access the Spaulding 3 Header Box and the Lang’s crossing stream gage. However, PG&E 
must have continued year-round access to its dams, reservoirs, canals, gauging stations and other 
facilities located in the vicinity, using whatever means of transportation are necessary for the 
situation. 

Response: The Preferred Alternative does not designate the Bowman Road (FS Road 18) for 
wheeled over-the-snow travel because it is a designated snowmobile route.  

Uses authorized under special use permits, such as those by PG&E and irrigation districts, are 
exempted from the MVUM. 

Commenters: 05634, 06252, S0038 



Motorized Travel Management Final Environmental Impact Statement – September 2010 
Appendix N: Responses to Comments  

Tahoe National Forest – N-183 

Pliocene Ridge Area (motorized access): The Pliocene Ridge area, including Pike City, Forest, 
and Henness Pass to Jackson Meadows reservoir, is heavily used by hunters, OHV recreationists, 
and many others. Failure to include identified roads and trails in the area would substantially reduce 
the recreational enjoyment of Sierra County by most Californians 

Response: The main access routes in the Pliocene Ridge area to Jackson Meadows reservoir are 
Sierra County roads. The Forest Service has no jurisdiction over use of county roads, which are 
outside the scope of this process.  

There are two Forest Service roads (34 and 98) that are short loops connecting to Sierra County 
roads along the Pliocene Road and ridge areas that were considered for mixed use. Road 34 was not 
approved for mixed use due to a moderate crash probability with a high crash severity. Road 98 was 
not approved for mixed use due to a low crash probability with a moderate crash severity. 

Commenters: 00033, 04440 

Road 001 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 001 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished on this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance 
Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069. 

Road 001-04-02 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change Road 001-04-02 from 
open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: We have no record of any NFTS road with this number. Motorized mixed use is allowed 
on all roads coming off of the 001 road in all alternatives. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069. 

Road 5 Treasure Mountain (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 5, 
Treasure Mountain, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 
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Mixed use is accomplished on this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance 
Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 
06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06704, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 
06790, 06797, 06804, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 0003 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0003 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. If this entire road is given mixed use status, an 
exciting and challenging loop trail will be allowed to persist by allowing contact with the designated 
route that following Barker Creek to the 03-04 road. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished in the Preferred Alternative on the portion of this road that is needed to 
provide loop opportunities by changing from Maintenance Level 3 to Maintenance Level 2.  

Commenters: 02968, 06480, 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, 
S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 0003-04 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0003-4 from open 
to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Motorized mixed use in the Preferred Alternative is accomplished on this road by changing from 
Maintenance Level 3 to Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069 

Road 07-30-20 (decommission): The Forest Service should decommission existing OHV trail (off 7-
030) that continues past the road entering SPI Section 35 near Perazzo Canyon Creek. 

Response: The 07-30-20 road is currently a Maintenance Level 1 NFTS road closed to public 
motorized use. Decommissioning of Maintenance Level 1 roads is outside of the scope of this 
decision. 

Commenter: 06248 

Road 007-004 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0007-004 from 
open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 
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Response: The Forest Service has no record of any road with this number. The response to 007-40 
road is shown below. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069. 

Road 007-40 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 07-40 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished in the Preferred Alternative on the portion this road important to non-
highway legal vehicles by changing from a Maintenance Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenter: 02968 

Road 08 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 08 from open to highway 
legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is approved for this road during deer hunting season in the Preferred Alternative. By 
approving mixed use only during deer hunting season the mixed use crash probability is low and the 
mixed use crash severity is low. Approving year-round mixed use on this road would have resulted in 
a moderate mixed use crash probability and a high mixed use crash severity. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069. 

Road 09 Haskell Peak (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 09, Haskell 
Peak, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 
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Mixed use is approved for this road during deer hunting season in the Preferred Alternative. By 
approving mixed use only during deer hunting season the mixed use crash probability is low and the 
mixed use crash severity is low. Approving year-round mixed use on this road would have resulted in 
a moderate mixed use crash probability and a high mixed use crash severity. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00033, 00580, 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 
06383, 06393, 06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 
06789, 06790, 06804 

Road 09-15 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 09-15 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles leading north from Hwy 49 at Yuba Pass to 
Plumas National Forest border. 

Response: This road is already a Maintenance Level 2 NFTS road open to all vehicles. 

Commenter: 06565 

Road 10-06 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 10-06 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: This road is already a Maintenance Level 2 NFTS road open to all vehicles. 

Commenters: 06704, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 0011 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0011 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished on this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance 
Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069. 

Road 0011-04 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0011-04 from open 
to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
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These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished on this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance 
Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069. 

Road 12 Yuba Webber (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 12, Yuba 
Webber, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is approved for this road during deer hunting season in the Preferred Alternative. By 
approving mixed use only during deer hunting season the mixed use crash probability is low and the 
mixed use crash severity is low. Approving year-round mixed use on this road would have resulted in 
a moderate mixed use crash probability and a high mixed use crash severity. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 
06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 06790, 
06804 

Road 0012-99 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0012-99 from open 
to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished on this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance 
Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069. 

Road 14 Grouse Ridge (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 14, 
Grouse Ridge, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 
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I am especially concerned about the Grouse Ridge access roads. DO NOT CHANGE the road 
classification. Regular vehicles need these roads to remain usable to access trail heads. If they are 
allowed to become OHV roads, the quality of the roads will rapidly decline making them unusable for 
regular vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

This road was limited to highway legal vehicles only in the Preferred Alternative to protect non-
motorized recreation opportunities in the Grouse Lakes non-motorized area.   

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00005, 00024, 00078, 00081, 00479, 00584, 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 
05634, 06237, 06248, 06250, 06252, 06266, 06271, 06273, 06277, 06383, 06393, 06438, 06461, 
06533, 06565, 06593, 06595, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06668, 06675, 06696, 06698, 06701, 06716, 
06718, 06737, 06748, 06749, 06755, 06784, 06789, 06790, 06804, FA, S0038, S0055 

Road 14-01 (motorized mixed use): I am especially concerned about the Grouse Ridge access 
roads. Do not change the road classification. Regular vehicles need these roads to remain usable to 
access trailheads. If they are allowed to become OHV roads, the quality of the roads will rapidly 
decline making them unusable for regular vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is not approved on this road in the Preferred Alternative to prevent non-highway legal 
vehicles from incursions into the Grouse Lakes non-motorized area. In the Preferred Alternative 
year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads with non-highway legal 
vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low mixed use crash probability 
combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent with the California Vehicle 
Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00005, 00024, 00078, 00081, 00479, 00584, 05634, 06248, 06250, 06252, 06273, 
06438, 06461, 06533, 06593, 06595, 06642, 06668, 06675, 06696, 06716, 06737, 06749, 06755, FA, 
S0038, S0055 
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Road 14-4 (NFTS status): These trails are poorly accessible from the Grouse ridge trail and could 
be used to access the Beyers Lake trail by ORV users illegally. It should not be open for ORV use. 

Response: This is existing NFTS Maintenance Level 2 road open to the public. Closure of existing 
NFTS road is outside of the scope decision. 

Commenter: 00024 

Road 15 Nichols Mill (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 15, Nichols 
Mill, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

This road will be maintained for passenger car access in the Preferred Alternative.  

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 
06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 06790, 
06804 

Road 16 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 16 from open to highway 
legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is approved for this road during deer hunting season in the Preferred Alternative. By 
approving mixed use only during deer hunting season the mixed use crash probability is low and the 
mixed use crash severity is low. Approving year-round mixed use on this road would have resulted in 
a moderate mixed use crash severity. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 06704, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 
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Road 17 Carr Lindsey (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 17, Carr 
Lindsey, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

I object to the reclassification of the routes in the Bowman Lake/Grouse Ridge areas between 
Bowman Lake and Lake Spaulding, including but not limited to route numbers 0018-006, 0014, 
0014-001, and 0017, shown on the map as red and black lines. The current status of these trails 
should be retained. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

This road was limited to highway legal vehicles only in the Preferred Alternative to protect non-
motorized recreation opportunities in the Grouse Lakes non-motorized area.   

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00005, 00024, 00078, 00081, 00479, 00584, 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 
05634, 06237, 06248, 06250, 06252, 06266, 06271, 06273, 06277, 06383, 06393, 06438, 06461, 
06533, 06565, 06593, 06595, 06629, 06642, 06668, 06675, 06696, 06698, 06701, 06716, 06718, 
06737, 06748, 06749, 06755, 06784, 06789, 06790, 06804, FA, S0038, S0055 

Road 17-6 Feely Lake (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 17-6, Feely 
Lake, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

This road was limited to highway legal vehicles only in the Preferred Alternative to protect non-
motorized recreation opportunities in the Grouse Lakes non-motorized area.   

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 
06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 06790, 
06804, FA, S0055 
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Road 17-6-2 (NFTS Status): This is a steep, erosion-prone road on private property that does not 
connect to any loop and should not be available for ORV use. There is already a maintained access 
to Lindsey Lake. 

Response: This road was determined to be on private land for which the Forest Service does not 
have a valid right-of-way. This road was removed from all alternatives 

Commenter: 00024 

Road 17-12 (NFTS status): The road from the north end of Lower Lindsey Lake to Culbertson 
should not be designated as a route at all. It is open only to the private property owners in the area. 
It is not for public use. The gated area should be better maintained.  

Response: Road 17-12 is a closed NFTS road. It is not re-opened to the public in any of the action 
alternatives. 

Commenter: 00024 

Road 18 - Bowman Road (motorized mixed use): The very narrow, difficult to maintain and 
dangerous native material portion of the Bowman road (USFS 18), which SPI acquires a commercial 
hauling permit to use, has been designated to add OHV use. 

Response: The Preferred Alternative does not change the allowable use on this segment of the 
Bowman Road.  

Commenter: 06424 

Road 18-6 (NFTS status): This road is impassible for motorized use and should not be designated 
as other than a hiking trail. 

Response: After about ½ mile beyond Rucker Lake the 18-6 Road extends north of Blue Lake, this 
section of the road is a Maintenance Level 1 NFTS road closed to public motorized use in all 
alternatives.  A road on PG&E land, and controlled by PG&E, connects to the 18-6 Road and 
accesses the bottom of Blue Lake Dam where a couple of PG&E dispersed campsites exist. 

Commenter: 00024, S0055 

Road 18-6 Blue Lake (motorized mixed use/NFTS status): Tracks from quad runners are rampant 
in this area. The “hiking trail” to Grouse Ridge Trail has been overrun by motor vehicles, significantly 
diminishing hiker enjoyment and causing large sections of trail to severely erode. Route 0018-006 
should end at Blue Lake to avoid the poaching of this trail with historic relevance. The 1.25 miles 
beyond Blue Lake should be removed from the Travel Plan all together.  

Response: Mixed use is not approved on this road in the Preferred Alternative to prevent non-
highway legal vehicles from incursions into the Grouse Lakes non-motorized area.  

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 



Motorized Travel Management Final Environmental Impact Statement – September 2010 
Appendix N: Responses to Comments  

N-192 – Tahoe National Forest 

mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

The 18-6 road has been corrected to stop at the section line prior to Blue Lake since the remainder of 
route is on private land for which the Forest Service does not have a valid right-of-way 

Commenters: 00061, 05305, 05634, 06252, 06273, 06696, 06716, 06749, S0038, S0055 

Road 18-12 Camp 19 Road (impacts to private land): The Existing System Roads designation 
shown through PG&E property located in Section 1, T17N-R11E will encourage an increase in 
unauthorized use of PG&E property. Additional signage, patrol and enforcement will be required to 
address these issues. This road includes a bridge crossing of NID’s Bowman-Spaulding Canal. It 
appears that NID controls the gate at this location 

Response: This route is excluded from all alternatives since it is a NFTS non-motorized trail. 

Commenters: 05634, 06252, S0038 

Road 18-16 (NFTS status): This is a road has been closed for at least 12 years. There is a sensitive 
meadow area at the top, north end of the road. It should be closed to ORV use and the closure 
should be improved. 

Response: This is an existing NFTS Maintenance Level 2 road open to the public. Closure of 
existing NFTS roads is outside of the scope of this decision. 

Commenter: 00024 

Road 18-16 (motorized mixed use): I object to the reclassification of the routes in the Bowman 
Lake/Grouse Ridge areas between Bowman Lake and Lake Spaulding, including but not limited to 
route numbers 0018-016, 0014, 0014-001, and 0017, shown on the map as red and black lines. The 
current status of these trails should be retained. 

Response: This road is already a Maintenance Level 2 NFTS road open to all vehicles. 

Commenters: 00005, 00024, 00078, 00081, 00479, 00584, 05634, 06248, 06250, 06252, 06273, 
06438, 06461, 06533, 06593, 06595, 06642, 06668, 06675, 06696, 06716, 06737, 06749, 06755, FA, 
S0038 

Road 18-18-1 (NFTS Status): This road that has not been in existence for 12 years but shows on 
the Alternative 1 map. This portion of the road is a remaining skid road and landing on private 
property. The ridge is above our property and the sound of motor vehicles is very disturbing in the 
creek valley below. Travel should be restricted to the existing road heading toward Canyon Creek. 

Response: This is an existing Maintenance Level 2 NFTS road open to all vehicles. Closure of 
NFTS is outside of the scope of this decision. 

Commenter: 00024 

Road 19 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 19 from open to highway 
legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 
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Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished on this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance 
Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 19-16 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 19-16 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished on this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance 
Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 06704, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 20-12 Burlington Road (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 20-
12 from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished in the Preferred Alternative on the portion this road important to non-
highway legal vehicles by changing from a Maintenance Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenter: 04540 

Road 20-16 - Steep Hollow Cross Country Ski Area (winter use): Every year the gate access at 
Blue Diamond Road and Highway 20 is left open and some idiot drives in and destroys the first mile 
or so of skiing for everyone, so they have a 10 minute joy ride. Please lock the gate before the first 
snowfall and respect the skiers 

Response: the 20-16 road is closed to public wheeled motorized access during the winter. This 
closure remains in effect in all of the alternatives. The Preferred Alternative does not allow wheeled 
over-the-snow use in the Steep Hollow cross country ski area. 

Commenters: 00061, 05305, 06478 
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Road 20-16 Diamond Creek (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 20-
16, Diamond Creek, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5. Mixed use is approved on the portion of this road 
important to non-highway legal vehicles since it is less than 3 miles in length combined with a low 
mixed use crash probability and low mixed use crash severity. 

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 
06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 06790, 
06804 

Road 21 - Gaston Grade (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 21, 
Gaston Grade, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual Resources) and in 
Chapter 3.11 (Society, Culture, & Economy). 

This road will be maintained for passenger car access in the Preferred Alternative. In the Preferred 
Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads with non-
highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low mixed use 
crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent with the 
California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00793, 01366, 01766, 03567, 04540, 04557, 06326, 06378, 06480, 06632, 06633, 
06645, 06718, 06748, S0028 

Road 24 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 24 from open to highway 
legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 
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Mixed use is accomplished in the Preferred Alternative on the portion this road important to non-
highway legal vehicles by changing from a Maintenance Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 06704, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 25 Eureka (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 25, Eureka, from 
open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished in the Preferred Alternative on a portion of this road by changing from a 
Maintenance Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Mixed use is approved for the remainder of this road during deer hunting season in the Preferred 
Alternative. By approving mixed use only during deer hunting season the mixed use crash 
probability is low and the mixed use crash severity is low. Approving year-round mixed use on this 
road would have resulted in a moderate mixed use crash probability and a high mixed use crash 
severity. In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles 
sharing roads with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that 
have a low mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are 
consistent with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00027, 00033, 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 
06383, 06393, 06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06680, 06698, 06701, 06704, 06718, 06737, 
06748, 06773, 06784, 06789, 06790, 06797, 06804 

Road 25-4-6 & 25-08-08 Halls Ranch Trail connections: A connection between the Halls Ranch 
OHV trail and the Saddleback Road and on to Chimney Rock Trail and Poker Flat should be added 
to the system.  

Response: These routes are not included in the Preferred Alternative since the road needed to 
provide a loop opportunity would have mixed use approved only during the deer hunting season. In 
the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenter: 06784, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 25-08-08 - Halls Ranch Trail connections: A connection between the Halls Ranch OHV trail 
and the Saddleback Road and on to Chimney Rock Trail and Poker Flat should be added to the 
system. 
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Response: The two road segments mentioned above are system roads (25-08-08 and 25-4-6) that 
have been closed through recent NEPA decisions. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative approves 
mixed use on a portion of the 27 road only during deer hunting season. In the Preferred Alternative 
year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads with non-highway legal 
vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low mixed use crash probability 
combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent with the California Vehicle 
Code Division 16.5.  

Commenter: 06784, S0005, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 27 Fiddle Eureka (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 27, Fiddle 
Eureka, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is approved for this road during deer hunting season in the Preferred Alternative. By 
approving mixed use only during deer hunting season the mixed use crash probability is low and the 
mixed use crash severity is low. Approving year-round mixed use on this road would have resulted in 
a moderate mixed use crash probability and a high mixed use crash severity. In the Preferred 
Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads with non-
highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low mixed use 
crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent with the 
California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00033, 00619, 00623, 02522, 02552, 02936, 02968, 05632, 05633, 06237, 06266, 
06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06680, 06698, 06701, 06704, 
06718, 06737, 06744, 06748, 06773, 06784, 06789, 06790, 06797, 06804, 06806 

Road 28 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 28 from open to highway 
legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is approved for this road during deer hunting season in the Preferred Alternative. By 
approving mixed use only during deer hunting season the mixed use crash probability is low and the 
mixed use crash severity is low. Approving year-round mixed use on this road would have resulted in 
a moderate mixed use crash probability and a high mixed use crash severity. In the Preferred 
Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads with non-
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highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low mixed use 
crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent with the 
California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 29 Omega (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 29, Omega, from 
open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

This road will be maintained for passenger car access in the Preferred Alternative. In the Preferred 
Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads with non-
highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low mixed use 
crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent with the 
California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 
06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 06790, 
06804 

Road 29-2 Alpha (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 29-2, Alpha, 
from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished in the Preferred Alternative on a portion this road by changing from a 
Maintenance Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. The remainder of the road is already Maintenance 
Level 2 NFTS road open to vehicles. 

