
 he alternatives can be canpared and mb--asted in terms of many factors: 
outputs, costs, envirownentdl effects, ard mspns to issues and "s. 
The ccmparisim of altematives in this section sumnarizes material addressed 
in mre detail el- i n  Chapter I1 and i n  Chapter IV. 

This sectim includes: (1) a canparative overview of alternatives; (2) 
figures displaying ccmparative data for the alternatives: (3) narrative and 
tabular lxllpan 'scms of e " i c  fadors; and (4) tables onparing 
alternatives in terms of their key -tal cansequences and response to 
issues and cxmcens. 

COMPARATIVE lnlE" OF ALTERNAT" 

The followhg discussion canpares the six alternatives studied in detail in 
terms of major resources on the Forest. The discussion under each heading 
addresses issues and comexns, quality and quantity of outputs, and/or 
envkm"tal". 

E%rE 
The primary issues and "IS for dzmesb. 'c livestock grazing are the needs 
to maintain or increase range outputs and to coordinate the grazing program 
w i t h  ccnpsting or wnfl id ing  resources and activities. The majority of 
perceived conflicts between graz- and other resaurces, such as water 
quality, soil stability, and riparian area conditicol, are addressed in the 
direction cannon to all alternatives. 

The ccnpstition between danes t l  'c livestock and mule deer is addressed 
differently by alternative. Cattle have priority over mule deer (in terms of 
increased forage result- frun range inpmvemnts) on key deer w i n t e r  range 
in RPA; mule deer have priority in PRF, UIR, and CEE: cattle are removed 
entirely frun key wintm range i n  AMN and AMB. Cattle grazing in key deer 
fawning areas is deferred until  after July 15 in AMN and AMB; fawning areas 
are also enpbsxz ' ed in PRF and CIR, but specific details are lef t  to 
resolution in all0trnent management Plans. 

The ccnpstition between livestock grazing and timber managenat is also 
handled differently by alternative: cattle grazing is allowed to decline 
frun current levels in suitable timber under a l l  alternatives except AMB, in 
Wch current levels are maintained. 

Range outputs are increased in RPA by 34 percent; in CEE by 12 percent. The 
remaining alternatives propose reductions in range outputs over time w i t h  UIR 
and PRF ' current outputs for the p1arrh-g pericd. 

The primary issues and cx"s in recreation deal w i t h  the quantity, 
quality, and type of outimr recreation opprbnities available to the public 
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on the Inyo National Forest. The quantity of use, quality of recreational 
experiences, and type of recreational apportUnities differ considerably by 
alternative. It is essential to mte, however, that most of that difference 
cccurs on a limited nmkr of acres: 

1. Most differences in the quantity of developed recreation, other than 
alpine skiing, OCCUT primarily in concentrate3 recreation areas as a 
result of increased developed site capacity. Differences in quality of 
developed recreation result frun maintenance and service standards. 

The greatest differences in quantity of dispersed recreation use OCCUT 
in cnncentrated -eatim areas in association with the quantity of 
developed site use. Differences in the type of dispersed use are found 
primarily where new roads could be built to facilitate timber managenent 

2. 

and/or ge3thenMl devel0pnent. 

The differences highlighted alxnre tend to be concentrated on lands in the 
area frun i%um&h to Lee V i x h q  (timber, geothermal, alpine skiing, and 
developed site potential), the major Sierra Nevada drainages from Cbnvict 
Lake to Horseshoe Meadow (developed site potential,) and the ~bna~he area of 
the Kwm Plateau (timber potential). The follming discussion is based on 
the assmption that, other than a nrxlerate .trend toward mre dispersed use, 
recreation on m x t  other Forest lands will m t  change substantially from the 
current situatim under any alternative. 

Developed -tim: The quantity of developed sunnier recreation represents 
a wide range of outputs under the alternatives. CUR and AMN represent the 
lmest level of use with the maintenance of current levels. AMB repmsents a 
moderate increase in use. PRF, RPA, and CEE re-t the high end of the 
scale with an increase of 57 percent over base year by the fifth decade. 
Increases will OCCUT primarily in the public sector. The identified 
potential for increased private sedor (other than ski area) developnent is 
negligible. 

The quality of developed recreation experiences will also vary. A standard 
level of facility maintenance and service contributes to recreational 
quality: low standard levels detract frun such quality. The quality of 
developed r e r e a t i c m  experiences will be i m p i r e d  by lcw standard operation 
only in CUR. 

Dispersed Remeation: The quantity of disparsed recreation is assmed to 
increase in general proportion to public develop5 site capacity and use 
because a large part of m-wilderness dispersed sunnier use on the Forest is 
generated in concentrated recreation areas by people staying in campgrounds. 
To a lesser m, dispersed win- use is generated by people wtm come to 
the Forest primarily because of alpine skiing opprtum ‘ties. 

The quality of dispersed recreatim in concentrated recreation areas is 
related to the overall a”t of use and the availability of facilities (such 
as kails, rest”, and i n e t i v e  signs) that distribute use and protect 
resourCe values. Increased use will be highest in PRF, RPA, and CEE; this 
mction is offset, however, by full developnent of facilities and standard 
levels of service. CUR will perpetuate the current low level of recreational 
quality, despite the minimal increase in use, due to a lack of support 
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facilities and low levels of service. AMB will represent higher overall 
quality with a moderate increase both in use and in facilities: BMN projects 
high quality with slightly increased use and substantially increased 
facilities. 

The type of dispersed recreation can vary frun primitive (no facilities, M 
vehicles, few people), through semi-primitive, to intensively develop& (many 
facilities, many vehicles, many people). Dispersed recreation opportunities 
will be clustered at the primitive and semi-primitive end of the scale in BMN 
andAMB. r4Jreopprtum 'ties related to road -tzuction and facility 
developcent are available in PRF, alR, RPA, and CEE. 

R m t i o n  quality for other Visitors is represented by freedan fmm conflict 
w i t h  other Forest activities. Timber management on the Inyo does not 
generally ccnflict directly wi+A dispersed recreation use. Conflicts with 
sumner use are " i z e d  because mxt logging oc(5u~s in the winter, and 
conflicts with winter dispersed use can be " i z e d  by locating mrdic ski 
and sr"bi1e tcails as needed to avoid those areas bsing harvested. 

The major impact of timber on recreation is indirect . When new roads for 
timber harvest are built into an unmade3 area, the type of dispersed use 
shifts. Where access was previmly p3ssible only by foot, horseback, or 
four-wbml drive vehicle, cxmventicmal vehicles can IYJW enter the area. As 
the type of use changes, the a"t typically increases. The two areas msst 
susceptible to new or increased mtorized use  resulting frun timber road 
access are the unroaded forested lands east of San Joaquin Ftidge and the 
mche  area of the Kern Plateau. Neither area is harvested in BMN and PW: 
only the San Joaquin area is harvested in AMB. Both areas are harvested 
under the other alternatives. 

Alpine skiing represents a localized conflict because alpine ski areas 
represent exclusive use  of lands otherwise suitable for dispersed sumner and 
winter recreation. 

The quality of dispersed recreation is also affected by fishing and hunting 
cpprhmities. Fishingopg" 'ties outside of hatchery-stocked fisheries 
are related to the prcduch 'vity of resident bmut fisheries, w h i c h  is 
affected in turn by the irmcolllt of stream habitat and watershed imprwement 
& an alternative. 

The greatest resident stream fish prcductivity is found in CEE, followed by 
AMB, BMN, PRF, RPA, and CUR. The mall difference between the n r x t  
proaudive and the least proaudive alternatives is, however, relatively 
mall. This relatiomhip reflects the geed overall condition of fish habitat 
081 the Forest, the large a"t of fish habitat in wilderness, and consequent 
limitaticils on O p p r h m l  'ties to increase habitat capacity. In m case, 
however, can the projected idemand for fishing be met by increases in resident 
trout habitat. 

Big game hunting -ties are related to the nu" of deer on the 
Forest. Deer populations decline wder the impacts of facility developcent, 
inpmvedaccess, andincreased livestock on winter rarge; they increase with 
habitat impnXrement and reduced capstition with livestock on key deer 
range. The ranking of alternatives according to hunting opprhmities will 
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list AMN andm at the high e&, PRF and CUR in the mime, and FPA ard a 
at the l m  end. 

The primary issues and coxems related to timber managarmt include the 
desirability of establishing the size of the suitable timber base in 
c"tion with other potential land uses, establishiq a regulated forest 
on all suitable acres, and proauCjng fuelwood for public use. 

The alternatives differ in tha amxlllt of acreage detexmined suitable for 
timber management, as ccmpared with the acres considered tentatively suitable 
for Forest pl- plrposes. The final calculation of suitable acres (thsa 
that will actually be managed for timber ploauctim under an alternative) was 
derived f m u  tentatively suitable acres by the subtraction of timber in 
recarmeraded wilderness, collcentrated recreatian areas, alpine ski areas, and 
areas managed with an amenity amphasis urder an alternative. The laryest 
suitable timber acreage is folad in RPA; acreage figures decline fmn RPA to 
CEE, to alR, to FFF, to AMB, to AMN at the low end of the scale. The 
suitable timber in RPA represents 90 percent of tentatively suitable timber: 
AMN represents 56 percent. 

The alternatives also differ in timber outputs, but the difference is not 
directly Fnopcatimal to suitable timber acreage under the alternative. The 
reasan for this lack of pzqxrtionality is the fact that suitable acreage may 
be managed under one of several sets of management strategies: high level 
timber managarmt will prcduca 11~31'8 board feet per acre than wen-aged 
managewnt. Timber outputs in the fifth decade range fran 19.8 lvMBF for RPA 
to 6.5 W F  for AMN, representjn~ a range frun 2,000 to 1,000 board feet 
proauCea (on the average) per acre of suitable timber. 

Fuelwood resultirg from logging debris is roughly proporticola1 to overall 
timber outputs. Additional fuel& may be made available as part of the 
prwgrdhamest if needed to reqxxxl to demand. 

Wilderness 

The primar.y issues and w" related to wilderness focus m the need to 
make well-considered decisicm between wildemess and =-wilderness for each 
Further Planning Area m the Forest. 

Alternatives differ in the nm&x of Further Planning Areas and the total 
acreage reccmnended for wilderness. RPA represents the low end of the scale, 
with m wilderness recarmendations; AMN represents the high end of the scale, 
with 510,800 acres in twelve areas & for wilderness. The other 
alternatives, in -irg order of acres -, are: PRF, CUR, AMB, 
and CEE. 

The quality of p r o m  wilderness, in terms of wilderness characteristics, 
and the quantity of wilderness recreation use are not directly proportional 
to quantity of acres recarmended, however. The Further P1anni.m~ Areas on the 
Forest, as a group, tend to rank much lower in overall wildemess 
characteristics than designated wilderness. Although natural integrity and 
opp3rtunities for solitude tend to be high, natural appearance and 
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qpxtunitias for primitive " a t i m  tend to be low. The latter is true 
primarily because many Em-ther P1ardl-g Areas are intzudeJ3 by prh i t i ve  
roads, accessible by four-wsleel drive vehicle, and l a m  in the available 
water sxres that w i l l  facilitate Ivmnotorized re". 

