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Chapter 2 
The Alternatives  
Introduction 

This environmental impact statement explores the differences among a number of 
management alternatives for the White River National Forest. These were developed to 
provide a range of options for the direction that forest management will take for the next 
10 to 15 years. Each of these alternatives is a potential forest plan that can be 
implemented if selected. 

Included in this chapter is a discussion of: 

• How alternatives were developed; 
• Overview of changes to alternatives between draft and final; 
• The features of each alternative, including the no-action alternative; 
• Alternatives that were considered but eliminated from detailed study; 
• How the alternatives compare to one another; 
• The selected alternative;  
• Budget levels assumed for each alternative; and 
• How management areas compare among alternatives. 

Development 
of alternatives 

As explained in Chapter 1, this plan revision process started with the determination 
that there is a need to change the forest plan approved in 1984 due to changes in 
circumstances, legal mandates, and societal uses and values. The core of this process is 
the formulation of a revised land and resource management plan, or forest plan, 
and a set of forest management alternatives for implementing the plan. The 
alternatives provide different scenarios for applying forest plan management area 
direction across the land area of the White River National Forest. The alternatives do 
not vary in forest-wide direction as established in the forest plan, but do vary in 
acreage allocated to each management area (see the map packet and Table 14 for more 
information). 

The forest plan first defines a set of goals, objectives, strategies, standards, and guidelines 
that provide the forest-wide direction for managing the White River National Forest and 
its resources. The forest-wide direction combines regional goals established in the Desk 
Guide (which apply to all national forests in the Rocky Mountain Region of the Forest 
Service) with goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines that are specific to the White 
River National Forest.  

Forest goals are broad statements that describe overall conditions managers will strive to 
achieve. They are not directly measurable and there are no time frames for achieving 
them. In other words, goals describe the ends to be achieved rather than the means to 
these ends; they serve as vision statements. In contrast, objectives provide these means in 
the form of measurable steps, referred to as strategies, taken to accomplish goals. 
Objectives generally are achieved by implementing projects or activities. However, 
objectives are not targets, which are a measure of annual outputs dependent upon 

 2-1 Chapter 2 



White River National Forest 

budgets. Budget allocations may or may not correspond to areas that have been 
emphasized by the forest plan. A standard is defined as a course of action that must be 
followed, or a level of attainment that must be reached, to achieve forest goals. 
Adherence to standards is mandatory. Standards are used to assure that individual 
projects are in compliance with the forest plan and other legal mandates that govern the 
Forest Service. They should limit project-related activities, not compel or require them. 
Deviations from standards must be analyzed and documented in a forest plan amendment. 
A guideline is a preferred or advisable course of action or level of attainment. Guidelines 
are designed to achieve desired conditions (goals). 

A forest plan also establishes additional direction for individual management areas, 
such as Deer and Elk Winter Range, or Ski Areas, as needed. Management area 
direction  includes a desired condition statement and then defines which different 
management activities may be carried out, with additional standards and guidelines as 
needed to manage or protect specific resources. Table 2 presents a list of all final revised 
Land and Resource Management Plan (2002 Forest Plan) management areas, and a 
comparison to those in the 1984 Forest Plan. 

As required by National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations, alternatives have 
been developed using an interdisciplinary process. Public comments received during the 
scoping phase were combined with the revision topics, which are based on monitoring of 
the 1984 plan. Six alternatives were then developed, each with a specific theme and set 
of management area allocations designed to match the theme. These alternatives were 
analyzed in the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS), released for public review 
and comment in 1999. 

Comments received on the draft environmental impact statement were used to make 
modifications to the draft forest plan and alternatives presented in the DEIS (see FEIS 
Volume 2, Appendix A—Response to Public Comment for a detailed explanation of the 
comment analysis process and responses to specific public concerns identified in the 
comments). Based on public comment, revisions in national policy, and Canada lynx 
management needs, the interdisciplinary team developed an additional alternative within 
the range of those presented in the DEIS. This additional alternative is presented and 
analyzed along with the original six alternatives in this FEIS. The interdisciplinary team 
also made changes to the draft forest plan, resulting in the 2002 Forest Plan. 

Each alternative has been designed to respond to comments and significant issues in a 
different way, providing a range of possible management approaches from which to 
choose. In each alternative, this different approach is conveyed by the alternative’s 
theme, which emphasizes a particular issue or a group of compatible issues.  

Alternatives developed under this process do not follow a continuum and are not linked 
to each other in any way. Each stands alone as a potential forest plan. Alternatives do 
have many things in common, sharing the essential goals, concepts, and policies that all 
national forests are directed to follow. How they differ from one another is in the relative 
emphasis given to particular issues and concerns.  

For each alternative, specific land areas of the forest are allocated to the management 
areas that are defined in the 2002 Forest Plan. In Chapter 3 of the 2002 Forest Plan, these 
management areas are defined in detail. Management area allocations also are shown on 
the maps of each alternative in the accompanying map packet. These maps were created 
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by selecting management areas consistent with each alternative’s theme and assigning 
them to different locations on the forest. Each alternative reflects a different combination 
of management area locations and acreages. A listing of these acreages is provided at the 
end of this chapter in Table 14 (supplementary table 1).  

Alternatives that were considered in detail are presented in this chapter. One of these has 
been designated as the selected alternative. A few were dropped from detailed 
consideration because they did not meet current requirements or were duplicated by other 
alternatives. The Regional Forester is responsible for the final decision on the selected 
alternative for implementation and explain the rationale for this choice in the record of 
decision document. 

Important 
points shared 
by all 
alternatives 

• All alternatives adhere to the concepts of multiple use and ecosystem management. 
They also all share a set of basic forest-wide goals and objectives and a set of 
standards and guidelines (see accompanying 2002 Forest Plan volume) that ensure 
protection of forest resources and comply with applicable laws. Existing activities 
under permit, which are not considered at the programmatic level, will continue. In 
all alternatives, ecological conditions will be managed to maintain minimum viable 
or higher populations of existing native and desirable non-native species, and 
watershed conditions will remain stable or improve. Standards and guidelines 
(forest-wide and management area) are designed so that management activities and 
forest uses maintain the sustained capabilities of forest ecosystems. 

• All lands bordering the forest (regardless of whether they are assigned to 
Management Area 7.1) will be subject to forest-wide goals and objectives relating 
to intergovernmental cooperation and partnerships. 

• Updated data and analytical procedures, as well as evolving scientific knowledge, 
have been incorporated into all alternatives. 

In addition, a number of designations and activities will not change in the 2002 Forest 
Plan:  

• Existing ski resort developed areas and infrastructure; 
• Current designated wilderness; 
• Current active grazing allotments; 
• Existing developed recreation sites, utility corridors, and electronic sites;  
• Current designated national scenic and recreational trails; and 
• Current designated scenic byways. 

Objectives 
shared by all 
alternatives 

Management of the White River National Forest will meet objectives established in the 
1992 Rocky Mountain Regional Guide (USDA Forest Service 1992), although their 
relative emphasis varies by alternative.  
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These objectives are to: 

• Protect the basic soil, air, and water resources; 
• Provide for multiple uses and sustainability in an environmentally acceptable 

manner;  
• Provide for a variety of life through management of ecosystems;  
• Provide for scenic quality and a range of recreation opportunities that respond to 

customers and local communities; 
• Emphasize cooperation with individuals, organizations, and other agencies in 

coordination of planning and project application; 
• In cooperation with other landowners, strive for improved land ownership and 

access patterns to the mutual benefit of both public and private landowners; and 
• Improve the financial efficiency of all programs and projects.  

Major changes in the alternatives between the DEIS and the FEIS 
Shifts in regional and agency priorities, new direction, and public comment all 
contributed to the need for changes between the draft and final environmental impact 
statement (FEIS). These changes are summarized below.  

PUBLIC INPUT 

Nearly 14,000 individual pieces of public input (letters, e-mails, faxes, public hearing 
testimony, etc.) were received on the DEIS and draft forest plan. Many offered 
recommendations or requests for changes or improvements in the environmental analysis; 
identified changes, improvements, or suggested new alternatives; or suggested 
modifications to the goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines.  

Public input received on the DEIS and accompanying proposed forest plan also identified 
the need for several minor improvements to analysis and presentation of materials in the 
FEIS and forest plan. As a result, editorial or other inconsistencies in the presentation of 
information in the DEIS have been corrected for the FEIS.  

WATER 

New regional and national policy direction resulted in revision of guidance with regard to 
water rights and protection of watersheds as presented in the draft forest plan. Direction 
regarding jurisdiction and rights of the Forest Service with respect to water rights were 
clarified. Regional watershed conservation practices were incorporated into forest plan 
guidance. 

WILDLIFE 

Species Viability—as a result of the Black Hills appeal direction and in consideration of 
consequent review by the Secretary of Agriculture, the interdisciplinary team revised 
analysis in the DEIS. In order to incorporate the results of this analysis and appeal 
direction, additional forest-wide goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines were added 
to the forest plan for all alternatives to meet needs for continued viability of species.  

Canada lynx—as a result of listing of the Canada lynx under the Endangered Species 
Act and corresponding regional efforts toward a strategy for managing lynx habitat, 
further analysis was completed for the FEIS. In response to analysis additional goals, 
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objectives, standards, and guidelines were developed and applied forest-wide for all 
alternatives in the forest plan to ensure the forest’s contribution to lynx recovery.  

ROADLESS AREA MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

Direction in the National Roadless Area Conservation Rule was considered in the period 
following the issuance of the DEIS. However, we were enjoined from incorporating this 
direction in the plan decision, subject to current ongoing efforts to revise the rule. We 
have incorporated the Chief’s interim direction (Chief Bosworth memorandum, June 7, 
2001) roadless areas. Additionally, in response to public comment and consistent with 
direction provided in the DEIS, we have added guidelines on management of roadless 
areas emphasizing our intent to maintain the character of these areas.  

TRAVEL MANAGEMENT 

Draft site-specific travel management plans accompanied each alternative presented in 
the DEIS. In response to public comment, to improve-on-the-ground inventories, and to 
allow time to engage the public in a dialogue on the future of the transportation system on 
the forest, we have separated the site-specific travel plan from the forest plan revision 
process. This also resulted in changes to analyses in the DEIS on the future of the 
transportation system that relied on site-specific data. All comments offered by the public 
in response to the draft travel plans released with the DEIS will be carried forward into 
the travel management planning process.  

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 

In response to public comment, the White River revisited the social and economic 
analysis presented in the DEIS. A series of stakeholder meetings were used to clarify and 
validate the significance of the social and economic attributes analyzed in the DEIS. Data 
provided from these meetings was used to capture the social and economic consequences 
of each alternative in a meaningful manner for the public. This resulted in further social 
analysis and a higher level of specificity with regard to community impacts, including a 
discussion in the FEIS about urbanization.  

ALTERNATIVE K 

Alternative K was developed in response to public comments received on the DEIS and 
the draft forest plan that accompanied it, and to incorporate new Forest Service policies. 
Many of the public’s concerns focused on the need for an alternative that better 
emphasized various combinations of uses across the forest. 
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Description of the alternatives 
How 
alternatives 
are described 

Each alternative for the 2002 Forest Plan is presented in the same format, with the 
following components: 

• Background—The major issues to which the alternative responds. 
• Theme—The relative degree of emphasis applied to different resources and 

concerns. 
• Relationship to revision topics—How specific elements of the revision topics 

(see Preface) are incorporated into management areas on the forest. In this 
discussion, the terms low, medium, moderate, and high are used to compare 
levels of outputs or the relative degree of environmental impacts. No absolute 
measures are intended by these terms. For example, if an alternative calls for 
the highest level of road closure, it means simply that more roads will be 
closed under this alternative than under any other, not that a maximum 
possible number of roads will be closed. The words more and less are used in a 
specific context. These terms generally are used to compare the amount of an 
activity or output in relation to the no-action alternative, which in this case is 
Alternative B. 

The interdisciplinary team originally considered nine different alternatives during 
scoping, identifying them by the letters A through I. The alternatives were not given 
names to keep the comparison of alternatives more objective and impartial.  

After review of the original group, six of the alternatives—B, C, D, E, F, and I— were 
deemed suitable for further analysis. The expected outcomes and effects of these six 
alternatives were analyzed and disclosed in the DEIS. This analysis was further refined 
for the FEIS. A seventh alternative, K, has been added for further analysis in response to 
public comment and changes in Forest Service policy. The seven alternatives considered 
in detail for the FEIS are described in the following section. Three alternatives, A, G, and 
H, were determined to be inappropriate for further analysis and were not considered in 
detail. The reasons why they were not considered in detail are presented later in this 
chapter. Both groups of alternatives contribute to the NEPA requirement that a 
reasonable range of alternatives be examined. 

The management areas described in Chapter 3 of the 2002 Forest Plan represent an 
expanded and updated array of areas, compared to the set of management areas used in 
the 1984 Forest Plan. In addition, a different numbering system has been used to identify 
them. Some of the management areas used in the 1984 plan are unchanged (except in 
identifying number). However, a number of new management areas have been created to 
reflect current practices, knowledge, and direction. Table 2 compares the existing set of 
management areas to the ones developed for the forest plan revision.  
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Table 2 
Comparison of numbering systems used in the 1984 plan and the 2002 plan  

Management area  
1984  

Plan #  
2002 

Plan #  
Management area  

1984  
Plan #  

2002 
Plan #  

Pristine wilderness 8A 1.11  Scenic byways, scenic 
areas, vistas, or travel 
corridors 

N/A 4.23  

Primitive wilderness 8B, 8C 1.12  Dispersed recreation 2A, 2B 4.3  
Semi-primitive wilderness  8D 1.13  Dispersed recreation, high 

use 
2B 4.32  

Recommended wilderness N/A 1.2  Recreation rivers—
designated and eligible 

N/A 4.4  

Backcountry recreation, 
non-motorized 

3A 1.31  General forest and 
rangelands—range 
vegetation emphasis 

6A, 6B 5.12  

Backcountry recreation, 
limited winter motorized 

N/A 1.32  Resource production—
forest products 

7D, 7E 5.13  

Core areas  N/A 1.41  Forested flora and fauna 
habitats 

4B 5.4  

Wild rivers—designated 
and eligible 

N/A 1.5  Deer and elk winter range 5A, 5B 5.41  

Special interest areas—
minimal use and 
interpretation  

N/A 2.1  Bighorn sheep habitat 4B or 5A 5.42  

Research natural areas  N/A 2.2  Elk habitat 4B 5.43  
Special interest areas—
emphasis on use or 
interpretation 

N/A 3.1  Forested landscape 
linkages 

N/A 5.5 

Limited-use areas  N/A 3.21  Intermix N/A 7.1  
Backcountry recreation—
year-round motorized 

2A, 3A, 
3B 

3.31  Developed recreation 
complexes 

1A 8.21  

Backcountry recreation—
non-motorized with winter 
motorized 

3A, 3B 3.32  Ski resorts—existing and 
potential 

1B 8.25  

Scenic rivers—designated 
and eligible 

N/A 3.4  Aerial transportation 
corridors 

new (1B) 8.31  

Corridors connecting core 
areas 

N/A 3.55  Designated utility 
corridors—existing and 
potential 

1D 8.32  

Scenery N/A 4.2     
 

Key: N/A = not applicable; element is new to the 2002 Forest Plan. 

