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A. Introduction 
 
a. Background 

In August 1999, the Washington Office of the USDA Forest Service published Miscellaneous Report FS-
643 Roads Analysis: Informing Decisions about Managing the National Forest Transportation System. 
The objective of roads analysis is to provide decision-makers with critical information to develop road 
systems that are safe and responsive to public needs and desires, are affordable and efficiently 
managed, have minimal negative ecological effects on the land, and are in balance with available 
funding for needed management actions.  

In October 1999, the agency published Interim Directive 7710-99-1 authorizing units to use, as 
appropriate, the road analysis procedure embodied in FS-643 to assist land managers making major 
road management decisions. 

On March 3, 2000, the Forest Service proposed to revise 36 CFR Part 212 to shift emphasis from 
transportation development to managing administrative and public access within the capability of the 
lands. The proposal was to shift the focus of National Forest System road management from 
development and construction of new roads to maintaining and restoring needed roads and 
decommissioning unneeded roads within the context of maintaining, managing, and restoring health 
healthy ecosystems.  

On January 12, 2001, the Forest Service issued the final National Forest System Road Management Rule. 
This rule revises regulations concerning the management, use, and maintenance of the National Forest 
Transportation System. Consistent with changes in public demands and use of National Forest System 
resources and the need to better manage funds available for road construction, reconstruction, 
maintenance, and decommissioning, the final rule removes the emphasis on transportation 
development and adds a requirement for science-based transportation analysis. The final rule is 
intended to help ensure that additions to the National Forest System road network are those deemed 
essential for resource management and use; that construction, reconstruction, and maintenance of 
roads minimize adverse environmental impacts; and that unneeded roads are decommissioned and 
restoration of ecological processes are initiated.  

One of the requirements of the new roads rule is the roads analysis process. The direction regarding 
roads analysis is embodied in Interim Directive 7700-2001-3. A roads analysis is not a decision 
document, but is used to inform decisions made in a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
document.  

b. Roads Analysis Process 
 
Roads analysis is a six-step process. The steps are designed to be sequential with the understanding the 
process may require feedback and iteration among steps over time as an analysis matures. The amount 
of time and effort spent on each step differs by project based on specific situations and available 
information. The following six steps guided the process.  

Step 1. Setting up the analysis  

Step 2. Describing the situation  

Step 3. Identifying the issues  
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Step 4. Assessing benefits, problems and risks 

Step 5. Describing opportunities and setting priorities  

Step 6. Reporting  

Each of these steps is represented by a section of this document, except that step 6 is represented by 
the whole document and is not listed separately.  

c. Scales of Roads Analysis 

Roads Analysis is intended to be performed at more than one scale. Each National Forest must complete 
Roads Analysis at the Forest scale.  The Forest Service Manual (FSM) also requires watershed or project 
scale roads analyses be conducted to inform the decision when a road management decision is being 
made that might “result in changes in access, such as changes in current use, traffic patterns, and road 
standards, or where there may be adverse effects on soil and water resources, ecological processes, or 
biological” (FSM 7712.13) The Forest Supervisor may decide that a previous roads analysis in an area is 
sufficient and a new analysis is unneeded (FSM 7712.13c).  At these smaller scales a complete inventory 
and condition survey must be performed on all system and unclassified roads, and an assessment must 
be made to determine which roads are needed and unneeded.  

d. Information Considered at the Forest Scale 

The Forest Service Manual lists key types of information to be considered at the various possible scales 
of Roads Analysis. The watershed and project scale Roads Analysis must consider site specific road 
conditions of every system and unclassified road within the analysis boundary, and seek to determine 
which roads are needed and unneeded. At the Forest scale, an inventory of all system and unclassified 
roads is to be produced from existing information; however assessment of road conditions is required 
only on the major transportation routes determined to be of key importance by the forest.  

At the Forest scale, a big picture look is required, and the Forest Service Manual states that the analysis 
must consider:  

-  Environmental issues potentially affected by road management proposals, such as soil and water 
resources, ecological processes, and invasive species spread, and biological communities.  