The amdlllt of wilderness re4Xeatil.n use pjectea for an alternative reflects 
ths d l a b i l i t y  of primitive recreatim opportunities in the areas 
remmnended for wi1- under that alternative. mtal acres of 
recQrmended wilcaerness and -tion use are not directly pmprtional. 
AW, for example, w h i c h  has the largest rsoarmended wildemess acreage, 
includes d d e r a b l e  acreage i n  Rrrther Plannirg Areas with h a t e  to low 
wilderness quality and low projected levels of wildemess recreation use. 
ClJR reccmuends m y  that part of the White and Irryo W" w i t h  
outstandcng ecological features (e.g. desart sprhp, alpine bndra). PRF, 
CSE, AMN and AMB jnclude additicmal acxeage withut such features. 

Wildlife a d  Fish 

The primary issues and cc"s related to wildlife and fish habitat address 

species; threatened, -, sensitive, and special interest species; and 
tbase species d e p s x c t  cm riparian areas, older seral stages of timber, and 
slags. 

The mjori* of d i r e c t l  *cm for wildlife and fish habitat is found in the 

direction is intended to meet Mini" Management R q u i ? " t s  (MVRs) for 
native vertebrate species. In m y  the followirg cases does directx .on exceed 
the lvMRs and, therefom, vary by alternative. 

Mule deer: PRF, aLIR, and (3EE give priority to mule deer over cattle for any 
inneases in  forage 'on on key deer w i n t e r  range; AMN and AMB remnre 
cattle from key w i n k  range; RPA gives priority to cattle on winter range. 
AMN and AMB call for delayed livestock grazing in key deer fawning areas; PRF 
and ClJR also emphasize fawning areas, but leave the details to alloiment 
management plans; RPA and CEE place no special emghsis an fawning areas. 
AMN, AMB, and PRF aphasize the integrity of mule deer migraticm mutes; the 
other alternatives do not address migration routes. 

Peregrine falccn: PRF, OUR, RPA, and CEE pmvide for the reintxducticm of 
two nesting pairs; AMN a n d A M B  prwide for four. 

Goshawk: PRF, (IIR, AMN, and AMB maintain fifteen (all existing) goshawk 
territories in suitable timber; RPA and CEE w i l l  allow a reduction i n  the 
"hr of such territories, maintaining only nine (the nuinter needed to meet 
"I management requirements). PRF, AMN, and AMB provide 100 acres per 
goshawk territory; the r"g alternatives provide only the "m 
managment level, 50 acres per territory. 

Sierra Nevada mxmtain sheep : RPA and CEE pruv.i.de for no additional 
reintroduced herds; PRF and OUR pmvide for a t  least one herd based on 
additional errviraMlen tal analyses; AMN and AMB provide for seven additional 
herds. 

the quantity and quelity of habitat, with S p s i a l  emphasis an harvest 

Forest-wide S- and Guidelines COmDn to all alt-tiW. Such 
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Ripa?=ian area-- tspec ies: All alternatives call for negotiating with 
uti l i ty canpanies to rewater selected reaches of stream and reestablishment 
of streamside riparian vegetation. W e t  meadows represent mre than 
two-thirds of the riparian vegetation on the Forest; of the 26,000 acres of 
wet meadow cm the Forest, 23,500 acres have been identified for watershed 
restoration. Alternatives PRF, CEE, AMN, and AMB call for f u l l  watershed 
resto?=ation in wet over 50 years; RPA for 9,900 acres; and CUR for 
2,000 acres. 

Species clepndm t an snags: PRF, CUR, RPA, and CEE will apply only the 
nun“ management requirement for slags (maintain a t  least 40 percent of 
natural potential); AMN and AMB call for maintaining 100 percent of ~tural 
potential snag-dependent wildlife density. 

* .  

species aepenaen t an older seral stages of t-: The alternatives vary in 
the ar”t of timber maintained in older seral stages. (XIR, RPA, and CEE 
maintain m y  the a”t for goshawk nesting territories (See ai”). 
PRF maintains 10 percent of the timber base in older seral stages, AMN 30 
percent, and AMB 20 percent. 

- Fish: Were is limited potential to increase fish habitat capability on the 
Forest. P b r e  than 90 percent of resident trout are found in lakes, where 
habitat conditicn is generally goOa and there are m identified opportunities 
to enhance or increase habitat. The majority of both lake and st” habitat 
is in wilderness, where habitat is also gmerally good and any potential for 
enhaMJement will be limited by wilderness management. 

Of the stream acreage identified as suitable and available for habitat 
impnxrement, CEE implements the fu l l  prcgram; PRF, RPA, AMN, and AMB 
represent high levels of imprommmt: CUR represents a mxierately high 
level. Additional fish habitat impnxrement is induce3 fran watershed 
i ” en t ,  discussed abme ur&r riparian area-depndent species. 

Threatened trout habitat is “aged cmly for species recwe~y under PRF, m, 
FPA, and CEE; AMN and AMB call for increasing threatened trout habitat above 
r€#nery levels. 
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Table 16 
Acreage Allocatim by PrescriptioPl and Alternative (M Atxes) 

1. Designated Wilderness 565.1 

2. proposed Wilderness 172.6 

3. mmtainsheep 35.0 

4. MileDee 118.8 

5. ResearchNaturalArea* 14.9 
(0.7) 

6. m B a s i n N F S c e n i c  45.8 
Area* 

7. AncientBristleccmePine 28.9 
Forest* 

8. Wild and Scenic fiver* 2.6 
(15.8) 

9 V n w e n - W d T i m b e r m .  10.5 

74.5 

11. Range 138.5 

12. cancentrated R e c r e a t i o n  52.5 

10. Kigh Level Timber M p t .  

Area 

13. Alpine Ski Area, Ekistjng 9.6 

14. mtentid ~lpine ski m 14.2 

15. Developed Remeatim Site 2.2 

and under Study 

16. Semi-primitive R e n e a t i a n  8.6 

17. Disparsed Remzation 437.8 

18. Multiple Resaurce Area 199.1 

565.1 

107.6 

35.0 

0 

14.9 
(0.7) 

45.0 

27.5 

4.3 
(19.4) 

0 

109.8 

178.3 

44.6 

6.2 

6.6 

1.4 

0 

364.4 

419.0 

565.1 565.1 

0 339.8 

4.8 4.9 

7.4 108.1 

14.9 6.3 
(0.7) (9.3) 

45.0 40.2 
(4.8) 

27.5 21.5 
(6.0) 

4.3 4.3 
(19.4) (19.4) 

0 0 

119.8 97.7 

228.1 144.4 

44.1 44.1 

10.2 21.8 

0 0 

2.1 2.1 

0 0 

204.4 68.0 

652.0 461.4 

565.1 

510.8 

4.9 

117.6 

3.0 
(12.6) 

40.2 
(4.8) 

(6.0) 

4.3 
(19.4) 

21.5 

0 

97.3 

95.8 

48.2 

6.2 

0 

1.4 

0 

387.0 

26.4 

565.1 

222.7 

32.0 

118.3 

11.6 
(4.0) 

40.2 
(4.8) 

27.5 

4.3 
(19.4) 

2.9 

86.7 

101.4 

46.1 

14.6 

0 

1.9 

6.8 

589.4 

58.2 

* Acres w i t h  dual designatim (existing or props& wilderness RNA, 
Scenic Area, etc.) are displayed in the acreage total for Prescriptions 1 or 
2 and indicated in parentheses un&r the applicable prescriptian. 
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Table 17 
Ccopariscn of AveraW Y e a r l y  mtprts 
for the Planning Fericd by Altmmative 

Base 8ORPA Alternatives 
Resource E.l€mZ¶lts Year PR!? (XIR RPA C E E A M N  AMB - 
atkinistrative Sites 
-Forest S e r v i c e  
owned (no.) 6 - -  8 8 8 8 8 8 
-leased (m.) 1 - -  0 0 0 0 0 0 

-Forest service (no.) 3 - - 3 3 3 3 3 3 
-State/lo=al (m.) 4 - -  4 4 4 4 4 4 
-private (no.) 11 - - 11 11 11 11 11 11 

DanrsadReservoirs  

Roads (miles) 

cxlnshuctim (tot.) 0 - -  2.5 3.1 0.6 0.6 1.4 0 
-timber 0 - -  0 0.6 0.6 0.6 0 0 
-rFa?=atim 0 - -  2.5 2.5 0 0 1.4 0 

R- 'on (tot.) 20 - - 15 15 20 21 13 17 
-timber 15 - - 5 15 18 16 11 14 
-rFa?=ation 5 - -  10 0 2 5 2 3 

Mairll33ance (tot.) 974 - - 977 977 977 977 981 974 

hails (miles) 

~ t z u c t i a n  (tot.) 0 - -  24.3 9.0 27.0 26.3 19.0 20.5 
-&- wild- 0 - - 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 
-reCarmendedwildemeSS- - - 1.8 0.8 0 3.0 3.3 2.8 
-cancentrated 
ret. areas 0 - -  9.0 0 9.0 9.0 4.0 6.0 
-open NF 0 - -  1.0 0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
-ow 0 - -  1.8 0 2.5 2.6 0 0 
-nOrdiC 0 - -  10.0 7.5 13.8 10.0 10.0 10.0 

R-CECm (tot.) 10.8 - - 39.7 37.9 38.4 36.3 34.9 37.5 
-existirgwilderness 9.0 - - 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.6 
-&wilderness - - -  1.3 1.3 0 0.6 1.9 1.8 
-cc"txated 
rec. areas 1.8 - - 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 
-ow 0 - -  16.2 14.4 16.2 13.5 10.8 13.5 
-open NF 0 - -  2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 
-nOrdiC! 0 - -  3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 
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Table 17 (an-) 

far the Planning Period by Alternative 
Of Average Yearly Outprts 

Base 8ORPA Alternatives 
Resoucce El6EntS Y e  PRF CUR RPA C E E A M N  AMB 

Trails ( m t ' d )  

Maintermx!etOtal 1236 - - 1489 1361 1506 1517 1489 1498 

LANasANDMINElws 

L a n d a c q u i r e d  (ac.) 60 0 0 5 4  54 54 54 54 54 

(tot. p3WerPlants) 0 - - 1  1 1 1 1 1 
Leasable minerals 

Locatable minerals 
(0Peratt-g plans) 67 320 408 50 60 67 46 29 50 

PmnzcrIm 

FuelTreabnent (acres) 
-total 18 500 400 243 923 1312 1412 1461 1521 
-fire related 0 - - 0  0 0 0 0 0 
-timber related 18 - - 93 163 143 61 6 19 
-range related 0 - - 50 324 356 316 202 290 
-wildlife related 0 - - 100 436 813 1035 1253 1212 

ncpected W i l d f i r e  (acres) 
-total 747 - - 918 1011 918 1134 927 918 
-intenSityl-l 1 13 - - 9  10 9 9 9 9 
-intensitylevel2 34 - - 55 128 55 124 57 55 
-intensitylevel3 53 - - 6 4  57 64 70 65 64 
-iutensitylevel4 647 - - 239 209 239 313 241 239 
-intensitylevel 5 0 - - 551 607 551 618 556 551 

RnmE 

Grazing ( M A U M s )  41.4 42.2 44.5 41.4 38.1 52.7 48.6 35.6 37.3 

REXXERTICN USE (M RvDs) 

Develcpd public 1201 3510 5100 1578 1293 1674 1772 1293 1448 

DevelOpeaWivate 1635 - - 1914 1914 1914 1914 1914 1914 

D i s p e r S e a  1004 2490 3120 1191 1238 1191 1190 899 1189 

W i l d e r n e s s  540 - - 644 639 637 667 680 675 

Visual aality 
InLkx 142.07 - -142.15 142.13 142.15 142.10 142.34 142.20 
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Table 17 (amtiwed) 
CEmpariscm of Amrage Yearly Outputs 
for the Planning Period by Alternative 