 

In the new numbering system, management areas are organized into categories, which are 
identified by the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8. Category 6 applies to grasslands 
specifically and was not applied to areas on the White River National Forest for this 
forest plan revision. Each of these categories represents a different primary emphasis for 
the management of National Forest System lands. Refer to Chapter 3 of the 2002 Forest 
Plan for complete descriptions of each category.  
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The primary emphasis of each category can be described as follows: 

• Category 1—Wilderness, recommended wilderness, wild rivers; non-motorized 
recreation; limited winter motorized 

• Category 2—research natural areas (RNAs); minimal-use special interest areas 
• Category 3—motorized recreation; interpretive special interest areas; scenic 

rivers 
• Category 4—dispersed recreation; scenic areas; recreational rivers 
• Category 5—wildlife habitats; rangelands; forest products 
• Category 7—urban/wildland intermix  
• Category 8—ski areas and developed recreation sites; special uses. 

In the following section, each of the alternatives analyzed in detail is described, 
accompanied by a pie chart that shows the relative percentage of each management area 
category. The different percentages convey how the overall theme of each alternative is 
represented by the array of management areas allocated to it.  
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Alternatives considered in detail 
ALTERNATIVE B  

Alternative B, an updated form of the no-action alternative, reflects current forest-wide direction. 
It meets the NEPA requirement (36 CFR 219.12(f)(7)) that a no-action alternative be considered. 
For further discussion of the no-action alternative, see Alternative A later in this chapter. 

‘No action’ means that current management allocations, activities, and management direction 
found in the existing forest plan, as amended, would continue. All alternatives, including 
Alternative B, contain some modifications to direction provided by the 1984 Forest Plan. These 
include new definitions, new technologies and inventories, and updated standards and guidelines. 
Output levels have been recalculated for this alternative to comply with new information, in 
particular, new scientific and inventory data. 

Theme  Alternative B emphasizes production of goods and services such as developed recreation, 
downhill skiing, and range, all of which would be increased to meet expected levels of 
demand. Vegetation management would be applied to improve wildlife habitat, maintain and 
improve visual quality in travel corridors and recreation areas, treat of over-mature and 
diseased tree stands, and provide firewood and other wood products. (Source: 1984 Forest 
Plan, Final EIS, Summary, Page 8) 

• Biodiversity—In Alternative B, habitat enhancement projects focus on big game species, 
fisheries, and threatened, endangered, and sensitive species and species of viability concern. 
Management does not specifically emphasize managing towards historical range of 
variability conditions; however, the general principles of ecosystem management are 
addressed to a limited degree. This alternative has the highest potential for localized 
perforations of forest stands resulting in changes to structural stages and patch sizes in areas 
in which management is concentrated. It also has the most potential for the spread of noxious 
weeds. 

• Travel Management—The current travel management plan is retained but adjusted as 
necessary to comply with new standards and guidelines. Based on management area 
prescription standards and guidelines and on Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) 
classifications, this alternative is fourth in combined areas for snow-free motorized and snow-
free motorized on-designated-route use, close in rank with Alternatives E and D. For over-
snow motorized travel, this alternative allows for more areas of motorized travel than any 
other alternative, with the least amount limited to motorized-on-designated-routes, close in 
rank with Alternative F. 

• Recreation—Winter ROS classes have been defined for the first time. Semi-primitive non-
motorized recreation opportunities are emphasized during the summer, and semi-primitive 
motorized opportunities are emphasized in accessible areas during the winter. A forest-wide 
dispersed recreation capacity analysis has been completed for the first time. Ski resort land 
allocations do not increase, but opportunities for additional non-ski resorts and backcountry 
huts may exist. The Scenery Management System will be implemented. Natural-appearing 
landscapes will be managed to a moderate scenic integrity level.  

• Roadless Areas—No inventory of roadless areas was done during preparation of the 1984 
Forest Plan. Under this alternative, no new recommendations are made for designation of 
areas as wilderness.  
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• Special Areas—No new RNAs are proposed, but three rivers are eligible for designation as 
wild, scenic, or recreational rivers. 

• Timber Harvest—The allowable sale quantity (ASQ) for the forest has been recalculated 
based on more accurate analysis of suitable timber lands and yield projections. It is lower 
than what is stated in the 1984 Forest Plan and is at a medium level in relationship to other 
alternatives.  
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Figure 5 summarizes the percentages of management area allocations, by category, under 
Alternative B. 

Figure 5 Alternative B management area allocations by category 
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Category 1—wilderness, recommended wilderness, wild rivers; non-motorized recreation; 
limited winter motorized 

Category 2—RNAs; minimal-use special interest areas  

Category 3—motorized recreation; interpretive special interest areas; scenic rivers  

Category 4—dispersed recreation; scenic areas; recreational rivers  

Category 5—wildlife habitats; rangelands; forest products  

Category 7—urban/wildland intermix 

Category 8—ski areas and developed recreation sites; special uses.  
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ALTERNATIVE C  
Alternative C was developed to respond to a diverse range of public comments on 
recreation issues. It acknowledges the need to provide a range of recreational 
opportunities to serve forest customers and local communities while maintaining forest 
ecosystems. It represents a balance of recreational uses with ecological conditions. 

Theme  The emphasis is to provide a range of recreation opportunities in balance with 
biological diversity considerations. The range of recreation that is provided will be 
determined by projected demand and analysis of trends. The quantity of recreation that 
is available will be determined by measures of recreation capacity. Ecological 
constraints may limit recreation activities in some locations of the forest. Vegetation 
management activities will focus on producing healthier and more diverse vegetation 
conditions.  

Alternative C authorizes resource production only in areas that have been previously 
managed. No new roads will be built in areas that have not been previously developed. 
As a result, limited resource production will occur. 

Relationship 
to the revision 
topics  

• Biological Diversity—In Alternative C, habitat improvement projects focus on 
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species (TES), species of viability 
concern, sport fish species, small game and big game species.  Watershed 
conditions are improved, and most ecological changes result from natural 
processes.  Together, these actions reduce the risk to species of viability 
concern on the White River National Forest.  

• Travel Management—Alternative C calls for more separation of uses and 
more non-motorized recreational experiences than currently available. Based 
on the management area prescription standards and guidelines, and on ROS 
classifications, this alternative ranks fifth in combined areas for snow-free 
motorized and snow-free-motorized-on-designated-route use. A conversion of 
some motorized road and trail use to non-motorized trail use would be 
expected under this alternative, along with improvements to arterial and 
collector system roads. For over-snow motorized travel it ranks fourth 
compared to other alternatives for areas of allowable motorized travel. It also 
ranks fourth, along with Alternative I, for areas of over-snow motorized travel 
on designated routes only.  

• Recreation—The distribution of summer and winter recreation opportunities 
is more responsive to current visitor demands and trends. Additional motorized 
opportunities are provided during the summer, and more non-motorized 
opportunities are provided during the winter. Ski resort land allocations 
increase as well as opportunities for additional backcountry huts. Aerial 
transportation corridors are considered. Heritage tourism opportunities may 
increase. Natural-appearing landscapes will be managed to a moderate scenic 
integrity level. 

• Roadless Areas—Some areas are recommended for designation as wilderness. 
• Special Areas—Some new RNAs are designated. Some special interest areas 

are established, with an emphasis on heritage resources, education, 
interpretation, or ecology.  
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• Timber Harvest—The allowable sale quality is at a low level, and timber 
harvesting that does not contribute to ASQ is also at a low level. 

 

Figure 6 summarizes the percentages of management area allocations, by category, under 
Alternative C. 

Figure 6 
Alternative C management area allocations by category 
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Category 1—wilderness, recommended wilderness, wild rivers; non-motorized recreation; 
limited winter motorized 

Category 2—RNAs; minimal-use special interest areas  

Category 3—motorized recreation; interpretive special interest areas; scenic rivers  

 Category 4—dispersed recreation; scenic areas; recreational rivers  

Category 5—wildlife habitats; rangelands; forest products  

Category 7—urban/wildland intermix 

Category 8—ski areas and developed recreation sites; special uses.  
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White River National Forest 

ALTERNATIVE D  
Alternative D was developed to respond to concerns that wildlife habitat for a wide 
variety of species, as well as biological diversity, be given special emphasis. It would 
give a higher priority to physical and biological resources than to human uses of the 
forest. It was identified as the preferred alternative in the DEIS. 

Theme  Alternative D emphasizes active management of all habitat types, including the use of 
such tools as timber harvesting, prescribed fire, and structural improvements. It 
represents an aggressive approach to habitat management and places a low emphasis 
on letting natural processes run their course. It will use active management to make the 
most rapid progress, compared to other alternatives, toward a diverse, healthy 
ecosystem condition. Of all the alternatives, Alternative D places the lowest emphasis 
on developments for human uses or recreation.  

Relationship 
to the revision 
topics  

• Biological Diversity—In Alternative D, species of viability concern for the 
White River National Forest are maintained at the highest level of all 
alternatives through active habitat enhancement projects. Active management 
of vegetation composition and structure is emphasized over allowing natural 
processes to dominate. Overall watershed conditions are improved. Among the 
alternatives, this alternative will see the most changes in vegetation 
composition and structure. 

• Travel Management—The theme of Alternative D suggests that this 
alternative would have more seasonal restriction on areas of critical wildlife 
habitat. Based on the management area prescription standards and guidelines 
and on ROS classifications, this alternative ranks third in areas of snow-free 
motorized travel, with all travel limited to designated routes. For over-snow 
motorized travel, this alternative ranks sixth, close to Alternative K. Again, for 
over-snow there may be areas of seasonal and prohibited travel for the 
protection of critical habitat areas and wildlife. Under the theme of this 
alternative the existing road system would likely be maintained, and roads that 
are no longer needed would be closed in order to reduce road density in critical 
wildlife areas. 

• Recreation—Recreation opportunities toward the semi-primitive and 
primitive end of the ROS are emphasized. Recreation travel is restricted by 
seasonal and area closures. Ski resort land allocations are reduced to current 
permit boundaries and opportunities for aerial transportation corridors do not 
exist. Opportunities for additional backcountry huts are few if any. Existing 
developed recreation sites such as campgrounds may be expanded or 
improved, or new sites may be constructed to concentrate visitor use. Natural-
appearing landscapes will be managed to a low scenic integrity level. 

• Roadless Areas—Some areas are recommended for wilderness designation. 
• Special Areas—A moderate number of new RNAs are designated. Special 

interest areas focus on areas of wildlife or botanical interest. 
• Timber Harvest—The ASQ is at a moderate level. Timber harvest is oriented 

to forest health and wildlife habitat purposes; the portion that does not 
contribute to ASQ is at a moderate level.  
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Figure 7 summarizes the percentages of management area allocations, by category, under 
Alternative D. 

Figure 7 
Alternative D management area allocations by category 
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Category 1—wilderness, recommended wilderness, wild rivers; non-motorized recreation; 
limited winter motorized 

Category 2—RNAs; minimal-use special interest areas  

Category 3—motorized recreation; interpretive special interest areas; scenic rivers  

 Category 4—dispersed recreation; scenic areas; recreational rivers  

Category 5—wildlife habitats; rangelands; forest products  

Category 7—urban/wildland intermix 

Category 8—ski areas and developed recreation sites; special uses.  
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White River National Forest 

ALTERNATIVE E  
Alternative E was developed to respond to the growing demand for a broad spectrum of 
recreation opportunities, particularly those that are of economic importance to local 
communities. Additional support is given in this alternative to tourism, ski resorts, 
hunting and fishing, and recreation services. These activities will vary in emphasis by 
local community based on local support and investment.  

Theme  Alternative E emphasizes recreation activities and amenities that provide economic 
benefits to local communities. Land allocations help provide opportunities to 
recreation-based businesses, support the improvement of developed recreation 
infrastructure, and provide for consumptive recreation activities. The following 
commercial uses are favored: 

• Ski resorts 
• Outfitting and guide services 
• Tour operators 
• Non-ski resorts 
• Developed recreation infrastructure 

Non-commercial recreation that provides significant economic benefits also is 
emphasized in this alternative. Examples include consumptive wildlife activities such 
as hunting and fishing as well as other activities such as hiking and bicycling.  

Economically important recreation will be supported while maintaining or improving 
the health of forest ecosystems. A limited degree of resource production will occur in 
this alternative.  

Relationship 
to the revision 
topics  

• Biological Diversity— In Alternative E, habitat improvement projects focus 
on big game and sport fish species, threatened, endangered, and sensitive 
species, and species of viability concern. Natural processes are expected to 
occur in most management areas and conditions may or may not remain within 
the historic range of variability. Active management of habitats and protection 
afforded by forest plan direction is expected to reduce the risk to species of 
viability concern on the forest. 

• Travel Management—Consistent with its theme, Alternative E stresses a 
variety of recreation opportunities and a high degree of separation of recreation 
uses. Based on the management area prescription standards and guidelines and 
on ROS classifications, this alternative offers the second to most combined 
areas of snow-free motorized travel and snow-free motorized travel on 
designated routes. For over-snow motorized travel, this alternative ranks third 
behind Alternatives F and B. Alternative E would be expected to create more 
trail opportunities along with improvements to arterial and collector system 
roads. 

• Recreation—Recreation opportunities toward the semi-primitive motorized 
and developed end of the ROS are emphasized. Ski resort and aerial 
transportation corridor land allocations are maximized. Opportunities for 
additional backcountry huts and non-ski resorts exist as well as opportunities 
for newly constructed developed sites such as campgrounds and trailheads. 
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Natural-appearing landscapes will be managed to a high scenic integrity level. 
• Roadless Areas—Few areas are recommended for wilderness designation. 
• Special Areas—Few new RNAs will be designated. Special interest areas will 

focus on areas of heritage, education, and interpretation interest. 
• Timber Harvest—The ASQ is at the lowest level of all alternatives, and 

timber harvesting that does not contribute to ASQ is at a low level. 

 

Figure 8 summarizes the percentages of management area allocations, by category, for 
Alternative E. 

Figure 8 
Alternative E management area allocations by category 
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Category 1—wilderness, recommended wilderness, wild rivers; non-motorized recreation; 

limited winter motorized 

Category 2—RNAs; minimal-use special interest areas  

Category 3—motorized recreation; interpretive special interest areas; scenic rivers  

Category 4—dispersed recreation; scenic areas; recreational rivers  

Category 5—wildlife habitats; rangelands; forest products  

Category 7—urban/wildland intermix 

Category 8—ski areas and developed recreation sites; special uses.  
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White River National Forest 

 

ALTERNATIVE F  
Alternative F was developed to respond to the idea that the White River National Forest 
should be managed for the maximum use of natural resources on a sustained-yield basis. 
Alternative F would produce the highest output levels of commodity resources among the 
alternatives and considers management activities in all areas that are legally and 
technologically available for resource production.  

Theme  The emphasis in Alternative F is on resource production activities such as timber 
harvesting and domestic livestock grazing, while continuing to provide a range of 
recreational activities. In areas that are intensively managed for resource production, 
minimum population viability for all species will be an ecological constraint. In other 
areas, natural processes will be allowed to dominate the landscape.  

Dispersed and developed recreation opportunities will be at current levels or higher. 
Roaded recreation opportunities will expand. Semi-primitive recreation opportunities 
may decrease. 

Relationship 
to the revision 
topics  

• Biological Diversity—Compared to other alternatives, Alternative F places a 
lower emphasis of managing forest ecosystems within the HRV. Active 
management is emphasized over natural processes in managed areas, while 
natural processes dominate in other areas. Habitat improvements focus only on 
TES species and species of viability concern. 

• Travel Management—Based on its theme, Alternative F is likely to see the 
highest level of new road construction, as well as road reconstruction and 
maintenance. Based on the management area prescription standards and 
guidelines and on ROS classifications, this alternative offers the most snow-
free and over-snow motorized opportunities. It would, therefore, be the 
alternative most limited in non-motorized recreational areas. 