-  Social issues potentially affected by road management proposals such as socio-economic impacts, 
public access, and accessibility for persons with disabilities.  

-  An evaluation of the transportation rights-of-way acquisition needs.  

-  The interrelationship of State, county, Tribal, and other Federal agency transportation facility effects 
on land and resource management plans and resource management programs.  

-  Transportation investments necessary for meeting resource management plans and programs.  

-  Current and likely funding levels available to support road construction, reconstruction, 
maintenance, and decommissioning.  
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B. Executive Summary 
 
a. Objectives of Forest-Wide Transportation System Analysis Process (TAP) 

The objectives of Forest-Wide TAP conducted over the past year were to: 
 
- Identify key issues related to the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ transportation system, in 

particular affordability and cumulative effects; 
- Identify benefits, problems and risks related to the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ transportation 

system; 
- Identify management opportunities related to the existing transportation system to suggest for 

future consideration as National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) decisions;   
- Create a map to inform the identification of the future Minimum Road System (MRS);  
- Indicate the location of unneeded roads.  
- Create a comprehensive TAP analysis database that will support future project level NEPA decisions. 

 (Note:  Forest Service regulations at 36 CFR 212.5(b)(1) require the Forest Service to identify the 
minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel and for administration, utilization, and 
protection of National Forest System (NFS) lands.)   
  

b. Analysis Participants 

The TAP was conducted by an interdisciplinary team with extensive internal participation, and limited 
participation by partners and the general public.   The primary participants were: 
  
- Tammy Hocut, GIS Coordinator, Team Lead 
- Pat Kowalewycz, District Ranger 
- Terry Krasko, Planning and Public Services Forest Staff Officer 
- Keith Whalen, Forest Fisheries Biologist 
- William Carromero, Forest Ecologist 
- Rick Monk, Forest Hydrologist 
- Len Weeks, Forest Soil Scientist 
- Gregg Vickers, Forest Silviculturist 
- Connie Jankowiak, Forest Minerals and Special Uses 
- Tracy Farley, Public Affairs Team Leader 
- Sharon Champion, Civil Engineer 
- Robert Duggan, Forest Natural Resources Specialist 
- Mike Mulford, Big Piney District NEPA Writer 
- Mary Brennan, Zone Archeologist 
- Amanda Walrod, Sylamore/St. Francis Districts Engineer Technician 
- Rickey Adams, Big Piney District Engineer Technician 
- Kenney Smedley, Big Piney District Engineer Technician 
- Rick Arnold, Pleasant Hill District Engineer Technician 
- Ricky Adair, Boston Mountain District Engineer Technician 
- Jason Davis, Magazine District Engineer Technician 

 
c. Overview of the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ Road System 

 
The Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ road system currently comprises a total of 7,947 miles of which 
6,050 miles are national forest system roads.  The other 1,897 miles are comprised of U. S. Highway, 
state, county, and private roads.  This road system provides access to approximately 1,154,687 acres of 
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national forest lands, as well as 375,500 acres of interspersed private tracts, 1,114 acres of state park 
lands, and nearby local communities.  The system supports both recreation and resource management.   
It is comprised of a combination of old “public” roads, roads constructed to access timber sales and 
subsequent silvicultural activities, roads constructed to access recreation areas, and a variety of other 
routes.  These range from double-lane paved roads to single-lane gravel or native surface roads that 
may be useable by passenger cars, to high clearance routes, to travel ways that are closed for periods of 
time greater than one year.  Funding for the construction or reconstruction of all types was generally 
provided either by congressional appropriations, or authorized as a component of a timber sale.  
Maintenance funding is primarily provided by congressional appropriations, although timber sales 
generally funds any maintenance required during the life of a particular sale operation.       
 

d. Key Issues, Benefits, Problems and Risks, and Management Opportunities Identified  
 
- Current appropriations and supplemental revenue sources are not sufficient to adequately 

maintain the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ 5,961 mile Road System as currently configured.  
Without changes, the existing road system requires an annual expenditure of approximately 
$5,440,351.  Only about $1,300,000 dollars are currently available (FY13 initial road maintenance 
budget), resulting in a shortfall of about $4,140,351 or 76% of the total dollars needed.  
  