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 04540, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 
06393, 06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06773, 06784, 
06789, 06790, 06797, 06804 

Road 32 Chalk Bluff (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 32, Chalk 
Bluff, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
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These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished in the Preferred Alternative on a portion this by changing from a 
Maintenance Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. The remainder of the road is already a Maintenance 
Level 2 NFTS road open to all vehicles. 

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 
06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 06790, 
06804 

Road 32-12 Buckeye Ridge Road (Seasonal Closure): Closing the Buckeye Road for the Winter 
Deer herd is not prudent. It is one of many roads available to the public in a condensed area, and 
has never been closed for this purpose before. There are several studies that prove the deer are not 
affected by OHV’s, and in fact their numbers are increasing and show no evidence of their habitat 
being degraded 

Response: The Buckeye Ridge Road (032-12) deer winter range seasonal restriction was specified in 
Forest Plan. This seasonal restriction applies to all of the alternatives. 

Commenters: 00571, 00671, 00676, 06710, FF 

Road 33 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 33 from open to highway 
legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is approved for this road during deer hunting season in the Preferred Alternative. By 
approving mixed use only during deer hunting season the mixed use crash probability is low and the 
mixed use crash severity is low. Approving year-round mixed use on this road would have resulted in 
a moderate mixed use crash probability and a high mixed use crash severity. In the Preferred 
Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads with non-
highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low mixed use 
crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent with the 
California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 06704, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 35 Cal Ida (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 35, Cal Ida, from 
open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
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These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is approved for the portion of this road important to non-highway legal vehicle users 
during deer hunting season in the Preferred Alternative. By approving mixed use only during deer 
hunting season the mixed use crash probability is low and the mixed use crash severity is low. 
Approving year-round mixed use on this road would have resulted in a moderate mixed use crash 
probability and a high mixed use crash severity. In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized 
mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to 
roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low mixed use crash probability combined with a low 
mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00027, 00033, 00619, 00623, 02522, 02552, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 
06277, 06383, 06393, 06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06680, 06698, 06701, 06704, 06718, 
06737, 06748, 06773, 06784, 06789, 06790, 06797, 06804 

Road 36 Relief Hill (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 36, Relief Hill, 
from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07 (Recreation and Visual Resources) and in 
Chapter 3.11 (Society, Culture, & Economy). 

This road will be maintained for passenger car access in the Preferred Alternative. In the Preferred 
Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads with non-
highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low mixed use 
crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent with the 
California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 00793, 02522, 02936, 02968, 04540, 04557, 06237, 06266, 06271, 
06277, 06326, 06378, 06383, 06393, 06480, 06533, 06565, 06629, 06632, 06642, 06645, 06675, 
06698, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 06790, 06804, S0028 

Road 41 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 41 from open to highway 
legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
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mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5. Mixed use is approved for this road during deer 
hunting season in the Preferred Alternative. By approving mixed use only during deer hunting season 
the mixed use crash probability is low and the mixed use crash severity is low. Approving year-round 
mixed use on this road would have resulted in a moderate mixed use crash probability and a high 
mixed use crash severity. 

Commenters: 01366, 01766, 03567, 04540, 06480, 06632, 06633, 06645, 06718 

Road 43 Robinson Flat (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 43, 
Robinson Flat, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

This road will be maintained for passenger car access in the Preferred Alternative. The northern part 
of Robinson’s Flat 43 Road would be approved for mixed use in the Preferred Alternative. In the 
Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads with 
non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low mixed 
use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent with the 
California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 
06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06704, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 
06790, 06797, 06804, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 0043- unknown spur (motorized mixed use): The road from N39.416 W120 32.429 to the 
intersection with the 0043 road is not maintained and should be shown to be open to mixed use. 
Please correct the map error. 

Response: No such road could be located based on the coordinates given. 

Road 44 Cavanah Deep (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 44, 
Cavanah Deep, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

This road will be maintained for passenger car access in the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred 
Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads with non-
highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low mixed use 



Motorized Travel Management Final Environmental Impact Statement – September 2010 
Appendix N: Responses to Comments  

Tahoe National Forest – N-201 

crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent with the 
California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 
06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 06790, 
06804 

Road 44-2 Motorway (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 44-2, 
Motorway, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: This road is already a Maintenance Level 2 NFTS road open to all vehicles. 

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 
06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 06790, 
06804 

Road 44-22 Last Chance (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 44-22, 
Last Chance, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: This road is already a Maintenance Level 2 NFTS road open to all vehicles. 

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 
06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 06790, 
06804 

Road 45 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 45 from open to highway 
legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished on this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance 
Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 06704, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 49-47 Union Flat Campground (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change 
road 49-47, Union Flat Campground, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all 
vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 
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In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5. Mixed use is approved on the portion of this road 
important to non-highway legal vehicles since it is less than 3 miles in length combined with a low 
mixed use crash probability and low mixed use crash severity. 

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 
06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 06790, 
06804, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 0050 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0050 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: This road is already a Maintenance Level 2 NFTS road open to all vehicles. 

Commenters: 01366, 01766, 03567, 04540, 06480, 06632, 06633, 06645, 06718 

Road 0052 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0052 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished on this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance 
Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 02968, 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069. 

Road 0054 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0054 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is approved for this road during deer hunting season in the Preferred Alternative. By 
approving mixed use only during deer hunting season the mixed use crash probability is low and the 
mixed use crash severity is low. Approving year-round mixed use on this road would have resulted in 
a moderate mixed use crash probability and a high mixed use crash severity. In the Preferred 
Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads with non-
highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low mixed use 
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crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent with the 
California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 00033, 00580, 02968, 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, 
S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069. 

Road 0054-002 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0054-002 from 
open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: This road is already a Maintenance Level 2 NFTS road open to all vehicles. 

Commenters: 02968, 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069. 

Road 57 Last Chance (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 57, Red 
Star Ridge, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles.  

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished on this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance 
Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 
06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06704, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 
06790, 06797, 06804, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 57-16 (NFTS status): The map does not show that the 0057 road continues down to the 
Middle Fork of the American River. Please correct the map to show the road down to the river. 

Response: Road number 57-16 is no longer part of the NFTS and is currently an unauthorized route. 
This unauthorized route was excluded from all alternatives due to excessive slopes.  

Commenter: 06804 

Road 0068 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0068 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
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with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5. Mixed use is not approved on this road in the 
Preferred Alternative due its high mixed use crash severity. 

Commenters: 06704, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 0070 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0070 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished in the Preferred Alternative on the portion this road important to non-
highway legal vehicles by changing from a Maintenance Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 02968, 06430, 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, 
S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 0071 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0071 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished in the Preferred Alternative on the portion this road important to non-
highway legal vehicles by changing from a Maintenance Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 02968, 06430, 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, 
S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 0072 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0072 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  Mixed use is accomplished on the majority of this 
road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 
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Mixed use is approved on the remaining portion of this road since it is less than 3 miles in length 
combined with a low mixed use crash probability and low mixed use crash severity. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069. 

Road 0072-002 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0072 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: A portion of this road is already a Maintenance Level 2 NFTS road open to all vehicles. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  Mixed use is approved on the remaining portion of 
this road important to non-highway legal vehicles since it is less than 3 miles in length combined 
with a low mixed use crash probability and low mixed use crash severity. 

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069. 

Road 73 - Boca Dam Road (NFTS Status): In accordance with our security plan for Boca Dam, 
Reclamation may need to close the road across Boca Dam for extended periods to provide for 
protection of the public and lands downstream. 

Response: We recognize that the Bureau of Reclamation controls access within the reclamation 
zones on the dams and will continue to define allowable public use in those areas. 

Commenter: 06519 

Road 0076 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0076 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished on this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance 
Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 02968, 06806, 06797, 06773, 06704, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069 

Road 85 Rattlesnake (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 85, 
Rattlesnake, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. Rattlesnake Road 
stretching into the Fordyce Lake area is a vital access point for off-road vehicles which are not street 
legal. There are very few staging, if any true staging, areas for off-road vehicles should the road be 
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designated as highway legal only. It is one of the only areas in the entire state which has a RV park 
with easy access to the trail system. This in turn allows off road enthusiasts to camp outside of 
sensitive habitat and still have easy access to many trails. 

Some commenters expressed concerns regarding user safety and the potential lack of future access 
for passenger and utility vehicles with the Preferred Alternative’s proposal to allow OHV use on a 
portion of the 85 Road by changing its classification from Maintenance Level 3 to Maintenance Level 
2. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished on this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance 
Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2 for the segment of the 85 Road from Nevada County Road 9140 to 
the intersection with the 85-2 Road. Though this segment of the 85 Road is currently classified as a 
Maintenance Level 3 road, it has persistently been, and currently is, characterized as rough with large 
boulders protruding into the road surface often throughout its length, which is characteristic of 
Maintenance Level 2 roads. The speeds of passenger and utility vehicles (highway legal vehicles) 
tend to remain low along this segment of the 85 Road due to the rough road surface characteristics. 
The Forest Service will erect signs intended for OHVs to maintain safe speeds while on this road 
segment. Maintenance will continue on this segment of the 85 Road to protect natural resources and 
to ensure utility vehicles can still access the two organizational camps. 

The segment of the 85 Road east of the 85-2 Road intersection to the 85-2-2 intersection will remain 
a Maintenance Level 3 road. This segment of the 85 Road is generally characterized as a wide and 
relatively smooth gravel road, typical of Maintenance Level 3 roads. Along this segment of the 85 
Road all vehicle types are able to attain higher rates of speed. Thus, crash probability and severity 
are higher on this segment of the 85 Road.  Only highway legal vehicles would be allowed to travel 
this segment of the 85 Road. 

The segment of the 85 Road east of the 85-2-2 Road is classified as a Maintenance Level 2 road due 
to its roughly graded road characteristics. Non-highway legal vehicles would still be able to travel to 
the Lola Montez OHV Trail coming from the 85-2-2 Road (Sterling and Fordyce Lakes direction) by 
traveling on a ¼ mile segment of the 85 Road (Maintenance Level 2) and then taking the 85-8 Road. 

Commenters: 00021, 00026, 00036, 00083, 00114, 00473, 00560, 00562, 00607, 00617, 00619, 
00621, 00622, 00623, 00634, 00638, 00642, 00644, 00649, 00661, 00669, 00679, 00694, 00699, 
00700, 00712, 00741, 00764, 00778, 00782, 00785, 00788, 00799, 01361, 01364, 01365, 01369, 
01370, 01373, 01375, 01858, 01860, 01861, 02522, 02532, 02533, 02534, 02538, 02539, 02542, 
02551, 02936, 04559, 04565, 05306, 05636, 06036, 06237, 06244, 06253, 06266, 06271, 06277, 
06371, 06381, 06383, 06393, 06438, 06480, 06481, 06533, 06565, 06584, 06625, 06629, 06642, 
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06645, 06650, 06675, 06698, 06700, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 06790, 06804, FE, 
S0055 

Road 0086 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0086 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5. 

Commenters: 02968, 06430, 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806 

Road 88 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0088 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: This is a county road. The Forest Service has no authority to designate it for mixed use. 

Commenters: 02968, 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069 

Road 0088-011 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0088-11 from 
open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5. Mixed use is not approved on this road in the 
Preferred Alternative due its high mixed use crash severity. 

Commenters: 02968, 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069 

Road 0088-30 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0088-30 from open 
to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 
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Response: This road was removed from the NFTS since it was scheduled for decommissioning in a 
previous NEPA decision. 

Commenters: 02968, 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069 

Road 89-36-10 (access to private land): Failure to include USFS Road #89-36-10 on future 
transportation plan maps, we feel, unfairly restricts access to the above described user groups, and 
does not maintain valid existing rights of use and access (rights-of-way), meeting our private 
property access needs…the Beine family would like to go on record as stating that we are not 
opposed to granting easements or reciprocal right-of-ways or permission to the USFS and/or to 
other private landowners…so long as sufficient maintenance, fire protection, and off-road 
enforcement controls occur on a regular, on-going basis. 

Response: The portion of the road accessing the private property from the east is Maintenance Level 
2 NFTS road open to all vehicles. 

The portion of the road on private land is a private road for which the Forest Service does not have a 
valid right-of-way. 

The portion of the road to the west is a closed NFTS road by a recent NEPA decision. 

Commenters: 00032, 00044  

Road 0089-055 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0089-055 from 
open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished on this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance 
Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 06704, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 93 Union Flat Road (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should designate the 93 
Road out of Union Flat Campground for mixed use.  

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
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mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5. 

The Preferred Alternative proposes mixed use on the section of the 93 road between Packer Saddle 
(popular OHV staging area) and the 93-3 road intersection. Signs will be posted advising drivers and 
OHV riders of the mixed traffic. This connects Packer Saddle and OHV opportunities at Sierra 
Buttes, Butch Ranch, and Gold Valley. The Preferred Alternative also proposes that this section of 
the 93 road be open to ATV use during the deer rifle hunting season.  

Commenters: 00033, 02936, 05632, 06237, 06704, 06744, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 06806 

Road 93-2 Monarch (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 93-2, 
Monarch, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

A portion of this road is already a Maintenance Level 2 NFTS road open to all vehicles. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Mixed use is approved on the portion of this road important to non-highway legal vehicles since it is 
less than 3 miles in length combined with a low mixed use crash probability and low mixed use crash 
severity. This provides connectivity between Packer Saddle (staging area), Sierra Buttes OHV Trail, 
YRN-1, YRN-2 and Butcher Ranch OHV Trail. 

Commenters: 00033, 00580, 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 05632, 06237, 06266, 06271, 
06277, 06383, 06393, 06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06704, 06718, 06737, 
06744, 06748, 06773, 06784, 06789, 06790, 06797, 06804, 06806, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, 
S0064, S0067, S0069 

Road 93-3 Pauley Creek (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 93-3, 
Pauley Creek, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

Mixed use is accomplished on a portion of this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a 
Maintenance Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 
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In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5. Mixed use is approved on the remaining portion of 
this road important to non-highway legal vehicles since it is less than 3 miles in length combined 
with a low mixed use crash probability and low mixed use crash severity. This would allow 
connectivity for OHV use from Packer Saddle (a portion of the 93 Road would also be made 
available to OHV use), to Butcher Ranch, to Gold Valley, to Little Deer Lake, to Summit Lake, to 
Lots-A-Lakes OHV trails.  

Commenters: 00033, 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 05632, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 
06383, 06393, 06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06704, 06718, 06737, 06744, 
06748, 06773, 06784, 06789, 06790, 06797, 06804, 06806, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069 

Road 96 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 96 from open to highway 
legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

A portion of this road is already a Maintenance Level 2 NFTS road open to all vehicles. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069 

Road 96-91 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 96-91 from open to 
highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

In the Preferred Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads 
with non-highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low 
mixed use crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent 
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with the California Vehicle Code Division 16.5. This road will be maintained for passenger car 
access in the Preferred Alternative.  

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069 

Road 0261-004 (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 0261-004 from 
open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

This road will be maintained for passenger car access in the Preferred Alternative. In the Preferred 
Alternative year-round motorized mixed use (highway-legal vehicles sharing roads with non-
highway legal vehicles) was limited to roads less than 3 miles in length that have a low mixed use 
crash probability combined with a low mixed use crash severity, or that are consistent with the 
California Vehicle Code Division 16.5.  

Commenters: 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, 
S0069. 

Road 401-2-3 (NFTS Status): A respondent commented that the road to the William Tell Mine 
should be designated for use by OHVs. 

Response: Though the road (401-2-3) has a number under a Road Use Permit, it is not a Forest 
Service System road according to TNF records.  

The Forest Service does not currently hold a valid right-of-way through all pieces of the private land 
that this route crosses. If the Forest Service can obtain the necessary easement, then the route can be 
made open to public use and included in the Motor Vehicle Use Map. If the Forest Service can not 
obtain the necessary easement, then the route will not be made included in the Motor Vehicle Use 
Map, and would not be open to public motorized use. 

Commenter: 06794 

Road 738-6 (NFTS status): The old Artic Mine Trail is very steep, erosion prone and in the drainage 
of Canyon Creek used by Town of Washington for their municipal water source. It should not be an 
ORV route. 

Response: This is an existing Maintenance Level 1 NFTS road closed to motorized public access in 
all of the action alternatives. 

Commenter: 00024 
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Road 843-18 Fordyce Road (NFTS status): The road shown heading north towards Meadow Lake 
from Fordyce is inappropriate as it is severed by PG&E’s Fordyce dam which is not a road. PG&E is 
opposed to designation of the portion of this road on its property due to continued damaged to its 
roads, facilities and the environment by unauthorized OHV use and camping. See east half of 
Section 3, T17N-R13E and SE quarter of section 34, T18n-R13E. At a minimum, significant increase 
and law enforcement would be required in this area. 

Response: The mapping was adjusted to exclude any portion of private road on PG&E lands north of 
the Fordyce Dam for which the Forest Service does not have a valid right-of-way. 

Commenters: 05634, 06252, S0038 

Road 514-10 - A-Tree (closure): The road from the A-Tree is not used much by the public and 
should be closed. 

Response: The 514-10 road is currently dual designated as a motorized NFTS trail open to all 
vehicles. Closure of existing NFTS motorized trails is outside of the scope of this decision. 

Commenter: 06593 

Road 843-37 French Lake (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 843-
37, French Lake, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles. 

We ask that Route 00843-037 not be extended for ATV travel. Faucherie Lake is totally within the 
boundary of the Grouse Lakes vehicle Control area. 

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 

This road was limited to highway legal vehicles only in the Preferred Alternative to protect non-
motorized recreation opportunities in the Grouse Lakes non-motorized area.   

Commenters: 00005, 00024, 00078, 00081, 00479, 00584, 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 
05634, 06237, 06250, 06252, 06266, 06271, 06273, 06277, 06383, 06393, 06438, 06461, 06533, 
06565, 06593, 06595, 06629, 06642, 06668, 06675, 06696, 06698, 06701, 06716, 06718, 06737, 
06748, 06749, 06755, 06784, 06789, 06790, 06804, S0038 

Road 5688 Bald Ridge Loop (motorized mixed use): The Forest Service should change road 
5688, Bald Ridge Loop, from open to highway legal vehicles only to open to all vehicles.  