• Recreation—Semi-primitive non-motorized recreation opportunities may 
decrease. Summer and winter semi-primitive motorized, roaded natural, and 
rural opportunities are emphasized. Ski resort and aerial transportation corridor 
land allocations may increase when there are no conflicts with other resource 
productions such as timber harvesting or livestock grazing. Opportunities for 
additional backcountry huts and non-ski resorts exist as well, providing that 
conflicts with resource production activities can be avoided. Natural-appearing 
landscapes will be managed at a low scenic integrity level. 

• Roadless Areas—No areas are recommended for wilderness designation. 
• Special Areas—Few, if any, RNAs are designated. A low emphasis is placed 

on special interest areas.  
• Timber Harvest—The allowable sale quantity is the highest among the 

alternatives and timber harvest that does not contribute to ASQ is at the highest 
level of all alternatives.  
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Figure 9 summarizes the percentages of management area allocations, by category, for 
Alternative F. 

Figure 9 
Alternative F management area allocations by category 
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Category 1—wilderness, recommended wilderness, wild rivers; non-motorized recreation; 
limited winter motorized 

Category 2—RNAs; minimal-use special interest areas  

Category 3—motorized recreation; interpretive special interest areas; scenic rivers  

Category 4—dispersed recreation; scenic areas; recreational rivers  

Category 5—wildlife habitats; rangelands; forest products  

Category 7—urban/wildland intermix 

Category 8—ski areas and developed recreation sites; special uses.  
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White River National Forest 

ALTERNATIVE I  
Alternative I responds to views expressed by a coalition of environmental groups that a 
specific set of principles of conservation biology be used to guide management of the 
White River National Forest. These principles are somewhat different than the set of 
ecological principles incorporated in other alternatives. In all other alternatives, active 
management is used to improve ecosystem conditions. Alternative I relies more on 
natural disturbance processes for the maintenance of ecosystems. In the analysis of this 
alternative, the effects of managing the forest according to these conservation biology 
principles has been compared to the effects of managing the forest according to the 
principles used in the other alternatives. 

Theme  Alternative I emphasizes the idea that the best way to perpetuate ecosystems, forest 
health, and biological diversity is to allow natural disturbance regimes and other 
ecological and evolutionary processes to occur without human intervention. 
Commodity production, including recreation, is accommodated only to the extent that 
it does not fundamentally impair these natural processes, the restoration of ecological 
functions, or the health of native plant and animal communities. To the highest degree 
possible, the essential wildness of the land is maintained.  

Relationship 
to the revision 
topics  

• Biological Diversity—In Alternative I, natural processes are emphasized as 
the primary ecological change agent more than in any other alternative. Habitat 
improvements focus on threatened, endangered, and sensitive species and 
species of viability concern. Management activities are focused on restoration 
of ecological conditions.  

• Travel Management—Because of the high level of non-motorized 
opportunities under Alternative I, it would be expected that this alternative 
would have a higher amount of roads converted to non-motorized trails, along 
with road closures to provide for the non-motorized experience. Based on the 
management area prescription standards and guidelines and on ROS 
classifications, this alternative offers the most snow-free and over-snow non-
motorized areas. All snow-free motorized travel is limited to designated routes. 

• Recreation—Recreation opportunities toward the semi-primitive non-
motorized and primitive end of the spectrum are emphasized. Recreation uses 
are concentrated to protect wildlife habitat. Ski resort land allocations are 
reduced to current permit boundaries, and opportunities for aerial 
transportation corridors do not exist. Opportunities for additional backcountry 
huts, non-ski resorts, and developed sites such as campgrounds are few if any. 
Natural-appearing landscapes will be managed at the highest scenic integrity 
level compared to the existing condition.  

• Roadless Areas—Many areas deemed eligible are recommended for 
wilderness designation, more so than in any other alternative.  

• Special Areas—More RNAs are designated than in any other alternative and 
there will be many special interest areas, with an emphasis on ecological 
values. 

• Timber Harvest—The ASQ is at a low level compared to other alternatives 
and timber harvest that does not contribute to ASQ is at a low level. 
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Figure 10 summarizes the percentages of management area allocations, by category, 
under Alternative I. 

Figure 10 
Alternative I management area allocations by category 
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Category 1—wilderness, recommended wilderness, wild rivers; non-motorized recreation; 
limited winter motorized 

Category 2—RNAs; minimal-use special interest areas  

Category 3—motorized recreation; interpretive special interest areas; scenic rivers  

Category 4—dispersed recreation; scenic areas; recreational rivers  

Category 5—wildlife habitats; rangelands; forest products  

Category 7—urban/wildland intermix 

Category 8—ski areas and developed recreation sites; special uses.  
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ALTERNATIVE K  
Alternative K was developed in response to public comments received on the proposed 
2002 Forest Plan and DEIS, and to incorporate new Forest Service policies. Public 
comments that did not pertain to alternative development (comments on standards and 
guidelines, analysis processes, public involvement, etc.) are not addressed in Alternative 
K. Many of the public’s concerns focused on the need for an alternative that emphasizes 
various combinations of uses across the forest. These public concerns, as well as Forest 
Service priorities, helped identify what uses will be emphasized and where they will be 
focused. 

Alternative K includes new policies that have surfaced since the proposed 2002 Forest 
Plan and DEIS were issued—specifically, Canada lynx management direction. Although 
direction for Canada lynx has been added to all alternatives presented in the DEIS, it was 
used in the initial design of Alternative K. 

Theme  Alternative K borrows ideas and management allocations from several alternatives 
presented in the DEIS, particularly Alternatives C, D, and I. These alternatives were 
most often cited in public comments as containing desirable forest plan elements. 

Alternative K sustains the capabilities of forest ecosystems while addressing social 
values and expectations, as well as managing for multiple resource outputs. Ecosystem 
components are actively managed to improve wildlife habitat, water quality, and soil 
productivity. Management activities will maintain or restore ecosystem structure, 
function and composition.  

Recreation activities across the forest will continue to be diverse. Emphasis will be 
placed on quality recreation experiences in a predominately natural setting. Recreation 
growth will become more managed, while still allowing modest increases in use. 

Relationship 
to the revision 
topics  

• Biological Diversity—Natural processes will be the primary factors shaping 
ecosystems in wilderness and roadless areas; however, active management 
may occur in some areas to meet stewardship or restoration goals. Alternative 
K has the second highest level of habitat enhancement for native and desired 
non-native species. Management activities will focus on maintaining and 
restoring habitats for populations of terrestrial and aquatic species for which 
there is a viability concern on the forest, as well as enhancing habitat for other 
species, such as game species. Overall trends in watershed conditions will 
improve due to restoration work. Vegetation composition will be managed 
mainly through silvicultural treatments, prescribed grazing, and prescribed fire 
for resource benefits and to move the forest toward desired conditions.  

• Travel Management—Due to the composite nature of the theme under this 
alternative road reconstruction and road maintenance would be stressed. 
Management will be encouraged to convert roads to trails or fully 
decommission roads no longer needed to serve the forest or public. 
Construction of new roads may occur; however, the utilization of temporary 
roads will be stressed. All snow-free motorized and mechanized travel would 
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be limited to designated routes. Based on the management area prescription 
standards and guides and ROS classifications, this alternative is second in the 
amount of snow-free non-motorized opportunities in comparison to the other 
alternatives. It ranks fourth in over-snow motorized travel. For all recreation, 
loop systems would be utilized and developed to enhance recreational 
experiences. 

• Recreation—Recreation opportunities toward the semi-primitive non-
motorized and primitive end of the spectrum are emphasized. Summer 
motorized and winter non-motorized trail opportunities will be increased. Land 
allocation for existing ski resorts will be more than in Alternative D and 
address individual resort demands and skier expectations. No new ski areas are 
allocated and opportunities for aerial transportation corridors do not exist. 
Opportunities for additional backcountry huts are few if any. Emphasis will be 
placed on improving quality of existing sites and eliminating sites that are not 
efficient to manage. New developed recreation sites will be limited. Natural-
appearing landscapes will be managed at a high scenic integrity level 
compared to the existing condition.  

• Roadless Areas—Many areas deemed eligible are recommended for 
wilderness designation with an emphasis on lower elevation acreage.  

• Special Areas—Designated RNAs are fewer than in Alternative D. More areas 
are allocated to MA 3.1 than in Alternative D to manage for current and future 
recreation use. A greater emphasis is placed on primitive opportunities in 
wilderness.  

• Timber Harvest—Emphasis is on active management on the third of the 
forest outside wilderness and roadless areas. This will result in an ASQ slightly 
higher than in Alternative D. Active management of vegetation will be 
concentrated in areas that have been previously roaded or developed, and will 
focus on maintaining ecosystems and improving forest health.  
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Figure 11 summarizes the percentages of management area allocations, by category, for 
Alternative K. 

Figure 11 
Alternative K management area allocations by category 
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Category 1—wilderness, recommended wilderness, wild rivers; non-motorized recreation; 
limited winter motorized 

Category 2—RNAs; minimal-use special interest areas  

Category 3—motorized recreation; interpretive special interest areas; scenic rivers  

Category 4—dispersed recreation; scenic areas; recreational rivers  

Category 5—wildlife habitats; rangelands; forest products  

Category 7—urban/wildland intermix 

Category 8—ski areas and developed recreation sites; special uses.  
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Alternatives Submitted by the Public  
On May 8, 2000, Congressman Scott McInnis provided the Forest Supervisor with a 
comment letter on the draft forest plan. This comment has two main components, a set of 
written documents on specific issues and a management area map. The comment is 
described in these documents as the “Blended Alternative.” The full text of this comment 
can be found in the Comment Letters from Government Officials and Agencies section of 
Appendix A, FEIS Volume 2. The map is located in the map packet, which is available 
on the web site, on CDROM, at Forest Service offices, and at local libraries. 

The comment provided specific suggestions on many issues. The cover letter for the 
comment identified six primary issues:  water, wildlife management, intermix, allowable 
ski area expansion, travel management, and wilderness. Statements of management 
intent, and in some cases, rewording of direction, were proposed in the comment letter.   

The following is a summary of how the six areas were addressed in the 2002 Forest Plan 
direction (Chapters 1, 2, and 3) or in Alternative K. Full discussion of these issues can be 
located in the FEIS Volumes 1 and 2 or the 2002 Forest Plan. 

Water—The Blended Alternative proposes specific rewording of standards and 
guidelines for the management of water resources. This wording was not incorporated 
directly into the forest plan. Because of the degree of concern and controversy, however, 
all water direction has been carefully examined and re-written. Updated water aquatic 
and riparian direction can be found in Chapter 1 of the 2002 Forest Plan (Goal 1, 
Ecosystem Health), and Chapter 2 (Water and Riparian Resources). 

Wildlife—Alternative K reflects an increase in winter range from the draft forest plan, a 
concern raised in the Blended Alternative. 

Intermix—The Blended Alternative applied the intermix prescription—an allocation that 
identifies areas where there are opportunities to address issues that cross many ownership 
boundaries. Alternative K also applies this prescription. 

Ski Area Expansion—The Blended Alternative allows for expansion of ski areas in 
certain locations, notably Summit County. Alternative K reflects this request, allocating 
the most additional 8.25 areas to the ski resorts in Summit County with limited additions 
elsewhere.  

Travel Management—The Blended Alternative included site-specific travel 
management recommendations, as the DEIS did include site-specific travel plans. 
However, at the request of many public groups and individuals, the travel plan has been 
separated and a new round of planning will start after the forest plan revision is finished. 
The comments on individual roads and trails provided in the Blended Alternative, as well 
as in all other public comment letters, will be taken into account in the upcoming travel 
planning effort. The general travel concepts contained in the Blended Alternative were 
considered in the 2002 Forest Plan. Areas of consistency with Alternative K include 
opportunities for looped trails and scenic byways.   

Wilderness—Of the 8 areas proposed for wilderness designation in the Blended 
Alternative, 5 of them are included in Alternative K. These areas are:  Treasure 
Mountain, Ute Pass, Acorn Creek, North Independence, and Hunter. See Chapter 3, 
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Topic 4—Recommended Wilderness and Roadless Area Management, for location and 
description of these areas. 

In addition to the six areas listed above, general themes in the Blended Alternative 
include:  community and local support, multiple use opportunities, and general resource 
protection. These ideas were also explored in many other public comment letters. In 
response to the issue of community and local support, the 2002 Forest Plan now includes 
an expanded focus on public collaboration (2002 Forest Plan Chapter 1, Goal 5). 
Alternative K provides for a range of resource outputs, both recreational and commodity. 
And we have retained resource protection measures that were proposed in the draft forest 
plan, as well as adding some further direction resulting from new information that has 
recently become available. 

All comments on the draft forest plan and DEIS, including the Blended Alternative from 
Representative McInnis, were examined in the content analysis process described in FEIS 
Volume 2, Appendix A—Response to Public Comment. In this process, individual issues 
were taken from the Blended Alternative comment and combined with similar issues 
submitted by other individuals to form public concerns. The Blended Alternative content 
generated many of the public concern statements found in Appendix A. We have 
considered and responded to these public concern statements in Appendix A.  

In addition to the Congressman McInnis’s comment being a part of the content analysis 
process, our interdisciplinary team examined and discussed components of the map and 
comment letter as a whole. Some ideas and positions stated in the Blended Alternative 
were incorporated into the formulation of Alternative K. Some issues discussed in the 
Blended Alternative are not forest plan issues, or are better addressed elsewhere. In some 
instances, the Blended Alternative proposals were considered and incorporated in part or 
in a modified way in order to be responsive to other public concerns on similar issues.  

Alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed 
study 

Several alternatives were considered and eliminated from further study during the 
planning process. For example, alternatives that differed only slightly from other 
alternatives were eliminated from further detailed consideration. When this occurred, all 
alternatives that were dropped from detailed analysis were reviewed and compared with 
the alternatives analyzed in detail to make sure that all important issues and concepts 
were included in the alternatives analyzed in detail.  
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ALTERNATIVE A  
National Forest Management Act (NFMA) regulations at 36 CFR 219.12(f)(7) state that 
“at least one alternative shall reflect the current levels of goods and services provided by 
the unit and the most likely goods and services expected to be provided in the future if 
the current management direction continues. Pursuant to NEPA procedures this 
alternative shall be deemed the No Action Alternative.” 

As the 1984 Forest Plan was analyzed, it became clear that significant changes had 
occurred, primarily in the timber management area, but also in several other resource 
areas. The following summarizes that analysis, provides a rationale as to why the 1984 
plan is not considered a viable alternative, and explains why it was updated and 
transformed into Alternative B for full analysis.  

Biodiversity  The 1984 plan was not developed with a focus on biological principles. Landscape 
ecology and conservation biology were in their infancy when the plan was developed; 
few of the concepts in these fields were available for integration into the planning 
effort. In 1991, however, the Chief of the Forest Service directed the Forest Service to 
use an ecological approach in future management of the national forests, and to 
integrate these new fields. 

Many species of plants and animals have been listed as threatened, endangered, or 
sensitive since the plan was finalized. Management strategies for many of these as well 
as other species were not well known in 1984. Standards and guidelines focusing on 
the proper management of the habitats for these listed species needed to be 
incorporated into the plan. 

Scenery  With regard to scenery management, the no-action alternative (Alternative A) cannot 
be implemented because the Visual Management System (VMS) used in the existing 
plan to inventory the forest’s scenic resources has been superseded by the new Scenery 
Management System (SMS), which is described in detail in Chapter 3.  

Substantial advances in research and technology during the past 20 years, combined with 
increasing demand for protection of scenic values, prompted replacement of the VMS 
with the improved system. In 1994, units of the Forest Service were directed to begin 
implementing SMS methods at both the forest plan and project levels.  