- There is substantial system mileage which primarily serves either as access to private inholdings, 
or as general access to adjacent communities.  Approximately 4,197 miles, or 53% of the total is 
needed for some type of access of which 2,447 miles are National Forest system roads, 1,272 are 
county jurisdiction roads, 438 are state and US highways, and 40 miles are other including private 
jurisdiction roads.  As opportunities allow, jurisdiction and maintenance costs should be considered 
for transfer to the most appropriate entity in order to allow the limited maintenance funding to be 
applied most effectively to the system roads of the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests. 
 

- Certain roads, particularly those located relatively low in the watersheds, may be causing undue 
stress to water quality and associated aquatic organisms, especially if they cannot be regularly 
and properly maintained.  This is particularly the case in watersheds that are classified as 
“impaired.”  There are 1,587 miles of forest jurisdiction roads and 809 miles of state, county, private 
and location jurisdiction roads located on impaired watersheds on the Ozark-St. Francis National 
Forests.   In some cases there appear to be opportunities to decrease the total system maintenance 
costs, while at the same time better protecting water quality by decommissioning those roads with 
the highest risk and least benefit.     Within the forests’ 303(d) impaired watersheds, 258 miles have 
been identified by the TAP to be considered for decommissioning, 35 miles have been identified to 
be closed, and 46 miles to be used only for administrative use.   
 

- There are a number of roads that will most likely be needed at some time in the future, but which 
do not appear to be needed for actions currently being proposed.   Storage of these roads (closure 
for at least a year, with only custodial maintenance provided) should be strongly considered.  Out of 
the 6,050 miles of National Forest system roads, 3,045 are currently in Operation Maintenance Level 
1 – closed road/road in storage.   The TAP analysis suggests that an additional 225 miles should be 
considered for conversion to storage and custodial maintenance only until needed.   
 

- In order to meet budgetary limitations some roads currently maintained for passenger car use will 
need to be identified to be considered for conversion to high clearance use only.  The TAP analysis 
recommends lowering to Operation Maintenance Level (OML) 2 (High Clearance Use Only) a total of 
43 miles - OML 3 to OML 2 is 39 miles and OML 4 to OML 2 is 4 miles.  
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- Relatively high road densities may be impacting some sensitive wildlife species in a few specific 
areas of the forests.  The overall road density is 4.4 miles per square mile, and the open road 
density is 2.7 miles per square mile. Watershed health is based on all existing roads within a 
watershed – Forest Service, private, state, federal, and county.  On the Ozark-St. Francis National 
Forests there are 101 6th level watersheds.  Only 24 watersheds have a road density of 3 miles per 
square mile or less when you include all road jurisdictions and closed roads.  
 

- Opportunities should be sought to increase road maintenance revenues where possible through 
the use of stewardship contracts and partnerships, including volunteer groups, such as hunters, 
equestrian organizations, ATV user groups and others.   

 
Through our partnership with U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, we have received revenues to improve 
road crossings that are fish barriers which can range from $10,000 to $40,000 per year. 
 
Through the U. S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Emergency Relief 
for Federally Owned Roads Program (ERFO), funding is received to repair roads that have flood 
damage.  The Forests had an ERFO storm event in 2008 and again in 2011.  In FY13, contracts 
awarded with these funds totaled over $1,300,000. 
 