Response: Appendix J (Roads Analyzed for Motorized Mixed Use) describes the probability of 
vehicle crashes occurring on a particular road and the severity of such crashes should they occur. 
These assessments form the basis of mixed use designations. The effects analysis on motorized and 
non-motorized recreation can be found in Chapter 3.07, Recreation and Visual Resources. 
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Mixed use is accomplished on this road in the Preferred Alternative by changing from a Maintenance 
Level 3 to a Maintenance Level 2. 

Commenters: 00619, 00623, 02522, 02936, 02968, 06237, 06266, 06271, 06277, 06383, 06393, 
06533, 06565, 06629, 06642, 06675, 06698, 06701, 06718, 06737, 06748, 06784, 06789, 06790, 
06804 

Road 5708 Pole Creek Road (change in maintenance level): The change in class of vehicles on 
approximately 0.5 miles of the Pole Creek Road (Road# 5708) is located within the Riparian 
Conservation Area of Pole Creek, which is occupied Lahontan cutthroat trout habitat, and therefore 
may have adverse effects from potential increased sedimentation from changed maintenance 
standards, where the route changes from smooth surfaced to native surfaced. 

The Forest Service should reclassify entire 08 Road as “Open to All Vehicles”. 

Response: Per the FEIS, the 0.5 miles of the Pole Creek that is located within the RCA will be 
managed at its current Maintenance Level 3 standard, thereby minimizing the potential for sediment 
delivery. Therefore, there will not be route changes from smooth surfaced to native surface, and will 
not result in increased risk from potential increased sediment delivery. This has been clarified and 
corrected in the FEIS in the Lahontan cutthroat trout section of Chapter 3.03 (Terrestrial and Aquatic 
Species). The 0.5 miles of road that has been proposed for a change in class of vehicles, is not in the 
RCA and is not projected to have any effects on Pole Creek or the Lahontan cutthroat trout.  

Commenter: 06704, 06721, 06797, 06806 

Road 6001-80 - Serene Lakes (environmental impacts): OHV damage to trails on national forest 
land adjacent to the community of Serene Lakes has been occurring. 

Response: The majority of the land around Serene Lakes is private. Many of the roads in this 
vicinity are also private, for which the Forest Service does not have a valid right-of-way. There are 
no proposed additions to the NFTS in the vicinity of Serene Lakes. All of the action alternatives 
prohibit cross country travel off of designated roads and trails which will reduce damage from motor 
vehicles. 

Commenter: 06702 

TKN-PP: This route provides access from the Prosser OHV Staging Area to the Prosser Pits 
designated Open Area. 

Response: This road open to all vehicles was added to Preferred Alternative based on site specific 
DEIS public comments to provide access for non-highway legal vehicles from the Prosser OHV 
staging Area to the designated Prosser Pits “Open Area” while avoiding roads designated as highway 
legal vehicles only.  The route has no significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated at 
this time. 

Commenter: S0020 
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Road TKN-??1: There is a route on the western side of the river approximately halfway between 
Stampede and Boca Reservoirs that looks to be an island apart from the rest of the proposed 
additions around it. There is no access to this route and after speaking with David Arrasmith about 
this route last year, he said that it was an error and would be removed from the next set of maps. We 
want to make sure that this route is not included as it will provide motorized access to the meadow 
area and lead to future problems.  

Response: This route was not included in the Preferred Alternative since it was previously 
decommissioned.  

Commenter: S0071 

Road 270-10 Directly below Stampede Dam on the eastern side of the river and directly to the west 
of Stampede Dam Rd. is a FS managed parking lot. This parking lot is the primary access point for 
anglers fishing the Little Truckee River. There is a road that continues down to the dam and a facility 
managed by the Bureau of Reclamation. Alternative 6 shows all of this correctly, however it also 
shows another route that continues to the south from the parking lot and accesses the eastern banks 
of the Little Truckee River. From my knowledge and communication with the Truckee Ranger 
District, this route has been decommissioned for some years now. I believe there was a citation 
issued on this route last year and there is even a non-motorized FS sign from the parking lot as you 
look down this route. It is very important that this route be removed from the FEIS. If not, we will 
certainly see reckless motorized use along the eastern side of the Little Truckee River.  

Response: The route heading south from the parking lot is an existing NFTS maintenance level 2 
road number 270-10. Closure of existing NFTS is outside of the scope of this decision. 

Commenter: S0071 

Road 261-5-2 Is this an addition, trail, or a road?.: This route is most likely the motorized access that 
Bureau of Reclamation uses to check the facilities and transmission lines on the western side of the 
river below the dam. However, on the map it shows up to provide complete access the river, which 
the aforementioned road does not do. This area is considered the next and last step for restoration 
and road removal in the Little Truckee meadow, second in priority only to the area we were able to 
remove last October. The utility access ends about 100-150 yards from the river and veers directly 
north to the various facilities. There is a route that continues to the river from this cut-off, which then 
turns south along the river. This is a user created trail and this small but critical section should be left 
out of the FEIS and be clarified on maps to show users it is no longer an option.  

With the considerations to the amendments listed above, this collaborative feels strongly that the 
now famous Little Truckee River and meadow will be protected and enjoyed by a variety of people 
for a very long time. We thank you for working with us and allowing our vision for the area to come to 
fruition – it is a special place. 

Response: This route is an existing NFTS maintenance level 2 road number 261-5-2 (starting from 
the Stampede dump station).  The road is seasonally closed with a gate from May 15th to October 1st 
at the dump station per the “Warren Mill” NEPA work, signed in August 1996.  People have been 
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driving around this gate, even though numerous boulders/logs/posts/signs have been placed to 
prevent summer access. Closure of existing NFTS roads is outside of the scope of this decision.   

Commenter: S0071 

Road 301-75?.: Upper Prosser/Upper Little Truckee/Cold Stream: There is another “island-like” 
route that looks like it is on private property (most likely the two parcels purchased by the Truckee 
Donner Land Trust) on Cold Stream. Otherwise, there is no ingress or egress to it and this route 
seems out of place, which is most likely an omission that needs correction.  

Response: This route is an existing NFTS maintenance level 2 road number 301-75.  The only right 
of way the Forest Service has for this road is for the portion (below the footbridge) which overlaps 
with the Mount Lola hiking trail (14E08) for a short distance. Closure of existing NFTS roads is 
outside of the scope of this decision. 

Commenter: S0071 

Road 514-8 (Condor’s gate): The location of Condor’s gate is in error on the maps. 

Response: We acknowledge the continuation of the error from the DEIS maps to the SDEIS maps. 
Future maps, including the Motor Vehicle Use Map, will be adjusted to reflect the proper location of 
the gate. 

Commenter: S0010 

Road YRN-85 Extension:  The section of road on the map that is inaccurately marked as open to 
public use is at the end of the Road 85 extension. The private egress and ingress road that crosses 
Section 29 from east to west has never been opened to the public and is not maintained at the 
public’s expense. This section of road serves access to no defining landmarks not water, not views 
and no outstanding natural features. Allowing the public to use this road would lead to the 
degradation of the Burnt Flat Meadows, this small open land would most surely attract motorize 
vehicle abuse and illegal campsite abuse.  

Response:  Forest Service files do not indicate that we have formal public road easements in 
Sections 29 and 27. Therefore, no public access roads or trails are shown in Sections 29 and 27, nor 
are any proposed to be added to the NFTS in this travel management planning process. Forest 
Service does hold an easement across the corner of the NW ¼ of Section 33. This provides public 
road access into the public land in section 28. The road that goes east to west in Section 28 (not 
Section 29 as stated in the comment) is part of the current transportation system and is open for 
public use. Closing existing system roads is outside the scope of this FEIS. The dispersed camping 
occurring on Section 28 is allowed since it is on National Forest System land. Because Burnt Flat 
Meadows is on private land, the 85 road on private land would need to be blocked by the landowner.  

Commenter: S0024 
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Road Fiberboard Road between Meadow Lake Road and westward ¾ miles: Designate the 
Fiberboard road between the Meadow Lake Road and the old County Road a Level 2 designation. 
This would allow access to Jackson Meadows and Pass Creek Loop area.  

Response: The Fiberboard Road is a maintenance level 5 Forest Highway.  Downgrading this road to 
a maintenance level 2 would not be consistent with the level of investment already made in this road. 

Commenter: S0031 

Roadless Area - Bald Mountain: A small portion of the Bald Mountain area is privately owned. 
There is approximately 1,061 acres designated as a Research Natural Area (RNA), which already 
eliminates motorized access.  

Response: The Preferred Alternative would improve the roadless characteristics within Bald 
Mountain IRA by prohibiting motorized cross country travel on all 5,834 acres and reducing the 
amount of motorized access on the existing network of motorized routes. The Preferred Alternative 
would reduce the miles available for motorized use from 9.2 miles to 4.6 miles. Overall, roadless 
area characteristics would improve over time as unauthorized routes passively restore to natural 
conditions 

Commenter: 06446 

Roadless Area – Castle Peak (no additions): Respondents commented that they do not want to 
add new OHV routes in the Castle Peak Inventoried Roadless Area due to the engine noise, impacts 
to wildlife, and impacts to water quality. 

Response: The Preferred Alternative adds 5 motorized trails (D_14E08, D_TKN-004, TKN-J4, 
TKN-J5 and TKN-J6) totaling 1.02 miles to the NFTS in the Castle Peak Inventoried Roadless Area. 
These trails were included in the Preferred Alternative since they were site specifically recommended 
by the public and did not have any significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see 
Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information). These trail additions do not have 
any significant impact to the roadless area characteristics (see Chapter 3.09, Inventoried Roadless 
Areas & Special Areas). 

The Preferred Alternative would improve the overall roadless character of the Castle Peak IRA by 
prohibiting cross country motorized travel on 15,738 acres and thereby reducing the mileage of 
routes available for motorized use by approximately 60 percent. The Preferred Alternative reduces 
the number miles open for motor vehicles from 18.7 to 9.6 in the Castle Peak IRA. Overall, roadless 
area characteristics would improve over time as unauthorized routes passively restore to natural 
conditions. 

Commenter: 00005, 00077, 06568, 06705, 06716, 06750, S0071 

Roadless Area – Castle Peak (access to livestock staging): Travel Management Plan will restrict 
access to livestock staging (horses and llamas) on the edge of Castle Meadow. 
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Response: Five additional routes accessing dispersed recreation sites were added to the Preferred 
Alternative near Castle Meadow. On of these routes (D_14E08 and D_TKN-004) are located within 
the Inventoried Roadless Area boundary. These routes were added to Preferred Alternative since they 
were site specifically recommended by the public during the comment period on the DEIS, did not 
have any resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail 
and Open Area Information), and did not have any significant impact on the Castle Peak Inventoried 
Roadless Are characteristics (see Chapter 3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas). 

Commenters: 06688, 06742 

Roadless Area – Castle Peak (Addition D_14E08 and D_TKN-004 White Rock Lake dispersed 
site support): We drive to White Rock Lake, park the jeep, and hike the trail to Mt. Lola just about 
every Fourth of July after the Truckee parade. Please keep open all the camping on the north side of 
White Rock Lake. 

Response: These routes are included in the Preferred Alternative since they were site specifically 
recommended by the public during the comment period on the DEIS and have no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). These routes have no significant effect on Inventoried Roadless Area 
Characteristics (see Chapter 3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas)  

Commenters: 06382, 06743, S0061 

Roadless Area – Castle Peak (addition TKN-J4): Route TKN-J4 should be closed to benefit 
roadless area conservation. 

Please keep TKN-J4 open for the motorized Forest visitors like us who want solitude, beauty, 
remoteness, and a chance to enjoy the environment while still being relatively close to home! 

Response: TKN-J4 is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during the collaboration process prior to the NOI and does not have any 
resource concerns which could not mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). The route has no significant impact on roadless area characteristics (see Chapter 
3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas). 

TKN-J4 is located west of Andesite Peak with approximately 0.6 miles located in the IRA. This 
route accesses existing dispersed recreation sites. The route enters the edges of Castle Peak IRA, and 
is close enough to Interstate 80 that traffic noise from the freeway is still noticeable. This route 
would have a minor impact on solitude because the noise of motor vehicles would not be louder than 
the background noise from the freeway in the immediate vicinity. 

By adding this preexisting route to the NFTS, there would continue to be minor effects to the high 
scenic quality landscape of the IRA due to vegetative disturbance and compaction at turnaround 
points. The majority of the Castle Peak IRA would remain a good candidate as a reference landscape 
because proposed changes to the NFTS are on the periphery of the IRA.  
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Commenters: 00005, 00081, 01363, 02968, 04562, 06248, 06266, 06273, 06382, 06388, 06418, 
06430, 06438, 06449, 06454, 06461, 06478, 06533, 06593, 06613, 06642, 06692, 06695, 06704, 
06716, 06721, 06722, 06743, 06749, 06773, 06797, 06806, S0061, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, 
S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069. 

Roadless Area – Castle Peak (addition TKN-J5): Please do not include any more roads in the 
Castle Peak area. Specifically route TKN-J5, which crosses a meadow, the Pacific Crest Trail and 
leads to a view, should not be open to vehicles. 

Please keep TKN-J5 open for the motorized Forest visitors like us who want solitude, beauty, 
remoteness, and a chance to enjoy the environment while still being relatively close to home! 

Change Botany resource mitigation measures to: Place natural barriers on Slab Rock to reduce 
impacts to Erigeron miser, while still allowing motored vehicle access on most of Slab Rock.  

Response: TKN-J5 is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during the collaboration process prior to the NOI and does not have any 
resource concerns which could not mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). The route has no significant impact on roadless area characteristics (see Chapter 
3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas). 

TKN-J5 (0.3 mi.) is a route located in Castle Valley that terminates at “Slab Rock”. This route 
accesses an existing dispersed recreation site. The route enters the edges of Castle Peak IRA, and is 
close enough to Interstate 80 that traffic noise from the freeway is still noticeable. This route will 
have a minor impact on solitude because the noise of motor vehicles would not be louder than the 
background noise from the freeway in the immediate vicinity.  

By adding this preexisting trail to the NFTS, there would continue to be minor effects to the high 
scenic quality landscape of the IRA due to vegetative disturbance and compaction at the turnaround 
point. The majority of the Castle Peak IRA will remain a good candidate as a reference landscape 
because proposed changes to the NFTS are on the periphery of the IRA.  

In the Preferred Alternative of the FEIS, TKN-J5 ends in a flat area adjacent to the trees and before 
the granite outcrop. The terminus of the trail is 300 feet distance from the Erigeron miser occurrence 
located on Slab Rock to minimize the risk of impact to this sensitive plant from motor vehicles. 

Commenter: 00005, 00081, 01363, 02968, 04562, 06248, 06266, 06273, 06382, 06388, 06418, 
06430, 06438, 06449, 06454, 06461, 06478, 06533, 06593, 06613, 06642, 06692, 06695, 06704, 
06716, 06721, 06722, 06743, 06749, 06773, 06797, 06806, S0061, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, 
S0063, S0064, S0067, S0068, S0069. 

Roadless Area – Castle Peak (Addition TKN-J6): TKN-6 should be designated for motorized use. 
Placing barriers 60’ back from the lake would mitigate the resource concerns.  

Response: This route is a short extension to Summit Lake, which has several popular dispersed 
campsites. This route was included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
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recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). Mitigations include shortening the length of the route to protect the aquatic 
values at the lake. The route has no significant impact on Inventoried Roadless Area character (see 
Chapter 3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas) 

TKN-J6 enters the eastern side of the IRA for approximately 0.1 miles, and provides access to the 
eastside of Summit Lake. The route enters the edge of Castle Peak IRA, and is close enough to 
Interstate 80 that traffic noise from the freeway is still noticeable. This route would have a minor 
impact on solitude because the noise of motor vehicles would not be louder than the background 
noise from the freeway in the immediate vicinity.  

By adding this preexisting trail to the NFTS, there would continue to be minor effects to the high 
scenic quality landscape of the IRA due to vegetative disturbance and compaction at turnaround 
points. The majority of the Castle Peak IRA would remain a good candidate as a reference landscape 
because proposed changes to the NFTS are on the periphery of the IRA.  

Commenters: 06449, 06642, 06716, 06806, 06797, 06773, 06704, S0061, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, 
S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069. 

Roadless Area – Castle Peak (close system roads): The roads in the Castle Peak area are 
already showing a high rate of erosion from OHV use and should be closed. 

 Response: Closure of existing NFTS roads and trails is outside of the scope of this decision. All of 
the action alternatives would improve the overall roadless character of the Castle Peak IRA by 
prohibiting cross country motorized travel on 15,738 acres and thereby reducing the mileage of 
routes available for motorized use by approximately 60 percent. Alternatives 2, 5, 6, and 7 reduce the 
number miles open for motor vehicles from 18.7 to 9.6. Alternatives 3 and 4 would close all of the 
trails unauthorized for motorized use in this IRA. Overall, roadless area characteristics would 
improve over time as unauthorized routes passively restore to natural conditions. 

Commenter: 00081 

Roadless Areas – Castle Peak (land ownership): The DEIS incorrectly states that nearly one-half 
of the area is in private ownership.  

Response: The land ownership figures were corrected in the FEIS. 

Commenter: 06716 

Roadless Area – Duncan Canyon (close Western States Trail): The Western States Trail through 
Duncan Canyon in a roadless area was designed and built for horses and runners/hikers. It crosses 
a year-round stream. The Forest Service should not legitimize OHV use on it and deter those who 
prefer quieter and less polluting activities. 



Motorized Travel Management Final Environmental Impact Statement – September 2010 
Appendix N: Responses to Comments  

N-220 – Tahoe National Forest 

Response: The Western States Trail through the Duncan Canyon Inventoried Roadless Area is an 
existing NFTS motorized trail. Closure of existing NFTS trails is outside of the scope of this 
decision. 

Although the trail may have been originally designed for equestrians and hikers it is currently being 
managed and maintained for motorized use. 

The Preferred Alternative improves the roadless character of the Duncan Canyon IRA by prohibiting 
cross country motorized travel on 9,253 acres and thereby reducing the mileage of routes available 
for motorized use by approximately 40 percent. The Preferred Alternatives reduces the number miles 
open for motor vehicles from 20.9 to 12.0 miles in Duncan Canyon IRA. Overall, roadless area 
characteristics would improve over time as unauthorized routes passively restore to natural 
conditions. 

