

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN ECONOMIC VALUES AMONG ALTERNATIVES



This section compares and discusses the economic consequences of the alternatives.  The focus of the discussion is on the tradeoffs among alternatives and the tradeoffs between measured net economic benefits and indicators of response to issues.

Regulation 36 CFR 219.12(f) states that:  “The primary goal in formulating alternatives, besides complying with NEPA procedures, is to provide an adequate basis for identifying the alternative that comes nearest to maximizing net public benefits.”  Alternatives provide different ways to address and respond to public issues.

Forest management affects a wide range of people.  Some are primarily concerned about the Colville National Forest because it is their closest National Forest and therefore, best meets their needs for local recreation.  Others see the Forest as their venue for big-game hunting.  Still others see the Colville National Forest as the basis for their livelihood, whether it be logging, construction, livestock grazing, or mining.  

Local area inhabitants are affected by Forest activities directly (as in the case of millworkers) and indirectly (as in the case of a saw repair shop or grocery store).

The Forest’s influence is pervasive in the local area because its activities determine how much money the Federal treasury will return to the local governments from the “25 percent fund,” an important component of area road and school budgets.  Briefly, those whose main interest in the Forest arises from its ability to generate commodities would be well served by Alternatives C, D, D-M, and E.  Following them would be Alternatives B, G-M, A, I-M, and H, in that order.  

Amenity values are provided by all alternatives, somewhat more by A, G-M, H, and I-M; and somewhat less by B, C, D, D-M, and E.  The order of placement is arguable, but amenity values generally remain high in all alternatives.



Definitions

Following are definitions for key terms and concepts used in the remainder of this chapter to explain the economic analysis.  Please refer to Appendix B, FEIS, for a detailed explanation of how these concepts were used to perform the analysis.

Priced Outputs - Priced outputs are those that are, or can be, exchanged in the market place.  The dollar values for these outputs fall into one of two categories:  market or non-market (assigned).  The market values constitute the unit price of an output normally exchanged in a market, and are expressed in terms of what people are willing to pay as evidenced by actual sales transactions.  Non-market values constitute the unit price of an output not normally exchanged in a market and must be estimated by using comparable sales transaction data in combination with various theoretical techniques.  They are valued in terms of what people would be willing to pay (above participation costs) rather than go without the output.  Timber, recreation, and wildlife were the most important priced outputs considered during the development of the alternatives.  They account for the majority of the discounted benefits associated with the alternatives.  Range and mineral resources and other special uses of the Forest for which permits are required also contribute to benefits.

Non-priced Outputs - Non-priced outputs are those for which no available market transaction is evident and no reasonable basis is present for estimating a dollar value commensurate with the market values associated with the priced outputs.  In these cases, subjective non-dollar values must be attributed to their production.

Some examples of non-priced outputs are visual quality, some cultural resource values, air quality, and threatened and endangered wildlife species. 

These are only a few examples; it is difficult to “define” resources as non-priced because we intuitively attribute values to many resources, both those with established market prices and those without.  In some cases, the importance of providing non-priced benefits can outweigh the advantages of producing higher levels of priced outputs.

Net Public Benefit - Maximization of net public benefits is a goal of forest planning.  Net public benefit is the overall value to the nation of all outputs and positive effects (benefits) less all the associated inputs and negative effects (costs), whether they can be quantitatively valued or not.  Conceptually, net public benefit is the sum of the present net value of priced outputs plus the net value of all non-priced outputs.  The alternative which has the greatest excess of benefits over costs maximizes the net public benefit.  A major objective of forest planning is to provide information that helps determine which alternative provides the mix of outputs and effects that best responds to the issues and concerns while maximizing the net public benefit. Net public benefits cannot be expressed as a numeric quantity as they include qualitative values, non-priced outputs.  Therefore, identifying the alternative which maximizes net public benefit is a subjective decision and is related to responding effectively to public issues.

Present Net Value - Present net value (PNV) is a dollar measure of economic efficiency.  The National Forest Management Act defines PNV as “the difference between the discounted value (benefits) of all outputs to which monetary values or established market prices are assigned and the total discounted costs of managing the planning area.”  PNV therefore, includes the priced outputs, or those outputs with values, both market and non-market.  PNV is an estimate of the current value of the priced resources minus all costs of producing both priced and non-priced outputs.



Differences in PNV	

Present net value (PNV) estimates the potential economic effectiveness of management of the land and water resources of the Forest for each alternative.  It is an extremely important measure of the economic value of the Forest and is one component or partial measure of net public benefits.  It is calculated by subtracting budget costs from the priced benefits that would be produced under a planning alternative, after costs and benefits are appropriately discounted to the present.  PNV measures the net economic value of outputs for which dollar values are calculated.  Economic costs and benefits and net economic and cash values are important components of net public benefit, the criterion used to evaluate each of the alternatives.

Table II-11 displays the PNV’s of Benchmark 7 (the maximum PNV benchmark) and the proposed management alternatives.  The alternatives are ranked in order of decreasing PNV.  While the alternatives are arranged in this manner, and changes in PNV and discounted costs and benefits are displayed, this should not be interpreted as an incremental analysis.  Alternatives were formulated in a discreet manner with each alternative designed to respond to a mixture of issues, concerns, and opportunities.  The alternatives were not designed to provide incremental levels of output subject to changing levels of input.  The “Maximum PNV Benchmark” is provided as a reference point; it is not a viable alternative as it was not designed to respond to the issues and concerns.  Figure II-2 provides a graphic display of alternatives ranked by PNV.



                                   FIGURE II-2

                                   ALTERNATIVES RANKED BY PNV

                                   (Million 1982 $, Discounted at 4%)



� EMBED MSGraph.Chart.5 \s ���





�TABLE II-11

 PRESENT NET VALUE

AND

DISCOUNTED COSTS AND BENEFITS OF ALTERNATIVES

(Million Dollars)

Alternative/ Benchmark �Present Net Value �Change  �Discounted Costs  �Change  �Discounted Benefits  �Change��Max PNV  Benchmark 7  �$176.5��$402.9��$579.4�����+189.3��-$53.1��+$136.2��Alternative D�$365.8��$349.8��$715.6�����$19.4 ��-$51.4��-$70.8��Alternative I-M�$346.4��$298.4��$644.8�����$15.5��+$65.0��+$49.5��Alternative G-M�$330.9��$363.4��$694.3�����$19.1��+$83.1��+$64.0��Alternative D-M�$311.8��$446.5��$758.3�����$39.1��-$83.6��-$122.7��Alternative B�$272.7��$362.9��$635.6�����$54.4��-$83.4��-$137.8��Alternative H�$218.3��$279.5��$497.8�����$24.0��+$213.9��+$189.9��Alternative C�$194.3��$493.4��$687.7�����$74.4��-$213.4��-$287.8��Alternative A�$119.9��$280.0��$399.9�����$3.6��+$126.8��+$123.2��Alternative E�$116.3��$406.8��$523.1���



�Table II-12 presents a more detailed breakdown of the benefits and costs by major resources.  The PNV for each benchmark and alternative is the difference between discounted costs and discounted benefits.  The alternatives are ranked in order of decreasing PNV.