Base 80RPA Alternatives 
Re- Elements Year PRF ( ; u R R P A  C E E A M N  AMB 

TlMBER 

Ase (mW 10.5 16.8 19.8 7.1 11.4 16.9 8.3 2.7 5.1 

m e l d  (M wrds)  10.0 - - 10.6 10.6 16.1 7.2 4.2 11.9 

Lorg Tarm Sustained Yield 
( m F )  - - - 14.5 24.7 29.9 24.7 15.6 18.9 

Reforestation 
(acres) 300 614 718 465 817 714 307 32 96 

Timbar Stand Impnxrement 
(-) 328 900 918 374 40 113 578 539 558 

WATER 

Impmvemnt (acres) 100 180 200 350 40 186 500 500 500 

Quality (M acre-ft.) 1047 476 481 1050 1047 1052 1051 1052 1052 

Increased Quantity 
(M --feet) 0 - - 7.0 11.0 15.0 7.0 0 1.7 

WILDLIFE” 

Mule Deer 
(M animals total) 20.2 +20 % 20.2 20.2 18.0 20.0 20.7 20.2 
(M animals on Inyo)l2.0 12.0 12.0 11.2 11.9 12.5 12.0 

Bald Eagle** (winter rccsthg areas) 

Peregrine Falcxn** 

Goshawks (pairs in suitable timber) 

N e l m  Pbmtain Sheep 

1 - - 1  1 1 1 1 1 

(M. of pairs) 0 - - 2  2 2 2 2 2 

15 - - 15 15 14 14 15 15 

(M. of animals) 130 - - 140 140 130 130 140 140 

Sierra Nevada Pbmtain Sheep 
300 - - 350 350 330 330 350 350 

(no. of animals) 
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Table 17 (amthud) 
Ccoparison of Average Y e a r l y  Outplts 

for the P l m n h g  Pericd by Alternative 

Base 80RPA Alternatives 
ResQlDxx Ezempnts Year F’RF CUFt RPA m A M N  A m  

wI”3 AND FISH ( m t ’ d )  

Lahcol tan  m Trout* 
(acres of habitat) 1 - - .3 .3 .3 .3 .3 .3 

Paiute cr Trout* 
(acres of habitat) 3 - - 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 

R e s i d e n t  trout 
(M m) 1632 +20% 1640 1635 1640 1643 1641 1642 

Wildlife and F i s h  User Days (M WFUDs) 
391.0 - - 393.8 392.9 392.1 394.3 395.0 394.2 

-mule deer 25.2 - - 25.2 25.2 23.5 25.0 26.2 25.2 
-resident trout 340.0 - - 341.7 340.8 341.7 342.4 341.9 342.1 
-other 25.8 - - 26.9 26.9 26.9 26.9 26.9 26.9 

Derived fran D i r e c t  Habitat Improvement 
-mule deer 0.1 - - 0.2 a.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 
-resident trout 0 -  - 1.1 0.7 1.3 1.5 1.0 1.2 
-other 0 -  - 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.6 0.4 

Derived f r a n  Habitat Improvement 
-mule deer 0 -  - 0 0 0 0 0 0 
-resident trout 0.1 - - 0.6 0.1 0.4 0.9 0.9 0.9 
-Other 0.1 - - 0.3 0.1 <0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 

Units of Dired Habitat hpmement 
-mule deer (M 0.5 - - 0.2 0 1.0 1.5 1.8 1.7 
-resident trout (ac.) 0 - - 0.4 3.1 5.3 5.9 4.4 4.8 
-Other (M acreS) 0 -  - 0.3 4.1 3.0 2.8 3.4 3.8 

Hu.”REsoRcEs 

Prcgcams! (enrollees) 39 14 14 39 39 39 39 39 39 

!Rn”AL (W) 9.9 11.1 12.2 12.1 10.0 12.0 11.9 12.9 12.6 
asr (W) 10.3 - - 13.5 11.0 13.4 12.8 13.9 13.6 
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Table 18 
A d d i t i d  Key Ccnparisons 

by Al-tive 

LANCS AvAILAgLE EllRMlNERAL EXCRY (M acres) 

-Mineral potential high 108.2 107.5 110.4 84.3 28.1 62.6 
-Mineral patential medium 174.5 176.6 204.1 130.3 107.4 174.8 
-Mineral potential 1a.J 885.8 888.4 965.8 731.6 631.6 825.9 

Total 1168.5 1172.5 1288.3 964.2 775.2 1063.3 

LANDS WI’lT” FROM MINERAL EXCRY (M acres) 

-Mineral potential high 26.6 26.3 23.5 50.6 10.7 72.3 
-mineral potential medium 34.5 32.4 5.0 78.7 101.6 34.2 
-Mineral potential low 135.0 132.3 55.0 289.1 381.0 194.9 

-Existing WLldemesS* 565.1 565.1 565.1 565.1 565.1 565.1 

Total 761.2 756.2 648.6 983.5 1058.4 866.5 

%al potential ratings are not available for existing wilderness. 

FECREaTICN 0- W ROS CLASS (excludirg the Mom B a s i n  NF Scenic Area) 

Area (M acres-decade 5) 

-primitive 867.1 867.1 836.2 865.7 869.8 867.8 
-Semi-primitive Ncol-Motcaized 404.9 402.7 380.6 418.9 490.4 442.2 
-Semi-Prmitive Motorized 215.4 238.1 230.7 183.8 152.7 195.9 
-Roaded N a t u r a l  335.6 319.1 381.0 343.1 325.7 308.5 
-Roaded W f i e d  47.0 43.3 39.8 48.1 36.6 51.5 
-mal 13.1 13.0 14.3 22.0 10.2 16.5 
-Urban* 1.6 1.4 2.1 3.1 1.3 2.3 

projectea Use ( M  RVDs-decade 5) 

-mjmitive 781.2 781.2 752.4 779.4 783.0 781.2 
-Semi-primitive l?m-?4zhrized 226.8 225.79 213.4 234.6 274.4 247.5 
-Semi-Primitive Motorized 257.7 284.2 275.6 219.3 182.6 233.8 
-Roaded Natural 2225.0 2115.8 2526.0 2274.9 2159.4 2045.6 
-Road& W f i e d  4542.1 4184.3 3846.4 4648.3 3537.3 4977.3 
-mal 2432.0 2413.3 2654.6 4084.1 1893.3 3063.3 
-urban 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Altematives 
PRF aJR RPA CEE AMN AMB 

" l ' I C N  (mt'd) 

Capacity (M PAOT-decade 5) 

-Primitive 4.34 4.34 4.18 4.33 4.35 4.34 

-Semi-Primitive " m r i z e d  3.02 3.33 3.23 2.57 2.14 2.74 
-FOaded N a t u r a l  57.1 54.3 64.8 58.3 55.4 52.5 
-l?oaded lvbdified 71.0 65.4 60.1 72.6 55.3 77.8 
-Rural 46.8 46.4 51.1 78.5 36.4 58.9 
-urban 0 0 0 0 0 0 

-Semi-prirrbtive ---Motmized 4.05 4.03 3.81 4.19 4.90 4.42 

REsERRMNAnJRALAREAs 
" b e r / ( M  acres) 7(15.6) 7(15.6) 7(15.6) 7(15.6) 7(15.6) 7(15.6) 

LAM) (;zAsSIEIcATIW FQR TIMBER (M acres) 

Ncn-FOrested Lard 
(including water) 978.7 978.7 978.7 978.7 978.7 978.7 

Forested- 952.5 951.1 951.1 951.1 951.1 951.1 

Withdrawn fran timber 
prductim* 328.8 326.4 326.4 326.4 326.4 326.4 

Not capable of 
industrial wwd 
prcdll&m 483.1 483.1 483.1 483.1 483.1 483.1 

Unregenerabe w i t h i n  
five years of hanrest 29.9 29.9 29.9 29.9 29.9 29.9 

Tentatively Suitable 
T* Base 110.7 110.7 110.7 110.7 110.7 110.7 

Not suitable for 
timbsrunderthe 
alternative 35.5 21.6 11.5 13.1 48.9 40.9 

lb ta l  Unsuitable Forested 
Acres 877.3 862.0 851.9 853.5 889.3 881.3 

Total suitable Forested Acres 75.2 89.1 99.2 97.6 61.8 69.8 
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Table 18 
Additional Key Cnnpari- 

by Al.t€?nlative 

-preservatian 
- R e t e n t i m  
-Partial R e t e n t i m  
-MAificatim 
- Maxi" Modificatim 

WILD & S W I C  K" (miles) 
Recannended Wild 

segient 1 
segment 4 

segient 3 

segment 2 

Recarmended scenic 

Reccmnended-tim 

WILD- (M a c r e s )  

-Plan- Area Net(M) 
*Area No. &xes 

Coyote SE 
T a b l e  M i n .  
Buttermilk 
Wheeler Ridge 
Laurel-- 
Horse madm 
T i c g a  Lake 
H a l l  Natura l  
Log cabin- 
Saddlebag 
Benton Range* 
whit0 M t s .  
B lanM Mt.  
B i r c h  creek 
B l a c k  Canym 
Andrews Mt. 
Paiute- 
Mazourka 
sugarloaf 
Excelsim 

5033 
5035 
5038 
5040 
5045 
5049 
5050 
5051 
5052 

5056 
5058 
5059 
5060 
5061 
5063 
5064 

5296 
5989 

55.6 
4.1 
0.9 

16.2 
9.1 
5.6 
0.9 
5.2 

17.1 

10.5 
251.9 
16.3 
32.7 
34.8 
13.6 

130.6 

10.7 
8.0 

mtal 623.8 

692.6 
660.9 
428.2 
103.1 

0 

18.0 

6.0 
5.0 

2.5 

4.5 

737.7 

- 
4.1 - 

- 
- 
- 

0.9 - 
- 
- 

113.2 - 
- 
- 
- 

54.4 

- 
- 

172.6 

687.6 580.0 911.2 1078.9 799.4 
471.8 332.8 325.0 504.3 684.2 
623.7 815.3 416.0 269.7 349.7 
98.8 153.8 226.9 29.9 49.3 
2.8 2.9 5.6 1.9 2.0 

18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 

6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 
5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 

2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 

4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 

672.7 565.1 904.9 1075.9 787.8 

55.6 
4.1 
0.9 

16.2 
9.1 
5.6 
0.9 
5.2 

17.1 

- 
251.9 - 

- - 
13.6 

130.6 

- 
- 

510. a 

11.8 - 
- 
- 

9.1 

0.9 

17.7 

- 
- 

- 
53.2 - 

- 
- 
- 

130.6 

- 
- 

222.7 

ToIlAL "RL FOREST XXES 1931.1 
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The major ecoBEmic benefits and tradeoffs between the al+xmatives are 
presented ccmparatively in the follcwirg tables. These Canparisaw are based 
on projected ecnrnnic effects, costs and values of priced and Iy)II--pTiced 
resources and benefits, and the level of naticnal and R e g i c n a l  issue 
resolution. E€x”u ’c indicators such as present N e t  Value (PNV) and net cash 
f l w  are of concern to the fedexal taxpayer, as they measure alternatives in  
term of their respansivemss to ecananic efficiency in g0Verr;unent. 