Commenter: 00034, 00059, 00066, 02507, 05271, 05568, 05639, 06248, 06276, 06441, 06447, 
06475, 06599, 06629, 06681, 06693, 06742, 06745, 06753  

Roadless Area – East Yuba (no additions to NFTS): Respondents commented that they do not 
want to add new OHV routes in the East Yuba Inventoried Roadless Area due to the engine noise, 
impacts to wildlife, and impacts to water quality. 

Response: The Preferred Alternative adds 18 unauthorized motorized trails to the NFTS totaling 1.8 
miles and one 124-foot-long road. The average length of these routes is 420 feet. 16 of these routes 
provide access to dispersed recreation sites from existing NFTS roads and trails. These routes were 
included in the Preferred Alternative since they were site specifically recommended by the public 
and have no significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site 
Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information). These additions to the NFTS do not have a 
significant effect on the roadless area characteristics (see Chapter 3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas 
& Special Areas). 

The Preferred Alternative improves the overall roadless character of the East Yuba IRA by 
prohibiting cross country motorized travel on 10,805 acres and reducing the number of trails with 
motorized use. The addition of motorized trails to the NFTS would continue to have minimal effects 
on roadless character because they are short segments of motorized trails that stay relatively close to 
an existing NFTS route. None of the motorized trails added to the NFTS in the Preferred Alternative 
has substantial effects, but in a cumulative fashion they would contribute to a reduction in roadless 
character in the IRA. Overall, roadless area characteristics within this IRA would improve over time 
as unauthorized routes passively restore to natural conditions  

The East Yuba Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA) has had some motorized use associated with mining 
since the Gold Rush. The existing motorized NFTS network in this Inventoried Roadless Area has 
been designated motorized from the beginning of TNF trail management. This area was first 
designated as a roadless area in the 70s. OHV enthusiasts (especially motorcyclists) value the 
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narrow, rough, and technical nature of these motorized trails. They also value the scenic beauty, 
remote character, and the rareness of these combined qualities and opportunities. The East Yuba IRA 
was identified as old forest refugia during the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project, and later in the 
Sierra Nevada Framework. The area was mapped during the Framework as a large, valuable, mostly 
contiguous and intact old forest ecosystem, which has high value for wildlife. 

The Preferred Alternative attempts to strike a balance between providing motorized recreation 
opportunities within a remote setting, (including loop opportunities, access to popular dispersed sites, 
and providing opportunities for remote and peaceful recreational experiences) and the protection of 
resource values. The routes selected for addition to the NFTS in the Preferred Alternative provide 
access needed to reach heavily used dispersed camping areas and a vista point.  

Other routes recommended by the public are not in the Preferred Alternative. Although they would 
have provided loop connections to other trails, these same trails pass through valuable wildlife 
habitat, including a California Spotted Owl PAC, and the loops generated concern for cumulative 
effects for increased use within the roadless area, with risk to the high quality habitat and intact 
ecosystems. Others were not selected since they were dead end trails that did not have an important 
destination, like a vista point or popular dispersed camping site. 

Commenter: 00005, 00077, 06568, 06705, 06716, 06750  

Roadless Area – East Yuba (addition Oakland Pond to Spencer Lakes): The route shown on the 
TNF internet map, Tahoe National Forest Motorized Travel Management Project Proposed Action 
Plan April 2007, between Oakland Pond and Spencer Lakes should be designated as a system 
motorized trail.  

Response: The trail that shows on the April 2007 inventory map that connects Oakland Pond to 
Spenser Lakes is an error. This route was excluded from all alternatives since on the ground surveys 
verified that this trail does not exist. It has been errantly shown on quadrangle maps for a long time. 
On-the-ground surveys detected faint evidence of the old PCT alignment that did follow the eastern 
portion of the line that is shown on the April 2007 map. However, this alignment crosses over into 
the Plumas National Forest’s non-motorized area halfway along that route. In addition the faint 
portion that existed on the TNF did not meet the criteria of evidence of recent and consistent use to 
be included in the inventory of routes to be considered in the travel management analysis. 

Commenters: 00033, 06568, 06767 

Roadless Area – East Yuba (addition Spencer Lakes Trail): The Spencer lakes trail should be 
designated. It provides a unique scenic experience. Use would be limited, due to the high skill, 
required to ride this trail. Sound is minimal as bikes idle and or remains at low RPM to negotiate this 
trail.  

The trail from Spencer Lakes down to Lavezzola Creek trail is extremely steep, yet there were 
motorbikes using it. The result is extreme erosion and runoff into the many springs and creeks that 
cross the trail.  
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Response: The trail from Spencer Lakes to the Lavezzola system OHV Trail is not proposed for 
addition to the NFTS motorized recreation opportunities in any of the action alternatives. The trail 
was excluded from all alternatives since it has excessive grades and traverses through several 
riparian areas with extremely rich botanical diversity. This trail needs major rerouting to be 
considered environmentally acceptable. TNF has no record of this trail being a NFTS motorized trail. 

Commenters: 00033, 00050, 02552, 02936, 05265, 05632, 05633, 06237, 06243, 06249, 06393, 
06431, 06433, 06443, 06568, 06624, 06646, 06680, 06690, 06698, 06704, 06744, 06767, 06773, 
06784, 06789, 06797, 06806, 06808, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Roadless Area – East Yuba (addition H11E10): H11E10 appears to be in Gold Valley. Since there 
is already a vehicle trail in the valley, I don’t see the need for any additional open vehicular trails. 
This area has fairly pristine, undeveloped and undisturbed landscape qualities that don’t need to be 
compromised by any additional roads. It’s a quiet area that needs to have that quality preserved by 
limiting the travel routes. 

Response: H11E10 was not included in the Preferred Alternative since it was not site specifically 
recommended by the public. 

Commenters: 06243, 06443, 06704, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 06806 

Roadless Area – East Yuba (addition YRN-007): Please designate YRN-007, as shown in 
Preferred Alternative 6. 

Do not designate YRN-007: This unauthorized route is at high risk for erosion in the EMDS model. 
No botany surveys have been completed. The route passes through West Yuba IRA. The route is in 
the Tahoe National Forest Carnivore Network, intersects early and mid seral coniferous CWHR MIS 
habitat (American marten, spotted owl, and northern flying squirrel). 

Response: YRN-007 is not proposed for addition to the NFTS motorized recreation opportunities in 
the Preferred Alternative. Although YRN-007 only skirts the edge of the East Yuba Inventoried 
Roadless Area, it was determined that this trail did not provide highly valued motorized recreation 
qualities, it is a dead end trail with no important destination (such as a vista point or popular 
dispersed camping site), and is infrequently used. 

Commenters: 06443, 06704, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 06806, S0015, S0018, S0060, S0062, 
S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Roadless Area – East Yuba (addition YRN-4): The Forest Service should designate this route as 
shown in Preferred Alternative 6. 

This unauthorized route has a high erosion risk in the EMDS model. The route passes through an 
agency-inventoried roadless area (East Yuba). The route is potential habitat for Lewisia kelloggii, yet 
has not been surveyed. The route intersects early and mid seral coniferous CWHR MIS habitat 
(mountain quail), and intersects late seral closed canopy coniferous CWHR MIS habitat (American 
marten, spotted owl, northern flying squirrel). There is one APE heritage sites (05175300386) 
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Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was site specifically 
recommended by the public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has no significant 
resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open 
Area Information). This route has no significant impact on the Inventoried Roadless Area 
characteristics (see Chapter 3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas). 

Route YRN-4 would be added as motorized trail open to high clearance trail vehicles in the Preferred 
Alternative. This trail, which is accessed from the Big Boulder four-wheel drive trail, is a historic 
mining route. The trail provides access to a scenic vista and has historically received heavy 
motorcycle use. Designating this route would have a slight effect on the roadless character because it 
is a short segment that stays relatively close to an existing NFTS route. 

Commenters: 06243, 06430, 06443, 06691, 06704, 06716, 06752, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 
06806, S0015, S0018, S0060, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Roadless Area – East Yuba (addition YRN-5a and YRN-5c Gold Valley Dispersed Site Access): 
Both YRS-5a and YRN-5c are spur trails leading to existing, well defined, popular camping spots off 
the existing Gold Valley Four-wheel drive trail. Both of these routes should be considered for 
addition to the NFTS, and your final decision. 

There should be no additional areas open to vehicular travel and all of the following sections of trails 
need to be closed - YRN-5a, YRN-5c, YRN 9. There needs to be no other trail sections to draw 
anymore vehicle abuse to that area. The terrain is steep and subject to erosion and runoff into the 
nearby lakes and creeks. 

There are existing resource concerns, as depicted in the DEIS Appendix A (Road Cards), Appendix 
J (Biological Evaluation for Sensitive Plants and Fungi), Appendix K (Management Indicator Species 
Report), Appendix L (Biological Evaluation for Birds, Mammals, Amphibians, Reptiles, Fish and 
Invertebrates), Appendix M (Weed Risk Assessment), Appendix N (Watchlist Plant and Plant 
Community Report) for this route. 

Response: YRN-5a and YRN-5c are included in the Preferred Alternative since they were site 
specifically recommended by the public during the collaboration process prior to the NOI and there 
are no significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific 
Road, Trail and Open Area Information). These routes have no significant impact on Inventoried 
Roadless Area characteristics (see Chapter 3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas). 

Routes YRN-5a and YRN-5c would be added as motorized trails open to high clearance trail vehicles 
in the Preferred Alternative. These routes provide access to remote, well-defined dispersed camping 
spots off the Gold Valley four-wheel drive trail. Vehicle access tends to be by motorcycles and jeeps 
used by anglers, jeepers, and hunters. Eliminating motor vehicle access to this dispersed site would 
force individuals to utilize less desirable locations along the trail in the event they want to camp. The 
addition of these routes to the NFTS would have slight effects on roadless character because they are 
relatively short segments which access dispersed camping sites.  
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Commenters: 00568, 06243, 06430, 06443, 06704, 06716, 06721, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 
06806, S0015, S0018, S0060, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Roadless Area – East Yuba (addition YRN- 9): Designate YRN-9, as shown in the Preferred 
Alternative 6. 

 There should be no additional areas open to vehicular travel and all of the following sections of trails 
need to be closed - YRN-5a, YRN-5c, and YRN-9. There needs to be no other trail sections to draw 
anymore vehicle abuse to that area. The terrain is steep and subject to erosion and runoff into the 
nearby lakes and creeks. 

Response: YRN-9 was dropped from the Preferred Alternative since it does not provide a high 
quality OHV experience. It is a dead end trail that does not have an important destination (such as a 
vista point or popular dispersed camping site) and is infrequently used. 

This trail is very faint on the ground. This trail is longer and has more effect on roadless character 
because it is in the heart of the IRA and ventures farther from existing motorized system routes. It 
reduces the opportunities for solitude in a band along the trail because of the noise from the motor 
vehicles. It would also retain a band of semi-primitive motorized character in that part of the IRA. 

Commenters: 06243, 06443 

Roadless Area – East Yuba (addition YRN-11): Route YRN-11 is 0.2 mile and leads to dispersed 
camping near Spencer Lake. This is an existing spur route of 0.2 mile, to an existing dispersed 
camping site. Please consider this existing route in the final decision. 

There are existing resource concerns, as depicted in the DEIS Appendix A (Road Cards), Appendix 
J (Biological Evaluation for Sensitive Plants and Fungi), Appendix K (Management Indicator Species 
Report), Appendix L (Biological Evaluation for Birds, Mammals, Amphibians, Reptiles, Fish and 
Invertebrates), Appendix M (Weed Risk Assessment), Appendix N (Watchlist Plant and Plant 
Community Report) for this route. 

Response: This route is included in the Preferred Alternative since it was recommended by the 
public during collaboration meetings prior to the NOI and has o significant resource concerns which 
cannot be mitigated at this time (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area 
Information). It has no significant impact on Inventoried Roadless Area characteristics (see Chapter 
3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special Areas). 

Route YRN-11 would be added as a motorized trail open to high clearance trail vehicles in the 
Preferred Alternative. This trail provides access to a dispersed camping site near Spencer Lake. This 
trail would have a slight effect on roadless character within the IRA because it is a short segment (0.2 
mi.) that closely parallels and existing NFTS route.  

Commenters: 06430, 06443, 06704, 06716, 06721 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 06806, S0015, 
S0018, S0060, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 
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Roadless Area – East Yuba (Downieville Trail portion of Old Gold Valley 4x4 Trail, NFTS 
Status): The Old Gold Valley Trail, also known as the Downieville Trail, historically serviced the 
Southern Iron Mine near Hawley Lake. The trail pre-dates NEPA, but is not specifically addressed in 
any of the action alternatives. Closing this unclassified historic trail, as indicated by omission in all of 
the action alternatives, does not meet the spirit of NEPA or the Travel Management Rule. 

Response: This trail was previously a part of the Old Gold Valley System Trail. The section 
identified has steep grades that could not be stabilized over the long-term. Therefore, given 
anticipated increased OHV use; it was re-aligned/rerouted over a decade ago. At that time the Old 
Gold Valley Trail section referred to as Downieville Trail was decommissioned by barricading the 
two ends and relying on nature to reclaim the road. Because users breeched the barriers and 
continued to use the decommissioned route, natural reclamation has not been successful to date. 

The Forest Service records for the Gold Valley Planning Area Restoration Projects Decision Memo 
do not show the Downieville Trail as a system or legal OHV trail. It is not subject to consideration in 
this analysis because the Downieville Trail was no longer a part of the trail system, and because it 
was already administratively and physically closed. 

Commenters: 00035, 00042, 02552, 02555, 02936, 02956, 05632, 05633, 06237, 06561, 06704, 
06744, 06767, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 06806, 06808, 06809, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, 
S0063, S0064, S0067, S0068, S0069 

Roadless Area – East Yuba (Trail 12E67 Snake Lake, NFTS status): Please confirm that the East 
side of Snake Lake OHV Route R.11E., T.21N., sections 13 & 24 at the Tahoe/Plumas border is not 
intended to be omitted from designated route status for 4WD vehicles.” 

Response: Trail 12E67 is an existing NFTS motorized trail. Closure of existing NFTS routes is 
outside of the scope of this decision.  

Commenter: 06752 

Roadless Area – Granite Chief (land status): The Sierra Pacific Industries lands in the Granite 
Chief Inventoried Roadless Area were acquired about 1994. 

Response: The land ownership status for the Granite Chief Wilderness and Inventoried Roadless 
Area were corrected in the FEIS. 

Commenter: 06642 

Roadless Area - Grouse Lake (no additions): Respondents commented that they do not want to 
add new OHV routes in the Grouse Lake Inventoried Roadless Area due to the engine noise, 
impacts to wildlife, and impacts to water quality. 

Response: In the Preferred Alternative there are six unauthorized trails totaling 1.0 miles which 
would be added to NFTS in the Grouse Lakes Inventoried Roadless Area. The average length of 
these routes is 880 feet. Three of these routes are to provide access to dispersed recreation sites. 
These routes were included in the Preferred Alternative since they were site specifically 
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recommended by the public and have no significant resource concerns which could not be mitigated 
(see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) and have no significant 
effect of roadless area characteristics (see Chapter 3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & Special 
Areas). 

The Preferred Alternative would improve roadless characteristics within Grouse Lakes IRA through 
the prohibition of cross country travel across 19,271 acres and by reducing the mileage of roads and 
trails available for motorized use. Overall, roadless area characteristics within this IRA would 
improve over time as unauthorized routes passively restore to natural conditions. 

Commenter: 00005, 00077, 06568, 06705, 06716, 06750 

Roadless Area - Lakes Basin: Keep all existing motorized trails and add 0.7 miles of unauthorized 
trails. 

Response: Closure of existing NFTS roads and motorized trails is outside of the scope of this 
decision. There are no unauthorized routes in the Lakes Basin Inventoried Roadless Area added to 
the NFTS in any alternative since none were site specifically recommended by the public. 

The Preferred Alternative would improve the roadless characteristics of the Lakes Basin IRA by 
prohibiting cross country travel on 557 acres and reducing the amount of roads and trails available 
for motorized use.  

Commenter: 06450 

Roadless Area - North Fork American River (table discrepancies): There appears to be 
inexplicable discrepancies between Table 3.09-3 and Table 3.09-22. 

Response: The tables were corrected in the FEIS. 

Commenter: 06642 

Roadless Area – North Fork of the Middle Fork American River (support for additions): The 
TNF should add these motorized trails into the North Fork of the Middle Fork American River. 

Response: These trails are duplicates of others that go to the same scenic overlooks. Because of our 
concern for cumulative impacts to roadless area characteristics, we do not want duplicate trails going 
to the same locations. 

Commenter: 06448 

Roadless Area – West Yuba (no additions to NFTS): Respondents commented that they do not 
want to add new OHV routes in the West Yuba Inventoried Roadless Area due to the engine noise, 
impacts to wildlife, and impacts to water quality. 

Response: The Preferred Alternative includes adding 4 motorized trails to the NFTS totaling 300 
feet in the West Yuba Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA). These routes average 75 feet in length. All of 
these additions are short spurs off of existing NFTS roads and motorized trails to access dispersed 
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recreation sites. These routes were included in the Preferred Alternative since they were site 
specifically recommended by the public, have no significant resource concerns which could not be 
mitigated (see Appendix A, Site Specific Road, Trail and Open Area Information) and have no 
significant effect on roadless area characteristics (see Chapter 3.09, Inventoried Roadless Areas & 
Special Areas). 

The Preferred Alternative would improve the roadless character of the Middle Yuba IRA by 
prohibiting cross country travel on 7,884 acres and reducing the amount of roads and trails available 
for motorized use.  

The West Yuba Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA) has had some motorized use associated with mining 
since the Gold Rush. The existing motorized NFTS network in this IRA has been designated 
motorized from the beginning of TNF trail management. This area was first designated as a roadless 
area in the 70s. OHV enthusiasts (especially motorcyclists) value the narrow, rough, and technical 
nature of these motorized trails. They also value the scenic beauty, remote character, and the rareness 
of these combined qualities and opportunities. The West Yuba IRA was identified as old forest 
refugia during the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project, and later in the Sierra Nevada Framework. The 
area was mapped during the Framework as a large, valuable, mostly contiguous and intact old forest 
ecosystem, which has high value for wildlife. 

