
F 

 

3/14/2014  Page 1 of 9 
 

Blue Mountains Forest Plan Revision—2014  
Malheur, Umatilla, and Wallowa-Whitman National Forests 

    
 

 

Access 

How do the Revised Plans address public access? 

The Revised Plans includes desired conditions to provide motorized and non-motorized 

access that are compatible with the desired conditions and objectives for other resources. 

The revised Plan does not close National Forest System roads, designated off-highway 

vehicle or snowmobile trails, and cross country travel currently open to the public. The 

revised Plan identifies areas that are suitable for the development of additional motorized 

access. 
 

Do the revised Plans change winter motorized access? 

The 1990 Forest Plans generally allowed over-snow motorized vehicle use in all areas 

outside of designated wilderness. Under the Proposed Revised Forest Plans, winter 

motorized use will continue in management areas 1B, 3B, 4A, 4B, and 5.  Use within 

wildlife corridors (MA 3C) is restricted to designated routes identified on a forest’s Motor 

Vehicle Use Map. Over-snow motorized vehicle use is prohibited in designated wilderness 

(MA 1A).  
 

General Suitability Matrix for Management Areas 

 Management Areas 

Use or Activity MA 
3A 

MA 
3B 

MA 
3C 

Motor  
vehicle use (summer)

1
 

U S S 

Motor vehicle use (winter) U S S 

Road construction U U  S
1
 

Trail construction (for motor vehicle use) U S S 

S designates use or activity as generally suitable 

U designates use or activity as generally unsuitable.  

1. indicates generally suitable applies only to use or activity on designated roads and trails and within 

designated areas. 

 

Do the Revised Plans close any roads? 

The Revised Plans make no decisions to close roads. With the exception of wilderness areas, the 

1990s forest plans for the Malheur and Wallowa-Whitman National Forests provide limited 

management direction to distinguish motor vehicle use allocations from nonmotorized use 

allocations. The 1990 forest plan for the Umatilla National Forest included detailed management 

direction related to motor vehicle use. Subsequent to the Umatilla 1990 land management         

decision, each District on the Umatilla National Forest made Access and Travel Management 

Decisions leading to the production of a forestwide motor vehicle use map in compliance                 

with 36 CFR 212.51, Subpart B and 36 CFR 216.13 of the Travel Management Rule. 

The Frequently Asked Questions from the public meetings will be added to 
this document as the meetings notes are finalized. The information in this 
document is up to date based on the meetings held. 
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How will the Forest Plan relate to site-specific concerns (e.g. new trail locations)? How does 
Travel Management relate to the Forest Plan? 

The Forest Plan provides strategic vision and guidance; however, additional site-specific evaluations 

would be necessary to implement any activities on the ground. As Travel Management will determine 

particular roads and trails on the Forest, it is a site-specific evaluation and is, therefore, separate from 

the Forest Plan. 
 

How do Inventoried Roadless Areas relate to forest plan direction?  

Inventoried Roadless Areas, as established in the 2001 Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation 

Rule (RACR), are allocated to varying management areas, with the majority being allocated to three 

primary management areas: 1A –Recommended Wilderness Area, 3A – Backcountry (non-

motorized), and 3B – Backcountry (limited motor vehicle use). The desired conditions and standards 

and guidelines for these management area designations align with the regulations outlined in the 

Roadless Area Conservation Rule.  
 

Are Backcountry Management Areas “de facto” wilderness? 

Management Areas 3A and 3B are to be managed in a primitive to semi-primitive condition, but for 

multiple uses. MA 3B allows motorized travel as portions of these backcountry areas have some 

roads. Many activities that are not allowed in designated wilderness areas would be allowed in these 

backcountry management areas. Uses allowed within the backcountry management areas (but 

excluded from wilderness) include structural wildlife habitat improvements; recreation facility 

improvements such as trail shelters, sanitary facilities and primitive campsites; and under certain 

conditions, special uses such as electronic sites. In addition, the use of mechanical equipment would 

be allowed in the maintenance and administration of lands in backcountry allocations.  

 

Aquatic Species and Habitats 

 
Must projects help move aquatic and riparian habitats towards Desired Conditions for these 

habitats?  