Table 19, the Sumnary Canpar i m o f  E” ‘c Effects, displays in detail the 

operation and maintenance costs, and ~ t i ~ i ~ t l ,  regianal, and local benefits 
and Costs of each alternative. Totaz public benefits €ran the Inyo National 
Forest increase over the next fifty years primarily in respanse to the aimunt 
of dispersed and develoged recreatim, and (to a mch lesser degree) in 
reqxnsa to wildlife, watershed, timber, and r q e  outputs. Inrrreases in 
total benefits for the alternatives studied in  detail range fran 20 to 107 
percent above the 1982 base level. 

The lowest ecoMnic benefit levels are found in those alteznatives in which 
develqed recreation or ski area expansion are limited by budget or other 
res” amsiderations. ”-cash benefits, derivsd primarily f rm 
recreation use, ccnprise 94 to 97 percent of total Forest benefits i n  the 
f i r s t  decade. Cash returns increase over the fifty-year plarming horizon in  
direct proportion to the size of the developd recreation, timber. and range 
programs. 

Total Costs inn‘ease frcm 7 to 35 percent abave the 1982 base year level in 
the f i r s t  Caecade. These cost imxeass primarily reflect increases in 
capital irnrestmen ts, which range fmn a 28 percent reduction to n v r e  than 600 
percent increase over the 1982 base year level. Recreation facility, trail, 
and timber road cmnstructim vary w i t h  the size of the recreation program, 
the amxtnt of wilderness proposed, and the quantity of timber harvested. 

!&ploymat and incane o p r t m i t i e s  are dram primarily fran developd 
recreation, alpine skiing, timber harvest, and livestoclc grazing. Related 
support businesses provide considerably snaller pmpxticms of the available 
jobs. (xanges in local emplcqimmt opportunity ranged fran zero to an 
increase of mre than 36 percent. 

total cost, cash and m-cash econanic benefits, capital irnrestrnen t -, 

W R  prwides the least impressive gains in cash benefits. 

Table 20. hresent N e t  Value Canpan ‘m-mjnal cost of m a i n t s ,  presents 
theenxxsnl  ‘ C  and resowxe opJp%mity costs of the MIhi” Management . .  R e q u i r e m e n  ts (PMRs), Timher Policy R e q u b s m n t s  (TPRs), and M” 
Implawntation R c x p i n ”  ts (MIRS). ( S e e  Appendur ’ B for a detailed 
explanation of these requiremen.ts. ) 

The basis of the present net value mnparison is the mast eccayrru 'tally 
Managmmt efficient, u “ z t r a i m d  benctmarlr ( F L W ) .  T h e M u u m n l l  

R q u k e m n b  and Timber Policy R e q u i ~ m n t s  represent the f i r s t  set of 
objectives added to FLW, resulting in the IWR ix”a&. These requFrements 
include goshawk nestirg territories, riparian area protection, maintenaxe of 
soil and water prcductivity, and mini” diversity of vegetative seral 
stages. On the Inyo N a t i c m a l  Forest, mly gcshawk territories and riparian 

. .  
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- m- . vmre applied as cx"ln ' ts cm the resource allocation 
nodel. Each of these re@rments slightly restricted timber harvest. 

T h e r G n i "  liq?lfmentaticm Resu irepnentS  represent the seoand set of 
objectives analyzed; they were added to the WE? benchmark, resultiq in the 
CEE altamatiVe. On the Inyv Natimal Forest, maintenance of visual quality 

RquiraEnt applied to the analysis. The only effect was a slight additional 
restriction cm timber harvest. 

The Management ~-ts, ~imber miicy ~ ~ t s  and ~inir" 
Implementaticm R q u i r e "  ts collectively represent a reduction in Present Net 
Value (PNV) of only $0.3 million, less than 0.01 percent of the PNV for the 
FLW benchmark. This r&~c t i cm in PNV results primarily fran increased oosts 
for timber prdUction and a loss of 0.275 W F  of timber harvest wer the 
first five decades. The gcdmdz and riparian area requirements had the 

of nine gashawk territories of fifty acres each in suitable timber and the 
protection of riparian area-dependent resources in suitable timber. The two 

along state-aesignat€d soenic higl-rivays was the only Minil" lilIpleIW.IltatiCUl 

greatest effect cm timber costs. These requiremen ts ensure the maintenance 

requirements shared qUal1y in redtlcing PNV. 

The timber policy re@"ents of harvest dispersion and m-declining yield 
had negligible effects on PNV due to the lcw relative value of timber on the 
Inyo National Forest and the interaction of stand growth, diswunthg of 
costs and benefits, and price trends. These factors cmbined to reduce the 
harvest in earlier decades with the trend steadily climbing and stabilizing 
in later decades. Allwing for harvest to decline in the later decades had 
m appreciable effect on PNV, due mainly to the discounting factor. 

The M.Lni" Implementation Reqirawnt for visual cpality protection resulted 
in a very slight drop of $0.1 million in PNV due to restrictions on timber 
harvest techniques and limitations on the size of openings. 

The marginal cc6ts of CclIlStraints added to benchmarks to develop the CEE 
altemative were insignificant in terms of reduced PNV or reduced resource 
prcduction capability. The impact of the Minir" Management RequFrements, 
Timber Policy R e q u i "  ts, andM.Lni" Implementation R e q u i r a w n t s  was felt 
exclusively on thker benefits, WNch at most provide less than three percent 
of the total Forest PNV. 

Table 21, Present Net Value Canpar ison of Alternatives, presents the total 
pNv and the casts and benefits of the mior cantributinq resources for each - - 
of the alternatives studied in detail. 

Recreation accounts for 81 to 88 percent of the total  discounted benefits in 
the Forest alternatives. The drs~ibution of benefits within the recreation 
prcgram varied on the basis of facility maintenance levels, wilderness 
recannendations, and the extent of alpine ski area developnent. Timber, 
range, and other resource benefits and costs w e r e  far less significant than 

the relative PNV of the alternatives. recreation in detennmrg 

The alternative ranked lowest in PNV, primarily because bu6get 
cxmstraints limit& Wrhmities to 0On.tribute to PNV. 

. .  
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Table  22, Average Armual Cash Flows and "-Cash Benefits, presents the total 
costs. Lenefits. and net cash f law by al-krnative for decades C0-s and five. 
-tures E& greater than returnit0 the -tseasury i n  all alternatives for 
both the first  and fifth d€cades. 

Cash receipts will be &.rived mainly f m  developed n t i m  and timber 
prmalctim, with livesb2k grazing and geothermal energy - 
m m w  three to eight percent of the total. GK-I?ss receipts for all 
alternatives will be higher than the 1982 base level of $2.2 million. 
R e c e i p t s  w i l l  be expected to nearly &&le between the fhXk and fif th 
decades in a l l  alternatives except QIR, which increasas the least becauss of 
buaget limitatlans. Evsn with substantial increases in re- to the 
treasury, negative net cash f low increases in all  alternatives except Cxm, 
AMN, and m, w h i c h  have the l& total federal costs. This relatiaship 
is dtle primarily to the need for substantial irnresbnen t in e to realize 
major benefits in  the remeaticn and timber programs. 

A large part of the tatal benefits derived fmn Inyo N a t i m a l  Forest lands 
represents the est;lma ' ted anount that a"ws w i l l  be willing to pay for 
Forest cutguts such as rexeatim (mt the a"t that they actually pay for 
thase outputs). Omsequently, the actual cash received by the U.S. 
gwefiment is mt pmpxticmal to total benefits generated by Forest 

The ranking of altematives by net cash flaw is inversely prupdional to 
costs in the f i r s t  decade. Generally, thDse alt-tives that m3ve up in the 
ranking between the first and the f i f t h  decade are those that  remrmend large 
acreages for wilderness and that have re&& timber and develop3 recreation 
prcduction. This re lat iaship results fran the high initial oosts of 
wil- designatim (trail and trailhead co"ctim) versus the moderate 
costs and high-level -fits of wildemass management ov€z the lorg tem. 

The rrast ecannically efficient alternative, CEE, fa l l s  near the middle of 
the first-decade ranldng acmrduq ' to net cash flaw. The CUR and RPA 
alternatives rank abwe CEE, as they emphasize resuxes pnxhcirg incane to 
the .treasury, primarily developed recreaticBl an? timber prcduction. 

accamMdate large acreages of proposed wilderness. By the fifth decade, 
tkir costs are reduced substantially because neither alternative supports a 
large timber or develm recreation program. CEE ranks lowest in the fifth 
decade, primarily because it puvides d y  the rrost eccorrm 'cally effici& 
timbar harvest levels (lower than OUR or P A )  in canbination with a 
substantial recreation prcgram w h i c h  provides little in terms of actual 

managementprograms- 

A l b m a t i v e s  AMN and AMB incur large first decade capital-invesbnen tcoststo 

incanetothetreasury. 

In general, alternatives CUR, AMN, and AMB ( w i t h  budget limitaticns, major 
init ial  irnresbnen ts for wilderness, and/or with lcolg-tam low-profile timber 
and recreation programs) provide both less negative net cash flow and fewer 
--cash benefits than O t h e r  alternativeS. AlternativeS RPA, CEE, and PRF 
(which Strive to meet project4 public needs thtough increased develop3 
recreation programs) incur high costs, prwide the highest returns to the 
treasuy, offer the highest xwn-cash benefits, and higher negative cash 
flaws. 
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That p?Aian of ttle exlmnlic benefits that Will not be collected as cash 
receipts varies considerably across the alternatives. These benefits are 
based primarily an recreation, wildlife, and rarge outputs, which provide 
upwards of 90 percent of the total PMT. For this re-, there is not a 
large range of net cash flow amrg the alternatives (except OJR, which is 
considerably lower because of huagetary restrictions). 

Table 23, Indicators of R e s p n s  iveness to Major National and Regional Issues 
displays the relationships amxg key e"ic values, c x " i t y  effects, and 
the differing respo~zses amxg alternatives to selected issues and mnce~-~. 
The is to highlight major differences and similarities amug 
al~ematives in terms of tradeoffs amq key objectives, responses to public 
issues, "g-t ccncems, and resoufce use and developnent opprtunities. 
However, a mnplete understanding of the differences amng alternatives 
requires a -W"@ reading of Chapters I1 and IV of this document. 
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Table 19 
Surmary Cmpariscm of Ecanaru 'c Effects 

Alternatives 
PRF CVR RPA C E E A M N  AMB 
(millions of 1982 dollars per year) 

1. Total Benefits 
Ease Y e a r  
Decade 1 
Decade2 
Decade 3 
Decade4 
Decade5 

9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5 9.5 
9.7 9.4 10.0 10.2 9.3 9.6 
12.6 10.7 13.0 14.0 11.9 12.1 
13.6 11.2 14.5 15.3 12.5 13.1 
14.3 11.3 15.3 16.5 13.1 13.8 
14.5 11.4 19.6 16.6 13.2 14.3 

2. Returns to the U.S. Treasury 
Base Year 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 
Decade 1 3.8 3.9 5.5 4.0 2.7 3.5 
Decade 2 5.0 4.2 7.5 5.3 3.4 4.2 
Decade3 5.6 4.5 8.7 7.0 3.6 4.8 
Decade 4 6.5 4.4 11.0 8.0 4.4 5.4 
Decade5 7.5 4.4 13.0 8.5 5.4 6.7 

3. Ncsl-cashbenefits 
Base Year 
Decade1 
Decade 2 
Decade3 
Decade 4 
Decade5 

4. Total costs 
Base  Year 
Decade 1 
Decade2 
Decade3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

9.3 9.3 9.3 9.3 9.3 9.3 
9.4 9.0 9.5 9.8 9.0 9.3 
12.2 10.3 12.3 13.5 11.6 11.6 
13.0 10.7 13.6 14.5 12.1 12.7 
13.7 10.9 14.2 15.7 12.6 13.3 
13.7 11.0 18.4 15.8 12.6 13.6 

10.3 
13.5 
13.7 

10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 
11.0 13.4 12.8 13.9 13.6 
10.9 14.7 14.3 10.9 11.3 

17.0 11.0 15.8 14.4 11.4 13.6 
17.1 11.0 18.2 15.2 12.6 14.0 
17.7 11.0 21.6 18.0 14.1 16.1 

1. Total benefits include both cash returns to the U.S. Treasury and rrm-cash 
benefits. T b t a l  benefits are the estimated total a"t that consumefs w i l l  
be will- to pay for Forest outputs, whether or m t  this m u n t  is actually 
collected by the U.S. !p"st. 