As PNV decreases across alternatives, discounted costs and discounted benefits do not necessarily decrease.  This is because the alternatives were not designed in an incremental fashion.  Therefore, no general pattern is evident.  Changes in economic values are due to: 1) changes in the timber land base; 2) extended rotations on timber lands, as in Alternatives A and H; 3) an objective of maximizing timber, rather than PNV, which tends to increase costs significantly; 4) departing from non-declining even flow in one alternative, which also will tend to increase costs; 5) the inclusion of uneven-age management in the modified alternatives; and 6) the inclusion of additional recreation investment in alternatives D, D-M, G-M, and I-M.  The major tradeoffs between alternatives are disclosed in the next subsection of this chapter.

As displayed in Table II-12, timber production dominates both benefits and costs.  In most cases, the economic benefits associated with timber, wildlife, and recreation are greater than the costs directly attributable to producing these benefits.

�

TABLE II-12

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS AND COSTS BY RESOURCE GROUPS

(Millions in 1982 Dollars @ 4%) 1/

	BENCHMARKS)	A L T E R N A T I V E S      (Ranked by Decreasing PNV

�Run-3 Max. PNV w/o MR’s �Run-7 Max. PNV w/MR’s �Run-7A Max. Timber w/MR’s �D�I-M�G-M (Preferred) �D-M�B (RPA)�H�C�A (No Action) �E��PNV�180.7�176.5�84.1�365.8�346.4�330.9�311.8�272.7�218.3�194.3�119.9�116.3��DISCOUNTED PRICED BENEFITS BY RESOURCE   Timber�442.9�396.5�416.7�359.4�244.6�305.0�391.8�346.3�219.6�431.5�217.8�312.2��Developed & Dispersed Recreation�100.6�99.9�99.9�274.0�267.45�265.2�253.9�179.9�176.4�184.1�96.8�142.8��Wildlife�74.8�74.6�76.2�74.0�128.9�117.4�105.9�101.8�96.2�64.2�79.2�63.2��Range�5.8�5.8�5.8�5.8�3.2�5.8�5.8�5.8�3.5�5.8�4.1�2.5��Other 2/�2.6�2.6�2.6�2.4�0.7�0.9�0.9�1.8�2.1�2.1�2.0�2.4��DISCOUNTED COSTS BY MAJOR CATEGORIES  Timber 3/�346.5�315.1�428.7�252.5�190.4�251.0�336.24�266.1�180.2�398.3�195.3 �319.2��Roads 4/�96.2�92.4�92.4�56.4�41.2�52.6�67.4�54.6�44.5�95.7�45.6�77.7��Developed & Dispersed Recreation�14.3�14.2�14.3�15.9�16.4�16.3�15.9�11.4�14.9�13.5�7.6�9.3��Wildlife�0.0�2.3�2.3�2.3�13.7�14.0�15.2�6.3�6.7�2.3�1.5�1.8��Range�19.6�6.2�6.2�6.2�4.9�6.2�6.2�6.2�5.0�6.2�3.4�3.5��Other 5/�65.6�65.1�65.6�72.9�73.0�75.9�73.0�72.9�72.7�73.1�72.24�73.0��

1/ Direct comparisons of benefits and costs by individual resource provide broad indications of specific relationships, but they may be misleading because   many costs are nonseparable under multiple-use management.

2/ These benefits include wilderness recreation and minerals.

3/ These costs include road engineering, construction and reconstruction, and road maintenance costs.

4/ Road engineering, maintenance, construction, and reconstruction costs.  These are included in timber costs.

5/ These costs include costs for wilderness management, soil and water management, minerals, land exchange and right-of-way, facilities, protection, and general administration.  Costs for human resource programs (e.g., Senior Community Service Employment Program), add 55 million to the cost of alternatives and non priced benefits.







PNV is largely influenced by recreation, timber, and wildlife.  Alternatives which emphasize all three have the highest PNV.

In general, as timber production decreases, the economic costs and benefits decrease, although benefits tend to decrease at a slower rate.  Costs decrease by 55 percent from the alternative that produces the most timber (Alternative C) to the one that produces the least timber (Alternative H).  Benefits also decrease, but only by 49 percent.  Costs per unit of timber sold vary across alternatives and are highest in Alternatives C and E, and lowest in Alternative H.  Several factors can cause the unit costs to increase:  applying restraints on timber to protect other resources; harvesting timber in areas of low timber productivity; or harvesting timber in areas where road construction costs are high.  Alternatives C and E have high unit costs for timber output because in order to maximize timber volume, intensive timber management must be practiced on many acres, including some of low productivity.  These alternatives also necessitate more road construction to access harvest areas.

Uneven-age management also increases unit costs for timber outputs in the modified alternatives.  This is one of the major differences between Alternatives D and D-M.

The economic values displayed do not include those associated with possible future minerals production.  Mineral resources are known to exist on the Forest, but the timing of their development and the quantities that might be extracted are highly speculative.

As shown in the previous tables, Alternative D generates the highest PNV of all the alternatives.  Of the group of alternatives which seek to maximize PNV, Alternative D has the largest land base for timber management with the fewest constraints on that management.  Alternative C has the largest available land base of the alternatives which seek to maximize timber yield.  Recreation and  wildlife are also important benefits which significantly add to the PNV for Alternative D.