Yes, projects that may affect these areas would be designed to help move these habitats towards 

Desired Conditions, through coordination and consideration of other land use needs. 
 

Can priority watersheds for active restoration of watershed function, riparian and aquatic 
habitat improvement change if there is a need to switch priority?  

Priority watersheds for active restoration are selected from among the watersheds chosen as Key 

Watersheds.  Key watersheds will not change, but watersheds targeted for active restoration may be 

reprioritized and others selected, at any time if the need exists. 
 

Will the Preferred Alternative contribute to maintaining or restoring viability for Threatened 
populations of the focal species selected to represent species diversity in the planning area?  

Yes, the preferred alternative will contribute to maintaining or restoring populations of the selected 

focal species, and will contribute to maintaining species diversity in the planning area. 

 

  
Economic Well-being 
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Forested Vegetation 

What is Historic Range of Variability (HRV) and why is it important? 

The historical range of variability has become a common reference condition for assessing landscapes 

because it provides a context for understanding the conditions under which plants and animals 

evolved. The HRV concept is used to characterize fluctuations in ecosystem conditions and processes 

over a period of time as the result of disturbance processes. When disturbance processes occur with 

characteristic frequency and intensity, ecosystems respond by exhibiting predictable behavior and 

complexity. Ecosystems within the Blue Mountains evolved with disturbances, including wildfire, 

insects, disease, landslides, human uses, changing weather patterns, and other factors. The HRV was 

designed to characterize the range of vegetation composition, structure, and density produced by these 

disturbance agents. The type and frequency of presettlement disturbances can serve as a management 

template for maintaining sites within their historical range of plant composition and vegetation 

structures – if landscapes can be maintained within their HRV, then they stand a good chance of 

maintaining their biological diversity and ecological integrity through time. It is typically assumed 

that presettlement conditions represent optimum habitats for native plants and animals, and that the 

best way to recover an endangered or threatened species is to restore its habitat to some semblance of 

presettlement conditions. Since a key premise of HRV is that native species have evolved with, and 

are adapted to, the historical disturbance regimes of an area, ecosystem components occurring within 

their historical range are believed to represent sustainable conditions. 
 
How would old forest be managed under the preferred alternative? 

The preferred alternative would not include a specific land management area allocation for old forest 

but would manage old forest where it exists on the landscape. Many older forest stands that do not yet 

meet the definition of old forest would become old forest over time. Some old forest stands would be 

affected by disturbances and would no longer meet the definition of old forest or provide old forest 

habitat requirements. The management direction under the preferred alternative would contain 

flexibility which would allow forest stands to be managed for their structural stage, regardless of 

whether they are allocated to an old forest management area. Old forest would not be considered 

suitable for timber production. However, harvesting could occur in old forest stands to meet the 

desired conditions. Within the dry forest, where most of the harvest treatments would occur, 

treatments would convert multi-storied stands to single story stands by removing smaller diameter 

trees and retaining old trees. The amount of single story old forest would increase while the amount 

of multi-storied old forest would decrease. 
 

How would individual old trees be managed under the preferred alternative?  

Rather than using a guideline based on diameter, the preferred alternative would contain a guideline 

that emphasizes retaining live trees with certain old tree characteristics. Using physical tree 

characteristics (bark appearance, branches, knots, and tree crown) to infer old age would be an easier 

approach to managing individual old trees, would ease project implementation, and would be less 

expensive and time-consuming, in comparison to an alternative that utilized a more strict age 

guideline. For most tree species, certain tree characteristics can be used as a fairly reliable indicator of 

older age (generally greater than 150 years old, but varies by species and site). Using tree age rather 

than a diameter limit would better enable forest managers to achieve other desired conditions (such as 

species composition) because it would allow the removal of larger diameter, mid-aged trees of more 

shade tolerant/fire intolerant species, such as grand fir.  
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How would fire (planned and unplanned ignitions) be used as a tool under the preferred 
alternative?  

The level of prescribed burning (planned ignitions) outside of harvest units would continue at the 

current rate of approximately 30,000 acres per year within the three national forests. Within harvest 

units, prescribed burning and/or fuel treatments using ground-based equipment would increase to 

approximately 32,450 acres. The majority of the fuels treatments within the harvest units would be 

accomplished using fire. In addition, unplanned ignitions (wildfires) may also be managed to achieve 

desired conditions for forested vegetation. The use of unplanned ignitions as a tool to meet resource 

objectives could occur on all acres, as long as those fires are moving the landscape towards, or 

helping maintain, the desired conditions for the area.  