The Preferred Alternative attempts to strike a balance between providing motorized recreation 
opportunities within a remote setting, (including loop opportunities, access to popular dispersed sites, 
and providing opportunities for remote and peaceful recreational experiences) and the protection of 
resource values. The routes selected for addition to the NFTS in the Preferred Alternative provide 
access needed to reach heavily used dispersed camping areas and a vista point.  

Other routes recommended by the public are not in the Preferred Alternative. Although they would 
have provided loop connections to other trails, these same trails pass through valuable wildlife 
habitat, including a Spotted Owl PAC, and the loops generated concern for cumulative effects for 
increased use within the roadless area, with risk to the high quality habitat and intact ecosystems. 
Others were not selected since they were dead end trails that did not have an important destination, 
like a vista point or popular dispersed camping site.  

Commenter: 00005, 00077, 06568, 06705, 06716, 06750 

Roadless Areas – West Yuba (addition YRN-M2): This is now a complete trail that allows the user 
to make a full loop. Also this is one of the most technical trails in California, there are very few trails 
that expert level riders can have their skills tested. This trail has very few trail issues and only needs 
work in a few spots. 

Motorized use presents an unknown risk to late-successional forest function. Incorporating new 
routes within the East-West Yuba RARE II area are inappropriate to consider, because of the high 
value that this area contributes to late-successional forest function, and the potential for increased 
motorized use to degrade these areas. In particular, YRN-M2 would create motorized loops in the 
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northern portion of the East-West Yuba, and these connect with the Downie River Trail, especially 
over time. This will result in cumulatively adverse impacts throughout a large portion of this high-
quality late-successional habitat that has Sierra Nevada-wide significance. 

Response: YRN-M2 is not part of the existing NFTS currently, nor does it show up on the 
Recreational Opportunity Guide maps. It is true that many trails on the Yuba River Ranger District 
(including YRN-M2) have showed up in various time periods on a variety of maps for a variety of 
reasons including gold mining in the Gold Rush days. However, the purpose of this analysis is to 
determine which unauthorized routes to add to the NFTS motorized recreation opportunities on the 
TNF.  

Route YRN-M2 would be added to the NFTS as a motorized trail open to motorcycles in 
Alternatives 2 and 5. Use of the motorized trail would be seasonally prohibited for wet weather in 
Alternative 5. This motorized trail connects the Downieville single track trail to a difficult four-
wheel drive trail. This motorized trail creates a loop to Chimney Rock and Poker Flat. It provides 
very challenging double black diamond riding (limited opportunities), requiring slower travel (less 
noise). The motorized trail parallels the Downie River for a short distance and connects challenging 
four-wheel drive and motorcycle trails along the river. Opening this trail to motorcycle use may have 
a negative effect on solitude because of motorcycle noise. Due to the low numbers of users this effect 
would occur primarily on weekends. Impacts to roadless area character would be mitigated because 
riders would not be forced to travel back and forth on existing NFTS trails. Due to the extreme 
technical difficulty of this route, motorcycle travel is limited to one direction so users would move 
through the area. In addition, the difficulty of the route would keep the level of use low. Low use, 
combined with the slower travel speeds necessary to navigate this difficult segment, would minimize 
noise from motorcycles. The motorized use of this trail is consistent with semi-primitive motorized 
standards in the Forest Plan. 

This route was not included in the Preferred Alternative, due to the minor negative effect on the 
overall natural appearing landscape and high scenic quality of the area (see Chapter 3.09, Inventoried 
Roadless Areas & Special Areas). 

Commenter: 00005, 00033, 00801, 02519, 02552, 02936, 05632, 05633, 06237, 06393, 06423, 
06431, 06433, 06440, 06443, 06568, 06624, 06646, 06680, 06691, 06698, 06699, 06704, 06705, 
06717, 06734, 06750, 06752, 06767, 06773, 06784, 06789, 06790, 06797, 06806, 06808, FI, S0014, 
S0015, S0018, S0023, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Roadless Area – West Yuba (addition YRN-M3a Grizzly Trail): This is an expert level trail that is 
rare in California. If the Forest Service closes these black diamond trails, where will the expert riders 
go to get the trail experiences we desire? It makes a loop with the existing system trails: Chimney 
Rock, Poker Flat and Gibraltar single track. 

Response: This route was excluded from all alternatives due to impacts to watershed and heritage 
resources that could not be mitigated without a major re-routing. Existing moderate to high difficulty 
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motorized trails already exist in the general area including the following OHV Trails: Downie River, 
Craycroft Ridge, Fir Cap, Poker Flat, Chimney Rock, Deer Lake, Gold Valley, and Sierra Buttes.  

Commenter: 02552, 02936, 05632, 05633, 06237, 06393, 06431, 06433, 06443, 06568, 06624, 
06680, 06698, 06699, 06704, 06744, 06767, 06773, 06784, 06789, 06790, 06797, 06806,FE, S0015, 
S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Roadless Areas – West Yuba (addition YRN-M3b): This is a black diamond trail that was created 
by miners back in the gold rush days and there are very little impacts. The use of the trail is existing 
and not new trail construction with new impacts. Volunteers maintain the trail, so it does not cost the 
Forest Service to keep the trail. This trail creates a loop with Empire Creek trail, to Chimney Rock, to 
rattlesnake to Herkimer, to Grizzly, to Gibraltar Mine trail, to Craycroft Ridge trail, with the option to 
ride Downie River trail to Fir Cap OHV trail. Motorcycles are not loud on this trail because the trail 
does not lend itself to heavy throttle use. It should be open and outside this analysis since it was 
created prior to NEPA, used legally continuously and was not closed through the NEPA process. It 
makes a loop connection with Downie River and Chimney Rock system trails. OHV trails are legal in 
RARE II areas. 

Motorized use presents an unknown risk to late-successional forest function. Incorporating new 
routes within the East-West Yuba RARE II area are inappropriate to consider, because of the high 
value that this area contributes to late-successional forest function, and the potential for increased 
motorized use to degrade these areas. In particular, YRN-M3b would create motorized loops in the 
northern portion of the East-West Yuba, and these connect with the Downie River Trail, especially 
over time. This will result in cumulative adverse impacts throughout a large portion of this high-
quality late-successional habitat that has Sierra Nevada-wide significance. 

Response: YRN-M3b is not part of the existing NFTS. It is true that many trails on the TNF 
(including YRN-M3b) have showed up in various time periods on a variety of maps for a variety of 
reasons including gold mining in the Gold Rush days. Part of the purpose of this project is to 
determine which unauthorized routes to add to the NFTS motorized recreation opportunities on the 
TNF. YRN-M3b could form a loop for advanced riders, but it also impacts various natural resources 
adding to cumulative effects.  

YRN-M3b is not included in the Preferred Alternative due to impacts to Inventoried Roadless Area 
characteristics. It provides loop connection from Downie River to the Castle Rock trails system. 
Opening this trail to motorcycle use would have a negative effect on solitude because of motorcycle 
noise. Due to the low numbers of users, this effect would occur primarily on weekends. The addition 
of this route would have an effect on the overall natural appearing landscape and high scenic quality 
of the area.  

Existing moderate to high difficulty motorized trails already exist in the general area including the 
following OHV Trails: Downie River, Craycroft Ridge, Fir Cap, Poker Flat, Chimney Rock, Deer 
Lake, Gold Valley, and Sierra Buttes.  
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In addition, the East/West Yuba IRAs contain unique attributes of old forest that were identified in 
the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project. These IRAs currently exhibit some impacts from mining, but 
in general, offer a high quality, intact ecosystem. Since other existing moderate to high difficulty 
trails are nearby, and due to the concern of increasing cumulative impacts by increasing use, 
especially by increasing loop opportunities, and because of the important old forest characteristics 
within the East/West Yuba IRAs, this trail is not included the Preferred Alternative. 

Commenters: 00005, 00033, 00801, 02519, 02552, 02936, 05632, 05633, 06237, 06393, 06423, 
06430, 06431, 06433, 06440, 06443, 06568, 06624, 06646, 06680, 06691, 06698, 06699, 06704, 
06705, 06716, 06717, 06721, 06734, 06744, 06767, 06750, 06752, 06767, 06773, 06784, 06789, 
06790, 06797, 06806, 06808, FE, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0054, S0060, S0062, S0063, S0064, 
S0067, S0069 

Roadless Area – West Yuba (Gibraltar Trail, East Fork of Canyon Creek): It appears portions of 
the East Fork of Canyon Creek in Section 12, specifically permits motorcycle and excludes Four 
Wheel drive recreation travel. Is this an intended change? If so, I respectfully disagree with the 
classification, as it unreasonably interrupts loop route opportunity for Four Wheel drive vehicle use. 
The route is coded as not maintained in sections 11 & 7 on either side of section 12. The segment 
can be maintained in accordance with Forest Service maintenance standards for Maintenance Level 
1 by willing volunteers. 

Response: The Gibraltar Trail that shows on the DEIS and FEIS maps in this area is correctly 
designated. The beginning portion of the trail is wide enough for jeeps, but then narrows down to a 
segment only wide enough for motorcycles. This segment is only 12 to 18 inches wide with steep 
side slopes (55%). It has never been, nor can it be, a 4x4 trail. This motorcycle portion is a single 
track NFTS trail (11E21), which is connected to system 4x4 trails.  

Commenter: 06732 

State Game Refuge: Another area of concern is the French Meadows vicinity. There is a State 
Game Refuge there and I feel that all roads in that area need to be limited. The wildlife needs all of 
the uninterrupted area available. To invite anymore vehicle travel in the area will act to further along 
the fracturing of and destruction of habitat. Since the area is fairly rich in archaeological sites, I 
wouldn’t like to have anything additional that could compromise the resources. 

Response: There are additions to the NFTS in the vicinity of the State Game Refuge. Those seasonal 
restrictions currently in place will be continued to protect deer during the migration period in the fall. 

Commenter: 06243 

Stream Crossings (Fordyce Creek): The Forest Service should not permit any OHV river, tributary, 
or stream crossings of Fordyce Creek.  

Response: The Preferred Alternative does not propose any additional motorized recreation 
opportunities that cross Fordyce Creek. Closure of existing NFTS roads and trails are outside of the 
scope of this decision. 
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Commenters: 06668, 06716 

Stream Crossings (South Yuba River): The Forest Service should not permit any OHV river, 
tributary, or stream crossings of the South Yuba River. The South Fork of the Yuba is a water supply 
and should be protected from direct assaults on its water quality.” 

Response: The Preferred Alternative does not propose any additional motorized recreation 
opportunities that cross the South Yuba River. Closure of existing NFTS roads and trails are outside 
of the scope of this decision. 

Commenters: 06668, 06716 

Trail 9E11 - Pioneer Trail: Dirt bikes and occasionally snowmobiles are now beginning to use this 
area where cross country skiers have a long history of non-damaging, quiet usage. A local cyclist 
was actually run over by a dirt bike on the Pioneer Trail. Also, after every snowstorm there is always 
a group of off road types who seem to delight in tearing up sections of the Pioneer Trail. 

Response: The single-track mountain bike portions of the Pioneer Trail are not open to motor 
vehicles. Some sections of the Pioneer Trail are located on existing roads (in the area east of the 
observation point at Omega and Diamond Springs road area) and are open to motor vehicles. The 
Yuba River Ranger District is currently in the process of constructing a reroute of the Pioneer Trail 
so that it will no longer use these road segments, and thus will be a non-motorized from beginning to 
end. The Preferred Alternative does not allow wheeled over-the-snow use in areas near the Pioneer 
Trail, or in the Steep Hollow cross country ski area. 

Commenters: 00061, 05305, 06478 

Trail 11E36 Eldorado Creek (motorized access): The Eldorado creek jeep trail out of Michigan 
Bluff has been off the maps for quite some time. The last time I was down it I was able to get a key 
to the gate from the Foresthill ranger station. The Jeep trail allowed access to the pristine canyon for 
those who cannot hike or ride the Last Chance trail. 

Response: Trail 11E36 is a NFTS non-motorized trail. Access for motorized use can only be 
obtained through a Special Use Permit, Road Use Permit or other similar authorization. 

Commenter: 06650 

Trail 11E76 Robinson Cow Camp Trail (NFTS status): DEIS maps do not show the Robinson Cow 
Camp Trail, on the top of Butcher Ranch. This is an omission that should be corrected. The trail is 
even signed on the ground as a Forest Service trail. This error should be corrected outside this 
NEPA process. 

Response: This is an existing NFTS motorized trail open to high clearance trail vehicles. Closure of 
existing NFTS trails is outside of the scope of this decision. 

Commenters: 02936, 05632, 06237, 06704, 06806, 06808  
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Trail 12E45 - Pierce 4x4 Trails (environmental impacts): Over the years, I have been witness to 
the constant degradation upstream perpetrated on the river, its riverbanks and the surrounding forest 
lands by Off Road Vehicles. I have witnessed the Forest Service’s almost annual efforts to correct 
the problems associated with allowing OHVs in and around the river and the associated streams of 
the Pierce Meadows Areas.  

Response: The TNF will continue efforts to address the impacts associated with this trail. Closure of 
existing NFTS trails is outside of the scope of this project. Cumulative impacts from the existing 
NFTS motorized roads/trails and the proposed additions were considered in the analysis. 

Commenters: 06677, 06696, 06716, 06723, 06749, S0055 

Trail 13E16: (Western States Trail at Robinsons Flat): The WST trail is signed closed to OHV, at 
Robinson Flat. The map shows the WST trail to be Open to OHV. The signs on the ground need to 
be corrected to allow OHV use on the WST. This trail is not signed from the West end. 

Response: Trail 13E16 is a NFTS non-motorized trail. There are “closed to OHV” signs at 
Robinson’s Flat because the Little Bald Mountain Trail and the relocated portion (2004) of the 
Western States Trail that ties into Little Bald are non-motorized trails. 

Commenters: 06804 

Trail 13E18 - Robinson’s Flat-meadow trail: The Western States Trail at Robinson Meadow is 
shown as a designated OHV trail, but it is signed closed on the ground. The DEIS map is in error or 
the sign on the ground is not supported by a valid NEPA document and must be removed and 
correctly signed as OPEN. 

Response: The Western States Trail follows the road through the campground. The meadow loop 
trail is a separate trail that is non-motorized. 

Commenters: 05632, 05633, 06231, 06740, 06773, 06784, 06797, 06806 

Trail 14E08 - Meadow Lake and White Rock Lake areas (NFTS Status): The FS blocked the road 
shown as “Existing System Routes (no change): Open to High Clearance Trail Vehicles” shown 
adjacent and east of White Rock Lake. There is a creek that runs into the lake and the vehicles were 
creating resource damage at this location.” 

Response: The trail on the east side of Meadow Lake (14E08) is a NFTS motorized trail open to 
high clearance trail vehicles. The TNF has an easement for this trail, which allows public use and 
access. Public use of the portion of the Meadow Lake road that travels through private property is 
restricted to the trail prism. A portion of the trail adjacent to and east of White Rock Lake will remain 
open to access a dispersed campsite. However, the route that crosses the inlet directly east of White 
Rock Lake will remain closed. 

Commenters: 00021, 06252 
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Trail 15E05 - Motorcycle route connecting Pole Creek Road with Coldstream Canyon: This is 
an old jeep trail and I would like to still use it, but my days of motorcycle riding are over, let’s make it 
a Jeep trail so all of us can use it. 

Response: This trail is an existing NFTS motorcycle trail and is currently suitable for only single 
track vehicles. Changing this designation would require major reconstruction and as such is outside 
of the scope of this decision. The section of this trail where in connects to the road in Coldstream 
Canyon does not appear in the FEIS since it is located on private land for which the Forest Service 
does not have a valid right-of-way. 

Commenter: 06382 
 

Trail 16E04 – Tevis Cup Trail: The Tevis Cup Trail was omitted 

Response: The Tevis Cup Trail is non-motorized, non-mechanized NFTS trail. Opening these trails 
to motorized use is outside of the scope of this decision. 

Commenter: 06704, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069  

Trail 16E10 - Western States Trail (location): There is a segment of the Western States Trail 
between the Last Chance Mine west to what is commonly known as Dusty Corners that has been 
omitted. The Western States Trail segment from Robinson Flat down into Duncan Canyon and back 
up to Red Star Ridge, as well as the Red Star Ridge Trail, is shown as a High Clearance Vehicle 
route, while in reality it is a single track trail. This is another section in the highly prized Western 
States Trail.  

Response: These map errors have been corrected. These portions of the Western States Trail consist 
of the Maintenance Level 2 NFTS road number 44-22 which is open to all vehicles and the 16E10 
NFTS motorcycle trail. 

Commenters: 05632, 05633, 06144, 06231, 06698, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 06804, 06806  

Trail 16E50 - Prosser Hill Motorcycle Trail (NFTS status): One aspect of the DEIS that I’m 
guessing is an error is the addition of the nine mile trail at Prosser Hill as user created. It has FS 
staging area and trail markers; I was under the assumption it was already an official OHV trail. 
Designate 16E50 as shown in the Preferred Alternative 6 

Response: Trail 16E50 is an existing NFTS motorcycle trail and remains open in all alternatives. 

Commenters: 06393, 06680, 06704, 06773, 06797, 06806, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, 
S0064, S0067, S0069. 

Trails – Bake Oven Trail: The Bake Oven Trail was omitted.  

Seasonal closure dates are incorrect on the Bake Oven trail. The dates need to be changed from 
May 1 to November 1 to May 1 to December 31 to reflect the open period. 



Motorized Travel Management Final Environmental Impact Statement – September 2010 
Appendix N: Responses to Comments  

N-234 – Tahoe National Forest 

Response: These map errors have been corrected. The dates for this trail are May to November 1 
since the trail is in deer winter range seasonal restriction area specified in the Forest Plan. 

Commenters: 05632, 05633, 06144, 06231, 06698, 06704, 06773, 06784, 06790, 06797, 06804, 
06806. 

Trails – Downieville Downhill (closure): The Forest Service should keep the main Downieville 
downhill route for mountain bikes and hikers only. 

Response: This is an existing NFTS motorized trail. Closure to motorized use is outside of the scope 
of this decision. 