2. Returns to the U.S. Treasury are the estimated payGf?nts by cansumers of 
Forest cutputs collected by the federal gwenrment. 

3. Non-caeh benefits are the difference between the total estimated arpaunt that 
cam" will be williq to pay and actual mllecticm by the federal 
gwenment. A t  present it is naticg-~al policy to provide & Forest outputs 
either a t  IXJ charye to CCBISU~~SS or a t  a charge lower than the total 
willingnesS-to-paY value. 

4. mtal costs include the federal and m-federal costs needed to proauce 
(See Appendix B for specific values). 

Forest oui&n.lts. 
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Table 19 (antinwd) 
Sunmry carparison of Ecayrm 'c Eff€€!t!3 

Alternatives 
P R F m R p A c E E A M N  AMB 
(millions of 1982 dollars mr war) 

5. mn-federal Qst 
Base Year 
Decade1 
Decade2 
Decade3 
Decade4 
Decade5 

6. F m  Oost 
Base Year 
Decade1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade4 
Decade5 

7. Total w e t  
Base Year 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade3 
Decade4 
Decade5 

0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 

10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 
13.3 10.8 13.2 12.6 13.7 13.4 
13.5 10.7 14.5 14.1 10.7 11.1 
16.8 10.8 15.6 14.2 11.2 13.4 
16.9 10.8 18.0 15.0 12.4 13.8 
17.5 10.8 21.4 17.8 13.9 15.9 

9.9 9.9 9.9 9.9 9.9 9.9 
12.5 10.0 12.4 11.9 12.9 12.6 
12.7 9.9 13.7 13.4 9.9 10.3 
16.0 10.0 15.8 13.5 10.4 12.6 
16.1 10.0 17.2 14.3 11.6 13.0 
16.7 10.0 21.6 17.1 13.1 15.1 

8. Operation and MaintenaMJe Cast  
Base Year 9.2 9.2 9.2 9.2 9.2 9.2 
Decade1 9.9 10.2 8.9 8.3 7.0 8.7 
Decade2 10.4 9.8 9.9 8.9 8.0 9.1 
Decade 3 12.9 10.2 9.5 9.5 8.4 11.4 
Decade4 12.6 10.5 12.9 10.9 9.2 10.2 
Decade5 12.0 10.5 16.1 12.8 9.9 11.5 

5. --federal costs include a l l  costs paid by mn-federal cooperators 
(examples include State Fish and Game habitat hpmvenent expenditures, 
capital i"n ts made by rarge permittees, etc. ) 

Federal costs are all mstS home by the federal gwemment, including costs 
paid fm general tax receipts, costs paid fm funds set aside fm 
payments (such as K-V), and costs paid by accepting in-kind payments i n  lieu 
of cash (such as purchaser road credits). Federal cost also equals total 
cost less mn-federal cmpxator cost. 

6. 

7. Total budget is equal to federal cost less the cost of fight- forest f i res  
(m). 

8. Opration and maintenance costs include the of -stration, 
managment, and protedion of existing resources and capital assets. 
Opratian and maintenance cost equals total cost less capital investrent. 
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Table 19 (cmtfn1~3) 
Sumrvy Ccnparison of Eecnaru 'c Effects 

AlteLnatiw 
PRF alR RPA C E E A M N  AMB 
(millions of 1982 cbllars per year) 

9. capital Investment cost 
Base Year 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 
Decade1 3.7 0.8 4.5 4.5 6.9 4.9 
Decade2 3.3 1.1 4.8 5.4 2.9 2.2 
Decade3 4.1 0.8 6.3 4.9 3.0 3.4 
Decade4 4.5 0.5 5.3 5.1 3.4 3.8 
Decade5 5.7 0.5 5.5 5.2 4.2 4.6 

10. R e c r e a t i o n  f 3 "c t im  
Base Year 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 
Decade1 3.2 0.5 2.8 3.5 6.5 4.1 
Decade 2 2.3 0.7 2.8 3.6 2.4 1.0 
Decade3 2.6 0.4 3.1 2.8 2.5 2.4 
Decade4 3.1 0.2 2.7 3.1 3.0 2.3 
Decade5 2.7 0.2 2.7 3.0 2.9 3.0 

11. ouler Capital I " m t  
Base Year 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 
Decade1 0.5 0.3 1.7 1.0 0.4 1.2 
Decade2 1.0 0.4 2.0 1.8 0.5 1.2 
Decade3 1.5 0.4 3.2 2.1 0.5 1.0 
Decade4 1.4 0.3 2.6 2.0 0.4 1.5 
Decade5 3.0 0.3 2.8 2.0 1.3 1.6 

12. 25-percent R&pt  Shares 
Base Year 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 
Decade1 1.0 1.0 1.4 1.0 0.7 0.9 
Decade2 1.3 1.0 1.9 1.3 0.9 1.0 
Decade3 1.5 1.1 2.2 1.8 0.9 1.2 
Decade 4 1.7 1.1 2.8 2.0 1.1 1.4 
Decade5 1.9 1.1 3.3 2.1 1.4 1.7 

9. Capital jnvestmnt costs are the costs of creatirg or enhancing capital 
costs of Izeatmnts or activities that generate outputs or benefits assets. 

over mre than one perid are capital irnrestrnen t oosts. 

10. R e m e a t i m  c x " c t i c m  to m t  projected recreation demand. 

11. Other capital investmen t is all i"n t cost other than recreation 
ci"Jct.im. 

12. Twenty-five percent of returns to the U.S. rreasUry are distributed to the 
a m t i e s  in pmp0I-h 'on to Iny~ National Forest acreage in each county. 
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Table 19 (ccmtinued) 
Surmary Canpacisanof Ecxanu 'c Effects 

IL l ternat iveS 
PRF CUR RPA C E E A M N  AM6 
(millions of 1982 dollars per year) 

13. County Yield Tax Revenues 
Base Year 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Decade1 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.02 
Decade2 0.04 0.04 0.10 0.04 0.02 0.03 
Decade3 0.05 0.03 0.10 0.05 0.02 0.03 
Decade4 0.10 0.03 0.16 0.10 0.04 0.05 
Decade5 0.10 0.03 0.22 0.10 0.10 0.10 

14. Incane, first decade 
(m 1982 $/year) 31.8 26.4 33.3 35.8 26.1 26.6 

15. Employment, f i r s t  decade 

16. Discounted Benefits 

(M F.=-=-Y-=s) 1.3 1.1 1.4 1.5 1.1 1.1 

(IVM 1982 $) 1847.0 1151.8 2017.8 2166.6 1550.7 1740.4 

17. Discounted Costs 
(W 1982 $) 

18. hresent Net Valu-e 
(m 1982$) 

280.9 197.6 312.2 287.6 233.4 261.5 

1566.1 954.2 1705.6 1879.0 1317.3 1478.9 

19. Benefit/cost ratio 6.6 6.0 6.5 7.5 6.6 6.7 

13. Under California law, a yield tax currently equal to three percent of 
t i m b x  harvest value is levied cm timber operators. 

14. T o t a l  perscrd incane, including wages, salaries, proprietors' iranie, 
See Appendix 

15. Employment generated by the Forest h the zone of influence was 

and mts was estimated for the Forest's zone of influence. 
B far a descxipticm of the methodology used to make estimates. 

estimated. 

16. D i s c o u n t &  benefits over the plamhg period. Background benefits are 
not iracluded. 

17. Discounted costs over the planning perid. Background msts are mt 

18. Dixxxmted benefits less total discoun ted costs. Background Present N e t  

included. 

value is not included. 

19. D i x x x m t e d  benefits divided by total di-M Costs. 
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TABLE 21 
Presenk Net Value Comparison 

M&rginal Costs o f  Constraints 
(HillKons of 1982 Dollars) 

PNV Change Change 

PNY I-/ Coat cost  11 Benaf i t s Rec be r 2/ Rcc I Rec bee 

CEE 

RPA 

PRP 
w 
co 
t-3 

AMB 

4MN 

MLV + 4/ 

1879 0 N/A 287 6 

1705 6 -173 4 312 2 

1566 1 -312 9 280 9 

1478 y -400 1 261 5 

1317 3 -563. 7 233 4 

i6u5 i 81 1 

W A  

24 6 

-6 7 

-26 i 

-54 2 

-90 0 

1686 2 

-1014 8 

1271 0 633 7 48 5 13 0 zoo 4 151 o 76 o 3 0 4  3 0  27,2 

1098 g 62L8 76 5 14 8 205 8 134 5 73 0 6 2 0  3 8  38 9 

983 8 610 i 44 4 10 1 198 6 123 9 82 2 4 0 9  2 7  3 1 . 2  

910 7 57gC6 40 7 10 2 199 2 104 o 96 7 2 4 3  2 5  34,o 

806 o 508 8 31 9 9 3  194 7 95 o 84 4 2 1 6  1 9  3Q*5 

603 8 

0 

311 o 28-3 io 4 198 3 69 4 67 2 2 8 7  2 3  30*7 

1 0  1619 8 0 0 79 8 65 4 Q 0 3 
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TABLE 22 
Average Annual Cash P l o w s  and Wm-Caah B e n e f i t s  

(rillions of undhcaunted dollars per  year) 

CUR 

RPA 

CEE 

AMB 

AMN 

-6  9 

-7 8 

-8 6 

-9 4 

-9 9 

-11 0 

10 8 3 9  90 1 -6 4 

1 3 + 3  5 5  9 4 4  - 9 4  3 

12,6 4 0  97 6 

13 3 3 8  93 5 

-9 5 

-9 7 

-8 4 

-9 2 

4,4 109 9 

183 5 

8 4  157 9 

7 4  138 o 

6 7  135 9 

126 4 5 4  



CEE 1879 0 

R P A  1705 6 

PRF 1571 9 

AMB 1478 9 

AMN 1317 3 

CWR 954 2 

-8 w - 9 - 5  97 m 5 7  9 

-7 81-9 3 94 91183 5 

-9 3 / 4 0  3 94 w 1 3 7  2 

-9 9/-8 4 92 71135 9 

b i i  o p 3  2 89 81126 4 

-6 9/-5 6 90 w 0 9  9 

35 8 

33 3 

3 2  8 

26 6 

26 i 

26 4 

339 8 

0 

172 6 

222 7 

510 8 

107 6 



Table 24 
sunaary Listing of Rsasans for changes in the 

Present Net valve of Alternatives shdied in Deta i l  as 
cmpared with the c c m s w  Econrm 'c Efficiency Altanative 

Cast-EffiCiency . .  CzE-MaXlrmze 

PNV = 1,879.0 mill ion 
F i f t h  period Net Cash Flow = -$9.5 m i l l i r n / y r .  