 

Livestock Grazing & Grazing Vegetation 

 
How many acres will be available for grazing? 

Appendix G has the acreages broken down by Allotment name and Alternative.  Appendix G starts on 

page 427 in Volume 3 of the DEIS. The total acres suitable for livestock grazing on the Malheur 

National Forest are 1,197,000 for cattle and 101,000 for sheep.  The total acres suitable for livestock 

grazing on the Umatilla National Forest are 284,000 for cattle and 42,000 for sheep.  The total acres 

suitable for livestock grazing on the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest are 408,000 for cattle and 

25,000 for sheep. 
 
How are Sage grouse addressed with regard to grazing management in the plan? 

The Preferred Alternative retains the Alternative B (Proposed Action) modified management 

direction with the following addition: In greater sage-grouse habitat, fence construction within 1 mile 

of known leks (protected activity centers) and seasonal high use areas should not be authorized or 

allowed. Fence construction on the crest of low hills should not be authorized or allowed unless the 

fence is marked with anti-strike markers. 

 

Grazing utilization within occupied greater sage-grouse habitats should not exceed 40 percent at any 

time during the grazing season and will be determined specifically for each greater sage-grouse 

habitat, i.e., grazing utilization measured as an average of the entire pasture or grazing unit will not be 

used to determine compliance with this guideline. 

 

During greater sage-grouse breeding season, livestock turnout and trailing should avoid concentration 

on known greater sage-grouse leks (protected activity centers). 

 

The greater sage-grouse is not expected to occur within the Umatilla National Forest. 

 

Sagebrush steppe habitat was estimated to occur on approximately 6 percent of the landscape within 

the Malheur National Forest; however, not all of this is considered sage-grouse habitat. Habitat 

mapping completed by ODFW indicates that only 41,600 acres is considered greater sage-grouse 

habitat, and of this, 30,000 has been mapped as core habitat, and the remainder as low density habitat. 

 

Sagebrush steppe habitat was estimated to occur on less than 1 percent of the landscape for the 

Wallowa-Whitman National Forest, but according to ODFW a little more than 3,000 acres within the 

Wallowa-Whitman National Forest would be considered sage-grouse habitat, most of which is 

mapped as core habitat. 
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Where did the riparian utilization standards come from? 

The new utilizations Guidelines were proposed in response to the need for accelerated restoration for 

aquatic habitat and species.  The Guidelines are meant to balance the Preferred Alternative with 

vegetation and water resource concerns. 

 

Minerals 
 

Does the forest plan address mining and mineral exploration? 

 The revised forest plan makes no change in mining laws or regulations. Mining activity and mineral 

exploration will continue to be regulated by provisions of the 1872 mining law and existing 

regulations (36 CFR 228). The Forest Service has rules and procedures for the surface use of National 

Forest System lands that continue to apply. 

 

NEPA 

 

Recommended Wilderness 

 
Are new wilderness areas or additions to current wilderness areas being proposed? 

The preferred alternative includes administrative recommendations for additional wilderness. There 

are 30,400 acres of administrative recommended wilderness on the Malheur National Forest, 40,100 

acres on the Umatilla National Forest, and 20,300 on the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest. 

Alternatives presented within the Blue Mountain National Forests Proposed Revised Land 

Management Plan vary the amount and location of preliminary administrative recommended 

wilderness on each forest and the acreage total for each alternative is displayed in the table below.  
 

Recommended wilderness area (Management Area 1B) acreage for each alternative for each 

national forest 

Nati
onal 
Fore

st Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D 
Alts. E 
and F 

MAL 0 1,160 83,810 0 30,400 

UMA 0 1,440 
248,67

6 
0 40,100 

WA
W 

0 10,770 
172,84

0 
0 20,300 

 

What are some key measures leading to the current status? 

1. The Wilderness Act (1964): Initially protected 54 wilderness areas (9.1 million acres) across the 

nation and established a process for adding new lands to the National Wilderness Preservation 

System. 