Because of its emphasis on dispersed recreation values and natural settings, along with increased investment, Alternative I-M is the second highest alternative in total PNV and in recreational PNV.  Total benefits are ten percent less than Alternative D while total costs are four percent higher.  Recreation benefits decrease $6.6 million and recreation costs increase by $0.5 million.  Recreation benefits decrease because the emphasis is on primitive rather than roaded recreation, resulting in significantly less dispersed use.  Alternative I-M shows a decrease of $115 million in timber related benefits and $62 million in costs compared to Alternative D.  The range benefits decrease $2.6 million and range costs decrease $1.3 million.  Wildlife benefits increase significantly ($54.9 million) because of emphasis on natural settings.

Alternative G-M is similar to I-M in recreation and timber PNV, but the increased timber harvest reduces wildlife PNV by $11.8 million.  The incremental value of timber between I-M and G-M is essentially zero.  This is partially due to requiring Alternative G-M to produce more timber than the harvest level for the same land allocation when PNV is maximized without a timber constraint.  Alternative G-M attempts to harvest a little more timber from the same land base, such as Alternative E.  

Alternative D-M emphasizes higher levels of timber harvest while introducing resource protection measures such as the use of uneven-age management.  PNV for timber is higher than Alternatives I-M and G-M:  $55.6 million for D-M versus approximately $54 million for I-M and G-M.  However, net wildlife values are $12.7 million lower than G-M and $24.5 million lower than I-M.  Net recreation values are also approximately $10 million lower than I-M and G-M because of the reduction of unroaded, dispersed recreational opportunities.

Alternative B gives up $93.1 million in PNV to Alternative D (as shown in Table II-12) because it harvests timber less intensively, giving up $13.1 million in timber-related benefits while timber-related costs increased $13.6 million.  Alternative B departs from non-declining flow 

in the sixth decade to meet RPA targets.  It requires intensive management of timber resources but in a less efficient manner than Alternative D.  The wildlife contribution to PNV would increase slightly.  Alternative B also gives up $89.6 million in recreation PNV to Alternative D because there is less recreational benefits due to less recreation investments.

Because of its emphasis on amenities, Alternative H extends the minimum rotation ages for timber stands to 130 years.  This alternative also has the least amount of timber land suitable for timber harvesting.  The net effect of these added constraints is that timber benefits are reduced $140 million from Alternative D; timber-related costs decline $72 million when compared with Alternative D, for a reduction of $68 million in timber PNV from Alternative D.  As in Alternative B, there is a substantial decrease in recreational benefits because of less recreational investment.  Recreational PNV for Alternative A is $97 million less than Alternative D.  Net wildlife benefits are higher than Alternative D but less than I-M, G-M, D-M, and B.

Alternative C maximizes timber production, and it has the highest gross timber benefits.  It also has the highest timber costs, so net timber benefits are lower than all alternatives except A and E.  Recreational benefits are roughly similar to Alternative B and H.  Wildlife benefits are low; only Alternative E is lower.

Alternative A has the second lowest PNV because timber rotations are 130 years or longer, causing a low timber harvest; recreation and wildlife outputs are valued at less than standard levels.  The recreation and wildlife budgets presently are too low to provide outputs valued at standard levels.  Recreation benefits in Alternative A are by far the lowest of the alternatives; net recreation benefits in Alternative A are $169 million less than Alternative D.  Wildlife benefits are lower than all alternatives except C, D, and E.  Timber and range benefits are also low.  Discounted costs are low because of constrained budget and a low level of timber harvest.

Alternative E, like Alternative C, also has the objective to maximize timber production rather than PNV.  It retains a large amount (75 percent) of roadless area in that condition.  The strain of producing maximum harvest volumes on a smaller timber base leads to timber costs exceeding timber benefits.  Reductions in recreation benefits ($131 million) from Alternative D, greatly exceed reductions in recreation costs ($6.6 million).  Wildlife benefits are the lowest of any alternative because of heavy emphasis on timber production.

Differences In Costs - On the Colville National Forest, essentially all capital investment costs are for road construction and activities associated with continuous timber production.  The total annual Forest budget costs for all alternatives are higher than the average (1980-1983) expenditure level of about $11,756,000; for example, Alternative C is $22,400,000 and Alternative H is $13,100,000 (Table II-4).  Annual costs by major categories are displayed in Table II-12 and in Appendix B, Section VIII, FEIS.

Alternatives that emphasize timber production, such as Alternative C, have higher road and timber management costs, whereas those alternatives that emphasize non-market values, such as Alternative H and the modified alternatives, have higher recreation management costs.

Differences in Economic Benefits Cash Flows - Average annual economic benefits associated with market and non-market resources are displayed by alternative by decade in Appendix B, Section VIII, FEIS.  Market resources include timber, livestock grazing, developed recreation,  minerals, and special uses for which fees are collected.  Non-market resource values are dollar values assigned to dispersed recreation, wilderness, and wildlife.  The purpose of assigning dollar values is to reflect the full economic value even though none or part of that value associated with specific resources is actually collected as fees under current laws and policies.  The real dollar value of timber is assumed to increase at a rate of one percent per year, resulting in per unit timber values increasing while other resource per unit values stay the same.

Cash receipts and costs measure actual cash flows to and from the U.S. Treasury and the taxpayers.  On the Colville National Forest, the major portion of cash receipts comes from timber production.  Recreation and range add a small amount.  Cash receipts correspond directly with changes in timber harvest.  Net cash flows from the first and fifth decades are displayed by alternative in Table II-13.  The alternatives are ranked in order of decreasing net receipts.



TABLE II-13

FIRST AND FIFTH DECADE AVERAGE ANNUAL CASH FLOWS

 AND

 NONCASH BENEFITS BY ALTERNATIVE

(Million Dollars)



A L T E R N A T I V E S

�A (No Action)�D�E�B (RPA)�C�H�D-M�G-M�I-M�������������DECADE 1 Total Receipts 1/�10.6�13.6�15.8�13.0�18.5�9.1�15.4�12.6�9.6��Total Costs 2/�13.4�16.6�19.3�16.6�22.4�13.1�20.3�17.5�14.5��Net Receipts�2.8�-3.0�-3.5�-3.6�-3.9�-4.0�-4.9�-4.9�-4.9��Non-cash Benefits to Users 3/ �  8.6�15.2�9.7�12.5�12.0�13.0�16.1�16.9�17.3��DECADE 5  Total Receipts 1/  �16.5�21.4�25.8�20.3�30.3�12.6�24.8�20.2�19.2��Total Costs 2/ �12.4�15.8�17.4�14.8�22.8�12.0�19.3�16.0�14.5��Net Receipts �4.1�5.6�8.4�5.5�7.5�0.6�5.5�4.2�4.7��Non-cash Benefits to Users 3/  �9.4�19.7�11.8�16.0�14.3�15.5�20.9�22.2�22.6��

1/ Payments to counties are included in total receipts.