This is the nnst eccannically efficient alternative, as it ploauces the 
highest PNV of any alternative. The high PNV is obtalnd ' through a large 
recreatian program, providirg developnents in respaplse to projected 
recreatiopl demand. All facilities are maintained a t  standard 
levels, w i t h  colxe.ntrated recreaticm areas and potential alpine ski areas 
fully developd over the next fif ty years. 

Timber, range, and wildlife autpvts are pmvidd a t  &-efficient levels. 
~ange and wildlife outputs will increase slightly over base-year levels. 
Watarshed i n p n m m m t  w i l l  increase and irrspove riparian area-aependent 
rescxlrces. 

R e g i o n a l  publics, primarily maeatirm users fran Southem California, will 
find inneased C p p x t U d t y  for both SLmmer and winter recreation. HcWever, 
w i t h  the emphasis cm PNV, the quality of their experience w i l l  be 
canprauised, primarily because timber harvest w i l l  take place in CCBlcentrated 
r€€xeatian use areas. 

Local plblics, primarily those vi- the Forest as a source of enployment 
and inmme, will  find increased opportLlnity due to expanded ski areas and 
aevelopea sumner recreation Lnograrrrs. Land use and cc" 'ty stability and 
cohesiveness w i l l  be strained w i t h  the pjectea popllaticm increases needed 
to support: proposed ski area developtent. The intensive land-use -is in 
ski areas and other develapea recreation sites w i l l  be ccuntered by the large 
acreage in wilderness for those pvblics w l n  sea presarvation as an 
-ate "gensnt them. 

RPA - 1980 RPA 

RW = $1,705.6 million 
F i f t h  period Net Cash Flow = -$9.3 millicn/yr. 

Managmmt to meet 1980 P A  "e g3als and targets represent a variety of 
-ties for Forest users. The PNV of this alternative w i l l ,  however, 
be reduced for IWny K e a s a l s .  

hi* timber harvest msts and displacanent of other resource opporhnu 'ties 

recreation will cccur because rn al%itional wilderness areas are prcpxed. 
Developed reczeatian ogpxhml  ' t i e s  w i l l  be limited because timber will be 

Timbar hatvest w i l l  Considerably fm tbe 1982 base year. The 

w i l l  a m l x i b u t e  significantly to the lass of PNV. Loss of dispersed 
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harvested in sone cas3entrated recreatcol areas and on potential alpine ski 

m s  level of proauctiohl prwides inneased oppxhml 'ties for local 
e"ent and inccme. In addition, the alternative provides the laryest 

areas. 

returns to the Treasury. R e g i c m a l  plblics (primarily recreation users) will 
experience reduce3 recreation quality due to the intensive timber harvest. 
The large acreage available for regemration harvest w i l l  be quite evident in 
areas within and adjacent to important recreation areas. The land-use 
r3phasis will be mtrary to the view of th2se Fplblics who see presemation 
and wilderness as important management themes. 

PRJ? - p r e f e r r e d  

PNV = $1,566.1 million 
F i f t h  Period N e t  Cash Flow = -$9.7 millicdyr. 

This alternative is m x t  similar to CEE, but three importan t factors 
omtribute to reduced PNV. Alpine ski area developnent w i l l  be limited to 
pawide only the a"t of ski area develapwnt m a t e  w i t h  identified 
camnmity ability to support mre skiing. While this scenario w i l l  increase 

largest reasc~l for the PNV dmp frun CE3. PNV w i l l  also decline due to 

production. Goshawk territories and vegetative diversity (old growth) 
requirements w i l l  be higher than CEE; potential ski areas w i l l  receive only 
mdified timber managmerit: and timber in the PImache area and the red f i r  
belt of the San Joaquin Riage w i l l  not be harvested. The implementation of 
une~en-agd manag-t timber i"a&iq practices w i l l  be costly. The third 
factor w i l l  be a ljmitatim on range AW& to reduca conflicts w i t h  deer on 
key w i n t e r  range. 

This altwmative w i l l  benefit a l l  groups. Local interests wiii be met 
through a moderate increase in jobs and in"e opprhmities. R e g i o n a l  
publics w i l l  find increased recreatimal opp3rtunFties w i t h  a high level of 
vismal quality. Timber harvest w i l l  affect only 68 percent of the total  
suitable timber lands, reducing &lid w i t h  a high-quality recreational 

local CpJ" 'ties for jobs and incane , l imitations on skiing are the 

restrictica-s on the size of the managed timber base and increased costs of 

Over lrmch Of the Forest. 

AMB-EhphaS ize Wildlife and Recreation 

PNV = $1,478.9 milli.cn 
F i f t h  &id Net Cash Flow = -$8.4 million 

This alternative places primary errp?hasis on the quality and quantity of 
wildlife habitat, w i t h  a secrmdary mghsis on expansinn of the developed 
recreation  nog gram. 

The acreage managd for vegetative diversity (old growth) and goshawk nesting 

Reguirement level, and m timber harvest is allowed on those acres in order 
to provide "um pmtediasl level for wildlife. Ski area developnent and 

The reasons for the reduced PNV are discussed below. 

territories is increased about 44-fold Over the Minir" Management 
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t b n b r  harvest in the San Jm area will be limited in order t0 p O t 0 C t  
key desr migraIA.cn cornldars. Timber w i l l  not be harvested in the Mclnache 
area so that impacts an wildlife and visual quality w i l l  be minimized. 
DaneStic iivestodr gazing w i l l  be eliminated m deer win- range and 
delayed in key fawning habitat. Local plblics will lose SQne opp" 'ties 
for growth in 6lploym2nt and inarne due to these restridiapls. 

The rexked timber and -e pxgrams, mupled w i t h  a mderate reneatim 
prqram, w i l l  d c e  costs and maintain adequate benefits to al low this 
dtemative to have the second l d  fifth-period net cash-flow deficit. 

Those regional plblics interest& in wild en^^^ and/or ski* will benefit 
fran this alternative; losal. plblics w i l l  experieme increased jobs and 

w i l l  increase in this alkmative. In later decades, while regimal publics 
a d d  find m x e  amgesticn in develOpea mxeatim sites, ample -ties 
for dispersed nxzeatimal uses w i l l  still be available. 

irvrrne levels in respmsa to increased SkFFng. overall recreatim quality 

"-!&&uze - all.z!nEllttAes 

PNV = $1,317.3 millian 
F i f t h  period N e t  Cash ElaJ = -$9.2 millim 

This alternative emphasizes prcdwtim of 1y~1-cash and mn-market benefits. 
The loss in PNV is significant, nearly 30 percent below CEE. ?he follcxving 
factors explainrrmch of the drcp inw. 

VegetauVe diversity (old grcurth) and pshawk nesting territories w i l l  be 66 
t.imes as large as in the r4h.t" ManaganentRequiremen ts. Notimberharvest 
will be allowed c i ~  these areas; the "ah and San Joaquin areas w i l l  mt be 
harmst&. 
areas. V e r y  little new remeatim facility ix"ct im w i l l  occur, while 
dispersed-ti- _ -  i 'ties w i l l  increase primarily f m  a greatly 
expand& wildarness base. Tlmber managenent uses uneven-age3 managanent 
techniques m y  a d  will meet the Retentim V i s u a l  mality Objective in  the 
faregnxlnd zcme of all  sensitivity Lag1 1 travel routes and Partial 
retenticm cm all other lands. Dcmestlo livestock grazing rill be eliminated 
fran key mule deer winter range, and grazing m key fawning areas w i l l  be 
delayed. 

sld aevelopnent will be restricted to increases on exim ski 

Few groups w i l l  gain hom this alternative. Lcca l  publics w i l l  find l i t t le 
change i n  johs or incam, primarily because increases in ski areas and 
developed sites are limited. Regional publics w i l l  find restricted developed 
-ties and vehicle access; recreati.cn demand w i l l  mt generally be 
met. publics with an interest In ~ t ~ ~ a l  resmrce -tion w i l l  benefit 
fran the large wilderness acreage and low overall level of envircounental 
disturbance. Naticmal e " i c  interests w i l l  not be mt, as seen by the 
large PNV reducta " and low re- to the Treasury. This alternative has 
the largest first decade average negative net cash flow. 
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alR - Current 1982 - No Action 

PNV = $954.2 million 
Fifth period Net Cash Flow = -$6.4 million 

T h e  (XIR alternative portrays lorg-raqe managanent as l imi t ed  by 1982 
funding. !chis alternative projects the 1-t pM7 of a l l  alternatives studied 
i n  detail. This PNV drop is directly associated w i t h  the budget 
restcicticn. The shortage of fundjng primarily affects the recreaticn, 
range, and wildlife programs. 

R e C r e a t i a n  Kograms will be managed a t  lay-standard leVelS, W C -  the 
quality of the recxeatj.cn experience, the public benefits provided, and the 
PNV. !l'he range, fish, and wildlife programs w i l l  be unable to expand or 
intensify under current funding. 

Timber harvest w i l l  be maintained abwe emmnically efficient levels through 
the p l a m i q  horizcn, w i t h  loss of potential downNll ski areas. costs 
associated w i t h  ndntainirg the current harvest level further reduce mW. 

l~ grcerps w i l l  gain by this alternative. Regional publics will find a low 
quality of mcreaticn and increased use and an-gesticn of concentrated 
mzeation areas. Local publics w i l l  find the same general OPJX&UN 'ties for 
jobs and incane as they presently do: the only bxeases w i l l  be associated 
w i t h  ski area growth. meSe factors add up to a large reducticn in  PNV (43 
peroent belaw 5), the lowest return to the Treasury, and the lamst total 
w e t  of any alternative. 
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ECONOMIC The economic environment varies by alternative i n  t e r m 8  of the Forest budget ,  &rea employment, and Receipts  A C k  

ENVIRONMENT Payments Average annual figures f o r  budget and Receipts  A c t  payments for the f i f t h  decade are  displayed below, 
employment figures are projected for the  f i r s t  decade 

Forest Budget Forest Budget F o r e s t  Budget 

12 5 million 10,O million 20 6 m i U i o n  

Receipts A c t  R e c e i p t s  Act Receipts Act Receipts A c t  

pmts $1 8 MM pmts $ I d 1  MM pmts $3 3 MM pmts. $2,1 MM 

SOCIAL Generally benefits Benefits groups B e n e f i t s  groups Benefits a11 
ENVIRONMENT a l l  affected linked with linked w i t h  ~ C Q -  reereationlsts 

social. groups economic o u t p u t s ,  nOtrt1c outputs; 
reduces the reduces amenity 
P a e I I l t y - r d a t e d  b e n e f i t s  t o  

benefits t o  recreationists 
recreationists 

CULTURAL 
BESOUACES 

Forest budget 
1 5 J  million 

Receipts A c t  Receipts Act 

prats, $L4 pmts $ I p 7  MM 

Employment Employment 

1,100 person- 1,100 persand 
years years 

Benefits preser- Bencf1ts most of 
vationisti3 and 
wilderness groups in the 
advocate 6 short term, m g -  

t h e  a f f e c t e d  

atively affects 

economic outputs 
groups linked with 

in t h e  long r u n  

Relative t h r e a t  Relative t h r e a t  
f a c t o r  m o d e r a t e  factor low 

R e l a t i v e  t h r e a t  Relative threat RelaLfve threat R e l a t i v e  t h r e a t  
factor high factor moderate factor low f a c t o r  low 
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RESOURCE 
PRP CUR RPA CEE A m  