Commenters: 00001, 00098  

Trails – Near NFTS road 10-14 (impacting mining claim): The roads and trails that I am 
concerned about are forest road 10-14 and those trails that are adjacent or a continuation of it. Road 
10-14 is shown in green with brown dots. The OHV trails that are shown in yellow and illegal trails 
are shown in pink. These trails cut across my mining claims. 

Response: None of the unauthorized routes in this vicinity are proposed for addition to the NFTS 
and will have motorized use prohibited on them in all of the action alternatives. The existing NFTS 
motorized trails in this vicinity have been in place since the mid 1980’s and have a supporting NEPA 
decision. Closure of existing NFTS trails is outside of the scope this decision. Public access could be 
restricted further through an approved Plan of Operation for your mining claim if such use can be 
demonstrated to be interfering with your mining operation. 

Commenter: 00037, 00370.  

Trails – Big Tunnel or Big Pipe Trail (NFTS Status): The Big Pipe trail is incorrectly identified as 
an unauthorized trail on the DEIS map. It is a legal trail and part of the NFTS. 

Response: These routes appear in the FEIS as Maintenance Level 2 NFTS roads open to all vehicles. 
The road numbers are 32-4, 32-4-2, 32-5 and 32-7. 

Commenters: 02956, 06237, 06431, 06568, 06646, 06698, 06704, 06744, 06767, 06773, 06784, 
06789, 06790, 06797, FI, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Trails – Canyon Creek OHV Trail (NFTS status): Designation of the trail from Cherokee Creek to 
the confluence of Canyon Creek and the North Fork as an existing motorcycle-accessible route 
(green dotted line) is in error. Downstream from Brummell Ravine where the trail begins its descent 
to the confluence is a historic sign indicating that motorcycles are, and have been for a considerable 
time, forbidden beyond that point. Add to that that much of the trail between Cherokee Creeks is 
simply unsafe for motorcycle use. 

Response: The Canyon Creek Trail is a NFTS motorcycle trail in all alternatives in the FEIS from 
Shenanigan Flat Road to the confluence of North Yuba River and Canyon Creek. The definition of 
what is unsafe to one person is considered a desirable challenge to another. 
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Commenter: 00479 

Trails – Duncan Trail: The Duncan Trail was omitted. 

Response: The Duncan Trail is an existing NFTS motorcycle trail. Its location has been corrected in 
all alternatives. 

Commenter: 06704, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069 

Trails – Loch Leven and Big Granite Trails (environmental concerns): Tracks from quad runners 
are visible on hiking trails leaving torn up landscape and erosion problems. Trailhead (damaged by 
logging) to Four Horse Flat connecting to the Cherry Point Trail is the specific area. Recently I hiked 
the Big Granite Trail and, much to my dismay, I found motorcycle tracks in an area that is clearly 
signed non-motor vehicles. 

Response: Both the Loch Leven and Big Granite Trails are non-motorized NFTS trails and are 
managed as such. Use of motor vehicles on these trails is illegal. Continued illegal activity on these 
trails could result in the placement of barriers at the entrance to the trails or other structures to 
prohibit motor vehicle access. 

Commenters: 00061, 06679 

Trails – Red Star Trail: The Red Star Trail was omitted. 

Response: The Red Star Trail is an existing NFTS motorcycle trail. Its location has been corrected in 
all alternatives. 

Commenter: 06704  

Trails – Signal Peak (seasonal restrictions): Signal Peak trail’s naturally rocky road bed is not 
adversely impacted by use during the wet season and it naturally becomes impassible in the snowy 
season. As such, it is self-regulating and does not need the increased regulation of seasonal 
restrictions by the Forest Service. 

Response: Erosion on the Signal Peak Trail has been noted in the past. The Preferred Alternative 
includes the wet season restriction on all native surface roads and motorized trails to minimize 
damage and negative resource impacts from wet season use across the entire Forest. 

Commenter: 06586 

Trails – Western States Trail (NFTS status): The Flume section of the Western States Trail was 
omitted. 

Response: Corrections were made to reflect the location of the Western States Trail in the SDEIS 
and carried forward to the FEIS. We are not sure where the flume section being referred to is located. 

Commenter: 06704, FI, S0014, S0015, S0018, S0062, S0063, S0064, S0067, S0069  

Trail – Western States Trail (NFTS Status): Correct the omission of a segment of the Western 
States Trail from N39 05.918 W120 35.033 to N39 06.798 W120 37.160. 
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Response: This correction was made in the SDEIS and carried forward to the FEIS.  

Commenter: 06804 

Modeling  
B-1. Modeling Limitations: Concerns were expressed regarding the modeling limitations such as: 

The Tahoe National Forest is not using Travel Analysis to inform motor vehicle route and area 
designations in the Tahoe National Forest; there is no comprehensive, broad-scale, science-based 
analysis of system roads and motorized trails to determine whether the transportation system 
designed for motor vehicle use meets resource and other management objectives adopted in the 
Forest Plan, meets applicable statutory and regulatory requirements, reflects long-term funding 
expectations, minimizes conflicts among forest visitors, and minimizes adverse environmental 
impacts. Due to this deficiency, cumulative environmental impacts of the designated motor vehicle 
route system are not fully addressed. 

There is no traceable connection between resource attributes and type and level of permitted use…. 
One cannot easily determine why a segment (or more importantly a meaningful length of trail or 
road) is included or excluded. This leaves the public (and project designers) with no way to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the proposal or to identify and mitigate specific issues with, for example, specific 
route allocations, or with specific spatial areas of concern. 

Response: The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) describes how Federal agencies must handle instances where 
information relevant to evaluating reasonably foreseeable adverse impacts of the alternatives is 
incomplete or unavailable. Federal agencies must make clear that such information is lacking, and 
decide whether this incomplete or unavailable information is “essential to a reasoned choice among 
alternatives” (Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 40 CFR, Part 1502.22). If the information 
is deemed essential to a reasoned choice among the alternatives, it must be included or addressed in 
the environmental impact statement. 

Knowledge about the biological, physical, and social aspects of ecosystems is, and always will be, 
incomplete. The ecology, inventory, and management of large landscapes are complex and constantly 
changing. For example, analysis of the impacts of alternatives on specific plant or animal species 
prompts questions about population dynamics and habitat relationships. Key relationships and basic 
data are well established for only a few TNF ecosystems and species. The alternatives were analyzed 
using the best available information. As data gaps were encountered during analysis, the 
interdisciplinary team posed the question of whether the missing information was “essential to a 
reasoned choice among alternatives.” The team concluded that while new information could add 
precision to estimates or better specify relationships; it would be unlikely to significantly change our 
understanding of the basic relationships that were used to analyze the effects of the alternatives. New 
information is always welcome, but no missing information was deemed essential to making a 
reasoned choice among the alternatives being considered in this FEIS. In some instances, 
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information was unavailable to confidently estimate environmental effects; the text indicates that this 
information is incomplete or unavailable. In such situations, the FEIS summarizes existing credible 
scientific evidence relative to the significant effects and makes estimates of effects on theoretical 
approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific community. 

Commenters: 00028, 06701, 06716, 06788, S0008 

Off-Highway Vehicle Monitoring  
G. Tier 1 and Tier 2 Monitoring: The Forest Service should clarify the rationale for the distinction 
being made between Tier 1 and Tier 2 monitoring as described in DEIS Appendix G. 

Response: The distinction between Tier 1 and Tier 2 monitoring has been removed in Appendix M, 
Off-Highway Vehicle Monitoring, in the FEIS.  

Commenter: 06725 

G. Monitoring and Enforcement: The Forest Service should include a detailed Travel Management 
Plan Monitoring and Enforcement Strategy. Such a strategy should include specific information on 
the monitoring and enforcement program priorities focus areas (e.g., issues, specific locations), 
personnel needs, costs, and funding sources. 

Response: The monitoring plan is included in Appendix M of the FEIS. The Law Enforcement 
Strategy is described in Appendix K. 

Commenter: 06729 
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Agency Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIS __________  
The following is a reproduction of the letters received during the public comment periods from tribes, 
federal and state agencies, county and municipal governments and from elected officials. 
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Listing of Individual Letters Received on the Draft EIS ________  
Table N-9 contains the alphabetical list all persons who submitted individual letters during the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS. The first column of the table shows the unique number assigned the 
commenter used previously in the Responses to Comments. 

Table N-9. Commenter numbers for persons who submitted individual letters on the DEIS 

Number Last Name First Name Organization 
00809 Ackerman Gregory  
05401 Ackerman Gregory  
06561 Acton Aero  
06562 Acton Aero  
06563 Acton Aero  
06613 Acton Aero  
06615 Acton Aero  
06616 Acton Aero  
06617 Acton Aero  
00792 Adams Andrew  
00820 Adams Carl  
06582 Adams Lance  
06463 Alafouzos John  
00774 Albright Del  
05754 Albright Stacie  
05755 Alderson George & Frances  
06639 Allen Jon NDOT 
06216 Alling Thomas E.  
06700 Amador Don Blue Ribbon Coalition 
06569 Angell Andy  
00805 Aniello Pete  
02536 Apple Ryan  
06774 Armstrong Mike  
00795 Arnett Kenneth R.  
00695 Arter Don  
00769 Ashton Zach  
00770 Ashton Zach  
06816 Athorp Jesse  
00031 Atkins Paul  
00591 Atkins Paul  
00599 Atkins Paul  
06662 Atkins Paul  
00015 Autrey-Schell Yovonne  
01867 Averett AJ  
06699 Backhaus Curt Polka Dots Motorcycle Club 
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01554 Baez Ken  
00571 Baker Shawn  
06686 Ball C. BCHC Mother Load Unit 
05644 Barnes Gary & Elaine Vice Principal John Barrett M.S. 
04565 Barnes Greg & Elaine  
00765 Barr Doug Lake Tahoe Hi-Lo’s 4WD Club President 
06587 Barr Doug  
06588 Barr Doug  
06590 Barr Doug  
06591 Barr Doug  
06592 Barr Doug  
06594 Barr Doug  
06595 Barr Doug  
06596 Barr Doug  
06597 Barr Doug  
06598 Barr Doug  
06600 Barr Doug  
06602 Barr Doug  
06603 Barr Doug  
06604 Barr Doug  
06606 Barr Doug  
06607 Barr Doug  
06608 Barr Doug  
06609 Barr Doug  
06610 Barr Doug  
06611 Barr Doug  
00564 Barriger Dave  
00647 Bastnagel Marc  
06390 Batchelder Adam  
01747 Bauer Richard  
04541 Bechta Sean EDAW, Senior Project Manager 
06476 Beck Joan Bullhead 4 Wheelers, Inc. 
00763 Beckstead Todd  
00561 Behr Doug  
00044 Beine Dave  
00032 Beine Dave & Kay  
00476 Bell and Pearson Ryan & Shaylen  
00439 Bellino Joan  
01724 Bender Daryl  
00614 Benjamin Gross  
00028 Benner Stephen Forest Issues Group 
00472 Benner Stephen Forest Issues Group 
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06705 Benner  Stephen Forest Issues Group 
01862 Bennett Bryan NAXJA Sierra Chapter Vice President 
00766 Benson Brett  
00729 Bentley Christopher  
06581 Bibelheimer Erik  
06584 Bibelheimer Erik  
06586 Bibelheimer Erik  
06589 Bibelheimer Erik  
06601 Bibelheimer Erik  
06554 Bloom Jerry  
01109 Boell Ken  
06418 Bolinger Charlotte  
05759 Bolstad Eric  
06797 Borovicka Cory  
00825 Bosso Anthony J.  
02955 Bosso Tony  
01108 Bottoms Alicia  
01683 Boudier Eric  
02103 Boutin Dolores  
00018 Bower Ben  
00062 Bower Ben  
06410 Bower Ben, Deanna  
00718 Boyd Tom  
00686 Boyle Michael  
00759 Boyle Michael  
00087 Braden Bill  
05733 Brazieal Lisa  
05693 Brazil Bruce  
06279 Brazil Bruce  
06281 Brazil Bruce  
06291 Brazil Bruce  
06397 Brazil Bruce  
06398 Brazil Bruce  
01858 Brightenstine John  
00071 Briley Brian  
00073 Brinkman Tyler  
00601 Britts Michael  
02526 Brock Eric  
00664 Brodie Andrew  
00713 Brooks Todd  
01817 Brown Mark  
06552 Brown Phillip  
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01099 Brown  Kevin  
05680 Brundige Carol & Bruce  
00634 Bruno Nick  
06567 Buland James  
00636 Buland  James  
05658 Bunting Bryan  
06511  Bunting Bryan  
06670 Bunting Bryan  
06685 Bunting Bryan, Hillarie, Drew, Cole  
02948 Bunting Bryan, Hillary, Drew, Cole  
06776 Burgard Faith  
00624 Burgard Matt  
00642 Burgard Rob  
05762 Burgard Rob  
00017 Burleson Randy President, Rubicon Trail Foundation 
01380 Burleson Randy  
06651 Burleson Randy  
06756 Burleson Randy  
06757 Burleson Randy  
06758 Burleson Randy  
06759 Burleson Randy  
06760 Burleson Randy  
06761 Burleson Randy  
06762 Burleson Randy  
06763 Burleson Randy  
06781 Burleson Randy  
02525 Burnes Rodney  
00066 Burroughs Jeanne  
00068 Burroughs Steve  
00768 Bush Christopher  
00569 Butler Michael  
06719 Cacy Tim  
06720 Cacy Tim  
06420 Cacy  Tim  
00692 Calvert Charlotte  
00725 Calvert Steven  
00653 Cannon Chad  
06337 Cardenas Andres  
00026 Cardenas Andy  
05306 Cardenas Andy  
00733 Carey Kevin  
06464 Carlson David  
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05282 Carlson Michael  
02826 Carney Diane  
00696 Carpenter Travis  
06556 Carr Robert  
00727 Carr Robert   
00645 Carreon Ben  
00700 Carter Kenneth  
02604 Carter Marian  
01411 Case Steve  
00481 Cassidy Pete  
00630 Ceeko Chance  
00662 Ceeko Shawn  
00717 Ceeko Shawn  
06725 Cella George Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 

Board 

06818 Cella George  
00096 Chaplin Daniel  
01511 Chaplin Mike  
00445 Chaulberg  Gary  
00685 Cheek Lawrence & Bernadette  
06382 Chilcote John  
06599 Childs Brad President, The Wilderness Institute 
00819 Christensen Todd  
02532 Christiansen David  
00722 Christiansen Klaus  
01632 Ciappa Hank  
02523 Clark Alejandro  
00706 Clark Gary  
00757 Clark Gary  
02520 Clark James  
02521 Clark Jennifer  
02524 Clark Jim  
01459 Clark Justin  
02522 Clark Paloma  
05682 Clark Robert  
01379 Cochran Joseph  
02940 Cochran Joseph  
06555 Cochran Joseph  
06746 Cohen Janet The Yuba River Land and Water 

Conservancy  
06747 Cohen Janet Community Action Partners 
01470 Coiner Charlie  
01523 Collins Troy  
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05320 Conner Ben  
05638 Conner Ben  
06735 Conner Narvell  
00606 Connolly Justin  
03824 Conover Celia  
01370 Cooley Shari  
00575 Cooper Richard  
01510 Coplen Sean  
02539 Coppedge Michael  
00698 Corbett Wade  
00699 Corbett Wade  
01861 Cordingley Paul & Florence  
00041 Courter Paul  
06553 Cox Karen  
06817 Cox Karen  
00077 Crean Dennis Jr.  
03155 Cree Ian  
01738 Crim Matthew  
05757 Cross Diane  
04558 Croxton Valinda  
01364 Curry Richard & Sherri  
00084 Cutler Carina  
04564 Cutter Ralph and Lisa Owners, California School of Fly Fishing 
02805 Dal Pino Ida Jane  
01769 Damaso Michael President, Merced Dirt Riders Inc. 
02949 Damaso Michael  
02950 Damaso Michael  
06790 Damaso Michael  
01105 Danfield Thomas  
00767 Daniel Arlan  
05711 Daniel Arlan  
05712 Daniel Arlan  
05713 Daniel Arlan  
01416 Daniels Gregg  
06744 Dart Bill Off Road Business Association 
00604 Davis Dion  
06583 Davis Heather  
01371 Davis Kent  
06743 Davison Pat  
06696 Day Kenneth L.  
00749 Day Travis  
06386 De La Briandais Larry  
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00052 De La Riva Jim   
01864 Dear Elizabeth  
00821 DeBisschop George E.  
00813 DeChristopher Dave  
00646 Degnan Jeff  
00785 Degnan Jeff  
06380 DeLaBriandais Gary  
05280 delCampo Aurora  
00625 Delgadillo Richard  
01441 DeLoney Anthony  
02967 DeRodeff Morgan  
06570 DeRodeff Morgan  
06571 DeRodeff Morgan  
06572 DeRodeff Morgan  
06573 DeRodeff Morgan  
06576 DeRodeff Morgan  
06358 Dever Douglas L.  
06461 Diaz and Malamud Olivia & Dr. Ernest  
02947 Dickens Thomas  
02509 Diddy Mark  
02528 Dierksen Brian  
05722 Dierksen Brian  
05721 Dierksen Robin  
05724 Dierksen Robin  
05720 Dierksen Sierra  
05723 Dierksen Sierra  
05670 DiMattia Robert  
02241 Doherty Pat   
00651 Donley Rob  
06469 Douglas Peter  
00095 Doyon Aurora  
05285 Dragon George  
06303 DuBray Jason  
01373 Duncan Andrew  
00581 Dunivant Terre  
00784 Dunn Jason Colfax Area Chamber of Commerce, Vice 