In FY11, through Federal Highways Administration, Aquatics Passage Program, the Forests received 
$268,000 in funding to improve a low-water crossing. 
 

e. Comparison of Existing System to Minimum Road System as Proposed by the TAP 
 

Table 1 – TAP Recommendation Summary With Mileages 
TAP Recommendation Miles 

Decommission 1,425.75 

Lower Operation Maintenance Level (OML) - OML 2 to OML 1 224.71 

Lower Operation Maintenance Level (OML) - OML 3 to OML 1 1.49 

Lower Operation Maintenance Level (OML) - OML 3 to OML 2 82.27 

Lower Operation Maintenance Level (OML) - OML 4 to OML 2 4.05 

Lower Operation Maintenance Level (OML) - OML 4 to OML 3 26.37 

Lower Operation Maintenance Level (OML) - OML 5 to OML 3 20.14 

Lower Operation Maintenance Level (OML) - OML 5 to OML 4 12.88 

Raise Operation Maintenance Level (OML) - OML 1 to OML 2 26.54 

Raise Operation Maintenance Level (OML) - OML 1 to OML 2 - Admin Use Only 91.52 

Raise Operation Maintenance Level (OML) - OML 2 to OML 3 1.28 

Raise Operation Maintenance Level (OML) - OML 3 to OML 4 1.00 

Raise Operation Maintenance Level (OML) - OML 4 to OML 5 0.03 

OML2 - Administrative Use Only 35.82 

Transfer to a Trail Designation .17 

Transfer Jurisdiction - To County 19.70 

Transfer Jurisdiction - To Private 11.67 

No Change 5,961.30 
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Table 2 – TAP Comparison Between Existing Road System and Proposed Minimum Road System 
 

 EXISTING ROAD SYSTEM MINIMUM ROAD SYSTEM 

  Type of Road 
Forest Service 

Jurisdiction 
Road Miles 

Forest Service 
Existing Road 

System 
Maintenance Cost 

Forest Service 
Jurisdiction 
Road Miles 

Forest Service 
Minimum Road 

System 
Maintenance Cost 

1 – Basis Custodial Care (Closed) 3,019 $75,475 1,960 $49,002 
2 – High Clearance Vehicles 2,571 $2,951,404 2,387 $2,781,685 
2 – High Clearance Vehicles – Admin Use Only 212 $44,520 128 $26,983 
3 – Suitable for Passenger Cars 158 $1,066,508 117 $822,308 
4 – Moderate Degree of User Comfort 28 $230,280 20 $168,955 
5 – High Degree of User Comfort 19 $160,164 16 $137,000 
Status = Decommission 43 0 1,391 $0 
Transfer to Another Jurisdiction   31 $0 
Bridge Inspections (15 Bridges, ½ Bridges each 
year)  $12,000  $12,000 

Totals 6,050 $4,540,351 6,050 $3,997,933 

 
Refer to Appendix F for detailed tables of the TAP analysis and proposed changes to the existing 
road system suggested by the TAP, as information available to frame future NEPA analysis and 
decisions.   
 

f. Next Steps 
 
- TAP recommendations will be used to inform NEPA decisions, many of which will eventually be 

implemented in conjunction with various restoration projects on the Forest. 
- Prior to implementing these recommendations, NEPA determinations will be conducted at the 

appropriate scale, using the TAP to inform issues, particularly cumulative effects and affordability.   
- The road system should be revisited with an updated forest-wide TAP on approximately  a  

10-year cycle, with the next one due by around the year 2025.   
- Partnerships provide the Forests with outside sources for funding roads.  This would include the 

work being done through timber sales,  gas well company special use roads, as well as partnership 
funding work – for example through the US Fish and Wildlife Service with work on fish passage 
funding.  The Forests will continue to look for partnership funding and other sources outside of 
appropriated funding to help with maintenance of forest roads. Forest restoration projects like our 
Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Projects (CFLRP) and High Priority Projects are providing 
road funding.  The CFLR proposal has the following information about road maintenance:  In FY13, 
the Forests accomplished 180 miles of road maintenance - $45, 549.  During FY14 the Forests have 
planned 100 miles of road maintenance – $45,549.  Planned for FY15 is 200 miles of road 
maintenance - $75,200.  The same is anticipated for FY16 through FY19. 
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C. Context 
 

