 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1GPRA 309 Performance Measures Form
Title:  ___ Motorized Vehicle Use on the Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest (Forest) Final Environmental Impacts Statement (EIS).  _____________
_____________________________________________________________________________

Principal Reviewer(s): Erik Peterson_   Project Location:_ Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest, Oregon
CEQ Number(s):__20100006___________     ERP Number (optional): ******************************************************************************

Environmental Impacts, Alpha-Numeric Codes:
	Air Issues:
A1= Air Quality

A2= General Conformity

A3= Air Toxics

A4= Transportation Conformity
	Water Issues:
B1: Wetlands

B2: Groundwater

B3: Surface Water

B4: Sole Source Aquifer

B5: Aquatic Resources

B6: Sediment
	Other Issues:
C1: Toxics/Hazardous Waste

C2: Noise

C3: Habitat

C4: Essential Fish Habitat

C5: Pesticides

C6: Radiation
	Other Issues: 
D1: Farmland 

D2: Endangered Species

D3: Environmental Justice

D4: Historic Preservation

D5: Indigenous Peoples

E1: Other (please specify)


******************************************************************
1. Significant Environmental Impact:
Impact (Enter Alpha Numeric Code(s) for All that Apply):  ___A3, B3, E1 (wilderness) 
*          *            *           *            *           *           *          *          *          *         *          *

Prior To Draft Time Frame (if available)       Date of EPA Communication:_
 Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible):_______________________

______________________________________________________________________________

Recommendation:  _____________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

Result:  Decrease in Impact:   No Change:   Increase in Impact:  
Result: _______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

*          *          *          *          *         *         *          *          *          *         *         *         *        *

Draft (including Draft Supplements)               Date of EPA Communication:_May 11 2009
Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible):___Designate roads and trails open to motorized use on the Rogue Siskiyou National Forest.  Our review of the DEIS identified the following concerns:

· The proposed alternative (Alternative 3) may not be fully consistent with the direction in the 2005 Travel Management Rule (36 CFR 212), or with previous Forest Service direction regarding proposed wilderness areas adjacent to the Kalmiopsis Wilderness.  
· Because information about levels of asbestiform minerals in serpentine soils on the Forest is very limited, the Forest may not have adequate information to analyze the risk of exposure to naturally occurring asbestos.  
· We believe that the Draft EIS contains insufficient information related to implementation and adaptive management planning.  These are vital aspects of ensuring that predicted environmental benefits are fully realized.  
· We are concerned about potential impacts to water resources from dispersed recreation.  Impacts from dispersed recreation are generally concentrated around streams, lakes and other areas of special interest for forest users
Recommendations: 
· We recommend that the Forest Service continue to prohibit motorized use along the Boundary Trail (consistent with the direction under Alternative 4).  

· We recommend that the FEIS discuss the potential impact of the current planning effort on potential future wilderness designations.

· We recommend prohibition of motorized use on trails within serpentine areas consistent with the direction under Alternative 4.  
· We recommend that a comprehensive implementation and adaptive management plan be incorporated into the action alternatives, and that initial details of this plan be included in the Final EIS (as opposed to being developed subsequent to the Record of Decision).

· This adaptive management plan should:

· describe a decision tree to guide future decisions,

· identify specific decision thresholds and management responses for resources of concern (e.g. fish, wildlife and sensitive plants),

· discuss the monitoring needed to assess whether thresholds are being met, and

· forecast funding opportunities and constraints for the monitoring. 

· Contribution of OHVs to sedimentation of streams should be given priority within the implementation and adaptive management planning framework.  Providing a management trigger related to water quality standards for sediment may be a useful method for ensuring benefits to the aquatic environment are realized.

· We are fully supportive of the volunteer strategy discussed on page II-62 that would identify opportunities for the public to help implement, enforce, maintain, and fund the designated route system.  We recommend that the FEIS more fully explore these kinds of non-traditional public education and enforcement strategies.  These may be a cost effective means of increasing compliance.

· If or where corridors to dispersed camping are allowed, we recommend restricting motorized access for dispersed camping within 300 feet of perennial streams, 150 feet of lakes, and 100 feet of intermittent streams.  Restricting motorized access around waterbodies will lessen potential sediment delivery to streams – an important threat to aquatic resources – by limiting route treads that become drainage pathways.

Result:  Decrease in Impact: x  No Change:   Increase in Impact:  
Result: _Only recommendation leading to change in FEIS is that recommending a “comprehensive adaptive management plan”.  Changes were made between the Draft and Final time period.  Other recommendations not followed.________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

*        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *       *

Final (including Final Supplements)                 Date of EPA Communication:_2.22.10
Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible):_ Primary remaining potential impact relates to potential human health impacts from the inhalation of Naturally Occurring Asbestos.  Secondary impacts relate to potential adverse effects to water resources and biodiversity (e.g., from noxious weeds) that may result from the continuing designation of a motorized routes system other than the “minimum system” (Sub-Part A of the Final Travel Management Rule).  We also remain concerned about compliance issues and impacts to botanical areas, research natural areas and backcountry non-motorized areas along the boundary trail.________________________________________________

Recommendation:  EPA provided recommendations on all three of these issues.  For Naturally Ocurring Asbestos we recommended the forest develop and implement an NOA plan (e.g., signage).  To encourage the forest to designate a “minimum system” EPA noted and endorsed the Forest Services own Forest Service Handbook (FSH 7709.55).  To deal with special concerns along the Boundary Trail EPA recommended the Forest develop adaptive management triggers for environmental and social impacts which may result in changed designations (e.g., to a non-motorized trail).________________________________________________

Result:  Decrease in Impact:   No Change:  Increase in Impact:  
Result: ____________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

	GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS– Complete this form for each impact identified by EPA during the EIS 309 review process in accordance with instructions included on the form and indicated below and submit to Headquarters.


SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS FOR GPRA 309 PERFORMANCE MEASURES FORM
· PROJECT REFERENCE INFORMATION
· Title:  Enter the title of the document (Enter the title as written in the lotus notes database, if available). 

Principal Reviewer(s):  Enter the name of the EPA lead reviewer for the project.  (If the lead reviewer changes during the project time frames, more than one name may be listed in this section.)

Project Location:  Enter information regarding the location of this project.  Depending on the relevant and available project information, the data may vary and could include: state, city, or county information, latitude or longitudinal coordinates, etc. 

CEQ Number(s):  Enter the CEQ number(s) for the draft and final time frames of the project (during the prior to draft time frame, the number(s) is not available and the field should be left blank).

ERP Number:  Enter the family number for the project, if one is assigned (during the prior to draft time frame, the number  is not available and the field should be left blank).

· SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
Impact:  Using the table of impact types listed on the form, reference the impact(s) that apply and enter the alpha-numeric codes in the space provided.  To the maximum extent practicable, an impact should correspond to one impact category on the table.  However, for certain impacts, groupings of closely related categories is possible (i.e. sediment and surface water). 

· PRIOR TO DRAFT
Date of EPA Communication:  Enter the date when EPA identified an impact during the prior to draft time frame and made recommendations to the agency.  In the prior to draft time frame, this communication may include formal or informal meetings, emails, phone calls, etc.  

Description of Impact:  Enter a brief description of impact identified by EPA during the prior to draft time frame, and include quantifiable data when it is reasonably available.  

Recommendation:  Enter a brief description of EPA’s recommendation to the agency on the impact during the prior to draft time frame, and include quantifiable data when reasonably available.

Result (box)::  Check the box that applies to changes or commitments made by the agency during this time frame related to the impact.  The change should be considered in relation to the impact as it was first identified by EPA.

Result (narrative):  If the lead agency has made a change or commitment during the prior to draft time frame related to EPA’s recommendation, briefly describe this result, including quantifiable data when it is reasonably available.

· DRAFT
Date of EPA Communication:  Enter the date when EPA identified an impact and made recommendations to the agency. During the draft time frame, this date will most likely be the date of EPA’s 309 comment letter to the agency.

Description of Impact:  Enter a brief description of an impact identified by EPA in the draft time frame, and include quantifiable data when it is reasonably available.  If EPA identified the impact during the prior to draft time frame that has changed in the draft time frame (due to a decrease or increase in impact), briefly describe the changes.  If EPA identified the impact during the prior to draft time frame that has not changed in the draft time frame, enter- “no change.”  

Recommendation:  Enter a brief description of EPA’s recommendation to the agency on the impact in the draft time frame, and include quantifiable data when reasonably available. If EPA made a recommendation during the prior to draft time frame that  has changed during the draft time frame, briefly describe the changes.  If EPA made a recommendation in the prior to draft time frame that has not changed in the draft time frame, enter- “no change.”

Result (box):  Check the box that applies to changes or commitments made by the agency during this time frame related to the impact.  The change should be considered in relation to the impact as it was first identified by EPA.

Result (narrative):  If the agency has made a change or commitment during the draft time frame related to EPA’s recommendation, briefly describe this result, including quantifiable data when reasonably available.

· FINAL
Date of EPA Communication: Enter the date when EPA made a recommendation to the agency on an impact.  During the final time frame, this date will most likely be the date of EPA’s 309 comment letter to the lead agency. 

Description of Impact: A new impacts identified by EPA during the final time frame should not be entered on the form.   If EPA identified the impact during the prior to draft or draft time frame that has changed during the final time frame (due to a decrease or increase in impact), briefly describe the changes.  If EPA identified the impact during the prior to draft or draft time frame that has not changed in the final time frame, enter- “no change.”  

Recommendation: Enter a brief description of EPA’s recommendation to the agency on the impact in the final time frame, and include quantifiable data when reasonably available.  If EPA made a recommendation in the prior to draft or draft time frame that has not changed in the final time frame, simply note- “no change.”  If EPA does not make a recommendation during the final time frame, enter- “no recommendation.”

Result (box):  Check the box that applies to changes or commitments made by the agency during this time frame related to the impact.  The change should be considered in relation to the impact as it was first identified by EPA.

Result (narrative):  If the agency has made a change or commitment during the final time frame of the project, related to EPA’s recommendation, briefly describe this result, including quantifiable data when reasonably available.