Timber  When the plan revision process began, the assumption was made that the updated 1984 
plan would be displayed as the no-action alternative. It would reflect such changes as 
congressional designation of additional wilderness or wild and scenic rivers. Included 
would be updated inventories of roadless areas and determination of lands suitable for 
timber production, as required by statutory or regulatory authority. In addition, the 
themes of management area prescriptions would be updated, although within each 
management area the 1984 standards and guidelines would be applied. 

Timber suitability – Regulations at 36 CFR 219.14(d) state that “designation in the plan 
of lands not suited for timber production shall be reviewed at least every ten years” and 
that “such lands may be reviewed and redesignated as suited for timber production due to 
changed conditions at any time.” To comply with this regulation, and to respond to the 
timber revision issue, the suitable timber land base had to be analyzed and a new model 
built to determine the ASQ. ASQ is based on the suitable timber land base, yield tables, 
economics, and standards and guidelines. 
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Five standards initially are used to determine whether a particular parcel contains 
tentatively suitable timber lands (TSTL). The five criteria are:  

• Is the land forested? (36 CFR 219.19 (A)(1)). 
• Is the land withdrawn from timber production? (36 CFR 249.13(A)(4))  
• Is the land producing commercially usable timber? (FSH 2409.13-21.3)  
• Is irreversible resource damage likely to occur? (36 CFR 219.14 (A)(2))  
• Is there reasonable assurance of adequate restocking within five years after final 

harvest? (36 CFR 219.14(A)(3)) 

When these five criteria were applied, the total TSTL on the forest decreased by 44,000 
acres compared to the amount reported in Appendix 1 of the 1984 Forest Plan. Lands 
determined to have irreversible soil or watershed damage, or lands where regeneration 
was not assured in five years, accounted for most of this difference.  

Improved methods of inventorying the forest’s vegetation played a role in deriving the 
lower total. The difference also can be attributed to improved resource data stemming 
from soil surveys and the forest’s new geographic information system (GIS), which was 
not available in 1984. These tools allow assessment of productivity and regeneration 
potential in determining suitability. Moreover, the new GIS capabilities allow a spatial 
analysis to be accomplished. Several layers of resource data were compiled in the GIS, 
which then were used to perform the suitability analysis.  

For instance, soil data were used to identify areas that were not capable of producing 
commercial timber. Slope angles and geologic hazards were used to identify areas where 
irreversible soil or watershed damage may occur. Areas where regeneration was not 
assured in five years were identified through the use of elevations, aspect, and plant 
associations. Fewer acres being identified as suitable for timber harvest resulted in a 
reduced harvest level. For a complete discussion of the timber suitability analysis, see 
FEIS Volume 3, Appendix B. 

Implementation of Watershed Conservation Practices in the 2002 Forest Plan will have a 
direct effect on suitable timber lands (STL). In determining STL, GIS was used to buffer 
streams and wetlands by 100 feet in management areas 5.12, 5.13, 5.4, and 5.43. In 
management area 5.5, only aspen and lodgepole pine were considered as suitable for 
timber production; thus, the stream and wetland buffer was applied to those two cover 
types. The buffering removed those acres and volumes from the ASQ determination. This 
reflects a change from the 1984 plan.  

The buffering to developed recreation areas was applied only to aspen and lodgepole pine 
cover types in management area 55. A minimum buffer of 100 feet also was applied to 
forested lands adjacent to roads and trails in management areas 5.12, 5.4, and 5.43. The 
buffering for roads and trails was applied only to aspen and lodgepole pine cover types in 
management area 5.5. This is a change from the 1984 plan. 

Areas allocated to resource uses that preclude timber production were removed from 
STL. These areas included retained old growth that was identified for this planning 
period. This is a change from the 1984 plan. 

Under the existing forest plan, forest products removed from ski areas were included in 
ASQ. In the 2002 plan, ski areas were incorporated into their own management area 
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prescription area and do not contribute toward the ASQ. This is a change from the 1984 
plan. 

Changes to modeling ASQ – The land management planning model used to estimate 
ASQ for the 1984 Forest Plan was FORPLAN Version 1. For the 2002 plan, the land 
management model is Spectrum Version 2, which is based on FORPLAN Version 2. The 
primary differences between the models and versions include: 

• Compatibility with the Forest Service accounting system; 
• Allowing different types of land organizations; 
• Allowing unique data and shares data; 
• Minimizing the amount of data that must be repeated; 
• Disclosing the ingredients in each choice; 
• Staying away from functional bias; and 
• Allowing flexibility in problem formulation. 

In addition, the following components of the model were updated: 

Suitable timberlands – As explained above, the TSTLs were analyzed and updated. 

Yield tables – The yield tables for the 1984 plan were constructed with two separate 
growth and yield models. R2-Grow was used to model the existing stands and RMYLD 
was used to model the regeneration stands. R2-Grow is a diameter class simulation model 
and RMYLD is a whole-stand, distance-independent model. These models are limited in 
simulating complex stand structure.  

The yield tables for the 2002 Forest Plan have been constructed with the Central Rockies 
Variant of the forest vegetation simulation (FVS) growth and yield model, which is an 
individual-tree, distance-independent model. The modeling of complex stand structure is 
thus improved because no standard distribution of sizes is assured. This type of model 
has the capability to simulate growth of uneven-aged or multi-aged stands as well as 
mixed-species stands. There also is greater flexibility in specifying management options, 
because individual trees can be identified for removal. 

Costs and revenues – All costs of timber management have been updated to reflect 
current costs and to implement standards and guidelines. In addition, the 1984 model did 
not consider the cost of entering roadless areas or areas without right-of-way access. The 
updated model takes these specific costs into account.  

Revenues were updated to reflect the last four-year-average returns from timber sales.  

Modeling standards and guidelines – The modeling of standards and guidelines 
improved under the SPECTRUM model. The 1984 model did not constrain the amount of 
acres harvested to meet visual quality objectives or watershed and wildlife constraints. 
These resource constraints do limit the timber harvest when the forest plan is 
implemented. Because of the improved modeling capability under Spectrum, these 
constraints have now been included. 

In addition, standards and guidelines have been updated for the new management area 
prescriptions. This has changed the use of certain silvicultural practices that were not 
implemented under the 1984 plan. For instance, the water yield prescription (9B) used 
clearcutting in spruce-fir. This management area and silvicultural practice have been 
eliminated. 
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The updating of standards and guidelines also has changed the mix of silvicultural 
practices to allow for uneven-aged management in lodgepole pine. In addition, only those 
areas in which timber will be managed to meet timber production goals (management 
areas 5.12, 5.13, 5.4, 5.43, and 5.5) will be considered suitable for timber and contribute 
toward the ASQ. 

This discussion demonstrates the many changes in the SPECTRUM model, yield tables, 
data, guidelines, and lands suitable for timber harvest that have occurred since the 1984 
plan was prepared, resulting in a better simulation of timber management activities. 
These changes would result in an annual ASQ level similar to those projected by 
Alternative A, approximately 26 million board feet (MMBF) per year. This represents a 
small decrease from the 28 MMBF per year projected by the 1984 plan. A comparison of 
ASQ and timber offered for sale during the life of the 1984 plan, demonstrated that under 
experienced budgets the earlier plan was infeasible for implementation and thus not 
analyzed in detail.  

Alternative B, the No Action alternative, was designed to serve as an updated form of the 
1984 Forest Plan that responds to current technology, conditions, public issues, and 
management concerns. 

ALTERNATIVE G  
Alternative G was developed to respond to preliminary, short-term internal direction 
regarding road building and maintenance. This alternative was not analyzed in detail 
because it does not address existing long-term policy direction. Forest plan alternatives 
are not designed to speculate on internal or external future policy; rather, they are 
designed to work within current knowledge and direction.  

ALTERNATIVE H  
Alternative H was developed to respond to concerns about urbanization. Opinions vary 
widely regarding the role the White River National Forest should, or can, play in the 
urbanization of areas adjacent to National Forest System lands. After extensive 
discussion, this alternative was not submitted to detailed analysis because urbanization is 
not directly controlled by Forest Service management activities. Instead of serving as the 
theme of a forest plan alternative, social impacts and effects (including urbanization) are 
considered to be environmental consequences of all of the alternatives considered in 
detail. This discussion can be found in Chapter 3 of this document. 

The selected 
alternative  

Based on the analysis presented in this EIS and on public comments on the DEIS, the 
Regional Forester has identified Alternative K as the selected alternative. The reasons 
for this choice are explained in a record of decision that accompanies the release of this 
FEIS. 

Accordingly, each alternative is described in terms of how it would be implemented 
with either ‘experienced’ funding or full funding. The experienced funding level 
assumes that actual funding is at the same level as the 1998-2001 annual average. The 
full funding level assumes that all goals and objectives will be met and is considered to 
be 50 percent higher than the 1998–2001 annual average. Specific information about 
the two budget levels is displayed in Table 16 (supplemental table 3) at the end of this 
chapter. 
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Conformance 
with RPA  

NFMA regulations at 36 CFR 219.12 (f)(6) require at least one alternative to be 
developed that responds to and incorporates the Forest and Rangeland Resources 
Planning Act (RPA) Program’s tentative resource objectives for each national forest 
displayed in the Regional Guide. However, the 1990 RPA Program establishes national 
guidance for units of the National Forest System through 1995 by providing program 
emphasis and trends rather than specific, quantified output targets for individual Forest 
Service programs. As a result, no resource objectives were quantified for each region 
to display in regional guide documents, which would then be passed on to individual 
forests.  

The RPA program is updated every five years and has three components: (1) roles in 
natural resource management for Forest Service management, (2) Forest Service program 
responses to contemporary issues, and (3) long-term strategies to guide the program 
development and budgetary process.  

RPA emphasizes four high-priority themes: (1) recreation, wildlife and fisheries resource 
enhancement; (2) environmentally acceptable commodity production; (3) improved 
scientific knowledge about natural resources; and (4) response to global resource issues. 
This guidance was used in the 1992 Rocky Mountain Regional Guide (USDA Forest 
Service 1992) to shape National Forest System, research, and state and private forestry 
programs. This process also is considered in the revision of the existing forest plan. All of 
the alternatives incorporate the four high-priority themes. 

Comparison of alternatives  
This section is designed to help the reader understand and compare the land allocations, 
the activities and outputs, and the environmental effects of the seven alternatives 
considered in detail. Each description tells how the alternatives respond to the revision 
topics. This discussion focuses on factors that display measurable differences among 
alternatives, summarizing more detailed information that is found in Chapter 3 of this 
document. This comparison is displayed by three supplemental tables, Tables 14, 15, 
and 16, which show land allocations, activities and outputs, and budget costs, preceded 
by a narrative summary of effects by alternative.  

Supplemental 
tables • Table 14 (supplemental table 1) shows the number of acres allocated forest-

wide to each management area by alternative. It complements the management 
area maps in the map packet. These maps show, by alternative, where on the 
forest each of the management area allocations occur. In many instances, more 
than one management area is allocated to the same parcel of ground. For 
example, some RNAs are located within designated wilderness. In these cases, 
the table shows, as does the map, the overlapping management areas. 

• Table 15 (supplemental table 2) shows activity levels or outcomes that may 
result from the implementation of each of the seven alternatives analyzed in 
detail. This information is presented in three ways: for the first decade of 
implementation at a budget level higher than historical levels, for the first 
decade of implementation at a continuation of the current budget level, and for 
the fifth decade of implementation at a continuation of the current budget 
level. Many items in this table parallel the forest-wide objectives presented in 
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Chapter 1 of the 2002 Forest Plan. 
• Table 16 (supplemental table 3) shows the cost associated with producing the 

activities and outputs described in Table 15. The ‘experienced budget’ 
represents a continuation of current funding levels. The ‘desired condition 
budget’ represents a forest budget level that is approximately 50 percent 
higher. 

Comparison of 
effects by 
alternative 

The following summary of the environmental and economic effects, which are 
presented in detail in Chapter 3, reviews the differences among alternatives and should 
aid in the comparison of the effects each alternative is expected to have on the 
environment. The summary is presented by revision topic, with the addition of 
economic impacts. For a complete disclosure of environmental effects, consult Chapter 
3. 

BIODIVERSITY  
Analysis of ecological conditions revealed that most components of biodiversity on the 
forest are within their HRV, but some are not:  

• Rangelands have been affected by the spread of noxious weeds and reseeding 
with non-native species. These impacts are expected to continue in all 
alternatives.  

• Some forest stands are outside HRV conditions because of management 
activities, such as fire suppression and development of ski areas. Alternatives F, 
E, and B allocate the most acres to ski resorts; therefore, they will have the most 
impact on HRV conditions within permit boundaries. Other management 
activities are not expected to change HRV conditions significantly in any 
alternative. Fire suppression is expected to remain at a comparable level in all 
alternatives. 

• Alternatives D, C, and K all stress the need to manage within HRV parameters, 
while Alternatives B and F do not provide management within the HRV. Impacts 
on HRV conditions will be the most significant under Alternatives B and F.  

Two key aspects of wildlife habitats are fragmentation and perforation:  

• Fragmentation of wildlife habitat is defined as the breaking up of contiguous 
blocks of habitat into progressively smaller patches that are increasingly isolated 
from one another. It also may be viewed as the process of interspersing blocks of 
suitable habitat with areas that are hostile to plant or animal life, such as 
highways or urban development. Fragmentation is expected to remain relatively 
constant in all alternatives and be most pronounced as the result of management 
activities on private lands adjacent to National Forest System lands.  

• Perforation refers to holes within otherwise contiguous blocks of habitat. An 
example would be a clearcut (or group of clearcuts) surrounded by forest. 
Perforation is likely to result from road construction, timber management, and ski 
resorts. Alternatives B and F have the most potential to increase perforation of 
forest stands. Alternatives I, E, and C, in that order, have the least amount of land 
allocated to management areas that would result in increased perforation.  
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Also under the biodiversity topic are the forest’s various physical and biological 
resources:  

Soils  Standards and guidelines will maintain or improve the existing soil resource conditions 
in all alternatives.  

Watersheds  Standards and guidelines will maintain or improve the existing condition of watershed 
resources in all alternatives.  

Air resources  Management activities will not significantly affect the quality of air resources in any 
alternative.  

Mineral and 
energy 
resources 

Adequate opportunities for the private development of mineral and energy resources 
will be maintained in all alternatives. 

Forested 
vegetation  

Management activities are not expected to significantly change the percentage or 
distribution of different tree species in any alternative. Changes to structural stages (the 
developmental stages of tree stands in terms of tree size, age, and canopy closure) will 
be the most significant in Alternatives F and B, which allocate the most acres to timber 
sales, expansion of ski resorts, and road building. Alternatives I, E, and C have the 
least amount of lands allocated to these uses and are expected to undergo the least 
change.  

• The average size and shape of forest patches are expected to change the most in 
alternatives that do not stress managing within HRV conditions. Alternatives D, 
C, and K both stress the HRV, while Alternatives F and B do not emphasize 
HRV conditions.  

• Inventoried old growth is protected in all alternatives and is not expected to be 
affected. More existing stands will age and acquire old-growth characteristics 
under Alternatives I, E, and C, which contain less timber management, road 
construction, and ski resort allocations than do Alternatives B and F. The acreage 
and distribution of late-successional forest (mature and old-growth forest) are 
expected to follow trends similar to old growth. Late-successional forest acreage 
and distribution, including old growth, are expected to increase substantially 
across the forest in all alternatives.  

Rangeland 
vegetation  

About 95 percent of the non-forested vegetation on the forest is considered to be within 
or moving toward desired conditions. This is expected to remain fairly constant in all 
alternatives. No significant changes to the distribution or composition of rangeland 
vegetation are expected. 