a. Alignment with National and Regional Objectives 
 
Sub-Part “A” Travel Analysis is required by the 2005 Travel Management Rule (36 CFR 212.5).  Forest 
Service Manual 7712 and Forest Service Handbook 7709.55-Chapter 20 provide specific direction, 
including the requirement to use a 6-step interdisciplinary, science-based process to ensure that future 
decisions are based on an adequate consideration of environmental, social and economic impacts of 
roads. A letter from the Chief of the Forest Service dated March 29, 2012, was issued to replace a 
November 10, 2010, letter previously issued on the same topic.  It reaffirms agency commitment to 
completing travel analysis reports for Subpart A of the Travel Management Rule by 2015, and also 
provides additional national direction related to this work, addressing process, timing and leadership 
expectations.   The letter requires documentation of the analysis by a travel analysis report, which 
includes a map displaying the existing road system and possible unneeded roads.  It is intended to 
inform future proposed actions related to identifying the minimum road system.  The TAP process is 
designed to work in conjunction with other frameworks and processes, the results of which collectively 
inform and frame future decisions executed under NEPA.  This letter, including a diagram which further 
illustrates the relationship between NEPA and TAP is included in Appendix J.   
 
The document entitled “Sub-Part “A” Travel Analysis (TAP), Southern Region Expectations, Revised to 
align with 2012 Chief’s Letter” and attached in Appendix G, supplements the national direction for 
Forest Scale TAPs developed for the Southern Region.  A forest roads analysis following the 6-step 
process was originally completed and certified in 2005 (Appendix K.2.).  This document supplements the 
original 2005 analysis to follow new national and regional direction. 
 

b. Coordination with Forest Plan 
 
The current Revised Land and Resource Management Plan (RLRMP) for the Ozark-St. Francis NFs was 
signed in September 2005.  The Forest-wide TAP tiers to the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ RLRMP 
by informing future NEPA actions that implement the Forest Plan and have transportation components.  
The TAP has been informed by the Watershed Condition Framework, and likewise, the TAP is intended 
to inform future forest restoration activities, including watershed restoration.  Future NEPA actions also 
include project-level transportation analysis that identify opportunities to reduce forest road mileages 
through decommissions, move road to storage, identify roads that should only be open seasonally, and 
look for opportunities to change road jurisdiction. 
 

c. Budget and Political Realities 

The roads located on the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests are a combination of historic trails that have 
undergone improvement over the years; roads that were built in the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s to access 
timber sales, roads constructed for access to communities, either internal or adjacent to the Forests, 
roads constructed by recreational users; and roads constructed or otherwise acquired through a variety 
of means to comprise the current system.  As is the case for much of the rest of the infrastructure on the 
Forests, funding has been inadequate to properly maintain all of the Forests’ roads and bridges.  In some 
cases, these roads and bridges have become superfluous to our administrative needs, and many no 
longer meet public needs.  Changes are becoming inevitable, being driven both by the budget as well as 
by the need to have the most efficient and effective transportation system on the ground.   The TAP 
process is an attempt to begin to identify a proposed “minimum road system” (MRS) which will only 
come into place as NEPA decisions are made and when actual on-the-ground decisions are 
implemented.  The MRS will probably change over time, as public needs and financial resources change.  
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Therefore, it is expected that new Forest-wide TAP analyses will continue to be needed, probably on 
about a 10-year cycle. 
 

d. 2012 Transportation Bill Effects (MAP-21) 
 
MAP-21, the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (P.L. 112-141), was signed into law by 
President Obama on July 6, 2012 and authorizes the Federal Lands Transportation 
Program (FLTP) for two years (2013 – 2014). Extensions of this bill are expected until a new 
reauthorization is enacted. The FLTP provides dedicated funding to improve access within 
Federal lands owned by the Federal government. Of the $300 million allocated for this program, the 
USDA Forest Service competes with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the U.S. 
Corps of Engineers for up to $30 million per year. The central theme of the program is performance 
management. As amended by MAP-21, 23 U.S.C 203(c) requires that the USDA 
Forest Service along with the other four core partners eligible for FLTP funding define the part of its 
transportation system to be included in the FLTP. In addition, a baseline condition for this system should 
be determined and progress on the improvement of this system should be reported annually to FHWA. 
The Ozark-St. Francis National Forests have designated 130 miles of NFSR to be under the FLTP with a 
subset of 44 miles rated as priority due to FLTP scoring analysis that looked at needs for recreation 
access, special designations like scenic byway designations, and support of rural economy. 
 