2/ Costs do not include Curlew Job Corps Center which is primarily funded by the Department of Labor.

3/  Benefits to users include all non-market priced outputs.
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Receipts other than those from timber sales are expected to be relatively minor.  Gross receipts are anticipated to increase somewhat over time, primarily because of real stumpage price increases and increasing levels of timber harvest.  The realization of these increases is dependent upon a variety of factors such as regional and national timber demand, and operation costs including labor and capital investment.

Non-cash benefits vary among alternatives.  This is because non-cash priced benefits are largely those associated with dispersed recreation and wildlife. 

The amount of dispersed recreation does not necessarily change through the range of alternatives; the type and setting change, resulting in varying benefits associated with the resource.





MAJOR TRADEOFFS BETWEEN ALTERNATIVES



This section summarizes the significant tradeoffs between the alternatives.  The focus of the discussions is upon the incremental changes in PNV from one alternative to another as influenced by the production of both market and non-market outputs, and more importantly, the ability of the alternatives to address key planning issues, concerns, and opportunities.  The purpose of this section is to highlight the major economic tradeoffs or combinations of differences between measured economic benefits and response to issues as measured by non-priced indicators of response to issues.  A complete understanding of differences between alternatives requires reading both Chapters II and IV of this FEIS.  A more complete description of the issues, concerns, and opportunities can be found in Chapter I and Appendix A, FEIS.  Appendix B, FEIS, presents a detailed discussion of the entire forest planning analysis process as it relates to addressing the planning issues.

To provide a partial framework for assessing tradeoffs, the long-term resource demands of the nation, region, and local communities are briefly summarized.  Selected economic values and quantified indicators of responsiveness to major issues, concerns, and opportunities are then tabulated.  Finally, differences and similarities between alternatives are summarized in terms of major tradeoffs between competing objectives or responses to expressed issues, concerns, and opportunities.



National, Regional, and Local Overview



National planning through the Resource Planning Act (RPA) predicts that demand will rise for all outputs of the National Forests.  At the same time, demand is strong to protect and enhance the quality of the environment.  National markets generally determine the demand and prices for commodity production and the nation benefits most when commodities are produced from the most efficient sources.  The National Forests are generally considered efficient sources of timber.  Demand for timber from the Colville National Forest is expected to remain strong through the duration of this plan.  In contrast, the economic benefits associated with the production of forage for domestic livestock are generally less than the cost of production.

�Demands for outdoor recreation uses are local and regional in nature.  Recreationists on this Forest come predominantly from northeast Washington, nearby portions of Idaho, and British Columbia, Canada.  Changing demand for recreation is closely linked to changes in population and to a lesser extent, to shifts in preferences for various types of recreation.  Total recreation use of the Forest is expected to continue to increase over the planning period at a rate of about one percent per year (see Chapter III, FEIS).

The 1980 population in the Tri-County Area (Ferry, Stevens, and Pend Oreille Counties) was 43,370, making this one of the most sparsely populated areas in Washington.  This was an increase of 6,286 people over the previous decade.  The dependence upon the Colville National Forest for employment and recreation opportunities is strong (see Chapter III, FEIS).



Response to Major Issues, Concerns, & Opportunities



Management of the Colville National Forest has implications for national, regional, and local concerns.  For example, RPA timber targets assigned to the Colville National Forest reflect the anticipated needs of national and international markets for wood products.  Decisions influencing the Forest’s ability to provide an adequate supply of diverse recreation opportunities are important to regional and local residents, the primary recreationists on the Forest.

Consequently, the forest planning process revolves around development of alternative ways of addressing identified issues, concerns, and opportunities (ICO’s).  The primary differences between alternatives is the way they respond to the ICO’s (Appendix A, FEIS, fully discusses each of the ICO’s).  While all identified ICO’s are important, only some are useful for distinguishing significant differences between the alternatives.  The following is a brief summary of those ICO’s that were used to distinguish between the alternatives and their quantitative indicators of responsiveness. 

Table II-14 displays the differences in issues, concerns, and opportunities by alternative.  Table II-14 also includes the present net value for each alternative.  Annual cash and noncash benefits are not specifically identified in the following ICO’s.

The major issues, concerns, and opportunities with the greatest influence on the alternatives and indicators of responsiveness follow.  The issues regarding management for threatened and endangered species, clean water, archaeological resources, and livestock grazing will not have significant influence on alternatives and are not discussed further in this chapter.  The issue of road management on the Forest is closely related to timber harvest and management for fish and wildlife and is covered by discussions for those resources.

How can the Forest influence community economics? - The economy and lifestyles of many local and regional communities are tied to the Forest in many ways.  A variety of recreation opportunities are available on the Colville National Forest that attract both permanent residents and tourists.  The businesses and support services which serve the recreationists are an important part of the local economy.

The Forest also provides wood for a significant forest products industry in the local communities.  In addition, many people use wood as a primary home heating source.  Personal use firewood cutting has become an important part of the local way of life.

The resulting effects of the alternatives on jobs and payments to counties are aspects of this issue.  Table II-14 displays the first decade impacts on jobs and payments to counties by alternative.

How should the Forest manage the existing roadless areas? - During the past two decades, frequent debate has been held over the management of the roadless areas on the Colville National Forest.  Each roadless area contains a variety of resource values and has the potential to supply a variety of goods and services ranging from primitive recreation to timber production.  Strong sentiment remains for retaining the undeveloped character of some of the roadless areas.  Other interest groups would like to see the areas developed for their commodity outputs such as timber.  Table II-14 displays the acres of roadless areas allocated to non-development.

How much timber should the Forest harvest? - Timber production continues to play an integral role in the economics of the local communities.  The Forest is the primary producer of timber in the area and has the potential to offer significantly greater volumes to the local industry.  To do so, however, would affect the type and amount of dispersed recreation available.  Key to this issue is the amount of land and volume that should be allocated to timber production.  Table II-14 displays the annual volume offered for the first decade, the long run sustained yield, and the acres managed for timber production (suitable lands).