Noxious weeds currently infest at least 90,000 acres of the forest. Alternatives B and E 
have the most potential for the spread of weeds; Alternatives D, I, and K have the least. 

Domestic 
livestock 
grazing  

The level of grazing by domestic livestock is not expected to change dramatically from 
the current situation in any alternative. 
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Fire 
management  

Prescribed fire projects in forested areas are expected to make up a majority of the 
fuels management portion of the annual planned program. More acres are burned using 
prescribed fire in Alternatives B, C, D, and K than in other alternatives. The least 
amount of fuels treatment will occur in Alternatives F and I, with Alternative F having 
the fewest acres of annual treatment.  

Alternatives that limit the amount of resource production, such as C, E, and I, will 
possibly lead to a trend in larger and longer-duration fires. 

Stands large enough that are not affected by the ecological changes that occur at the 
boundaries of patches, increasing the amount of young seral forest habitats more than any 
other alternative. Alpine habitats above timberline will change the most under 
Alternatives E and F, which allocate the most acres to ski resorts and aerial transportation 
corridors. Sagebrush, cottonwood riparian, and pinyon-juniper habitats are not expected 
to change significantly in any alternative. Special habitats such as cliffs, caves, and 
waterfalls may be affected the most by alternatives that promote dispersed recreation 
such as I, C, and E, or from increased trail access in Alternatives E, B, and C. These 
impacts are not expected to significantly change viability conditions for any management 
indicator species on the national forest.  

Overall, the wildlife resources and associated habitats on the forest are in good condition. 
Forest management actions are not expected to significantly affect species viability in any 
alternative. Most of the activities with the potential to negatively affect wildlife resources 
are occurring on private lands adjacent to the forest.  

Mule deer and bighorn sheep would benefit from management areas that favor the 
specific habitat needs of each species. Deer are likely to benefit from Alternatives D, I, 
K, and B, which have the most acres dedicated to mule deer habitat management; the 
most acres dedicated to bighorn sheep prescriptions are in Alternatives K, I and D.  

Interior forest habitats are important for a wide range of wildlife species. Alternative F, 
followed by B, D, and K will have the most impact on interior forest patch sizes in 
lodgepole pine and spruce-fir stands as a result of timber management. Alternatives C 
and E will have the least impact on interior forests.  

The connectivity of habitats across the landscape provides for the movement of species to 
suitable habitats or to escape predation. Alternatives C, D, I, and K maintain the best 
conditions for unimpeded animal movement on the forest; Alternatives B, E, and F all 
provide conditions that impede dispersal or movement of some species.  

Elk habitat quality is maintained above the minimum level of concern in all alternatives 
except Alternative I. However, Alternative I provides the largest amount of elk security 
habitat of all the alternatives. Alternative K provides the greatest amount of elk winter 
range. The largest number of recreational visitor days for big game hunting is expected in 
Alternative F, followed by Alternatives E, B, C, D, and K.  

Aquatic 
resources  

Aquatic resources will be adequately protected by standards and guidelines in all 
alternatives. All alternatives maintain habitat with potential for viable Colorado River 
cutthroat trout populations; Alternatives E and I provide the most followed by C, K, D, 
B, and F. Recreational fishing opportunities are highest in Alternative C because of its 
emphasis on amenities.  
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RECREATION MANAGEMENT  
Recreation  The White River National Forest is capable of providing a variety of recreation settings 

for non-motorized and motorized opportunities in summer and winter. The quantity, 
quality, and distribution of recreation opportunities depends on the mix of recreation 
opportunity spectrum (ROS) classes available and the theme of each alternative. The 
ROS maps in the map packet illustrate the mix of ROS settings, by alternative, in 
summer and winter. The number of acres in each ROS class is presented in charts in 
the recreation section of Chapter 3.  

Budget levels will continue to affect the quality of services in developed facilities under 
all alternatives. Under the experienced budget level (the average forest budget from 1997 
to 2001), the number of developed units that could be rehabilitated or reconstructed 
ranges from 94 units in Alternative E to 65 units in Alternative F.  

On the White River National Forest, one family campground may have between 4 and 
108 units. The forest’s current backlog in facility maintenance makes reconstruction of 
existing facilities a higher priority than the building of new ones. Consequently, 
developed capacity would be exceeded within the planning period in all alternatives 
because of the increased developed recreation use that is expected to occur. 

A large share of the recreation budget would be allocated to recreation special uses in all 
alternatives, especially in Alternatives C and E, because of commitments authorized by 
existing permits. Under the experienced budget level 13 permits could be administered 
annually to standard in Alternatives B, C, D, F, and I, as defined in Meaningful Measures 
(a Forest Service process that helps improve services to recreation visitors by setting 
quality standards, prioritizing work by visitor preference, and making better use of 
available funding). These 13 permits are for concessionaires and ski resort operators. 
Alternative E provides for the annual administration of 134 permits to standard, or 39 
percent of the forest’s existing recreation permits.  

Dispersed recreation includes motorized and non-motorized activities outside of 
developed areas. Alternative F provides the most summer and winter motorized 
opportunities; Alternative I provides the most summer and winter non-motorized 
opportunities. Because dispersed capacity depends on the ROS classes available and the 
transportation system, Alternative I has the lowest capacity outside of wilderness, 
followed by Alternatives D, K, C, E, F, and B.  

Because dispersed use is projected to increase in all alternatives, summer capacity outside 
of wilderness may be reached within the planning period in all alternatives. Alternative C 
provides for more dispersed campsites to be rehabilitated or reconstructed annually, 
approximately three percent of known campsites, followed by Alternatives K, E, D, B, I, 
and F. 

Wilderness capacity depends on the ROS classes and trail systems provided under each 
alternative. Alternative I provides the most capacity followed by Alternatives C, F, B, E, 
D, and K. Current use projections indicate that wilderness capacity would not be reached 
within the planning period in any alternative.  

Trails provide the opportunity to experience backcountry settings, get away from traffic 
and crowding, find solitude, and test survival skills. Under the experienced budget level, 
the amount of annual trail maintenance conducted outside of wilderness ranges from 220 
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miles in Alternative F to 540 miles in Alternative E. Inside wilderness, Alternative C 
provides the most miles maintained annually at 860 trail miles and Alternative F provides 
the least trail maintenance at 200 miles. Alternative E provides the most trail miles 
reconstructed or constructed annually with 23 miles inside wilderness and 120 miles 
outside.  

Ski resorts  Each of the seven forest management alternatives allows continued operation of the 11 
ski resorts currently operating on National Forest System lands, according to the terms 
of special use permits authorized by the forest. Each alternative provides a different 
level of potential annual skier capacity based on a variety of potential expansion sites 
(Table 3). Alternatives B, E, and F attempt to meet skier demand and provide the 
highest levels of service. Alternatives D and I do not allocate any additional National 
Forest System lands for skiing beyond current levels. Opportunities for skiing in these 
alternatives would remain stagnant at approved capacity levels. Alternative K allows 
for expansion and boundary adjustments for some existing resorts in response to 
projected increases in population, need to improve public safety, and to reduce impacts 
to wildlife. 

Table 3 
Acres allocated to ski areas by alternative 

Alternative    
B C D E F I K 

Acres of 
MA 8.25 92,970 57,664 42,965 83,750 68,275 43,282 51,519 

 
Aerial 
transportation 
corridors  

Alternative transportation opportunities that have the potential to directly affect 
National Forest System lands include the use of gondolas, trams, or chairlifts to move 
pedestrians to, from, or between key locations at resort communities. Such aerial 
transportation systems may be used as ‘people movers’ to provide an alternative to 
ground-based transportation systems. Aerial transportation systems also can provide a 
source of recreation in the form of scenic rides and access to National Forest System 
lands. 

Table 4 
Acres allocated for aerial transportation corridors by county and alternative  

ALTERNATIVE 
County B C D E F I K 

Eagle 0 0 0 1,672 956 0 0 
Garfield 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pitkin 0 75 0 0 75 0 0 
Summit  0 346 0 1,076 366 0 0 
Forest 

total 0 421 0 2,748 1,397 0 0 

 
Alternatives C, E, and F allow aerial transportation systems on National Forest System 
lands. In particular, Alternatives E and F make the highest allocations to this management 
area, while Alternatives B, D, I, and K do not allocate any lands for this purpose.  
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Scenic 
resources  

Scenery is an integral component of all forest settings, contributing to the quality of the 
user’s experience. The most obvious and significant effects on scenic resources are 
from vegetation and landform alterations from road construction, vegetation 
management, power line clearing, recreation facility development, and mineral 
exploration and development. 

The scenic integrity levels (SILs) of very high, high, and moderate will result in a 
relatively natural-appearing landscape, which research has shown to be preferred by the 
public. Thus it is important for the forest to manage scenery at this level. Table 5 
displays the amount of natural-appearing landscapes in each alternative.  

Table 5 
Acres of natural-appearing landscapes by alternative  

ALTERNATIVE  
B C D E F I K 

Acres 1,716,000 1,836,000 1,699,000 1,973,000 1,580,000 2,038,000 1,707,000 
 

Infrastructure and travel management  
New road construction levels are anticipated to be lower than 1984 Forest Plan 
projections for all alternatives. Most new construction is expected from timber 
management activities. Road reconstruction and road maintenance may vary by 
alternative but should actually increase above current levels to bring roads into 
compliance. Permanent road closures, obliteration, and recontouring of roads identified 
for decommissioning will occur in all alternatives. Decommissioning of roads would be 
based on need, resource protection, and compliance with management area prescriptions. 
The amount of road construction, reconstruction, maintenance, and decommissioning 
accomplished each year will be based on forest priorities, administrative and public 
needs, and budgetary allocations.  

The primary issue for winter travel management and recreation use was the perceived 
lack of non-motorized recreation areas. Wilderness is considered by many to be 
inaccessible to non-motorized uses such as cross-country skiing, snowshoeing, and dog 
sledding because of the steepness of the terrain, avalanche hazards, southern aspects, or 
remoteness from trailheads. To address this issue, some alternatives allocate more land 
outside of wilderness to non-motorized travel only. Another issue influencing winter 
travel management is the effect of motorized travel on wildlife habitat. Some alternatives 
reduce motorized areas to avoid conflicts occurring in wildlife winter ranges. Snow 
compaction from all uses is a concern to be considered in the management of lynx. 
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The following summary of motorized, motorized-on-designated-routes, and non-
motorized acres (Tables 6 and 7) was based solely on management area prescription 
standards and ROS classifications. Assignment was given to the more restrictive of the 
two when an area had differing travel classifications. This analysis was done for 
comparison between alternatives. This analysis should be used only for comparison 
among alternatives. A final travel area strategy will be completed as part of the travel 
management plan based on the selected alternative. Because of further analysis, site-
specific information, and other considerations, it is very likely that within the travel 
management plan, categories and numbers represented will vary from what is represented 
in this document. 
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Table 6  
Summary of Acreage for Motorized/Motorized on designated routes/Non-motorized—
Summer 

 Type of Strategy Acres % 
Total 

Motorized % 
Alternative B       
 Non-Forest Service Lands 195,500 8   
 'Motorized' 885,800 36 1,031,500 42 

 
'Motorized designated 
routes' 145,600 6   

 'Non-motorized' 1,254,900 51   
Alternative C       
 Non-Forest Service Lands 195,500 8   
 'Motorized' 613,800 25 948,700 38 

 
'Motorized designated 
routes' 334,900 13   

 'Non-motorized' 1,337,700 54   
Alternative D       
 Non-Forest Service Lands 195,500 8   

 
'Motorized designated 
routes' 1,060,000 43 1,060,000 43 

 'Non-motorized' 1,226,500 49   
Alternative E       
 Non-Forest Service Lands 195,500 8   
 'Motorized' 847,900 34 1,091,100 44 

 
'Motorized designated 
routes' 243,200 10   

 'Non-motorized' 1,195,300 48   
Alternative F       
 Non-Forest Service Lands 195,500 8   
 'Motorized' 1,046,700 42 1,268,300 51 

 
'Motorized designated 
routes' 221,600 9   

 'Non-motorized' 1,018,200 41   
Alternative I       
 Non-Forest Service Lands 195,500 8   

 
'Motorized designated 
routes' 672,000 27 672,000 27 

 'Non-motorized' 1,614,400 65   
Alternative K       
 Non-Forest Service Lands 195,500 8   

 
'Motorized designated 
routes' 795,800 32 795,800 32 

Notes: Based on Management Area Standard and Guide Strategies and ROS Classifications 
Total Lands with in the White River National Forest Boundary = 2,482,000 acres 
Total White River National Forest Lands = 2,286,400 
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Table 7 Summary of Acreage for 
Motorized/Motorized on designated routes/Non-motorized—Winter 

 Type of Strategy Acres % 
Total 

Motorized % 
Alternative B       
 Non-Forest Service Lands 195,500 8   
 'Motorized' 1,253,200 50 1,266,300 51 

 
'Motorized designated 
routes' 13,000 1   

 'Non-motorized' 1,020,200 41   
Alternative C       
 Non-Forest Service Lands 195,500 8   
 'Motorized' 890,000 36 986,600 40 

 
'Motorized designated 
routes' 96,700 4   

 'Non-motorized' 1,299,800 52   
Alternative D       
 Non-Forest Service Lands 195,500 8   
 'Motorized' 829,100 33 889,700 36 

 
'Motorized designated 
routes' 60,700 2   

 'Non-motorized' 1,396,700 56   
Alternative E       
 Non-Forest Service Lands 195,500 8   
 'Motorized' 847,900 34 1,091,100 44 

 
'Motorized designated 
routes' 243,200 10   

 'Non-motorized' 1,195,300 48   
Alternative F       
 Non-Forest Service Lands 195,500 8   
 'Motorized' 1,266,000 51 1,266,000 51 

 
'Motorized designated 
routes' 30,000 1   

 'Non-motorized' 990,400 40   
Alternative I       
 Non-Forest Service Lands 195,500 8   
 'Motorized' 462,400 19 562,300 23 

 
'Motorized designated 
routes' 99,900 4   

 'Non-motorized' 1,724,100 69   
Alternative K       
 Non-Forest Service Lands 195,500 8   
 'Motorized' 825,000 33 938,200 38 
 'Motorized designated 

routes' 113,200 5   
 'Non-motorized' 1,348,200 54   

Notes: Based on Management Area Standard and Guide Strategies and ROS Classifications 
Total Lands with in the White River National Forest Boundary = 2,482,000 acres 
Total White River National Forest Lands = 2,286,400 
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Roadless areas  
Thirty-seven roadless areas were found to be capable of and available for wilderness 
recommendation on the forest. Collectively, these areas comprise about 298,000 acres.  

Table 8 identifies the number of and the total acreage of capable and available roadless 
acres recommended for wilderness (Management Area 1.2) by alternative. It also shows 
whether they are adjacent to existing wilderness.  

Alternative I recommends both the largest number of roadless areas for wilderness 
designation and the largest number of acres. Alternative E recommends the next highest 
acreage, but fewer areas. There are fewer, larger roadless areas recommended in 
Alternative E than there are in Alternative C. Alternative C recommends 10 areas, but 
with less acreage than Alternatives E or I and more acres than Alternative D. Of the 
alternatives that do recommend wilderness, Alternative D has the fewest areas and the 
fewest acres. Alternative K recommends more then D and less than alternative C. 
Alternatives B and F make no recommendations.  