The projects to be funded by the FLTP are selected at the Southern Region office. The amount of funding 
that each Forest unit receives varies from year to year depending on the priorities for the region.  
Under MAP-21, the Forest Highway program was repealed and in its place a new program, the 
Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP), was created. This program differs from the old Forest 
Highways program in that funding is available to improve access to all federal lands and not only 
national forests. In addition, transportation projects are funded for infrastructure that is under the 
State, county or other local government’s jurisdiction. No road network needs to be designated and, as a 
result, no projects located on the NFSR system are eligible for FLAP funding. 
 

e. Alignment with Watershed Condition Framework (WCF) 
 
Along with the other national forests across the country, Ozark-St. Francis National Forests recently 
conducted an analysis of its watersheds, categorized them as to their condition and prioritized them for 
future efforts at improvement.  Three categories were identified:  Class 1 – Functioning Properly, Class 2 
– Functioning at Risk, and Class 3 – Impaired Function.   These classifications were performed on 
watersheds at the 6th order hydrologic unit classification (HUC) according to standard procedures 
described in the “Watershed Condition Framework” technical guide, found at 
https://www.fs.fed.us/sites/default/files/legacy_files/media/types/publication/field_pdf/Watershed_Co
ndition_Framework.pdf .   It was determined that 69 watersheds on the Ozark-St. Francis National 
Forests are Class 1; 32 are Class 2; and 0 are Class 3.  A map and tables showing the location and 
information on these watersheds can be found in the Appendix H.i.   The Fleming Creek-White River 
Watershed is selected as a priority watershed for focus work in the next decade.   The priority 
watershed may also be found on the map in the appendix.     Other priority watersheds have also been 
identified for future focus work – they are Mill Creek-Mulberry River, Spring Creek-Petit Jean River, 
Headwaters North Sylamore Creek, and Outlet Richland Creek. 
The forest-wide TAP analysis was heavily informed by the WCF.  For example, roads located near 
streams within impaired watersheds, and especially priority impaired watersheds, were particularly 
considered as possible decommissioning candidates.   Similarly, continuing watershed improvement 
work is intended to be informed in the future by the TAP.  The Ozark-St. Francis National Forests TAP 

https://www.fs.fed.us/sites/default/files/legacy_files/media/types/publication/field_pdf/Watershed_Condition_Framework.pdf
https://www.fs.fed.us/sites/default/files/legacy_files/media/types/publication/field_pdf/Watershed_Condition_Framework.pdf
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looked at and identified roads that were within these watersheds of concern.  The analysis also gives 
forest resource specialists information on roads within certain distances from streams, number of 
stream crossings, road densities within each watershed, plus many other project level resource 
indicators that will assist in future project level NEPA analysis.    
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D. Overview of the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests and the supporting Transportation System 
 
a. General Description of the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests Land Ownership Patterns, Land Use and 

Historic Travel Routes 
 
The Ozark-St. Francis National Forests is comprised of 1,154,687 acres, occupying almost 75% of the 
proclamation boundary with 375,498 acres (25%) being private ownership and 1,114 acres (1%) being 
state ownership.  Almost all is forested, with about 66,269 acres (or 6%) being Wilderness with an 
additional 75,277 acres (7%) classified as Inventoried Roadless Areas.  Other special management areas 
are Special Interest Areas with 27,582 acres (2%), Wild and Scenic Rivers with 28,840 acres (2%), 
Research Natural Areas with 2,682 acres (0.2%), Ozark Highlands Trail Corridor with 7,207 acres (0.5%), 
and State Parks Special Use Areas with 3,792 acres (0.2%).  Lands available for active forest management 
amount to 943,038 acres (82%).   There are a few small communities within the proclamation boundary 
as well, the larger ones being Fifty-Six, Deer, and Cass.  When the land came under the ownership of the 
Ozark-St. Francis National Forests it was riddled with a legacy of historic travel routes that were 
primarily located low in the watersheds, alongside stream channels, as these were presumably the 
simplest locations on which to construct primitive travel ways.  Over the past few decades, the Ozark-St. 
Francis National Forests has been slowly working toward relocating many of these roads up the slopes 
and away from the streams.     
 