How can the Forest provide a variety of recreation opportunities? - The Forest provides a wide variety of recreation opportunities that are important to the local and regional residents.  These opportunities range from the highly structured types of recreation, such as 49 Degrees North Ski Area, to the primitive types that can be found in the Salmo-Priest Wilderness Area.  Some of the recreational activities occur in specifically designated areas of the Forest while others, such as cross-country skiing and snowmobiling, occur in the same areas; so conflicts can arise.  Location and type of recreation activity is the heart of this issue.  Table II-14 displays the percentage of the Forest that would be used for roaded, unroaded nonmotorized, and unroaded motorized recreation.

How should the Forest maintain wildlife and fish populations? - The Washington State Department of Wildlife, Indian Tribes, various publics, and the Forest Service are concerned about the management of wildlife and fisheries.  The question is:  What level of emphasis should the Forest place on maintaining habitat for all species and at what level should habitats be managed or improved for maintaining or increasing game and other desired animals and fish?  Table II-14 displays the consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife use and acres of old-growth forest habitat after one and five decades of management.

How should the Forest manage the visual resource? - The recreational values of the Forest are directly linked to its scenic beauty.  Many people prefer to see natural-appearing landscapes rather than those dominated by timber harvesting activities.  The key to this issue is to determine which areas and how many acres should be managed for their scenic beauty.  Table II-14 displays the amount of visually-sensitive areas of the Forest which are to be managed to maintain or enhance their visual quality.

In Table II-14, the indicators identified above are used to suggest the degree of response of each alternative to these issues, concerns, and opportunities.  Other displays in Chapter II and discussions in Chapter IV provide more detailed information about specific effects and tradeoffs.  The alternatives in Table II-14 are listed in order of decreasing present net value.

�

                                           TABLE II-14

                                           QUANTITATIVE INDICATORS OF RESPONSIVENESS TO

                                           ISSUES, CONCERNS, AND OPPORTUNITIES



RESPONSE TO ISSUES, CONCERNS, AND OPPORTUNITIES 1/



Alternatives�NC (No Change)�D�I-M�G-M�D-M�B (RPA)�H�C�A (No Action)�E ��PNV ($MM)�*�365.8�346.4�330.9�311.8�272.7�218.3�194.3�119.9�116.3��Average Annual Net Cash Flow ($MM) 2/  Decade 1�*�-3.0�-4.9�-4.9�-4.9�-3.6�-4.0�-3.9�-2.8�-3.5��Decade 5�*�5.6�4.7�4.2�5.5�5.5�0.6�7.5�4.1�8.4��Average Annual Noncash Benefits ($MM) Decade 1�*�15.2�17.3�16.9�16.1�12.5�13.0�12.0�8.6�8.7��Decade 5�*�19.7�22.6�22.2�20.9�16.0�15.5�14.3�9.4�11.8��Average Annual Payments to Counties ($MM)�3.1�3.4�2.5�3.3�3.7�3.1�2.4�5.0�3.0�4.0��Potential Impact on Jobs in Local Economy (Number) 3/�485�641�328�671�940�582�79�1307�299�941��Roadless Area (M Acres) 4/�32�61�121�97�64�76�180�32�42�109��Recreation Opportunities (% of Forest) 5/ Roaded�NA�90�78�83�88�88�76�93�92�83��Unroaded, Non-motorized�NA�10�17�12�9�11�23�7�8�14��Unroaded, Motorized�NA�0�5�5�3�1�1�1�0�3��Timber Harvest Allowable Sale Quantity (1 decade) MMCF�26.2�31.4�20.9�28.7�34.5�30.0�20.4�45.8�24.4�39.1��MMBF�115.4�135.0�90.0�123.4�148.5�129.0�88.0�197.0�105.0�168.0��Long Term Sustained Yield MMCF�NA�47.8�32.5�39.7�48.0�42.5�24.0�62.8�30.3�56.8��MMBF�NA�206.0�139.6�170.7�206.4�194.0�103.0�270.0�130.0�244.0��Land Suitable for Timber Production�867.7�673.7�523.0�615.6�715.3�671.9�517.3�749.7�582.5�681.4��Wildlife Use (WFUDs—Thousands)6/ Consumptive Decade 1�100.6�98.5�127.7�123.0�120.5�102.9�103.0�95.5�95.1�93.4��Decade 5�88.4�85.0�129.5�128.0�114.6�103.4�93.5�73.6�75.5�71.6��Nonconsumptive Decade 1�91.8�67.0�137.4�116.2�88.5�88.8�105.9�50.9�84.5�49.4��Decade 5�75.3�53.5�141.6�124.2�84.4�89.7�93.4�33.4�58.3�32.0��Old Growth Forest (M Acres) Decade 1�180.0�170.1�179.9�177.8�165.9�179.1�184.3�150.3�180.0�161.4��Decade5�50.0�123.3�195.8�157.5�119.3�148.8�201.3�115.2�144.6�150.1��Visual Resources Viewsheds Maintained or Enhanced (Acres)�NA�70,566�189,109�183,094  �183,094�177,440  �189,109�94,653�174,881�103,824��



1/ All data is for the first decade, unless otherwise noted.

2/ Costs used to figure net cash flow do not include the costs for the Curlew Job Corps Center which is primarily funded by the Department of Labor.  Payments to counties are included in the benefits.

3/ Number of jobs is presented as change from 1977-1986 Average Harvest (cut).

4/ Acres allocated to management which does not allow for timber harvest.

5/ Based on alternative land allocations.

6/ WFUD’s denotes “Wildlife and Fish User Days.”
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Differences and Similarities of Alternatives



The following paragraphs summarize the tradeoffs between the alternatives as displayed in Table II-14.  The focus is change in present net value (PNV) from one alternative to another as influenced by the production of both priced and non-priced outputs.  The ability of the alternatives to address the identified issues, concerns, and opportunities is also important.  The alternatives are discussed in order of decreasing PNV.  The PNV’s, by major resource, are presented for Alternative D.  All other alternatives will be compared with Alternative D because D represents the maximum overall PNV.  There will also be incremental comparative discussion of tradeoffs between the other alternatives.

The following changes made between the DEIS and FEIS have affected the PNV analysis:

1.	Large increase (50%) in the trail system and projected increase in dispersed, unroaded recreation use.

2.	Adjusted timber costs, values, and yield tables.

3.	The costs related to the Jobs Corps Center have been dropped because they are not related to the resource costs or benefits.