Table 8 
Areas of management area 1.2 by alternative  

 Alternative 
 B C D E F I K 

Acres of 
management 

area 1.2 
0 94,000 47,000 107,000 0 200,000 82,000 

Percent of 
capable and 

available 
roadless areas 

recommended for 
wilderness  

0 32 16 35 0 69 28 

Number of 
adjacent areas 0 9 3 0 0 22 13 

Number of non-
adjacent areas  0 1 2 6 0 4 3 

 

Capable and available roadless areas were assigned either management area 1.2 or 
another management area. If an area is not recommended for wilderness designation, it 
must be allocated to one of the other available management areas. Table 9 summarizes 
how roadless areas have been assigned to different management areas (acreages have 
been rounded to the nearest 100). The seven management area categories have been 
aggregated into three groups to show what types of management will occur on these 
lands. Management area categories 1 and 2 were combined into Group 1; Categories 3 
and 4 into Group 2; and Categories 5, 7, and 8 into Group 3.  
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Table 9 
Summary of capable and available roadless acres in different management area categories 
by alternative  

 
 ALTERNATIVE 
 B C D E F I K 

Group 1        
acres 21,900 199,500 124,300 137,000 33,500 258,100 153,800 

percentage 7 67 42 46 11 87 51 
Group 2        

acres 126,600  44,200  15,000  131,800  25,700  25,500  12,100 
percentage 42  15 5 44 9 8 4 

Group 3        
acres 149,400  54,400  158,900  29,200  238,800  14,200  135,700 

percentage 50 18 53 10 80 5 45 
 

Roadless areas allocated to categories 1 and 2 (Group 1) are most likely to retain their 
undeveloped character. These categories are basically non-motorized with backcountry 
emphases. This includes roadless areas that will be managed as RNAs and some special 
interest areas. Alternative K manages the highest percentage of roadless areas in 
categories 1 and 2. Alternative C has the next highest percentage, followed by D, E, F, 
and B.  

Categories 3 and 4 (Group 2) emphasize various types of recreation. With an emphasis on 
human uses, the roadless areas that are assigned to management areas in these categories 
are likely to retain some undeveloped characteristics but also to include some motorized 
opportunities. Development in these management areas, however, does not include 
intensive land management activities such as commercial timber harvest or ski resorts. 
Alternatives E and B allocate the largest percentage to categories 3 and 4, with 44 percent 
and 42 percent, respectively.  

Categories 5, 7, and 8 (Group 3) will have the most intensive development and have the 
potential to have the most significant impact on the undeveloped character of roadless 
areas. Roadless areas in these management areas may have timber harvest, road 
construction, motorized uses, utility corridors, and wildlife habitat developments. 
Alternative F has 80 percent of the roadless areas managed with these management areas. 
Alternatives D and B manage about half of the roadless areas this way followed by 
Alternative K at 45 percent, while Alternatives C, E, and I contain a low percentage of 
roadless areas assigned to Group 3. 
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Special areas  
Heritage 
resources  

The White River National Forest contains a rich fabric of historical and prehistoric 
resources known as heritage resources. Only 5 to 10 percent of the forest has been 
intensively inventoried to locate these resources. However, each time a ground-
disturbing activity is planned the law requires that an inventory be conducted to 
mitigate any impacts on heritage resources. In addition to these actions, at least 125 
sites are monitored annually for any adverse effects or vandalism. Because of the 
protections afforded under various laws, adverse effects on heritage resources are 
expected to be minimal. 

Research 
natural areas 
(RNAs)  

RNAs are established to maintain areas of natural ecosystems and areas of special 
ecological significance. The White River National Forest currently shares an RNA 
(Hoosier Ridge) with the Pike National Forest. Fifteen potential RNAs have been 
identified for possible inclusion in the system. These range in size from 1,420 to 
24,450 acres. The number and vegetation representation of proposed RNAs varies 
depending on the theme of each alternative. Alternative B proposes no additional 
RNAs; Alternative E proposes four additional RNAs, totaling 52,600 acres; Alternative 
F proposes seven additional RNAs, 67,200 acres; Alternative C proposes nine 
additional RNAs, 76,000 acres; Alternative D proposes 12 additional RNAs 93,900 
acres; Alternative I proposes 15 additional RNAs, 116,300 acres; and Alternative K 
proposes 5 additional RNAs, 37,400 acres.  

National trails  The White River National Forest manages a segment of the Continental Divide 
National Scenic Trail and three national recreation trails. Other trails of national or 
regional significance either cross or are proposed to cross the forest. All of these trails 
play a role in providing trail-related recreation in systems that reach beyond the forest 
boundaries. Effects on national trails are expected to be minimal and do not vary 
significantly among alternatives. 

Special 
interest areas  

The forest has some special and unique resources. Planning procedures and regulations 
allow for the recognition and protection of these resources, as has been implemented in 
several alternatives.  

Six special interest areas emphasize recreation use and interpretation of the 
environment. Alternative D proposes the most areas allocated to this purpose, followed 
by Alternatives K, C, E, and I. Alternatives B, D, and F propose no allocations for this 
purpose.  

Fourteen special interest areas minimize recreation and other uses in order to protect 
their special biological or zoological values. Alternative D would allocate the most 
land for this purpose, followed by Alternatives K, I, C, E, and F. Alternative B would 
allocate no lands for this purpose.  

Wild and 
Scenic Rivers  

National forests are directed to evaluate their rivers during plan revision for inclusion 
in the National Wild and Scenic River System (NWSRS). The White River National 
Forest evaluated all of its rivers, including 77 in detail, and found 5 rivers totaling 103 
miles to be eligible for inclusion in the NWSRS: the South Fork of the White River, 
the Crystal River, Deep Creek, the Colorado River in Glenwood Canyon, and Cross 
Creek. The South Fork of the White River, Deep Creek and the Crystal River are 
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recognized in Alternative B, while all of the eligible rivers are recognized in 
Alternatives C through K. These rivers will be managed to maintain their eligibility 
until a detailed suitability study is completed. The second phase of river evaluation, a 
suitability study, will be considered when:  

• Strong local interest or support is demonstrated for wild and scenic designation; 
and 

• Congress expresses interest in a specific river for wild and scenic designation; or 
• A proposed project would alter the free-flowing character of a stream, such as 

through impoundment, or would affect the resources that made the stream 
eligible. 

Wilderness  The White River National Forest manages three areas as wilderness and shares 
management of five additional areas with adjacent national forests. Congress has 
designated about a third of the forest as wilderness. In addition to providing a resource 
for recreation, these areas also are important for maintaining species diversity, 
protecting threatened and endangered species, protecting watersheds, and providing for 
scientific research and various social values.  

Alternatives analyzed in this forest plan revision vary wilderness management by 
allocating different acreages to be managed as pristine (management area 1.11), 
primitive (1.12), or semi-primitive (1.13). Pristine allocations range from Alternative E 
with 9 percent of the total area of wilderness on the forest to Alternative I with 15 
percent of the total area. Primitive allocations range from Alternative B with 89 
percent of the total area of wilderness on the forest to Alternative K with 65 percent of 
the total area. Semi-primitive allocations range from Alternative I with 0.3 percent of 
the total area of wilderness on the forest to Alternative E with 6 percent of the total 
area. 

Timber suitability and allowable sale quantity 
Figure 12 displays the lands that are suitable, including scheduled and unscheduled, for 
timber production for each alternative. Alternatives F, D, and K have the largest amounts 
of suitable timber lands.  

Figure 13 displays the ASQ (unconstrained by budget) and volume offer (constrained to 
the experienced budget level) for sawtimber for the first decade of the plan’s 
implementation for each alternative. The full implementation level represents the funding 
of all programs at a level one and one-half times as much as the experienced budget level 
(the amount of funding that the forest actually receives each year, shown here as the 
average annual budget between 1998 and 2001). Alternative F provides the highest ASQ 
and volume offered under the experienced budget level.  

Figure 14 displays the net returns for the timber program for the first decade of the plan’s 
implementation for each alternative. No alternative is below cost for timber management. 
Alternative F generates the highest net returns.  
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Figure 12 
Acres of suitable timber lands by management area prescription 
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Figure 13 
Sawtimber ASQ (unconstrained by budget) and Volume Offered (constrained by experienced 
budget) 
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Figure 14 
Net return from the timber program per year (decade 1, experienced budget level) 
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Social and economic environment 
Forest 
contributions 
to area 
economy  

The White River National Forest provides jobs and income in the planning area 
through a variety of resource programs. Spending associated with downhill skiing on 
National Forest System lands dominates, providing over 90 percent of all national 
forest-related jobs and labor income. The percentage of hunting- and fishing-related 
jobs in the area is very small relative to other types of recreation. The smallest job 
provider is timber harvesting, primarily because no large processing facility is located 
in the area. In total, jobs associated with national forest management activities 
currently provide nearly a third of the planning area jobs and a quarter of the area jobs 
and labor income. The forest contributes more to its local economy than any other 
national forest in the Rocky Mountain region.  

Changes in recreational uses of the forest, agency expenditures (salaries, equipment, 
contracts), and the use of timber and forage resources have direct and indirect effects on 
planning area jobs and income. An increase in recreation or timber production may mean 
an increase in jobs and income to local counties. In addition, if production is decreased in 
one resource and increased in another, there is a shifting of jobs from one industry to 
another. 

Table 10 displays the change in employment by resource for each alternative. Figures are 
displayed for both the desired condition and experienced budget levels. The base year of 
1994 was used as a starting point for total jobs and income. The table reflects how jobs 
and income would decrease or increase from 1994 levels. Table 10 indicates that total 
jobs attributed to forest use will increase in all alternatives. Increases will range from 21 
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percent to 29 percent. Nearly all of the increases result from increased skiing and other 
recreation use. Jobs and labor income resulting from timber harvest are the only 
indicators that could drop, with potential employment changes ranging from a loss of 22 
jobs to a gain of six jobs.  

Effects on 
economic 
efficiency  

Table 11 displays the economic and financial public net value (PNV) (public values 
less agency costs) for each alternative. All monetary values are expressed in constant 
dollars, with no allowance for inflation. A 4 percent discount rate was used over a 50-
year period (2000 to 2049). The reduction of PNV in any alternative as compared to 
the most financially or economically efficient solution is the economic trade-off, or 
opportunity cost, of achieving that alternative. 

As shown in Table 11, the financial PNV (Forest Service revenues less costs) for 
experienced budget levels varies from a negative $83 million for Alternative I to a 
break-even position for Alternative F. What appears to make Alternatives F the highest 
PNV is high timber harvest levels. Alternatives with preservation emphases show the 
highest net cost to the taxpayer. There are no agency revenues associated with these 
emphases, but expenses remain the same. This same pattern is true for the full budget 
level, but the PNVs are lower. Higher expenses of this level do not generate additional 
revenues sufficient to offset the budget increase.  

The economic PNV (public benefits less costs) is positive for all alternatives at both 
budget levels. The net value ranges from a low $14.5 billion for Alternative I to a high 
of $15.1 billion for Alternative B. There is only a 3 percent difference between the 
lowest and highest PNV—a difference that may be indistinguishable given estimated 
accuracies for value and output estimates. The net economic benefits are orders of 
magnitude larger than the financial gross revenues. This suggests that even with the 
limited monetary values available for the analysis, society benefits greatly from the 
White River National Forest. 

Many outcomes and ecosystem conditions associated with each alternative are not 
included in the economic efficiency analysis. Prices for many of these outcomes and 
conditions have been estimated in the economic literature, but their portability or 
transferability to other locations and situations is limited at this time. The U.S. 
Department of Agriculture and Washington Office of the Forest Service have not 
established the monetary prices of non-commodity outcomes or conditions for application 
to forest planning. However, the agency’s cost of achieving these outcomes and 
conditions is included in the economic efficiency analysis. 
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Table 10 
Change to employment by program by alternative in 2010, total jobs contributed 

 ALTERNATIVE 

Resource 

Base 
year 

(1999) B C D E F I K 
Experienced budget 
level              

Skiing 24,158 24,725 24,725 24,344 24,725 24,725 24,341 24,725 
Other recreation 4,648 5,516 5,516 5,509 5,516 5,386 5,366 5,420 

Fish and wildlife use 1,845 2,182 2,182 2,182 2,182 2,006 2,182 2,182 
Grazing 221 221 221 221 221 243 221 221 

Timber harvest 33 77 28 57 28 121 33 66 
25% payments 46 59 48 53 48 69 47 56 
Forest Service 

expenditures 333 333 334 334 334 333 333 334 
Total forest 
management 31,284 33,113 33,054 32,700 33,054 32,883 32,523 33,004 
Percent change from 
1999 --- 5.8% 5.7% 4.5% 5.7% 5.1% 4.0% 5.5% 
             
Full budget level             
Total forest 
management 31,284 33,325 33,245 32,910 33,245 33,122 32,707 33,220 
Increase from 
experienced budget 
level --- 212 191 210 191 239 184 216 

 

The Alternatives 2-48 



  Final Environmental Impact Statement Volume 1 

Table 11 
Economic and financial efficiency (present net value over 50 years in millions of 2000 
dollars) 

 ALTERNATIVE 
Experienced budget level B C D E F I K 
Forest Service revenues 245 205 223 204 283 200 238 
Public benefits 15,418 15,378 15,011 15,377 14,966 14,956 15,388 
Costs -283 -283 -283 -283 -283 -283 -283 
Financial net revenues -38 -78 -60 -79 0 -83 -45 
Economic net benefits 15,135 15,095 14,728 15,094 14,683 14,673 15,105 
Full budget level    
Forest Service revenues 272 218 247 216 328 207 265 
Public benefits 15,445 15,391 15,035 15,389 15,011 14,963 15,416 
Costs -424 -424 -424 -424 -424 -424 -424 
Financial net revenues -152 -207 -177 -209 -96 -217 -159 
Economic net benefits 15,021 14,966 14,611 14,964 14,587 14,538 14,991 

 

Vacant grazing allotments  
The closure of vacant allotments eliminates the use of these areas for domestic livestock 
production in the future and removes them from the suitable land base. While closing 
vacant allotments does not reduce current permitted animal unit months, it does reduce 
future management flexibility by eliminating the possibility of using these areas to 
resolve future conflicts between livestock grazing and other resources or provide forage 
in drought years. See the vacant allotment alternatives map for the location of these areas. 

The acres that would be removed from the suitable land base by the closing or partial 
closing of vacant allotments is shown in Table 12. 

Table 13 displays how the allotments vary by alternative in terms of whether they should 
be retained, closed, or partially closed. 

Decisions to retain or close vacant allotments will be made on an allotment by allotment 
basis and will be separate from the record of decision for the FEIS.  
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Table 12a 
Acres suitable for cattle grazing by alternative  

 ALTERNATIVE 

 B C D E F I K 
Acres presently suitable for cattle 

grazing 960,841 960,841 960,841 960,841 960,841 960,841 960,841 

Management area prescriptions 
excluding grazing (RNA’s) 0 19,069 23,421 11,009 16,180 32,220 4,324 

Acres proposed for full or partial 
closure in this alternative 0 150,484 134,279 195,144 80,730 160,664 152,034 

Total suitable acres (cattle) for 
this alternative 960,841 791,288 803,141 754,689 863,931 767,956 804,483 

 

Table 12b 
Acres suitable for sheep grazing, by alternative 

 ALTERNATIVE 
 B C D E F I K 

Acres presently suitable for 
cattle grazing 1,167,261 1,167,261 1,167,261 1,167,261 1,167,261 1,167,261 1,167,261 

Management area 
prescriptions excluding 

grazing (RNA’s) 
0 22,268 27,772 12,020 18,151 38,335 6,374 

Acres proposed full or 
partial closure in this 

alternative 
0 200,472 178,781 264,026 108,261 218,004 198,428 

Total suitable acres 
(sheep) for this 
alternative 

1,167,261 944,521 960,708 891,215 1,040,849 910,922 962,459 
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Table 13 
Number of vacant allotments recommended for retention, partial retention, and closure 

 ALTERNATIVE 
Recommended status B C D E F I K 

Cattle        
Allotments recommended for 

retention 
23  5 6  4  10 13  6  

Allotments recommended for partial 
retention 

0  3 4  0  2  3  4  

Allotments recommended for closure 0  15 13  19  11  7  13  
Sheep        

Allotments recommended for 
retention 

28  8 6  4  18  4  9  

Allotments recommended for partial 
retention 

0  4 8  0  4  1  4  

Allotments recommended for closure 0  16 14  24  6  23  15  
Total vacant allotments  51  51 51  51  51  51  51  
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Table 14 
Comparison of acres allocated to management areas in each alternative 

Note: All amounts have been rounded to the nearest hundred. Because of rounding, columns do not add up to the exact totals shown for 
each management area. In addition, land areas that are assigned to multiple management prescriptions are double or triple counted 
because they appear under multiple headings. 