2. The National Forest Management Act of 1976 requires that "roadless areas...shall be evaluated 

and considered for recommendation as potential wilderness areas during the forest planning 

process..." and that management direction be provided for these areas. 
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3. Omnibus Oregon Wilderness Act of 1984 – designated wilderness across the state of Oregon; as a 

result, the 1990s forest plans were not required to review potential wilderness areas. 

4. The process for identifying potential wilderness areas is outlined in FSH 1909.12, Chapter 70, 

and has two phases: inventory and evaluation. The wilderness evaluation process is a requirement for 

forest plan revision process. 
 

What activities are suitable in recommended wilderness areas? 

The revised Plan includes a desired condition that provides for uses that are conducive to maintaining 

the inherent wilderness character of these preliminary recommended wilderness areas. Uses or 

activities identified in the suitable use matrix of the revised Plan are displayed below: 
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Who will make the decision to recommend new wilderness? 

The decision to recommend wilderness is made by the Regional Forester at the time a decision on the 

Revised Forest Plan is made. 

 

Social Well-being (Elk) 

 
Are there specific management areas established for elk (e.g., winter range)? 

The action alternatives do not draw a hard line around elk ranges as found in the current forest plans. 

It was felt that elk use of the landscape is based on habitat attributes found in an area and these 

attributes can change due to fires, active management, predator presence, and snow depth. Winter 

range mapping  was done in 1990 for the current forest plans. An extensive mapping effort of winter 

range was conducted in 1997 by Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation and in 2009 Oregon Department of 

Fish and Wildlife  finalized a new mapping effort.  Comparing these three efforts illustrates the 

problems associated with hard lines, as each effort increased the amount of winter range for each 

forest, and in general there is less than 50% overlapp between the efforts. 
 

Was the  new forage/habitat selection model used in the development of the current plan 

revision? 

No- The model for the Blue Mountains was still being developed at the time plan alternatives were 

being crafted. During the time that the DEIS analysis was being finalized, the Blue Mountains model 

was being beta tested with the final testing not completed until after the DEIS analysis had been 

completed. The model predicts where elk choose to be in terms of a probability of selection and when 
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one or more of the four variables change, the probability of elk selecting a given unit of habitat also 

changes. It will have utility in planning projects based on the current plan. Below compares 

development of the model with the progress of the plan revision DEIS. 
 

 

 
2009                              2010                               2011               2012             2013         

 

Does the current plan revision consider the management objectives of the state fish and game 

departments? 

Yes- under the social well being goal, one of the desired conditions under 2.4 Hunting and Fishing 

is to supprt Oregon and Washington Departments of Fish and Wildlife management objects (page 58 

of the proposed plan). 
 

Are elk an MIS species? 

Yes- but only for the Wallowa-Whitman and Umatilla National Forest.  They were chosen as 

indicators of how well these two forests implement the plans direction for providing security for 

wildlife. 

 

Terrestrial Wildlife 

 
Were Management Indicator Species (MIS) used in the viability analysis? 

Not directly- Although two of the MIS species are also focal species and therefore were used in the 

viability analysis, that is not the purpose of selecting MIS. MIS are intended as a tool to: 1) establish 

explicit Forest Plan objectives for wildlife and fish habitat, 2) analyze the degree to which Forest Plan 

alternatives meet those objectives, and 3) monitor the effect of forest plan implementation. Section 

219.19 establishes the requirements for wildlife viability and for management of threatened and 

endangered species under forest plans. The use of MIS may contribute to meeting those requirements, 
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but it is clear that MIS are also intended to serve a broader role in management for diversity.  For 

example, MIS may include species that are hunted, fished or trapped. These clearly are not species for 

which the primary concern is viability.  Rather, the objective for these species is to provide habitat 

that will help meet established population objectives. MIS may also include “invertebrate species” 

which are not covered through the viability requirement because that provision applies only to 

vertebrates. Therefore, use of invertebrates as MIS would clearly address broader concerns for 

diversity than are addressed through the viability requirement. 
 

How will you address species that fall outside of the “focal” species concept? 