Alternative NC (No Change) - Alternative NC is portrayed in the context of the 1965 Timber Management Plan, as amended.  The data available in this alternative could not be accommodated in FORPLAN or ADVENT analytical models; therefore, PNV was not calculated.  Attempts to otherwise speculate on the relative PNV of Alternative NC, compared to other alternatives would be unreliable.

Alternative NC emphasizes timber harvest with minimal direction for the management of other resources.  Although the level of harvesting (115.4 MMBF) is higher than Alternative A (105.0 MMBF), the volume is realized over a greater area of land appropriate for timber harvest, 867.7 thousand acres as opposed to 582.5 thousand acres.  Under this alternative, timber harvest is scheduled at 130 years of age.

Other resource uses have not been identified consistently because of the lack of uniform direction in the Timber Management Plan and amendments.  Levels of resource use would be generally comparable to Alternative A, although A has a budget constraint included in the model.  Many of the inventoried roadless areas will be available for harvest entry, and a corresponding shift in recreation use could be expected from unroaded to roaded forms of recreation. 

Visual management is not required in the Timber Management Plan, and timber values could be expected to override visual management.  Similar relationships could be expected in wildlife values.  Range benefits would remain near current levels in the short term.  Over time, range benefits would decrease as deferred costs, brought about by traditional low budgets, came into effect.

Alternative D - Alternative D has the highest PNV of all the alternatives.

Alternative D emphasizes timber production in an economically efficient manner by seeking to maximize PNV.  

Alternative D is fourth highest in the amount of tentatively suitable lands available for timber harvest; Alternative C, D-M, and E are higher.  Due to the high acreage of land available for timber production, this alternative has one of the largest land bases for locating lands that contribute positively to PNV, particularly for timber harvest.

This alternative has the highest timber yield and long term sustained yield of any alternative with the FORPLAN objective of maximizing present net value, except Alternative D-M which has a harvest level constraint.  The large available land base and rotations at 95 percent Culmination of Mean Annual Increment (CMAI) contribute to the high first decade harvest level and Long Run Sustained Yield. Most timber rotations begin at 95 percent CMAI for all alternatives, except A and H which start at age 130.  The rotations at 95 percent CMAI result in smaller diameter logs than 130 year rotations but tend to maximize timber production rates.

Approximately two-thirds of the inventoried roadless areas have been allocated to management that allows some type of timber production.  As a result, approximately 90 percent of the Forest is suitable for roaded recreation opportunities.  The remaining ten percent is available for unroaded recreation opportunities.  The Forest landscape would have a modified or managed appearance, greatly reducing opportunities for Primitive or Semi-primitive recreation.  Between the DEIS and the FEIS, emphasis has been added on unroaded, dispersed recreation by constructing new trails and trailheads.

Visual quality is not emphasized, with only 70,000 acres of viewsheds being maintained or enhanced.  The suitable timber lands in the remaining viewsheds are allocated to timber production.  Alternative C is next higher to Alternative D with 94,000 acres allocated to visual quality.  

The opportunity to enhance wildlife habitat on old growth and deer winter range lands is traded off to increase timber outputs.  The result is Alternative D ranks seventh in nonconsumptive and sixth in consumptive wildlife and fish use.

Alternative D ranks fourth highest in payments to counties and fifth in increase of jobs in the local economy.  These indicators are related to the level of timber harvest and recreation use.  Alternatives C and E are higher, but their emphasis is to maximize volume rather than maximize PNV as in D.  Alternative D is the highest of alternatives that attempt to maximize PNV (without a timber constraint) in the timber resource.

The range resource shows slightly negative PNV.  Range management is integrated with timber, recreation, and wildlife management.  As the emphasis shifts in these resources, range will also shift.  However, throughout the alternatives, costs about equal benefits, resulting in a PNV for the range resource of about zero. Range resource PNV has been grouped with “Other” in the bar graphs in this section.

Figure II-3 shows the PNV of the major (economically) resource programs on the Forest.  The information for this figure can be derived from Table II-12. 

Recreation has the highest PNV, timber is second, and wildlife is third.  The large increase in trails and unroaded recreation use between the DEIS and FEIS caused recreation benefits to dramatically increase at very little cost. 

The “Other” column includes benefits and costs for all other resource programs and the cost for general administration of the Forest and the Curlew Job Corps Center.

                                       FIGURE II-3
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Alternative I-M - Alternative I-M ranks second in PNV; $19.4 million less than Alternative D and $15.5 million more than Alternative H.

This alternative has the second lowest timber harvest volume due to the emphasis of providing roadless, non-motorized recreation experiences and scenic quality.  Of all the alternatives, this alternative has the lowest acreage of land appropriate for timber production.  Timber harvest rotations are based on 95 percent of CMAI.

The recreation PNV is $196.8 million higher than the PNV for timber.  Opportunities for roaded recreation are less than Alternative D but opportunities for unroaded recreation are higher than Alternative D.  This alternative is second highest in roadless acreage with 121,000 acres; 59,000 acres less than Alternative H.  The number of unroaded recreation visitor days (RVD’s) is greater than Alternative H even though the unroaded acres are less because of increasing the trail system by 50%.

�Nonconsumptive wildlife and fish use is high, the highest of all alternatives, due to emphasis on high-use recreation, deer and elk winter range, and primitive non-motorized management.  This alternative trades timber production for old growth for both wildlife habitat and unroaded recreation.

Payments to counties are second lowest of all alternatives and there is an increase in jobs of 328 as compared to the 1977-1986 ten year level.  Timber jobs and payments to counties are indirectly traded off because there is a strong emphasis on unroaded recreation and preservation of scenic quality.

See Figure II-4 for a breakdown of PNV by major resource area.  The “Other” column includes benefits and costs for all other resource programs and the cost for general administration of the Forest.
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�Alternative G-M - Alternative G-M ranks as third highest in PNV.  The timber management emphasis in this alternative is to provide timber in an economically efficient manner on lands available for timber management.  Annual harvest in the first decade is 33.4 MMBF higher than Alternative I-M while the timber-only PNV’s are about the same.  This alternative has an increase of about 92,600 acres of tentatively suitable and available timber acres when compared to Alternative I-M.  Compared to Alternative D, Alternative G-M trades timber production opportunities for increased unroaded recreation, visual quality, and wildlife opportunities.