FISH 

S t r e a m  acres 
Improved 470 

Stream acres 
Improved 205 

stream acres 
Improved 417 

Stream acres 
Improved 621 Improved 583 

H&b+ capability 
change from 

Hab capability Hab capability Hab capability Hab capability 

change f r o m  change from change from change from 
1982 + 3 9 ~  1982 +15 1982 +31x 1982 +44x 1982 +32x 

FURTHER 
PLANNING 

AREAS 

I 

Percent of total 
f u r t h e r  planning 
a c r e s  by Rx type  

17% wilderness 

46% c m ” d i t y  

37% amenity 

Percent of total 
further planning 

acres  by Rx type 
0 wilderness 
15% amenity 
85% commodity 

Percent of  total 
further planning 
acre3  by Rx type 
54% wilderness 
5% amen1ty 

41% commodity 

Percent of total. 
further planning 
acres  by Rx type 
82% wilderness 
8% amenity 
0 commodity 

Percent o f  to ta l  
f u r t h e r  planning 
acres by Rx type  

28% wilderness 
52% amenity 
20% commodity 

M I N E R A L S  
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Alternatives 
RESOURCE 

A c r e s  of hi/modm 
mineral potential 
available f o r  
mineral activity 
214 600 

A c r e s  of hi/mod+ 

mineral potential minsra1 potential 
available for available for 
mineral. activity mineral activity: 

A c r e s  of hi/mod+ A c r e s  of hi/mdd 
mineral potential 
available f o r  
mineral activity 
282 800 

A C F ~ S  of hilmod 
mineral  potential 
available f o r  
mineral  activity 
314 p 400 

Acres of hilmod 
mineral potential 
available f o r  
mineral a c t i v i t y +  

284 200 135 1500 

Mineral opportu- 
nity high 

Mineral opportu- 
nity highes t  nfty high 

PROTECTION 

Total wildfire Total wildfire Total wildfire T o t a l  w i l d f i r e  
acres  5 4 , 5 2 0  

Total wildfire 
acres :  48 150 

Total wildfire 
a c r ) e ~  51 390 acres: 52 870 acre6 53,190 

I 

RANGE 

41 4 M AUMs 
total outputs 

46 5 M AUMs 
to ta l  outputs  

39 4 M AUMa 55 6 M AUMs 35 1 hi AUMB 39 1. M AUMs 
t o m 1  outputs  total outputs tota l  outputs 

No increase 6% reduction 
from 1982 

34% increase 12% reduction 
from 1982 

l5# reduction 
from 1982 

5X reduction 
from 1982 from 1982 from 1982 

Range condition Range condition 
improved on improved on 
66 6 M acres 73 8 M acres ;  
stable t o  de-  
clining elsewhere clining d3GWhme 

stable t o  de-  

Range condition 
improved on 
98 5 M acresc 
stable t o  de-  
clining elsewhere 

Range condition 
improved on 
95 6 M a c r e s  
s t a b l e  to d e -  
clining elsewhere 

Range condition 
improved on 
69 i M acres 
stable to de- 
clining elsewhere 

Range condition 
in gradual 
decline 
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Table 25 (continued) 

consequences 

RESOURCE 

PRP CUR RPA CEE AMB 

RECREATION 

Developed site 
quality high 

Developed d t e  
quality law 

Developed site 
quality high 

Developed s i t e  

quality h i g h  
Developed s i t e  
quality h i g h  quality high 

Dispersed  recre- 
ation quality law 

Dispersed r e c r e -  
action quality 
moderate 

Dispersed recre- 
at ion quality 
moderate 

Dispersed recre- 
ation quality 
high 

Dispersed recre- 
ation quality 
high moderate 

Emphasis on 
developed s i t e s  
high, on alpine 
s k i i n g  moderate, 
on wilderness 
moderate, on 
d h p e r s e d  recre-  
ation moderate 

Emphasis on 
developed s i t e s  

lows *n a lp ine  
skiing moderate, 
o n  wilderness 
moderateb on 
dispersed reme-  
ation high 

Emphasis o n  

developed s i t e s  
high, on alpine 
skiing high,  

on w i l d e r n e s s  

h i g h  moderate, on 
dispersed F ~ C F E -  

ation moderate 

Emphasis an 
deve loped  s i t e s  

lowv on a l p i n e  
skiing low, 
bn  wilderness 

high, on 
dispersed recre-  
ation low 

Emphasis on 
developed s i t e s  

mod On alpine 
skiing moderate: 

on wilderness 
high moderate, on 
d i s p e r s e d  recre -  
ation moderate 

TIMBER 

Total timber 
product ion 

89,100 acres  

Total timber 
production 
99,200 a c r e s  

Total timber 
Production 
97,600 acres  

T o t a l  timber 
production 
61,800 acres  

T o t a l  timber 
production 
69,900 acres  

Clearcut 
harvest 
3+617 a c r e s  

Regene ra t  ion 
harvest 
8 p 5 7 0  a c r e s  

Regeneration 

harvest 
Regeneration 

harvest 
Uneven-aged 

mgmt harvest 
14,100 acres  4,210 acres  3,320 acres 



RESOURCE 

PRP CUR RPA nMN AMB 

Intermediate Intermediate 
harvest 
18,600 acres 

Intermediate 
harvest 
1 7 h O O  acres  

Intermediate 
harvest 
21,600 acres 

VISUAL 
RESOURCES 

Improved visual Improved vieual 
condition 2 4X 

Improved visual 
condit ion 0 3% 

Improved visual 
condition 2 Q X  

Improved visual Improved visual 
condition 4 7% condition 3 3% condition 6 9% 

Reduced visual 
condition 0 9% 

Reduced v i s u a l  

c m d l t f o n  1 2% 
Reduced v i s u a l  
condition 2 1% 

Reduced visual Reduced visual 
condSt1.m 0 8% condition 1 8% 

Net change in N e t  change in 
condition +l 2% 

Net change in Net change in Net change in Net change in 
condition +3 9% condition +2+2% condition +6 3% condition +O 2% 

WATERSHED The COnsequences of alternatives on mil  GtabiPity and water quality vary by t h e  amount of l and  disturbed for other  

r e e ~ r c e  management and by the  amaunt of watershed restoration scheduled The relative potential f o r  adverse 
e f f e c t s  on  30iI and water are  3hown by alternative below 

1 Q W  moderat e h i g h  moderat e low low 
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A 1  t e rnat Aves 
RESOURCE 

PRF CUR RPA CEE AMM A m  

- . . .  . I 

WILDERNESS The consequences of alternatives on wilderness a r e  measured primarily i n  terms of a c t e s  of new wilderness. 

WILDLIFE 

222,700 

new wilderness 

Mule deer 

habitat -2% 

Existing o l d  
growth in 

tentatively 

base  -27% 
8ui  tab1 e t h b e  r 

Mule d e e r  

habitat -4% 

E x h t i n g  o l d  
growth in 
tentatively 
suitable timber 
base -91% 

Mule deer 
habitat -47X 

Existing old 
growth in 

tentatively 
suitable timber 
base -92% 

Mule deer 
habitat -14% 

Existing o l d  

growth in 

s u i t a b l e  timber 
tentatively 

base -86% 

Mule deer  
habitat +20X 

Existing old 
growth in 
tentatively 
suitable timber 
base -38% 

Mule deer 
habitat +18% 

Existing o l d  
growth in 

suitable t imaber 

tentatively 

base -59% 



Table 25 { c m t h u e d )  

Comparison o f  Key Environmental Consequences 

PRf CUR RPA CEB 

Snags 0 Snags 0 Snags 0 Snags 0 snags t30x Snags +30% 

Wet meadows 0 Wet meadows 0 wet meadowe -58X Wet meadawa -35% Wet meadows 0 Wet meadows 0 

I 



- - b 

Alternatgves 
RESOURCE 

- . _  - .  . - _  - .._ . 

ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 
How does t h e  management o f  the G ~ ~ r a l l y  benefits Benefits groups Benefits groups Benefits all B e n e f i t s  p m s e r -  B e n e f i t s  m c m t  
Inyo National Pore3t inf luence  

group8 in the the  l o c a l  eocial environment and social groups economic outputs: nomic outputs p wilderness 
l h k t d  w i t h  ~ C O -  recreationists vatianista and the  affected a11 a f f e c t e d  linkad with 

lifestyle? reduces f a c i l i t i e s  reduces amenititB advbcatCE; short term, neg- N a 
m far recreationists f o r  recreatianiste atively a f f e c t 6  

economic outputs 
in the long run 

A I R  QUALITY 
What can t h e  F o r e s t  do t o  

i n f l u e n c e  a i r  quality? 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
How should the Forest  manage 
cultural resources and provide 

for the use of Forest land by 
American Indians for 
traditional practices 

Inventory and Inventory and Inventory  and Inventory  and Inventory and ~ n v c n t ~ r y  and 
evaluate 45 M C'vahmte 45 M evaluate 12 M evaluate 180 M evaluate 12 M evaluate 45 M 

acres  per year a c r e s  per year acres per year acres  p e r  year  acres  per year acres p e r  year 

Emphasize Emphasize USG both p r o j e c t -  EmphaGize Emphasize Emphasize 
balanced program project-related r e l a t e d  and f o r m a l  project-related forma1 survey f o r m a l  survey 

of protection and survey  work survey work t o  survey work program and program and 

m t e  rpre ta t  ion meet  RPA goal interpretation in t; e rp r e t a t i on 



I 

TABLE 26 (continued) 
Campapi~on of Response to  Issues and Concerns 

RESOURCE 

D I V E R S I T Y  

What h a desirable level of 

do t o  maintain or achieve t h a t  
level? 

10 percent  o r  

suitable timber 
managed for  older 
seral stages 
(modera te )  

tentatively 

33 0 M a c r a  
existing a l d  
growth i n  tent:&- 
tivcly suitable 
timber base by 
5th decade 

I 1  5 M 8 C f m 3  total ,  
shrub treatment 

75% in o l d e s t  
s e r a l  s t a g e  by 
5 t h  decade 

0 percent  of 

suitable timber 
managed far o l d e r  

tentatively 

sera1 stage6 

( f o w l  

5.0 M n c r m  
exieting old 
growth i n  tenta-  
tively suitable 
timber base by 
5th decade 

80% in oldest 
sera l  s t a g e  by 
5th  deeade 

4 2 M acres  
exfating o l d  

growth in tenth-  

tively suftable 

timber base by 
5th  decade 

74% i n  oldest 
seral s t a g e  by 

5th decade 

0 percent of 
tentatively 
s u i t a b l e  timber 
managed for o l d e r  
s e r a l  s t a g e s  

low) 

7 6 M acres 
e x h t h g  old 
growth in tenta-  
tively suitable 
timber base  by 

5 t h  decade 

11'7 M a c r e s  t o t a l  
shrub treatment 
(hr4rt.r) 

73% in oldest 
s e r a l  s t a g e  by 

5 t h  decade 

30 percent of 
tentatively 
suitable timber 
mangcd for o l d e r  
s e r a l  s t a g e s  

(very  high) 

33 2 M acres  
existing o l d  
g m w t b  in t e n t & &  
t i v e l y  suitable 
timber bast by 
5 t h  decade 

20 percent  of 

tentatively 
~ i r i t a b h  t€mbsr 
managed fop o lder  
seral  stagets 

22 1 M acres 
e x i s t i n g  o l d  
growth i n  tenta- 
tively suitable 
timber base by 
5 t h  decade 

111 M total io9 M t o m i  

shrub treatment shrub treatment 
(mode rat  e 1 (moderate) 

76X in oldest 
seral  stage by 
5 t h  decade 

76% in oldest 
s e r a l  stage by 
5th d e c a d e  



TABLE 26 (continued) 

I 
I 

N 

RESOURCE 

ENERGY 

tion and maintenance is needed 

t o  support Forest management ob- 
j ectives? 