 ALTERNATIVES 

Management area B       C D E F I K
1.11  1.11 (pristine wilderness) only 82,000 83,700 89,500 61,000 58,500 73,000 198,100 
 1.11 + 1.5 0 1,000 1,000  0  0  0  1,800 
 1.11 + 1.5 + 2.2 0 0 0 0  0  1,000  1,100 
 1.11 + 2.2 0 16,600 25,000 8,800 16,900 33,000 8,700 
 1.11 + 5.42 0 300 400 500 0 4,300 38,400 
 Pristine wilderness (total) 82,000 101,700 116,000 70,300 75,400 111,300 248,100 
1.12  1.12 (primitive wilderness) only 647,800 525,800 504,600 515,900 604,700 504,300 374,100 
 1.12 + 1.5 13,300 14,400 14,400 16,100 15,500 14,500 12,600 
 1.12 + 1.5 + 5.42 0 1,900 1,900 1,200 1,800 1,700 1,800 
 1.12 + 2.2 0 17,500 26,500 19,200 27,700 37,700 900 
 1.12 + 2.2 + 1.5  0 0 0 0  0  100 0 
 1.12 + 2.2 + 5.42 0 10,500 10,500 10,600 0 10,800 3,700 
 1.12 + 3.4 2,100 2,0 00 2,100 2,000 2,100 2,000 2,000 
 1.12 + 4.4 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
 1.12 + 5.42 0 72,400 70,200 69,000 3,700 64,600 91,800 
 Primitive wilderness (total) 663,300 644,500 630,100 634,100 655,600 635,800 487,000 
1.13 1.13 (semi-primitive wilderness) only 4,000 3,100 3,200 43,600 18,500 2,400 6,500 
 1.13 + 5.42 0 0 0 1,300 0 0 700 
   Semi-primitive wilderness (total) 4,000 3,100 3,200 44,900 18,500 2,400 7,200 
1.2 1.2 (recommended Wilderness) only 0 91,500 42,900 106,600 0 186,100 77,100 
 1.2 + 2.2 0 0 4,000 0 0 0 4,000 
 1.2 + 4.4 0  400  0  0  0  400 
 1.2 + 5.42 0 2,500 0 0 0 14,300 0 
 Recommended wilderness (total) 0 94,000 47,300 106,600 0 200,400 81,500 
1.31 Backcountry recreation __ non-motorized 62,200 160,400 89,700 83,500 37,700 397,600 143,900 
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 ALTERNATIVES 

B C D E F I K Management area 
 1.31 + 5.42 0 0  4,000 0 0 0 3,200 
1.32 Backcountry recreation—limited winter motorized 0 39,800 13,300 49,300 0 1,400 5,700 
1.41 Core areas 0 0 8,200 0 0 36,800 0 
1.5 1.5 (Wild Rivers) only 600 400 400 5,000 400 400 5,000 
 1.5 + 1.12 13,300 14,400 14,400 16,100 15,300 14,500 12,600 
 1.5 + 1.12 + 5.42 0 1,900 1,900 1,200 1,800 1,700 1,800 
 1.5 + 2.2 0 4,600 4,600 0 4,600 4,600 0 
 Wild Rivers—designated and eligible (total) 13,900 21,300 21,300 22,300 22,100 21,200 19,400 
2.1 Special interest areas—minimal use and interpretation 0 9,100 30,700 4,500 2,600 17,200 24,300 
2.2 2.2 (research natural areas) only 300 26,700 23,300 14,000 18,000 26,500 5,800 
 2.2 + 1.11 0 16,600 25,000 8,800 16,900 33,000 8,700 
 2.2 + 1.11 + 5.42       7,100 
 2.2 + 1.12 0 17,500 26,500 19,200 27,700 37,700 900 
 2.2 + 1.12 + 5.42 0 10,500 10,500 10,600 0 10,800 3,700 
 2.2 + 1.2 0 0 4,000 0 0 0 4,000 
 2.2 + 1.5  4,600 4,600 0 4,600 4,600 0 
 2.2 + 4.4  0 0 0 0 900 0 
 2.2 + 5.42  0 0 0 0 2,800 11,000 
 Research natural areas (total) 300 76,000 93,900 52,600 67,200 116,300 37,400 
3.1 Special interest areas—emphasis on use or 

interpretation 0 1,800 0 15,500 0 1,800 3,900 

3.21 Limited use areas 300? 24,100 39,300 0 0 23,600 0 
3.31 Backcountry recreation—year-round motorized 172,400 171,000 4,800 198,400 19,900 112,300 41,500 
3.32 Backcountry recreation—non-motorized with winter 

motorized 102,000 46,400 31,100 67,000 18,000 4,900 35,000 

3.4 3.4 (Scenic Rivers) only 2,300 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,800 
 3.4 + 1.12 2,100 2,000 2,100 2,000 2,100 2,000 2,000 
 Scenic Rivers—designated and eligible (total) 4,400 4,800 4,900 4,800 4,900 4,900 4,900 
3.55 Corridors connecting core areas 0 0 0 0 0 35,300 0 
4.2 Scenery 0 2,200 2,300 2,000 0 0 7,400 
4.23 Scenic byways, scenic areas, vistas, or travel 

corridors 0 15,900 13,500 8,700 12,800 30,900 6,000 

 4.23 + 5.42 0 0  0 0 0 0 900 
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 ALTERNATIVES 

B C D E F I K Management area 
4.3 Dispersed recreation 195,000 134,800 61,900 453,800 42,900 166,000 74,700 
4.32 Dispersed recreation—high use 64,300 43,600 23,600 75,200 13,000 1,400 4,800 
4.4 4.4 (Recreation Rivers) only 3,000 9,700 9,300 9,700 9,700 8,800 8,700 
 4.4 + 1.12 100 100 100 100 100 100 0 
 4.4 + 2.2        0 0 0 0 0 900 0 
 4.4 + 5.42       0 0 0 0 0 0 600 
 Recreation Rivers—designated and eligible (total)       3,100 9,800 9,400 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,300 
5.12 General forest and rangelands—range vegetation 

emphasis 309,000       99,800 82,100 5,300 565,800 48,000 93,000

5.13 Resource production—forest products       190,100 52,400 32,800 35,800 332,400 34,303 42,400 
5.4 Forested flora and fauna habitats 150,200      215,100 450,600 63,200 164,800 700 364,000 
5.41 Deer and elk winter range 134,400      136,900 202,100 98,100 69,000 179,900 177,000 
 5.41 + 5.42 0 0 0 0 0 0 300 
5.42 5.42 (bighorn sheep habitat) only       7,700 5,100 28,300 8,500 16,800 35,300 8,200 
 5.42 + 1.11 0 300 400 500 0 4,300 38,400 
 5.42 + 1.12 0 72,400 70,200 69,000 3,700 64,600 91,800 
 5.42 + 1.12 + 1.5 0 1,900     1,900 1,200 1,800 1,700 1,100 
 5.42 + 1.12 + 2.2 0 10,500 10,500 10,600 0 10,800 3,700 
 5.42 + 1.13 0 0 0 1,300 0 0 700 
 5.42 + 1.2       0 2,500 0 0 0 14,300 0 
 5.42 + 2.2       0 0 0 0 0 2,800 11,000 
 Bighorn sheep habitat (total)       7,700 92,700 111,300 91,100 22,300 133,800 154,800 
5.43 Elk habitat 16,000      111,500 186,900 83,300 53,000 36,700 211,800 
 5.43 + 5.42  0 0 0 0 0 0 600 
5.5 Forested Landscape Linkages  5,300      30,300 79,460 13,000 40,400 50,900 84,000 
7.1 Intermix       0 7,700 0 900 12,900 4,200 7,800 
8.21 Developed recreation complexes       10,600 13,100 9,200 28,300 10,400 9,500 10,800 
8.25 Ski-based resorts—existing and potential       93,000 57,700 43,000 83,800 68,300 43,300 51,500 
8.31 Aerial transportation corridors 0 400 0 2,700 1,400 0 0 
8.32 Designated utility corridors—existing and potential       19,100 18,600 18,600 18,500 18,600 18,100 18,300 
 8.32 + 5.42 0 0 0 0 0  0 400 
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Table 15 
Outcome or activity measures and trends for forest plan goals by alternative 

OUTCOME OR ACTIVITY MEASURE Units 
Existing 

condition        B C D E F I K
GOAL 1  - Ecosystem Health 
Population trends for Colorado cutthroat trout description  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level down up up      up up up up up
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  down        up up up up up up up
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  down        up up up up up up up

Population Trends for Canada lynx description  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level down up up      up up up up up
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  down        up up up up up up up
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  down        up up up up up up up

Population trends for species of concern    
  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level down up up      up up up up up
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  down        up up up up up up up
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  down        up up up up up up up

Approved and implemented conservation agreements or strategies 
for sensitive species number  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level   2 3      5 0 1 5 5
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  0        1 2 4 0 1 3 4
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level           1 2 5 0 1 3 5

Protected area network – Wilderness number / acres   
  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

8 / 
752,000 

Protected area network – RNAs number / acres  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 1 / 300 1 / 300 
10 / 

87,600 
13 / 

106,400 
5 / 

60,000 
8 / 

69,600 
16 / 

129,900 
5 / 

53,400 

• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  1 / 300 1/ 300 
10 / 

87,600 
13 / 

106,400 
5 / 

60,000 
8 / 

69,600 
16 / 

129,90 
5 / 

53,400 

• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  1 / 300 1 / 300 
10 / 

87,600 
13 / 

106,400 
5 / 

60,000 
8 / 

69,600 
16 / 

129,90 
5 / 

53,400 
Protected area network – wild and scenic rivers number / acres  
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Existing 
OUTCOME OR ACTIVITY MEASURE Units condition B C D E F I K 

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 2 /  
27,400 

2 / 
27,400 

5 / 
38,300 

5 / 
38,280 

5 / 
38,300 

5 / 
38,300 

5 / 
38,300 

 5 / 
38,300 

• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  2 /  
27,400 

2 / 
27,400 

5 / 
38,300 

5 / 
38,280 

5 / 
38,300 

5 / 
38,300 

5 / 
38,300 

5 / 
38,300 

• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  2 /  
27,400 

2 / 
27,400 

5 / 
38,300 

5 / 
38,280 

5 / 
38,300 

5 / 
38,300 

5 / 
38,300 

5 / 
38,300 

Project activity area(s) of land without detrimental erosion, 
compaction, displacement, and loss of organic matter percent  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level         90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  90        90 90 90 90 90 90 90
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90

Inventoried lakes and wetlands not degraded by bank damage, 
sediment loads, channel modification, flow alteration, thermal 
change, chemical contamination, or biological stress 

% of inventory 
(85% = 2,550 

miles) 

 

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level          85 86 87 86 86 90 87
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  85        85 85 85 85 85 85 85
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level    85 86 87 86 86 90 87 

Inventoried lakes and wetlands not degraded by bank damage, 
sediment loads, filling, draining, water level or flow path alteration, 
thermal change, chemical contamination, or biological stress 

% of inventory  
 

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level          85 86 87 86 86 90 87
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  85        85 85 85 85 85 85 85
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level    85 86 87 86 86 90 87 

Stream or riparian restoration miles  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 19         19 21 23 21 21 59 22
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  12        12 14 15 14 13 38 15
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  17  17 21 21 21 21 57 21 

Soil and water source improvements acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 390         390 440 480 440 430 1,230 460
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  240        240 280 300 280 270 800 290
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  670 370 420 460 420 400 1220 440 

Lakes and wetlands restored or enhanced acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 37        37 42 45 42 41 117 44
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  23        23 27 29 27 26 78 28
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  35 35 39 44 39 38 116 42 

Acres of landscapes that are moving towards the desired condition acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 143,000 143,000 142,000     159,000 109,000 133,000 109,000 134,000 
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  95,000        95,000 94,000 107,000 72,000 88,000 73,000 90,000
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  95,000        95,000 94,000 107,000 72,000 88,000 73,000 90,000

Structural condition of vegetation types  percent  
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Existing 
OUTCOME OR ACTIVITY MEASURE Units condition B C D E F I K 

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level         63 63 74 60 70 50 85 62
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  61        61 73 58 68 48 84 60
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          61 61 73 58 68 48 84 21

Area and distribution of forest cover types percent  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 100        100 100 100 100 100 100 100
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  100        100 100 100 100 100 100 100
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Acres of landscapes allowed to be influenced by primarily natural 
disturbances thousand acres  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level    1,286 1,492      1,130 1,755 919 1,822 1,208
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level           1,286 1,492 1,130 1,755 919 1,822 1,208
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level     1,286 1,492 1,130     1,755 919 1,822 1,205

Reforestation acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level          500 200 400 200 800 200 450
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level    350 50 250 100 500 150 300 
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level    350 50 250 100 500 150 300 

Timber stand improvement  acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level    12,600 2,600      8,700 2,600 18,700 3,000 10,500
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level           8,500 1,800 6,100 1,800 13,500 2,400 7,300
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level            8,500 1,800 6,100 1,800 13,500 2,400 7,300

Lands restored, improved, or maintained by application of 
prescribed fire acres  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level   9,050 9,870      9,570 7,400 5,630 4,350 8,490
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  6,030         6,030 6,580 6,380 4,930 3,750 2,900 5,650
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level           9,050 9,880 9,580 7,400 5,630 4,350 8,490

Rangelands with plant communities and soil characteristics in 
desired condition for the ecological type where they occur percent  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level          98 98 98 98 98 98 98 98
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  98        93 93 93 93 93 93 93
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          98 93 93 93 93 93 93 93

Riparian or wetland wildlife habitat restored acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 260         260 750 870 520 440 520 810
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  170        170 520 580 350 290 350 550
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          260 260 750 870 520 440 520 810

Terrestrial wildlife habitat restored or enhanced acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 48,000 48,000 48,000      53,000 30,000 11,000 23,000 45,000
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  32,000        32,000 32,000 35,000 20,000 7,500 15,000 30,000
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  32,000        32,000 32,000 35,000 20,000 7,500 15,000 30,000

Abandoned mine lands entered into process acres  
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Existing 
OUTCOME OR ACTIVITY MEASURE Units condition B C D E F I K 

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level         45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  30        30 30 30 30 30 30 30
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35

Sensitive air quality indicators (lake, visibility view, pollution-
sensitive vegetation) that do not exceed limits of acceptable 
change 

percent 
 

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level         100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  100        100 100 100 100 100 100 100
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Trends in amount of pollutants produced from land management 
activities trend  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level Stable        Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  Stable Stable       Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  Stable Stable       Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable stable