This alternative ranks second in consumptive wildlife use (mainly deer and elk).  All existing and potential deer and elk winter range has been allocated to that use instead of timber management only, as in Alternative D.  Most of the difference in total PNV between this alternative and Alternative I-M is due to higher wildlife benefits in I-M.  The number of barred owl, old-growth habitat units is high in this alternative.  Although some alternatives anticipate more pairs of barred owls due to more old-growth habitat, Alternative G-M has the most even distribution of old-growth units across the Forest over time.  The additional old-growth units cause a loss of timber production opportunities.

The PNV of recreation opportunities is higher than the value of timber production in this alternative, as seen in Figure II-5, although the total discounted benefits are higher for timber.  Alternative G-M has 24,000 less roadless acres than I-M, and about the same emphasis on visual quality.  As a result, recreation values are emphasized about the same as Alternative I-M with a decrease in roadless recreation opportunities, and recreation PNV is slightly less (2.1 million).

Because the timber harvest is higher, payments to counties and jobs are higher than Alternative I-M.

Figure II-5 provides a breakdown of PNV by major resource area.  The “Other” column includes benefits and costs for all other resource programs and the cost for general administration of the Forest.
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Alternative D-M  - The PNV for this alternative is $54 million lower than Alternative D.  This alternative is more like a timber-objective alternative than a PNV-objective alternative because of the timber harvest constraint used to keep harvest levels up.  It gains $32.4 million in timber benefits at an increase in cost of $83.7 million when compared to D.  Alternative D-M trades off timber production compared to D by higher levels of visual and wildlife management, and the addition of uneven-age management between DEIS and FEIS.  Total acres in Management Area 7 in Alternative D-M is over 300,000 acres less than D because of shifts to management areas with more emphasis on visual and wildlife resources.  PNV for timber is $55.6 million, or 1.6 million more than Alternative G-M.

Figure II-6 provides a breakdown of PNV by major resource area.  The “Other” column includes benefits and costs for all other resource programs and the cost for general administration of the Forest.
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As shown in Figure II-6, recreation contributes about $182 million more to PNV than timber.  Timber production opportunities have been traded to enhance visual quality as indicated by 112,500 more acres of viewsheds maintained or enhanced compared to Alternative D (Table II-14).  Alternative D-M keeps about 3,000 acres more roadless area unroaded than does D.  Alternatives D-M, G-M, I-M, and D place high emphasis on unroaded, dispersed recreation as compared to the rest of the alternatives.

This alternative ranks third in consumptive and fifth in non-consumptive wildlife use.  Wildlife PNV is $19 million more than for Alternative D.  Alternative D-M has more acres of suitable land for timber production than Alternative D because marten habitat is managed on a rotation basis rather than dedicated basis.

Both jobs and payments to counties are higher for Alternative D-M than D because D-M has higher timber harvest levels.

Alternative B (RPA 80) - Alternative B reflects a departure from Alternative F of the DEIS.  The total PNV is $39.1 million less than Alternative D-M while the timber PNV is $24.6 million more than D-M.  When compared to Alternative D, Alternative B gives up $26.7 million timber PNV because economically efficient timber management is traded off for intensive timber management on costly lands to meet RPA 80 outputs.  Non-declining flow is forgone in this alternative in order to meet the required RPA 80 timber harvest output.  The harvest level between the fifth and sixth decades departs more than 80 percent to meet the required timber harvest levels for the first five decades.

This alternative has a high timber output because of the more intensive management program designed to meet the RPA 80 outputs.  Alternative B has a lower net cash flow in the first decade than Alternative D-M because the need for higher timber volumes causes higher per unit costs due to timber management on economically inefficient lands to provide the needed timber volumes for RPA.  The net cash flow in this alternative is lower than all alternatives except C or E due to the higher cost of timber management.

This alternative drops $69.5 million less than D-M and $89.6 million less than D in recreation PNV.  The first four alternatives in PNV rank include sizeable increases in new trails and recreation sites over the other alternatives.  This investment in recreation has little or no effect on timber PNV or tradeoffs of timber benefits.  It has considerable effect on the alternatives overall ranking in PNV.

Alternative B would provide fewer jobs in the local economy than Alternative D.

Figure II-7 provides a breakdown of the PNV by major resource area.  The “Other” column includes benefits and costs for all other resource programs and the cost for general administration of the Forest.
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Alternative H - Alternative H ranks sixth in PNV, $54.4 million less than Alternative B.

This alternative trades production of commodity outputs for the preservation of amenity values.  Alternative H has the second lowest amount of lands appropriate for timber harvest (see Table II-4) available for timber production and the lowest timber harvest volume.  In addition, minimum timber rotations are 130 years.  With longer rotations, the opportunity for more timber volume is traded off for larger trees and better scenic quality.  Larger trees also yield larger logs and more options in dimensional lumber.

This alternative has the lowest payments to counties and the smallest increase in jobs as compared to other alternatives.  Because amenity values such as scenic quality, recreation, and wildlife are emphasized, commodity outputs and jobs are traded off.

�Wildlife and fish use is relatively high due to the emphasis on management of winter range for these species and primitive non-motorized management.  Also, Alternative H has the largest acreage of roadless and old growth retained, maximizing the opportunity for maintaining or enhancing wildlife species that rely on old growth and undisturbed habitat.  Timber production on these lands is an opportunity foregone.

Alternative H maintains all roadless areas for unroaded use and has the highest acreage set aside for maintaining or enhancing visual quality.  Roaded recreation opportunity is the lowest in Alternative H because unroaded recreation is so heavily emphasized.  The PNV for recreation is four times that of timber emphasizing the importance put on amenity values in this alternative.

Figure II-8 presents a breakdown of PNV by major resource area.  The “Other” column includes benefits and costs for all other resource programs and the cost for general administration of the Forest.



                                       FIGURE II-8

                                       PNV BY MAJOR RESOURCE PROGRAM

                                       Comparison of Alternatives D and H





�Alternative C - Alternatives C and D are quite similar in land allocations but different in their objectives.  Alternative D emphasizes economic efficiency and Alternative C emphasizes timber outputs without considering cost.  Alternative C has the highest timber harvest of all the alternatives.  Alternative C ranks seventh highest in PNV and is $73.7 million less timber PNV than Alternative D.  The drop in timber PNV between these two alternatives is a reflection of maximizing timber volume in Alternative C, without regard to costs.