President 
00755 Dunn  Jason  
00592 Dunn  Ken  
00720 Dunster Kevan  
01390 DuPrey Brandon  
00779 Duran Ed  
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00076 Dworaczyk Debra  
06632 Dye Ken  
06633 Dye Ken  
06388 Eagan Kathleen  
06695 Eagan Kathleen  
04569 Ebright Bret  
00689 Eickerman Scott  
04562 Eisele John H. Jr.  
00719 Ellinger Scott  
02185 Elliot Cynthia  
04543 Elliot Mark  
06254 Elliot Mark  
05697 Ellis Bret  
00644 Ellison Jason  
00002 Ellsworth Tony Ellsworth Bikes, President/Founder 
00029 Encarnacion Maila  
00590 Encarnacion Maila  
01233 Erickson Eleanor  
00745 Ervin Craig  
00817 Estes Sean  
00661 Evans Paul  
05747 Ewing Mike  
02701 Fairman Robert  
00815 Falkner Mike  
00790 Falxa Gary  
00583 Fanselau Erik  
00009 Fanselau Jason  
06789 Farley Damion  
00629 Farrell Jeremy  
00775 Farrell Jeremy  
00618 Farrell Vinny  
06794 Federking Rick Ruby Development Company 
06802 Feinstein Dianne U.S. Senator 
00632 Ferdon Rick  
06533 Ferdon Rick  
06723 Ferdon Rick  
01580 Fernandez Anna & Miek  
04561 Ferrill Husley E.  
01375 Feusi Jim  
01621 Figg Angie  
02812 Filipelli Deborah  
05628 Filippi John A.  
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05643 Filippi John A.  
00701 Finstad Jason  
06383 Fistolera Bob  
06734 Fites-Kaufman Jo Ann  
00580 Flatter Mark  
06566 Flowers Eric  
00694 Folena Rusty  
00657 Foli John  
00093 Foote Donna & Jerry  
00764 Foottit John  
00806 Forberg Eric  
03014 Forgey Chavaleh  
05726 Fowlkes John  
02234 Franco Victor  
02541 Freas Robert  
06593 Frederking Rick Condor Exploration Company 
00019 French Sterling Carolyn   
02793 Fronce and Hall  Linnea & Thomas  
00008 Frounfelter Earl  
06703 Fuji Laura US EPA, Environmental Review Office 
06729 Fujii Laura EPA 
00812 Fuller Randy  
06417 Fulling Jim  
01654 Furrer David  
00478 Gachesa Ellen  
00782 Gage  Kyle  
00012 Gallen Tim  
03103 Galvan Corrie  
01409 Garcia Dan  
00114 Gardiner Steven  
00607 Gardiner Steven  
00610 Gardiner Steven  
00611 Gardiner Steven  
00778 Gardiner Steven  
02527 Gardiner Steven  
01102 Gardner Elyse  
00743 Gariano Anthony  
00638 Gerber Donald  
06782 Gibbs Patricia Opposing one Vehicle Length on Our 

Forests 
02943 Gillmore John & Sara Directors, Friends of Foresthill OHV Trails 
02944 Gillmore John & Sara Directors, Friends of Foresthill OHV Trails 
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06798 Gillmore/Lowery John, Sarah, Leif Friends of Forest Hill OHV Trails 
06799 Gillmore/Lowery John, Sarah, Leif Friends of Forest Hill OHV Trails 
06800 Gillmore/Lowery John, Sarah, Leif Friends of Forest Hill OHV Trails 
06801 Gillmore/Lowery John, Sarah, Leif Friends of Forest Hill OHV Trails 
00098 Gish Robert  
00608 Glaser Nick  
01374 Gleim Ray & Julie  
00783 Goodell Paul  
00479 Gorman Richard  
00822 Gotham Rorie  
01383 Gotham Rorie  
02159 Gotham Rorie  
06668 Gotham Rorie  
06474 Gould Ronald North Fork American River Alliance 
00557 Graf Susan  
06438 Graf Susan  
02954 Graham Candace  
00602 Graham Jonathan  
00603 Graham Jonathan  
02946 Graham Jonathan  
02958 Graham Jonathan  
05766 Graham Jonathan  
06557 Graham Jonathan President, Capital City Mtn. Goat 4WD 

Club 
06558 Graham Jonathan Capital City Mtn. Goat 4WD Club 
06559 Graham Jonathan  
06560 Graham Jonathan  
06612 Graham Jonathan  
06614 Graham Jonathan  
06624 Graham Jonathan  
02938 Granat Amy CORVA 
06738 Granat Amy CORVA 
06740 Granat Amy  
02552 Grass Chad  
01766 Graves Mike  
00801 Greene Kevin  
01778 Gregg Benjamin  
06467 Guidice Rick CA Enduro Rider Association 
06537 Guidice Rick  
06630 Gustafson Carl  
00086 Gustafson Curtis  
06471 Gusto Emerson  
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06650 Habenicht Fred  
06514 Hacker Nick  
01677 Hale Steven  
00563 Hallas Melissa  
00617 Halliburton Roy  
03560 Hallmark Candace  
00480 Hammes Douglas E.  
02870 Handly Jack  
00761 Happee Bryan  
00622 Happs Kenneth  
00038 Harbaugh Dianna, Bill, Kevin, Leighan  
01785 Harmon Joshua  
00728 Harper Stanley  
00753 Harris Mark  
04566 Hart Ron  
05667 Hart Ronald W.  
00621 Hartinger Marcus  
01730 Hartmann Chris  
06676 Hathaway Chad  
06247 Havlik Frank  
06263 Hawes Jason  
06462 Hay Gannt CO. Department of Revenue 
00773 Hazard  Eric  
00588 Heck Lisa Rene  
00064 Heimlich Mildred  
00065 Heimlich Mildred  
01622 Heinemann Bill  
06473 Helm Chris  
05683 Hendricks Gary  
06692 Hendricks Monte  
01572 Hendry Mike  
00050 Hensley Brian  
00051 Hensley Chris  
00006 Hess Donald & Susan  
00094 Hess Donald & Susan  
00558 Hewston  Mike  
00559 Hewston  Sandra  
01396 Higgins Jabin  
00756 Hill Kevin  
06656 Hipkiss Ron  
02546 Hirst Charles  
00022 Hochendoner Bernie  
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00005 Hoffmann Marie  
00063 Hoffmann Marie  
01508 Holiday Judd  
00039 Hooser Dirk Vickie  
00705 Hoover Micah  
00058 Hopkins Susan  
05284 Hopp David  
02157 Horgan Chris  
01833 Horn Daniel  
00684 Horton Kathryn Ann  
00737 Houle  Jeff  
06718 Hower Ken  
00742 Huber Rory  
05749 Huebner Kurt President, Foresthill Four Wheelers 
00014 Hughes Judy  
00687 Humphrey John  
06385 Hunt Richard  
00615 Hutson Daryl  
06424 Ingram Robert Sierra Pacific Industries 
02664 Inskeep James  
00074 Iturriaga Claudio  
06753 Jasper Marilyn Protection Earth and Animals with 

Compassion and Education 
06677 Jayne Michael  
01866 Jennings Rita  
00092 Jerry Sacramento Resident  
05271 Johnson Bill Trails Coordinator, Western States Trail 

Foundation 
05283 Johnson Jim  
05756 Johnson Jim  
01107 Johnson Joanne  
00475 Johnson John  
00744 Johnson Martin  
06713 Johnson Mary Gold Country Trails Council 
06742 Johnson Mary Gold Country Trails Council 
06580 Johnson Megan  
02549 Johnson Nicole  
06277 Johnson Scott  
00047 Johnson Susan  
00477 Johnson Timothy  
00067 Johnson Wayne & Sue Sierra Motor Sports, Owners 
00781 Johnston Scott  
02965 Johnston Scott  
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06481 Johnston Scott  
00724 Johnston Trevor  
06688 Jonson Mary Gold Country Trails Council 
06733 Jordan Larry  
06811 Jordon Larry  
00731 Jorstad Jared  
06565 June Eric  
00643 Kartozian Matt  
00730 Kaye Steven  
05673 Keables Steve  
00083 Keables  Kristine  
00473 Keables  Kristine  
00626 Keil Brennan  
00035 Kell Judy & Steve  
06267 Kelly Bill  
06266 Kewman Don  
00656 King Ed  
02351 Klein Kevin  
00013 Klein Rich  
04568 Klein Rich  
05760 Klusman Don Ca. Association of 4 wheel drive clubs 
05674 Knipe Kelly  
00747 Knull Ken  
00800 Knull Ken  
06478 Koerber Randal  
01863 Koons Howard  
06271 Kooyman Justin Northern CA Pacific Crest Trail Assoc., 

Regional Representative 
06430 Kooyman Justin  
00715 Kordasiewicz Joshua  
01658 Koretoff Steve BLM Central Ca. Resource 
06768 Koretoff Steve BLM Central Ca. Resource 
06770 Koretoff Steve BLM Central Ca. Resource Advisory 

Council 
06791 Koretoff Steve  
01816 Korock Donald  
02507 Kost-Herbert Kandace  
06579 Kotalik Richard  
00650 Kovacs Miklos  
01630 Kovar Timothy  
05636 Kranz Bruce Supervisor 5th District, Placer County 
05752 Kranz Bruce Placer Co. B.O.S 
06779 Krause Rick  
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00281 Krejsa Richard  
06396 Krumbuegel Perrin  
06259 Krusko Claire  
00121 Kupfersberger E.  
06715 Kyra Kyra CORVA 
06730 Kyra Kyra  
06749 Lackey Lisa  
01363 Laffoon Lary  
02542 Lai Jason  
02802 Lane Jana  
00751 Langford Mark  
00568 Larsen Erick  
01779 LaRusso Sandra  
06813 Lass Dave  
06750 Lass David Trout Unlimited 
06751 Lass  David NorCal Field Coordinator: Trout Unlimited 
06516 Lasyone Leonard  
01860 Laurrance Robin  
01369 Laurrance  Robert J.  
01577 Leal David  
05666 Lee Dan President, High Country Cruisers 
02551 Lee Daniel C. President, High Country Cruisers 
02758 Leidner and Davy Irene & Bill  
05764 Leitzell William  
00748 Lewis Robert   
01587 Liberty Ross  
06684 Libkind Marcus Snow Lands Network 
00714 Licciardi Philip Owner, Silly Fab Service 
00758 Licciardi Philip Silly Fab Service, Owner 
00771 Lightfoot Robert  
00772 Lightfoot Robert  
06643 Lightfoot Robert  
06644 Lightfoot Robert  
00738 Lightfoot Robert   
06698 Liles Kevin  
00754 Lillund Jen  
06777 Limov Miriam  
00584 Limov Miriam   
00045 Lindeman Wayne  
05281 Lindeman Wayne  
06620 Linden Scott  
01837 Lindsey Robert  
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06381 Lipson Peter  
00723 Little Megan  
00735 Little Sean  
05450 Livai Jason  
05296 Longmire Samuel F. N. Sierra AQMD 
00036 Lopez Irene  
00628 Lopez Kevin  
06626 Lopez; Durbin Tom and Donna; Kevin & Brandon  
01110 Lowe Trace  
00056 Luce John Director of MIS, SummerHill Homes 
00040 Lyerly Linda  
00587 Lynch Ron  
06527 Macdonald Janet  
00016 MacRaith  Bonnie  
00091  MacRaith  Bonnie  
02968 Maddalena Rick  
00027 Maddox  Van Sierra County Auditor 
00078 Maia Maia  
00824 Maier George  
01368 Maier George  
02545 Maier Jim  
01574 Maloney Dennis  
04559 Martin Daniel F.  
06429 Martin Elizabeth The Sierra Fund 
00070 Martin Jim  
02566 Martinez Jorge Membership Executive, The Ritz-Carlton 

Club, Lake Tahoe 
00710 Mathews Robin  
02136 Matthews Mary Ann  
06775 Maxine    
06741 May Brent  
04571 McAlister Melinda  
01696 McCaskey Ray  
00135 McClinton Ben & Karen  
00562 McCready Carrie  
00024 McDermott Brent & Helen  
01797 McDowell Curt  
00574 McGavren Steve  
05641 McGavren Steve  
06702 McGuire William  
00762 McKenzie Chris  
06544 McKenzie Justin  
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00702 Mckinzie John  
00020 McLane Dave & Bonnie  
00079 McLaughlin Michael  
01685 McManus Dan  
06472 McMurray Nick  
01481 McNamara Terry   
00596 McNew Brad  
06253 McNicol Randy  
00808 McRoberts Mike  
01112 Mead Rick  
06689 Meals Hank  
00677 Mears Shannon  
00681 Mears Shannon  
00669 Mears  Robbie  
00670 Mears  Robbie  
00671 Mears  Robbie  
00672 Mears  Robbie  
00673 Mears  Robbie  
00666 Mears  Shannon  
00667 Mears  Shannon  
00668 Mears  Shannon  
00674 Mears  Shannon  
00675 Mears  Shannon  
00676 Mears  Shannon  
00678 Mears  Shannon  
00679 Mears  Shannon  
00680 Mears  Shannon  
06317 Mellenthin Joel  
06419 Mellison Chad USFWS, Reno, NV 
00655 Mello Marty  
00649 Mellor Leslie  
01661 Mesarchik Dana  
01834 Meyner Gus  
06258 Michaelis James  
05702 Milazzo David  
00060 Miller Cassie  
04563 Miller Erik D.  
00652 Miller Jerome  
00691 Miller Jerome  
06268 Miller Murray  
06270 Milligan Sylvia Chair, Recreation Outdoors Coalition 
04539 Mills Jack  
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00043 Mills Scott  
06480 Minor Sean  
01450 Mitchell Dave  
00807 Mittelstadt John  
01720 Moffit Jason  
00741 Moles Dale  
06568 Monnin Douglas  
06767 Monnin Jonathan  
00816 Montgomery Richard  
01623 Moore Dave  
06787 Moore Iris  
06642 Moore John  
00136 Morgan Lori  
00776 Morgan Ryan  
00199 Morris Alexis  
00703 Mourgos Reanna  
00740 Mourgos Reanna  
00711 Mross James  
01735 Muhlenberg Todd  
00641 Mullins Heath  
05758 Musto Daryl  
06509 Myer Jacob  
04547 Myer William  
00088 Myers Joel  
00055 Myrah Don  
06773 N. Mike  
00053 Nag  Nitish Sponsorship Director, Cal Cycling Race 

Team 
06697 Nelson Ron NID 
02109 Nelson Sally  
01670 Nesheim Mike  
00739 Newman Gregory  
02607 Newton Carol  
00682 Nichols Jason  
01382 Nichols Jason  
02952 Nichols Jason  
05671 Nichols Jason  
05672 Nichols Jason  
05751 Nichols Jason  
01672 Nichols Melanie  
00001 Nickell Jesse, Christine, Oliver & Jesse  
02092 Norrington Linda  
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06625 Norton Doug  
06724 Norton Elizabeth  
06636 Nosala Wayne  
05289 Obrien Michael  
00620 Ockert Todd  
06732 Odell Glenn Quincy Wheelers 
00665 Ogren Brody  
06640 Ogren Brody  
05429 O'Growney Jas  
00609 Oliva Tim  
00726 Oliva Tim  
06679 O'Riley Catherine Secretary, North Fork American River 

Alliance 
04546 O'Rourke Jesse  
06348 Ostwald Brent  
01636 Paik Wesley  
04135 Palmer Robert  
06433 Parriott Brian  
06764 Parsons Chris  
06578 Paton Chris  
01849 Patterson John  
01605 Pautsch Doug  
00586 Pautsch  Douglas A.  
01763 Pave Lars  
06693 Peach Eric Protect American River Canyon 
06745 Peach Eric Protect American River Canyon 
06242 Peachay Ernie  
00793 Pearce  Brian  
05329 Pearce  Brian  
06477 Pearson Clark Northern Office of Public Lands for the 

People 
01663 Pederson Terry President, Timekeepers Motorcycle Club 
04550 Penniman Arthur B.  
01058 Penniman Dick Adjunct Professor of Forestry, Sierra 

College 
06548 Penniman Starr  
06546 Perrella Marco  
02535 Peters Todd  
05457 Peterson Kirk  
00579 Petzak Jamaka N.  
06575 Pfile Ryan  
06577 Pfile Ryan  
06387 Pickering Joe  
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05591 Pickett Dave  
06766 Pickett Dave  
06812 Pickett David  
00460 Plante Marie  
06635 Plasse Edward  
06437 Platt Nancy  
06648 Playle Kevin  
06431 Plunkett Wesley  
02156 Podraza Steve  
04549 Port Patricia Sanderson Regional Environmental Officer of OEPC, 

US DOI 
00746 Porter David  
06682 Porter Stuart El Dorado Equestrian Trails Foundation 
06728 Porter Stuart El Dorado Equestrian Trails Foundation 
06435 Powers Bridgette  
03077 Powers Pamy  
01781 Pratt Geoff  
01755 Pratt Richard  
00619 Preble Bret President, Friends of Fordyce 
00688 Preble Traci Director, Friends of Fordyce 
05684 Pritchard Ryan  
05717 Pritchard Ryan  
05718 Pritchard Ryan  
00635 Pumphrey Matt  
02531 Quitevis Ron  
05632 Rabeneau Scott Rabeneau Construction 
05633 Rabeneau Tony Rabeneau Construction 
05270 Raco Claudia  
01575 Ramsay Drew  
02540 Ransom Michael  
02580 Ranz Gary  
00054 Rassuchine Jeff  
00003 Ratcliff Philip  
00648 Ratzburg  Alan President, Four Dice 4WDC 
00797 Ratzburg  Keith Friends of Fordyce, Board of Directors 
00798 Ratzburg  Keith  
00799 Ratzburg  Keith  
02953 Ray-Leal Melba  
06792 Ray-Leal Melba J. Grassroots Chairperson: Opposing the One 

Vehicle Length on our Forest 
06796 Ray-Leal Melba J.   
02547 Reams Chris  
02548 Reams Chris  
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02553 Reams Chris  
00042 Redmond Gary  
01381 Redmond Gary  
06326 Redmond Gary  
00589 Reed Colleen  
05640 Reed Marshall & Catherine  
03161 Rehm-Lorber Jora  
02530 Reneau Landon  
00627 Renstrom John  
06765 Renstrom John  
06810 Renstrom John  
02942 Reynolds Glenn  
05761 Reynolds Glenn  
06274 Reynolds Glenn President, Sacramento Valley Top Gun 

Jeep Club 

01776 Rhodes Robert  
00010 Richard    
06475 Ricker Jim North Fork American River Alliance 
00612 Riley Brent  
00707 Ritchie Matt  
06248 Rivenes Don  
01362 Rives David  
00089 Rix Maxine  
01412 Rixen Allan  
01367 Roberts John  
01859 Robinson Jim & Liz  
03030 Robinson Terry Ellen  
01637 Rodgers Mark  
00030 Rogers Scott  
00605 Rognlin David  
00734 Ronning Dustin  
00786 Root Brian  
06672 Root Brian  
06694 Roper Harvey  
01716 Rosenbach Jordan  
06629 Rossman Antonio  
00069 Rouse Brian G.  
00802 Rovane Sandy  
05568 Rovane Sandy  
00750 Royston Heather  
01570 Rubick Karyn  
00923 Rubio Gail  
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03541 Ruble Lucy  
00059 Ruggiero Sandra  
01361 Rumburger Mrs.  
06243 Russell Gayle  
00709 Russell Jake  
00023 Ryder Steve Grassroots Programs Director, Winter 