Terrestrial wildlife habitat restored or enhanced acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 10,000 10,000 13,000      13,000 6,000 2,000 6,000 13,000
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  7,000        7,000 8,000 9,000 3,000 1,000 3,000 8,000
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  7,000        7,000 8,000 9,000 3,000 1,000 3,000 8,000

 
GOAL 2 – Multiple Benefits to People 

Lands in Each Summer ROS Class 
ROS Class U  acres  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 13,000 3,300 3,100      1,090 6,300 1,950 3,010 0
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  13,000        3,300 3,100 1,090 6,300 1,950 3,010 0
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  13,000        3,300 3,100 1,090 6,300 1,950 3,010 0

ROS Class R  acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 0 120,530 74,260      52,420 98,780 105,920 59,890 66,200
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  0        120,530 74,260 52,420 98,780 105,920 59,890 66,200
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  0        120,530 74,260 52,420 98,780 105,920 59,890 66,200

ROS Class RM acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 265,000 194,540 58,130      32,680 44,220 334,200 46,430 135,770
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  265,000        194,540 58,130 32,680 44,220 334,200 46,430 135,770
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  265,000        194,540 58,130 32,680 44,220 334,200 46,430 135,770

ROS Class RN acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 135,000 94,820 114,820      78,270 111,740 89,850 69,830 85,880
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  135,000   94,820 114,820 78,270 111,740    89,850 69,830 85,880
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  135,000        94,820 114,820 78,270 111,740 89,850 69,830 85,880

ROS Class SPM acres  
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Existing 
OUTCOME OR ACTIVITY MEASURE Units condition B C D E F I K 

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 266,000 631,460 722,200     900,150 838,960 746,480 519,490 508,520 
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  266,000        631,460 722,200 900,150 838,960 746,480 519,490 508,520
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  266,000        631,460 722,200 900,150 838,960 746,480 519,490 508,520

ROS Class SPNM acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 980,000 489,500 485,080     421,120 372,480 262,660 645,360 781,460 
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  980,000        489,500 485,080 421,120 372,480 262,660 645,360 781,460
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  980,000        489,500 485,080 421,120 372,480 262,660 645,360 781,460

ROS Class P acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 523,000   666,120 722,200     680,600 739,580 666,230 826,940 452,290 
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  523,000 666,120       722,200 680,600 739,580 666,230 826,940 452,290
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  523,000        666,120 722,200 680,600 739,580 666,230 826,940 452,290

ROS Class PS acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 0 81,970 101,650      115,900 70,170 74,930 111,280 59,170
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  0        81,970 101,650 115,900 70,170 74,930 111,280 59,170
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  0        81,970 101,650 115,900 70,170 74,930 111,280 59,170

Lands in Each Winter ROS Class 
ROS Class U  acres  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 8,000 0 210      1,420 1,120 1,240 8,110 130
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  8,000        0 210 1,420 1,120 1,240 8,110 130
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          8,000 0 210 1,420 1,120 1,240 8,110 130

ROS Class R  acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 91,000 100,370 68,760      48,540 89,680 92,580 51,300 59,180
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  91,000        100,370 68,760 48,540 89,680 92,580 51,300 59,180
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  91,000        100,370 68,760 48,540 89,680 82,580 51,300 59,180

ROS Class RM acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 0 200,870 51,820      33,100 36,120 320,440 45,250 2,500
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  0        200,870 51,820 33,100 36,120 320,440 45,250 2,500
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  0        200,870 51,820 33,100 36,120 320,440 45,250 2,500

ROS Class RN acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 0 17,920 37,680      27,420 48,090 28,070 24,770 51,170
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  0        17,920 37,680 27,420 48,090 28,070 24,770 51,170
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  0        17,920 37,680 27,420 48,090 28,070 24,770 51,170

ROS Class SPM acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 1,098,000 948,550 841,900     779,810 986,020 852,340 456,700 828,020 
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  1,098,000        948,550 841,900 779,810 986,020 852,340 456,700 828,020
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  1,098,000        948,550 841,900 779,810 986,020 852,340 456,700 828,020

ROS Class SPNM acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 323,000 268,460 445,070     584,930 281,880 233,760 729,970 540,770 
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  323,000        268,460 445,070 584,930 281,880 233,760 729,970 540,770
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OUTCOME OR ACTIVITY MEASURE Units 
Existing 

condition C D E F I KB       
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  323,000        268,460 445,070 584,930 281,880 233,760 729,970 540,770

ROS Class P acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 762,000 664,080 735,140     691,090 769,150 678,510 854,870 538,100 
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  762,000        664,080 735,140 691,090 769,150 678,500 854,870 538,100
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  762,000        664,080 735,140 691,090 769,150 678,500 854,870 538,100

ROS Class PS acres  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 0 81,970 101,650      115,930 70,170 75,310 111,280 266,560
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  0        81,970 101,650 115,930 70,170 75,310 111,280 266,560
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  0        81,970 101,650 115,930 70,170 75,310 111,280 266,560

Developed recreation theoretical capacity available 
(publicly developed sites excluding trailheads)  PAOT  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 129,600  168,350 125,570     100,930 117,230 184,410 103,590 128,900 
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  129,600        168,350 125,570 100,930 117,230 184,410 103,590 128,900
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  129,600        168,350 125,570 100,930 117,230 184,410 103,590 128,900

Developed recreation capacity rehabilitated or reconstructed 
(publicly developed sites excluding trailheads) PAOT  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level   3550  3550  3550  4280  2730  3850  3550  
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level    2950  2950  2950  3430  2400  3200  2950  
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level    3550  3550  3550  4280  2730  3850   3550  

Dispersed recreation theoretical capacity available (non-
wilderness) PAOT  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level  98,280  79,020  57,190  69,430  107,080  60,500  83,160  
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level   98,280       79,020 57,190 69,430  107,080 60,500  83,160  
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level   98,280       79,020 57,190 69,430  107,080 60,500  83,160  

Trails maintained outside of wilderness miles  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 6500  6400  6500  8000  3200  3600  7300  6500  
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  4400  4300  4300  5400  2200  2500  4900  4400  
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  6500  6400  6500  8000  3200  3600  7300  6500  

Trails reconstructed outside of wilderness miles  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level      210    190 190 80 160 170 150
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level    120 120 60 140 100 120 100 
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level    190 190 80 210 160 170 150 

Trailheads rehabilitated or reconstructed  number  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level          23 23 23 35 23 23 23
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level    23 23 23 23 12 23 23 
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level    23 23 23 35 23 23 23 
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Dispersed recreation sites rehabilitated or reconstructed number  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level   1,590 1,880      1,740 1,790 950 1,400 1,760
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level           1,060 1,250 1,160 1,180 640 950 1,170
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level           1,590 1,880 1,740 1,790 950 1,400 1,760

Trails maintained in Wilderness miles  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level   10,400  12,900  11,900  10,600  3000  7800  11,300  
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level    6900  8600  7900  7000  2000  5200  7400  
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level    10,400  12,900  11,900  10,700  3000  7200  11,300  

Trails reconstructed/ constructed in Wilderness miles  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level          150 150 70 170 140 150 120
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level    100 100 50 120 90 90 80 
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level    150 150 70 170 140 150 120 

Encounters in Wilderness: MA 1.11 number per day 
// per campsite 

 

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 2 // 2 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  2 // 2 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  2 // 2 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 3 // 0 

Encounters in Wilderness: MA 1.12 number per day 
// per campsite 

 

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level <6-<20 // 
<6-<20 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 

• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  <6-<20 // 
<6-<20 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 

• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  <6-<20 // 
<6-<20 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 <13 // 7 

Encounters in Wilderness: MA 1.13 number per day 
// per campsite 

 

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level <21 // <21 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 

• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  <21 // <21 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 

• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  <21 // <21 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
<21 // 

n/a 
Heritage sites evaluated number  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 15        55 110 45 110 55 50 45
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  15        40 80 35 80 40 40 35
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  15 55 110 45 110 55 50 45 

Heritage sites interpreted number  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 5        3 5 2 5 2 3 3
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  5        2 3 1 3 1 2 2
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          5 3 5 2 5 2 3 3
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Areas that meet scenic integrity objectives percent  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level          100 100 100 100 100 100 100
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  90        90 90 90 90 90 90 90
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level    100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Areas that move toward scenic integrity objectives percent  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level          100 100 100 100 100 100 100
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  90        90 90 90 90 90 90 90
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Special uses  and contracts administered to standard as defined by 
meaningful measures number  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level   1,590 2,540      1,590 4,620 1,150 1,890 2,000
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level    130 130 130 1550 130 130 130 
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level           1,590 2,540 1,590 4,620 1,150 1,890 2,000

Allowable Sale Quantity Thousand 
Cubic feet 

 

• Decade 1    64,000  54,000 86,000     26,000 109,000 18,000 74,000
Timber Program Sale  Quantity – Chargeable Timber Offered for 
Sale 

Thousand 
Cubic feet 

 

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level   46,000  19,000      38,000 18,000 73,000 17,000 42,000
• Decade 1 – Experienced Budget Level         33,000 13,000 25,000 12,000 52,000 14,000 28,000

Chargeable and non-chargeable timber offered for sale Thousand 
Cubic feet 

 

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level   51,000  22,000      42,000 21,000 79,000 37,000 46,000
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level    37,000 16,000 27,000 15,000    57,000 17,000 32,000
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level    37,000 16,000 27,000 15,000    57,000 17,000 32,000

Cattle  and horse grazing Headmonths  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 77,600 77,600 77,600      77,600 77,600 77,600 77,600 77,600
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  77,600        77,600 77,600 77,600 77,600 77,600 77,600 77,600
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  77,600        77,600 77,600 77,600 77,600 77,600 77,600 77,600

Sheep and goat grazing headmonths   
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 126,900 126,900 126,900     126,900 126,900 126,900 126,900 126,900 
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  126,900        126,900 126,900 126,900 126,900 126,900 126,900 126,900
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  126,900        126,900 126,900 126,900 126,900 126,900 126,900 126,900

Forage utilization by wildlife as a proportion of total forage available Percent   
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 28        28 28 28 28 28 28 28
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  28        28 28 28 28 28 28 28
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28

Allotments updated with environmental analysis  number  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 58        163 163 163 163 163 163 163
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  58        163 163 163 163 163 163 163
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          58 163 163 163 163 163 163 163
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Disturbed acres maintained to standard under operating plans as 
percent of total acres distributed by mineral and energy operations percent  

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level         100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  100        100 100 100 100 100 100 100
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  100 100 100 1000 100 100 100 100 

Lands reclaimed upon abandonment of mineral energy operations Percent   
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 100        100 100 100 100 100 100 100
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  100        100 100 100 100 100 100 100
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Lands reclaimed with ongoing mineral and energy operations Percent   
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 30        30 30 30 30 30 30 30
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  30        30 30 30 30 30 30 30
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30

Specially designated geologic and paleontologic sites  Number  
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level          0 0 0 0 0 0 0
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  0        0 0 0 0 0 0 0
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level    0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Geologic and paleontologic sties with programs for research, 
management and interpretation  Number   

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level          2 2 2 2 2 2 2
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  0        0 0 0 0 0 0 0
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level    0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Roads miles maintained to standard Percent of 
existing system 

 

• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 29        32 48 42 41 36 52 42
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  19        21 32 28 27 24 35 28
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level          19 21 32 28 27 24 35 28

Road reconstruction  Miles   
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level          280 240 200 280 280 150 200
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level    190 160 140 190 190 100 140 
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level    160 160 140 170 150 90 140 

Amount of NFS land boundaries surveyed and marked to standard Miles   
• Decade 1 – Desired condition or full implementation budget level 25        25 30 28 25 35 30 30
• Decade 1 – Experienced budget level  15        15 20 20 15 20 20 20
• Decade 5 – Experienced budget level  N/A        N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Table 16 
Budget costs (in thousands of dollars) 

  ALTERNATIVE 

COST CENTER & COMPONENTS Level B       C D E F I K

Recreation and Wilderness 
Desired Condition        716 815 716 665 391 716 7161. Revenue-based Recreation Experienced Budget        478 544 478 608 261 478 543
Desired Condition        119 136 119 112 78 179  1192. Heritage Resources Experienced Budget        80 91 80 101 52 80  80
Desired Condition 2,565 2,919 2,565      2,110 1,446 2,088 2,3383. Non-revenue-based recreation Experienced Budget 1,711 1,948      1,711 1,927 963 1,711 1,819
Desired Condition 1,730 1,969      1,730 1,889 1,563 1,790 1,8104. Recreation special uses Experienced Budget 1,154 1,314 1,154      1,724 1,042 1,154 1,314
Desired Condition         835 950 835 778 430 1,192 8075. Wilderness Experienced Budget        557 634 557 710 287 557  634

Wildlife and Fisheries 
Desired Condition        260 481 494 296 137 380 49441. Wildlife Habitat Experienced Budget        172 320 330 197 89 100 330
Desired Condition        260 481 494 247 136 257 4942. Inland Fisheries Experienced Budget        172 320 330 164 89 68 330
Desired Condition        112 271 658 74 136 380 6583. Threatened, endangered, and sensitive species Experienced Budget        74 180 440 49 89 100 440

Range Management Program  
Desired Condition        576 288 247 411 329 247 2471. Permit Administration  Experienced Budget        385 192 165 275 220 165 165
Desired Condition        247 535 576 411 494 576 5762. Rangeland Vegetation  Experienced Budget        165 358 385 275 330 385 385

Timber  
Desired Condition 3,291 1,234      2,468 1,234 5,142 1,440 2,8801. Timber Sales Experienced Budget 2,190 820      1,640 820 3,428 960 1,920

Water, Soil and Air 
Desired Condition        349 358 362 358 358 390 3621. Water and Soils  Experienced Budget        230 235 238 235 235 257 238
Desired Condition        60 53 49 53 53 21 492. Air Resources  Experienced Budget        41 35 32 35 35 14 32
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Table 16 continued 

  ALTERNATIVE 
COST CENTER & COMPONENTS Level B       C D E F I K

Minerals Management 
Desired Condition        205 205 205 205 205 205 2051. Minerals Experienced Budget        140 140 140 140 140 140 140

Infrastructure Management  
Desired Condition        656 835 709 662 949 802 7091. Basic Land Stewardship  Experienced Budget        438 557 480 442 642 588 480
Desired Condition        181 230 142 288 211 158 1422. Facilities Experienced Budget        121 154 96 192 143 106 96
Desired Condition 1,426 1,814      1,176 1,929 1,528 1,222 1,1763. Road System  Experienced Budget 951 1,210      794 1,286 1,034 815 794

Protection of Basic Resources 
Desired Condition        181 181 181 181 181 181 1811. Real Estate and special uses Experienced Budget        121 121 121 121 121 121 121
Desired Condition 1,991 1,991      1,991 1,991 1,991 1,991 1,9912. Fire Protection  Experienced Budget 1,328 1,328      1,328 1,328 1,328 1,328 1,328
Desired Condition        90 90 90 90 90 90 903. Cooperative Law Enforcement  Experienced Budget        60 60 60 60 60 60 60

General Administration 
Desired Condition 2,880 2,880      2,880 2,880 2,880 2,880 2,8801. General Administration Experienced Budget 1,230 1,230      1,230 1,230 1,230 1,230 1,230

Ecosystem Management 
Desired Condition 1,851 1,851      1,851 1,851 1,851 1,851 1,8511. Ecosystem Management Experienced Budget 1,230 1,230      1,230 1,230 1,230 1,230 1,230

Approximate Forest Totals 
Desired Condition 20,569 20,569      20,569 20,569 20,569 20,569 20,569

 Experienced 
Budget 13,712       13,712 13,712 13,712 13,712 13,712 13,712
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