The lands of the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests are administered by six ranger districts; Sylamore 
Ranger District, Big Piney Ranger District, Pleasant Hill Ranger District, Boston Mountain Ranger District, 
Mt. Magazine Ranger District, and St. Francis National Forest.  The number of acres administered by 
each district is indicated in Table 3:   
 
Table 3 – Ozark-St. Francis National Forests Acres by District 

District  District Acres Wilderness 
Acres 

Portion that is Roadless Acres 
on Forest Service Lands 

Sylamore 171,643 16,899 1,963 
Big Piney 607,998 49,371 63,762 
Pleasant Hill 272,057 0 7,854 
Boston Mountain 308,691 0 1,877 
Mt. Magazine 132,431 0 0 
St. Francis 31,226 0 0 
Totals 1,524,046 66,270 75,456 

 

There are 64 major developed recreation areas on the Forests, including campgrounds, day use areas 
and trailheads.  In addition, the Forests allow dispersed recreation on some 1,154,687 acres.  Also there 
are 618 miles of trails, supporting a variety of uses, including off-highway vehicles (OHVs), equestrian, 
biking, pedestrian, and mixed use.  Motor vehicles are restricted to those roads shown on the official 
Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM), which include 1,043 miles of designated routes included in  
Appendix D.        

b. Description of the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ Transportation System 
 
The Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ road system includes a total of 7,947 miles of roads. 
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A portion of these roads (1,897 miles) are under state, county and private jurisdiction.  Interstate 
Highway 40, several federal and state highways, including Highway 7, Highway 123, Highway 16, US 71, 
and US 412, and several roads under county jurisdiction traverse various parts of the Ozark-St. Francis 
National Forests.    Some of these roads may be eligible for inclusion in the Federal Lands Access 
Program (FLAP), a new program under the 2012 Federal Transportation Bill.  These roads could 
potentially receive project reconstruction funding through this program. 
 
A total of 130 miles of the Forest jurisdiction Operational Maintenance Level 3, 4, and 5 roads have been 
identified to be included in the Federal Lands Transportation Program (FLTP) network and there is 
potential to receive funds for reconstruction and other road improvement projects. These roads ranked 
high for access to high priority recreation areas and other economic factors.  The roads were evaluated 
for their support of local rural economy with indicators including providing access to timber and gas 
wells, and providing community connectivity. The indicator data Appendix K.1 collected for this travel 
analysis report was an essential tool in the evaluation process for the FLTP rating to do a geospatial 
evaluation of all the Forest Service roads for access to designated areas as well as the support for local 
economy. 

Road Definitions (36 CFR 212.1) The Forest Service catalogs its roads in the official inventory, Natural 
Resource Management (NRM), by Maintenance Levels, Traffic Service Levels, plus other feature level 
metadata defined as follows: 

The Federal Register published the Final Rule and Administrative Policy January 12, 2001.  This 
established new definitions for road management on the National Forests. November 9, 2005, the CFR’s 
were modified and the Roads Policy was changed to the Travel Management.  Listed below are the 
current definitions for roads. 
 
Forest Road – A road wholly or partially within or adjacent to and serving the National Forests System 
that the Forest Service determines is necessary for the protection, administration, and utilization of the 
National Forest System and the use and development of its resources. 
 
National Forest System Road - A forest road other than a road which has been authorized by a legally 
documented right-of-way held by a state, county, or other public road authority. 
 
Temporary Road – A road necessary for emergency operations or authorized by contract, permit, lease, 
or other written authorization that is not a forest road or trail and that is not included in a 
transportation atlas. 
 
Unauthorized Road – A road that is not a forest road or a temporary road and that is not included in a 
forest transportation atlas. 
 