Wildlands Alliance 
00565 Sackman Tom & Kathy  
01650 Salsbury Lynn  
02966 Salveson Sean  
00011 Sanchez Tom  
06780 Sand Joe Specialized 4wd Drive Club 
06783 Sand Joe President, Specialized 4Wheel Drive Inc. 
01067 Saretsky Richard  
00075 Sassoon  Joy  
01563 Schade Dennis  
06721 Schambach Karen Center for Sierra Nevada Conservation 
06722 Schambach Karen  
00736 Scharffenberg Ryan, Kim, Jacob & Katelyn  
01839 Scheitlin Lloyd  
06519 Schmidt Jane Bureau of Rec. Carson City 
00048 Schneider Kurt Pirate 4X4 Land use Editor 
00049 Schneider Kurt Pirate 4X4 and CRAWL Land use Editor 
02941 Schneider Kurt Pirate 4X4.com and CRAWL Magazine 

Land use Editor 
02970 Schneider Kurt Pirate4X4.com and CRAWL Magazine 

Land use Editor 
00660 Schram P.T. P.T. Schram Rover Repair 
00616 Schuit Nathan  
00752 Schultz William  
00777 Schultz William  
00780 Schultz William  
00716 Scott Tyler  
06276 Scribner Jerry Western Trails Foundation, President 
06278 Scribner Jerry  
06681 Scribner Jerry  
04572 Shade Betsy  
02537 Shafer Danielle  
00804 Shannon Dick  
00459 Shannon Nancy  
06393 Sharp Timothy  
06680 Sharp Timothy  
06645 Sheets Eric  
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06687 Sheets Eric  
00613 Sheffield Alastair  
06373 Sheffield Rex  
06426 Shelton Lois  
06234 Shelton Theodore R.  
06448 Sherry Stortroen  
06711 Shilling Fraser UC Davis 
04540 Shipley Donald & Deborah Owners/General Managers, River Rest 

Resort 
02533 Shores Radley  
01652 Shuck Michael  
01274 Shupe Peter  
00818 Simmons Mike  
05423 Smith Chelsea  
01868 Smith Lawrence  
05750 Smith Paul  
06367 Socha Jim  
06510 Socha Jim  
06574 Socha Jim  
05290 Soldano Donna  
00582 Solomon Claudia & Al  
01818 Sorum Donald  
00623 Sparkman Jerry  
00732 Sparkman Jerry  
02267 Sparks Emily  
01100 Spencer Robert   
00760 Standley Jordan  
04542 Stanton Stan  
06564 Starbuck John A.  
06748 Stark John  
05634 Steigmeyer Robert Land Planner, PG&E 
05753 Steigmeyer Robert  
06252 Steigmeyer Robert  
00697 Stewart Joel  
01680 Stewart John  
00570 Steyding James  
00637 Steyding James  
05725 Stickelmaier Mark  
02719 Stokes John  
06450 Stortroen Ole & Sherry  
06451 Stortroen Ole & Sherry  
06452 Stortroen Ole & Sherry  
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Number Last Name First Name Organization 
06439 Stortroen Ole, Sherry  
06440 Stortroen Ole, Sherry  
06441 Stortroen Ole, Sherry  
06442 Stortroen Ole, Sherry  
06443 Stortroen Ole, Sherry  
06444 Stortroen Ole, Sherry  
06445 Stortroen Ole, Sherry  
02939 Stortroen Sherry  
05525 Stortroen Sherry  
06446 Stortroen Sherry  
06447 Stortroen Sherry  
06449 Stortroen Sherry  
06453 Stortroen Sherry  
06454 Stortroen Sherry  
06455 Stortroen Sherry  
06456 Stortroen Sherry  
06457 Stortroen Sherry  
06458 Stortroen Sherry  
06459 Stortroen Sherry  
06460 Stortroen Sherry  
05651 Straub Caroyln  
00474 Straub and McHenry Carolyn & Steve  
01744 Stuckey Joel  
02538 Sundberg Erik  
00034 Suter Robert T.  
01825 Sutton Philip  
02326 Svoboda Laurence  
01251 Swaim Steven M.  
00654 Swartz Corey  
00046 Syndergaard Todd  
00631 Tamney David  
00593 Taxpayer Resident of Tahoe Vista  
02550 Taylor Mark  
06551 Terhune Jonathan  
02519 Terwilliger Bob  
00072 Thayer Diana  
01869 Theberge Michele  
00025 Theisen Jacqueline  
06710 Theisen Jacquelyn Friends of Greenhorn 
00787 Theisen Jacquelyne  
00788 Theisen Jacquelyne  
00789 Theisen Jacquelyne  
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Number Last Name First Name Organization 
02937 Theisen Jacquelyne  
02801 Thomas J  
00090 Thomas Paul  
06737 Thomas Richard  
00567 Thomas Robert E.  
02534 Thomason Ryan and Kim  
00708 Thompson James  
00811 Thorndyke Jim  
06691 Tierney Marilyn  
01857 Tietje R. Nevada State Clearing House 
06273 Timmer John  
00037 Titmus Keni  
00566 Titmus Keni  
00803 Tomlinson Bob  
00683 Toner Sheila  
00823 Toner Sheila  
01732 Toomsen Justin  
01366 Trager Steve & Annamarie  
01774 Tralongo Joseph  
01565 Trolan Patrick  
05719 Troth Rockwell  
01594 Trumbly Terry  
01365 Tucker Tim  
06605 Tudesko Mark  
00598 Tuggey Terry  
06731 Turcke Paul A. Moore Smith Buxton & Turke 
01840 Tussing Wes   
06549 Twiddy Anthony  
00663 Van Valzah Matthew  
06716 Van Velsor Stan ORV Campaign Coordinator, Wilderness 

Society 
06755 Van Zant Peter SYRCL 
00081 Vance Melony  
00021 Vandell  Joy PG&E Representitive 
02508 VanderMeeden Richard  
04567 VanOmmen Paul & Cheryl  
00658 Varnum Jon  
02626 Vega Pete  
01113 Verdier Joshua  
06671 Vieira Joey  
02158 Vierra Wayne  
00659 Vogh Barbara  
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Number Last Name First Name Organization 
00573 Volkman Greg  
06628 Volkman Greg  
01603 Volle Ron  
06739 von Seggern David Great Basin Group Sierra Club 
02529 Wade Jim  
06683 Waldrop Duncan  
06754 Waldrop Duncan  
04560 Walker Ken  
00693 Wallis Alec  
00007 Wangsgard Neil E.  
06736 Ward Jenny Diablo 4 Wheelers 
02556 Ward Martin  
02557 Ward Martin  
02558 Ward Martin  
02559 Ward Martin  
02560 Ward Martin  
02561 Ward Martin  
02562 Ward Martin  
02565 Ward Martin  
02554 Ward Martin J.  
02555 Ward Martin J.  
02563 Ward Martin J.  
02564 Ward Martin J.  
05295 Ward Tom Policy Advisor, IBMA California 
01517 Wasden David  
05714 Waynick Samantha  
05715 Waynick Samantha  
05716 Waynick Samantha  
01436 Wears Jacob  
01668 Weaver Mark  
00595 Wedge Gene  
00578 Wellman Stelle Dawn  
02413 Wenger Holly  
03057 Wesley Jo   
04556 West Roy  
00057 Westbrook Kirk  
00810 Westerbeck Brad  
03386 Westling Ann  
00594 Whalley Chris  
06701 Whitcher Bruce CORVA 
06788 Whitcher  Bruce CORVA Lawyers 
00712 White Richard  
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Number Last Name First Name Organization 
06368 White Richard Vice President, Welbilt 4WD Club 
06523 White Richard  
06525 White Richard  
06621 White Richard  
06623 White Richard  
01111 White Rick Vice President, Welbilt 4WD Club 
00572 Whitford Brian  
00033 Whitley Patricia Board Chairman, Sierra County Board of 

Supervisors 
01372 Wigley Warren & D'Nette  
01865 Wilbourn Jack Grass Valley 4 Wheelers 
02959 Wilbourn Jack B.  
05735 Wilbourn Jack B.  
05739 Wilbourn Jack B.  
06405 Wilbourn Jack B.  
00794 Wilburn Diana and Ves  
06795 Wilder Robert, Pat Sierra Nevada Mining & Industry 
01823 Williams Michael  
05639 Williams Stephanie  
00085 Willoughby Ellie & Don  
00690 Wilson Greg  
06245 Wilson Rich  
00721 Wilson Richard President, Swamp Stompers 4X4 Club 
00004 Winberry Andrew  
01583 Winston Kenny  
00704 Witherow Michael  
00289 Witt Rose Ann  
02936 Wood Dave  
05264 Wood Dave  
05265 Wood Dave  
05775 Wood Dave  
06249 Wood Dave  
06421 Wood Dave  
06422 Wood Dave  
06752 Wood Dave  
06803 Wood Dave  
06804 Wood Dave  
06809 Wood Dave  
06805 Wood Dave & Vernon  
06806 Wood David  
06807 Wood David  
06808 Wood David  
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Number Last Name First Name Organization 
02956 Wood David C.  
06423 Wood David C.  
01402 Wray David  
00597 Wren Carrie  
00061 Wright Andrew  
05305 Wright Andrew  
02945 Wubbels Mike Executive Director, Stewards of the SNF 
02951 Wubbels Mike Executive Director, Stewards of the SNF 
06704 Wubbels Mike Executive Director, Stewards of the SNF 
06675 Wyeth Karen & Harry  
04545 Young Howard  
00633 Zeber Jeff  
00560 Zukowski John & Sandy   
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Form Letter Comments ___________________________________  
The following section of Appendix N displays the various form letters received during the public 
comment period on the Draft EIS. To reduce the size of the FEIS, it was decided to not include the listing 
of names. The names of the commenters are in the project planning record located at the Tahoe National 
Forest Supervisors Office, 631 Coyote Street, Nevada City California 95959. 

4,519 comment letters were received of Form Letter A. These commenters were all assigned ‘FA.’ 
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669 comment letters were received of Form Letter B. These commenters were all assigned ‘FB.’ 
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142 comment letters were received of Form Letter C. These commenters were all assigned ‘FC.’ 
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15 comment letters were received of Form Letter D. These commenters were all assigned ‘FD.’ 
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Tahoe National Forest – N-309 
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104 comment letters were received of Form Letter E. These commenters were all assigned ‘FE.’ 
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Tahoe National Forest – N-311 
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89 comment letters were received of Form Letter F. These commenters were all assigned ‘FF.’ 
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65 comment letters were received of Form Letter G. These commenters were all assigned ‘FG.’ 
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67 comment letters were received of Form Letter H. These commenters were all assigned ‘FH.’ 
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12 comment letters were received of Form Letter I. These commenters were all assigned ‘FI.’ 
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Tahoe National Forest – N-317 
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56 comment letters were received of Form Letter J. These commenters were all assigned ‘FJ.’ 
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Agency Comment Letters Received on the Supplemental Draft EIS  
The following is a reproduction of the letters received during the public comment period from tribes, 
federal and state agencies, county and muncipal governments and from elected officials. 
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Tahoe National Forest – N-323 
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Tahoe National Forest – N-325 
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N-326 – Tahoe National Forest 
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Tahoe National Forest – N-327 
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N-328 – Tahoe National Forest 
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Tahoe National Forest – N-329 
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Tahoe National Forest – N-331 
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N-332 – Tahoe National Forest 
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Tahoe National Forest – N-333 
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N-334 – Tahoe National Forest 
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Tahoe National Forest – N-335 
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N-336 – Tahoe National Forest 
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Tahoe National Forest – N-337 
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N-338 – Tahoe National Forest 
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Tahoe National Forest – N-339 
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N-340 – Tahoe National Forest 
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Tahoe National Forest – N-341 
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N-342 – Tahoe National Forest 
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Listing of Individual Letters Received  
on the Supplemental Draft EIS _____________________________  
Table N-10 contains the alphabetical list all persons who submitted individual letters during the public 
comment period on the Supplemental Draft EIS. The first column of the table shows the unique number 
assigned the commenter used previously in the Responses to Comments. 

Table N-10. Commenter numbers for persons who submitted individual letters on the SDEIS 

Number Last Name First Name Organization 
S0068 Acton Aero 

 S0018 Alamo Richard 
 S0040 Alderson George 
 S0027 Ashby Caleb 
 S0071 Babbitt Victor Tahoe Fly Fishing Outfitters 

S0041 Baker Shawn 
 S0053 Baker Shawn 
 S0027 Baker? George 
 S0061 Barr Doug 
 S0071 Beagle Mike Backcountry Hunters and Anglers 

S0044 Beasley Geoffrey 
 S0026 Beecroft Chris 
 S0071 Bonham Chuck Trout Unlimited 

S0071 Caltagirone David Trout Unlimited 
S0011 Cappello Brad 

 S0043 Cardenas Andy 
 S0064 Carlos Jonathan 
 S0027 Carson Daniel 
 S0027 Cearley? Rick 
 S0060 Chesney Robert 
 S0027 Clark Mary Ann 
 S0070 Cushman Douglas California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Lahontan 

S0071 Cutter Ralph and Lisa California School of Fly Fishing 
S0062 Damaso Michael 

 S0071 Davidson Sam Backcountry Hunters and Anglers 
S0027 Dixon Chuck 

 S0027 Doran Kenneth 
 S0031 Eckenburg Dick 
 S0021 Ewing Mike Blue Ribbon Coalition and American Motorcyclist Association 

S0022 Feller Timothy Sierra Pacific Industries 
S0071 Fenner Vicki Northern California Council Federation of Fly Fishers 
S0009 Frederking Rick Ruby Development Company 
S0010 Frederking Rick Condor Exploration Company 
S0034 Glad Carol 

 S0012 Goforth Kathleen EPA - Environmental Protection Agency 
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S0036 Grass Chad 
 

S0029 Hansen 

Scot, Leticia, 
Nathan, 
Nickolas 

 S0024 Harney Ken North Creek Property Owners - Ken Harney Plumbing 
S0027 Hoff Scott 

 S0027 Holguin Mino 
 S0027 Hurles Josh 
 S0071 Irby Drew Trout Unlimited 

S0049 Jensen Walter 
 S0071 Johns Tom Tahoe Truckee Fly Fishers 

S0046 Johnson Scott 
 S0058 Karuzas Jeremiah US Dept of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento 

S0032 Kellogg Jason 
 S0056 Kewman Don Tuesday Friday Hiking Group 

S0025 Kilian George 
 S0008 Kyra Kyra CORVA - California Off-Road Vehicle Association 

S0071 Lass David Trout Unlimited 
S0027 Lee? Kenneth? 

 S0027 Lewis Garrett 
 S0030 Lindeman Wayne 
 S0048 MacArdican William  
 S0006 Marshall Carol Sierra Nevada Mining and Industry Council 

S0033 Masters Alan South Lake Tahoe Hi Lo's 
S0071 Mather Kevin Trout Unlimited 
S0071 Maynard Dick Trout Unlimited 
S0071 Mcleod Stefan Trout Unlimited 
S0013 Medeiros Joshua 

 S0055 Moore John 
 

S0028 Multiple Names 

Multiple names 
not listed in 
database Town of Washington 

S0014 Murphy Dave 
 S0017 Nagano Chris US Dept of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento 

S0019 Nelson Ron NID - Nevada Irrigation District 
S0071 Noble Cindy Trout Unlimited 
S0072 Nobles Frank 4X4 in motion 
S0027 Owsiey James 

 S0071 Page Carl Trout Unlimited 
S0047 Ranta Jeff Friend of Greenhorn Creek 
S0069 Reilly Mike 

 S0002 Riley Joseph 
 S0035 Riley Joe Holdrege & Kull consulting engineers 

S0023 Rivenes Barbara Sierra Nevada Group/Sierra Club 
S0023 Rivenes Donald Forest Issues Group 
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S0027 Royal Richard 
 S0054 Russell Gayle 
 

S0065 Sanderson Port Patricia 
US Dept of Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and 
Compliance, Oakland 

S0051 Schaefer Chuck Buckeye Road resident 
S0052 Schaefer Chuck Buckeye Road resident 
S0023 Schambach Karen Center for Sierra Conservation 
S0051 Schori Carl Buckeye Road resident 
S0052 Schori Carl Buckeye Road resident 
S0063 Scroggins Dennis 

 S0045 Sober Steve Buckeye Road resident 
S0051 Sober Steve Buckeye Road resident 
S0052 Sober Steve Buckeye Road resident 
S0071 Stanley Dave Reno Fly Shop 
S0038 Steigmeyer Robert PG&E - Pacific Gas and Electric Co. 

S0057 Steigmeyer Robert PG&E - Pacific Gas and Electric Co. 
S0042 Stortroen Sherry 

 S0066 Stortroen Sherry 
 S0067 Taylor Gary 
 S0016 Trigg Edward 
 S0027 Tursich Dusty 
 S0027 Udavi Ricardo 
 S0001 Ungeheuer Judy 
 S0027 Van Fleet Tracy 
 S0023 Van Velsor Stan The Wilderness Society 

S0027 Vigil Fabian 
 S0015 W D 2535 Miraflores Dr. Turlock 

S0023 Wakelee Heath Sierra Foothills Audubon Society 
S0027 Walshin Ed 

 

S0003 Ward Martin 

Friends of Tahoe Forest Access, Grass Valley 4-Wheelers, 
California Association of Four Wheel Drive Clubs, and California 
Off Road Vehicle Association 

S0004 Ward Martin 

Friends of Tahoe Forest Access, Grass Valley 4-Wheelers, 
California Association of Four Wheel Drive Clubs, and California 
Off Road Vehicle Association 

S0037 Wash Phil 
 S0050 Wayne Mike Buckeye Road resident 

S0039 Webster Dustin 
 S0007 Wilder Robert Sierra Nevada Mining and Industry Council 

S0020 Williams Robert US Dept of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service, Reno 
S0005 Wood David 
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