Focal species are intended to serve as an indicator of ecosystem sustainability.  The viability of the 

focal species is assumed representative of the group of species with similar ecological requirements 

and this group is assumed to respond in a similar manner to environmental change.   There are some 

species, especially rare plants, that the “coarser” context of ecosystem diversity may not satisfy their 

specific needs.  In such cases a finer scale analysis at the plan level if appropriate, was done (see the 

following questions). However with some species the scale must be smaller (i.e. land snails) and 

therefore a detailed analysis is expected at the project level where necessary (directed by standards 

and guidelines). 
 

Does the Forest Plan address the gray wolf? 

Not directly- The gray wolf is covered by the 2005 Oregon Wolf Conservation and Management Plan 

and it is the state departments of wildlife that are responsible for population management.  The Forest 

Plan sets the objectives for management of habitat, so it may indirectly influence wolf populations 

through improved prey habitat. 
 

How does the Forest Plan address elk populations? 

Management of wildlife populations is a state responsibility and both Oregon and Washington have 

elk management plans.  Because of their social and cultural importance, the plan establishes desired 

conditions and guidelines for elk habitat management which are to be implemented in strategic areas 

in coordination with the state wildlife agencies.  Elk use a broad array of habitats throughout the year 

and by providing for ecosystem health it is felt that, in general, this will provide the appropriate 

quantity and quality of habitat to sustain a healthy elk population.  
 

How does the current situation with the sage grouse affect forest planning? 

The three forests have very little habitat for this species so there is little impact to the planning effort. 

The Umatilla National Forest does not have any habitat identified as occurring on the forest.  The 

preferred alternative (E) incorporates some standards/guidelines similar to the BLM proposal as side 

boards for planning purposes. However the desired condition of no net loss of sagebrush habitats 

under all alternatives should provide ample protection on those few acres found on the National 

Forests. 
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Percent of habitat identified by BLM that occurs on Forest Service lands, the Malheur NF and Wallowa-

Whitman (WAW) NF in management zones identified by the US Fish and Wildlife Service as well as what 

portion occurs in Oregon, and what percent of that occurs on the Malheur and Wallowa-Whitman NF. 

 Entire management zone 

Oregon portion of  management 

zone 

BLM Habitat designation 

Forest 

Service Malheur  WAW  State Malheur WAW 

MZ IV- Snake River Plain 

Preliminary Priority 

Habitats 7% 0.1% 0.01% 15% 0.8% 0.1% 

Preliminary General 

Habitats 10% 0.1% 0.03% 47% 0.3% 0.1% 

MZ V- Northern Great Basin 

Preliminary Priority 

Habitats 1% 0.1% 0% 47% 0.2% 0.0% 

Preliminary General 

Habitats 2% 0.5% 0% 53% 0.8% 0.0% 

 

 

Watershed 

 
How will riparian and aquatic habitats be managed?  

Most existing management direction will be carried forward. This includes the use of riparian 

management areas (formerly RHCAs, or riparian habitat conservation areas in PACFISH and 

INFISH) and the identification of key watersheds (formerly priority watersheds) that are crucial 

habitats for threatened, endangered or sensitive fish and other aquatic or riparian-dependent species. 

In addition, forests identify priorities for active restoration from the set of key watersheds in order to 

make the best use of restoration funding. 
 

What kinds of watershed restoration actions are proposed and how will watershed conditions 

be improved? 

The forest plan does not describe specifc actions that will take place, but describes obejectives for 

improvement in watershed, soil, riparian, and aquatic habitat conditions. Watershed restoration 

objectives are described in Tables A-48, A-49, and A-50 in Appendix A. Forest vegetation conditions 

are expected to improve in all alternatives and this contributes to improved watershed conditions. The 

analysis in the DEIS suggests that decreasing sediment delivery and the hydrologic effects of roads 

will contribute improved overall watershed conditions. 

  

 

 

 
 Contact Information: 

Sabrina Stadler, Team Leader: 541-523-1264 
Jodi Kramer, Public Affairs Officer: 541-523-1246 
 
Email:   bluemtnplanrevision@fs.fed.us 
Web site: http://www.fs.usda.gov/goto/BlueMtnsPlanRevision 

Would YOU like to be on the 
Mailing List: 

Email:  
bluemtnplanrevision@fs.fed.us 

Call:  Jodi Kramer, Public Affairs 
Officer: 541-523-1246 or 523-1302 

 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/goto/BlueMtnsPlanRevision