This alternative has the largest acreage of tentatively suitable timber land allocated to timber production.  Intensive timber management is practiced on most of this acreage to maximize timber volume; this causes high timber management costs.  Timber harvest rotations are based on 95 percent of CMAI.  Most reforestation is done by planting instead of natural regeneration.  In order to maximize timber volume timber stands on approximately 32,000 acres of stagnated, overstocked lands, the stands are destroyed and replanted to obtain additional volume in the future for the purpose of maintaining non-declining flow.  No other alternative, except E, converts these stagnated stands because it is costly.  When the objective in FORPLAN is to maximize timber volume, the opportunity traded off is to maximize PNV.  However, when the objective is to maximize PNV, the opportunity foregone is increased timber volume through management for timber production of lands that do not currently contribute positively to PNV.

Because of the high timber volume produced by this alternative, it ranks the highest in jobs and payments to the counties.  Due to the large increase in jobs, community stability may be traded for accelerated growth.

Of all the alternatives, Alternative C has the least amount of area allocated to roadless management resulting in the lowest amount of unroaded recreation opportunities.  Conversely, this alternative has the largest area available for roaded recreation.  However, the visual quality of the Forest will be the lowest of the alternatives due to intensive timber management.  The PNV for recreation is $137.4 million greater than timber because of the high cost of timber management and the large amount of acres available for roaded recreation.

Deer and elk habitat is the lowest in this alternative, as all winter range with suitable timber lands has been allocated to timber management eliminating the opportunity to maintain or enhance deer and elk habitat.  Alternative C has the least amount of old growth at the fifth decade because these lands are being  used to maximize timber production, thereby minimizing the opportunity to maintain or enhance habitat for old growth dependent species.

Only 94,653 acres are maintained or enhanced for their visual qualities in this alternative.  This is the next to the lowest of all alternatives.

Figure II-9 provides a breakdown of the PNV by major resource area.  The “Other” column includes benefits and costs for all other resource programs and the cost for general administration of the Forest.
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Alternative A - Alternative A ranks eighth in PNV and $245.9 million less than Alternative D.  It is only slightly higher in PNV than Alternative E, the lowest PNV alternative.  Timber harvest is traded off due, in part, to 130 year minimum rotations.  All other alternatives, except Alternative H, have shorter minimum rotations based on 95 percent of CMAI.  Longer rotations yield larger sawlogs and greater opportunities for dimensional lumber than logs produced when rotations are based on 95 percent of CMAI.  In addition, this alternative is constrained by the existing budget which limits the Forest’s ability to produce timber and provide other resources.

Alternative A generally ranks lower in wildlife and fish use than most of the other alternatives.  The existing management plans, as reflected by this alternative, do not emphasize wildlife habitat management which results in relatively low wildlife outputs. Old-growth wildlife habitat is generally traded for timber production.

Roaded dispersed recreation is emphasized in this alternative, while unroaded dispersed recreation receives low emphasis.  The high levels of roaded dispersed recreation are a result of the majority of the roadless areas being allocated to development activities in existing management plans.  Visual quality receives high emphasis in this alternative, enhancing the roaded recreation experience.  Because all forms of recreation are provided at less than standard levels due to budget limitations, the PNV for recreation is the lowest of all alternatives.

Jobs in the local community are slightly higher than past levels because this alternative maintains current management direction which is slightly higher than past harvest levels.

Figure II-10 presents a breakdown of PNV by major resource area.  The “Other” column includes benefits and costs for all other resource programs and the cost for general administration of the Forest.
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�Alternative E - Alternative E ranks last in PNV of all alternatives and second in annual timber harvest.  It is the only alternative in which costs exceed benefits resulting in a negative timber PNV.  This alternative has the lowest net annual cash flow, as the intent of this alternative is to maximize timber production on available tentatively suitable lands.  To fulfill this intent, an intensive timber management program, including a substantial planting program, is required.  Because the FORPLAN objective is to maximize timber volume, about 24,000 acres of stagnated, overstocked timber stands are destroyed and replanted in order to increase future harvests and thus allow for greater harvest at the present.  PNV is traded for the opportunity to harvest more timber.  It produces $312.2 million in timber benefits at a cost of $319.2 million.

This alternative ranks third in the amount of roadless acres as 60 percent of existing RARE II roadless acreage is allocated to unroaded management.  This allocation resulted in a reduction in timber harvest as compared to Alternative C as some productive timber lands are traded off for unroaded values.

There is limited emphasis on the visual resource with this alternative ranking fifth.  Suitable timber lands within viewsheds have been traded for timber production.  The recreation PNV is less than most alternatives because, outside of roadless areas, recreation is not emphasized in this alternative.  Developed recreation is lowest of all the alternatives as the recreation emphasis in this alternative is on roadless recreation opportunities.

Due to the large timber program, Alternative E ranks second in providing jobs to the local communities and payments to the counties.  The large increase in jobs is due to the intensive timber management and high timber harvests.

Like Alternatives C and A, this alternative has low consumptive wildlife use, as the suitable timber lands with deer and elk winter range have been traded for timber production.  Outside the roadless areas, old growth habitat is traded off for timber production with exception of Management Area 1’s old growth dependent species habitat.

Figure II-11 presents a breakdown of PNV by major resource area.  The “Other” column includes benefits and costs for all other resource programs and the cost for general administration of the Forest.
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES





Mitigation measures have been used in different phases of preparing the Forest Plan and this FEIS.  The Forest Plan will implement mitigation measures.  The Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1508) defines mitigation as:

a.	Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of the action.

b.	Minimizing impact by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.

c.	Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment.

d.	Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action.

e.	Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.



The Standards and Guidelines included in the Forest Plan and referenced in Appendix D of this document contain mitigation measures which apply Forestwide and in specific management areas.

Chapter IV, Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives, displays more detail on mitigation and displays some effects that are not mitigated by the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines or in management area strategies.  In these cases, Chapter IV includes mitigation measures specific to resources.  These mitigation measures will be considered at the project planning level, e.g., best management practices for water quality protection (see Appendix G, FEIS).

Mitigation measures in Alternative NC include the following information: coordinating statements contained in the 1965 Timber Management Plan, as amended, which would include information from the unit plans; standard clauses incorporated in the Timber Sale Contract; and laws and regulations other than the National Forest Management Act. 

Not all standards and guidelines developed in the Forest Plan, as referred to in Appendix D of this document, apply to Alternative NC.  Some of the adverse effects discussed in Chapter IV could not be mitigated in Alternative NC.  These include most of the management requirements required by the National Forest Management Act.
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