FISH 
How should fish habitat on the 

Inyo National Forest  be managed? 

Totall trail 
construction 
in 5 decades 
535 miles 

T o t a l  road 
COn$truction 
in 5 deeades 
46 miles  

Total  trail 
construction 
in 5 decades 
178 miles 

Total road 
construction 
in 5 decade8 
103 m i l e 3  

Total t r a i l  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  

in 5 decades 

Total road 
construetion 
In 5 decades 
65 mires 

Tots1 t r a i l  
cons t ruc t i o n  

i n  5 decades, 

429 m i l e s  

Total road 

eons truct i o n  

in 5 decades 
38 mile3 

Total, trail 
construct i m  
in 5 decades 
509 milea 



- FISH (con't) 1674 M pounds 1651 pounds 1673 M pounds 1689 H pound3 1679 M P O U ~ U S  1632 M pounds 

of f h h  of f i s h  of fish of f i a b  of f i s h  Of f i s h  

23 acre8 for 23 acres  f o r  23 for 23 acre8 f a r  40 r o t  40 acreti f a r  
threatened t r o u t  threatened trout threatened trout threatened trout  threatened trout threatened trout  

GEOLOGY 

LANDS 

M o b c r a t ~  demand by Noderate demand by Moderate demand by Moderate demand by Moderate demand by Moderate demand by 
U " l h i t h ? &  for communities f o r  communities for commurrl t iea f o r  communities f o r  cammunitlea f o r  

Forest I a n d  Pores t l a n d  Forest l a n d  Pores t land Porest land Porest l a n d  



RESOURCE, 

Issue/Concern PRP CUR RPA CEE 

M I N E R A L S  

214 6 M a c r e s  of 
modera te  o r  high 

potential avail- 
able for  e n t r y  

237 4 M acre8 of 
moderate o r  h i g h  

potential avail- 
able for entry 

282 8 M acres of 
moderate o r  high 

potential avail- 
able f o r  entry 

284 2 M acre6 of 
muderate or h i g h  

potential avail- 
able f o r  entry 

314 4 M a c r e s  of 
modemte or high 

potential avail- 
able for e n t r y  

135 5 NI acres o f  

moderate o r  high 

potential avail- 
able for entry 

Mineral opportun- 
nity moderate 

Mineral opportun- 
nity m o d e r a t e  ity h i g h  ity high 

PEST MANAGEMENT 

PROTECTION 

What is the appropriate f i r e  P r e v c n t h h  17% 
management s t r a t e g y  for t h e  Inyo? suppression 83% 

S t a f f i n g  p e r  

Workforce Plan 

Prevention 17X 
s u p p r e s s i o n  33x 
1982 staffing 

Prevention 17% 
suppression 83% 
1982 s t a f f i n g  

Prevention 17X 
suppression 83% 
1982 staffing 1982 staffing 

53 M ac wildfire 53 M ac w i l d f i r e  65 M ac wildfire 



TABLE 26 (continued) 
Corpnrison of Response to Issues and Concerns 

RESOURCE 

CUR PRP RPA CEE 

RANGE 

Directions f o r  t h e  integration of range management w i t h  o t h e r  reeourcea i a  found in the  Forest-wide Standard8 and 
guidelines and t h e  management p r e a c r f p t h n s  applied t o  all  alternative^. Wild h o m e s  and burros 4 ~ e  maneged Under 
territory management plane  in a l l  alternatives, Fi f th -decade  grazing autputa and trade-offs between l h e s t m k  and 
other  resources d i f f e r  by alternative 

HOW should t h e  Inyo b4fance t h e  

need8 of t h e  range program 
(domestic livestock and 
wild horses and burros] with the 
need t o  protect and/or produce 

other   resource^ + 4 L 4  M AUMS 39.1 M AUM3 5 5 B 6  M AUMS 46 5 M AUMS 3 5 1  M AUMS 39 4 M AUMS 

Cattle decline in 
suitable timber 

Cattle decline in 
suitable timber 

Cattle decline in 
suitable timber 

Cattle decline Cattle decline in Cattle unchanged ih 
suitable timber suitable timber suitable timber 

Mule deer 
p r i o r i t y  on key 
winter range 

Mule deer 
p r i o r i t y  on k e y  
winter range 

Mule deer Cattle removed 
p r i o r i t y  on key from key deer 
win t e P range w i n t e r  range 

Cat t l e  removed 

from key deer  

winter  range 

RECREATION 

o p p o r t u n i t y  program for the  fnyo 

other r e ~ o u r c e  management and 
Dispersed use 
7 6 ~  of demand 

Dispersed use: 
76% of demand 

D h p e r s e d  use ,  Dispersed use 

54% of demand 77% of demand environmental p m t e c t i m  needs)? 

Developed summer,* 

81% of demand 

Developed summer 

50X of demand 

Developed summer Developed Summer Developed Summer 

81% of demand 53% of demand 74% o r  demand 

Alpine Skiing 
40Z of demand 

Alpine  S k i i n g  Alpine Skiing 
67% of demand 

A l p i n e  S k i i n g  

80% o f  demand 
A l p i n e  Skiing 
kO% of demand 52% of demand 

I 



I 

RESOURCE 

PRP CUR RPA CEE mN 

RECREATJON ( C O ~ '  t) 

RIPARIAN A R E A S  

31,000 SAOT 

Mammoth g, J u n ~  

39,000 SAOT 

Mammoth b June, 
Sherwin, Summit ,  

&/or Knolls: 

46,000 SAOT 

Mammoth, June, 
Sherwin & Summit 

61,000 $ADT 3iF0oo SAOT 

Mammoth, June, Mammoth & June 
$herw;Ln, Summit 
San Joaquin, White 

2 0 M a c  water- 
shed improvement 

9 9 M 8~ 

shed improvement 

Riparian enhance- Riparian enhance- Riparian enhance- 
m m t  node rat  e "It l o w  ment low 

t a t  improvement t a t  improvement tat: improvement 

23.5 M EW water- 
shed improvement shed improvement  



Comparison of Response to Issue@ and Concerns 

RESOURCE 

CUR RPA CEE 

SENSITIVE PLANTS 

D i r e c t h m  common t o  all alternatives c a l h  for managing eensitive plant  habitat t o  maintain population ~ h b i l ; l t y +  How should t h e  Forest manage 
h a b i t a t  for sensitive p l a n t  

S P E C I A L  INTEREST AREAS 

No additional s p e c i a l  interest areas are recommended in t h e  PoreBt planl However, a l h t  o f  potential g e o f o g h  
s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  areas ha8 been i d e n t i f i e d ,  thoee area6 will be evaluated, and recommendations for establishment 
will be made by 1990 special ,  interest areas?  

TIMBER 
What ir3 the  best balance  between 

A c r e s  managed protection needs? A c r e s  managed Acres mameed+ Acre3  managed: 

97 fi 600 

A c r e s  managed 

89,100 61,800 69 , 800 99 c m o  75 233 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

the  o v e ~ a l l  resource manage- applies o n l y  t o  wilderness and research natural a r e a s )  and retention (maximum protection outside such 

be protected and enhanced? 

M acres 
Preservation 688 
Retentian 472 Retentian 333 

I 



TABLE 26 (continued) 
Comparison of Response to Issues and Concerns 

I 

RESOURCE 

VISUAL RESOURCES k o n ' t ' l  

Percent o f  Forest 
i n  P OF R 70x 

Percent of Forest  P e r c e n t  of Forest  P e r c e n t  of Porest 
i n  P or R 60% in F or R 47% in P or R 6 4 ~  

WATERSHED 

Percent of PoreBt Percent o f  F o r e s t  

in P or R 82% in P or R 77% 

How should the Forest  respond to 
the needs f o r  water quality, 
increased water y i e l d s ,  water 
right6 far Forest resource 
management, and hea2thy watershed 
condition? 

WILD AND S C E N I C  R I V E R S  - 

What recommmdat ions  Bhou1.d the  
Forest make f o r  management of the 
candidate wild and scenie  river? 

WILDERNESS 
1s t h e r e  a need for change fn the  

management o f  designated wilder- 
"3 on the Forest? 

179100 acres  
of restorat€on 

2 , 0 0 0  acres 
o f  restaratiml 

9,860 acres  
of restoration of restoration 

231500 acres  
of restoration of restoration 

Deer priority on 
key w i n t e r  range 

Cattle priority on Deer priority on 
key deer  winter key winter  range 
range 

Cattle removed 
from key d e e r  

w i n t e r  range 

CBttIt removed 

f m m  k e y  deer  

winter range 



TABLE 26 (continued) 
Comparison of Rcspofiec tu Issues and Concerns 

RESOURCE 

PRF CUR RPA AMB 

WILDLIFE (con't) 
Manage grazing 
t o  p r o t e c t  key 

fawning 0reas  

Manage grazing 
t o  protect key 
fawning areas 

No spec ia l  
management o f  
fawning areas 

No s p e c i a l  

management o f  

fawning areas 

Protect migration 

r o u t e 6  

Does not address 

migration routes 
Does not address 

migration routes 
Doe~n't address 
migration 

Protec t  migration Protect migratian 
routes rout e 6  

Peregrine  falcon 
2 nesting pairs 

Peregrine falcon 
2 nesting pairs 

Peregrine falleon* Peregrine falcon: 
4 nesting pairs  4 ner3ting pair3 

15 goshawk 

t e r r i t o r i e s  in 
suitable timber 

1.5 goshawk 
territories in 
suitable timber 

9 goshawk 
t e r r i t o r h s  in 

9 goshawk 
territories in 
suitable timber 

15 goshawk 

t e r r i t o r i e s  in 
suitable timbep 

15 gashawk 
territories in 
suitable timber suitable timber 

1 S i e r r a  Nevada 
mountain sheep 
reintroduction 

0 S i e r r a  Nevada 
mountain sheep  
reintroduction 

7 Sierra Nevada 
mountain sheep 
reintroduction 

7 Sierra  Nevada 

mountain sheep 
reintroduction 

1 Nelson mountain 1 N d s a n  m a u n t a h  
sheep r e i n t r a -  sheep reintro- 
duc t ion duct  ion 

I 



TABbE 26 (continued) 
Comparison af Response to  Issuei3 and Concern8 

- -. 

Alternatives 
RESOURCE 

PRF CUR RPA CEE AUB 

WILDLIFE - (con't) 

See V f v e r s i t y + q  
for oId  growth 

Mafntah /e  reat  e 

snags t o  meet 
40% of p o t e n t h $ l  

74 NI acres t o t a l  
shrub treatmeat 
for w i l d l i f e  

65 M acres t o t e 1  

shrub treatment 
f o r  wildfife 

See V i v e r 3  1. tymT 

for old growth 

Mahta in /erente  
snags t o  meet  

40% of potential 

48 M acre8 t o t a l  
shrub treatment 

for wildlife 

See " ~ i v e r ~ l t y "  
for o l d  growth 

Maint€&in/creatc 
snags t o  meet  

40% of potential 

shrub treatment 
far wildlife 

1oox o f  p a t e n t h 1  100% of potential 

78 M acres total  162 M  acre^ total 
shrub treatment shrub treatment 
for wildlife for wildlife 