Road Decommissioning – Activities that result in the stabilization and restoration of unneeded roads to 
a more natural state. 
 
New Road Construction – Activity that results in addition of Forest classified or temporary road miles. 
 
Reconstruction – Activity that results in improvement or realignment of an existing classified road. 
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Maintenance – Upkeep of the entire Forest Transportation Facility including surface and shoulders, 
parking and side areas, structures and such traffic-control devices as necessary for its safe and efficient 
utilization. 
 
The Forest Service Manuals and Handbooks establish the following definitions for road management on 
the National Forests: 
 
MAINTENANCE LEVELS (ML) – The maintenance level of a road considers traffic needs, budget 
constraints, and environmental concerns and is used to establish current and future conditions. 
 
Level 1-These are roads that have been placed in storage between intermittent uses. The period of 
storage must exceed 1 year. Basic custodial maintenance is performed to prevent damage to adjacent 
resources and to perpetuate the road for future resource management needs.  Emphasis is normally 
given to maintaining drainage facilities and runoff patterns. Planned road deterioration may occur at 
this level. Appropriate traffic management strategies are "prohibit" and "eliminate" all traffic. These 
roads are not shown on motor vehicle use maps.  

 
 

  

 

Figure 1 – Example of Operation Maintenance Level 1 Road 
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b. Level 2 – Assigned to roads open for use by high clearance vehicles. Passenger car traffic, user 
comfort, and user convenience are not considerations. Warning signs and traffic control devices are not 
provided with the exception that some signing, such as W-18-1 “No Traffic Signs,” may be posted at 
intersections. Motorists should have no expectations of being alerted to potential hazards while driving 
these roads. Traffic is normally minor, usually consisting of one or a combination of administrative, 
permitted, dispersed recreation, or other specialized uses. 

  

 

Figure 2 – Example of Operation Maintenance Level 2 Road 
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c. Level 3 – Assigned to roads open and maintained for travel by a prudent driver in a standard 
passenger car. User comfort and convenience are not considered priorities. The Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) is applicable. Warning signs and traffic control devices are provided to 
alert motorists of situations that may violate expectations. 
 
 
 

 
 

  

 

Figure 3 – Example of Operation Maintenance Level 3 Road 
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d. Level 4 – Assigned to roads that provide a moderate degree of user comfort and convenience at 
moderate travel speeds. Most roads are double lane and aggregate surfaced. However, some roads may 
be single lane. Some roads may be paved and/or dust abated. The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices is applicable. The most appropriate traffic management strategy is "encourage." However, the 
"prohibit" strategy may apply to specific classes of vehicles or users at certain times. 
 
 
 

  

 

Figure 4 – Example of Operation Maintenance level 4 Road 
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e. Level 5 – Assigned to roads that provide a high degree of user comfort and convenience. 
These roads are normally double lane, paved facilities. Some may be aggregate surfaced and dust 
abated. The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices is applicable. The appropriate traffic 
management strategy is "encourage." 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Operation Maintenance levels 3, 4, and 5 are subject to the “Highway Safety Act” – that is why they are 
subject to the MUTCD (signs and marking) as well as other DOT / FHWA safety design codes and 
standards.    

 

Figure 5 – Example of Operation Maintenance Level 5 Road 
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OPERATIONAL ML: The maintenance level currently assigned to a road considering today's needs, road 
condition, budget constraints, and environmental concerns. It defines the level to which the road is 
currently being maintained. (FSH 7709.59, 62.31) 
 
OBJECTIVE ML: The maintenance level to be assigned at a future date considering future road 
management objectives, traffic needs, budget constraints, and environmental concerns. The objective 
maintenance level may be the same as, or higher or lower than, the operational maintenance level. 
(FSH 7709.59, 62.31) 
 
TRAFFIC SERVICE LEVEL (TSL): Describes the significant characteristics and operating conditions of a 
road. (FSM 7705).  See also FSH 7709.56, Chapter 40, August 2011 revisions to TSL now known as Levels 
of Service are reflected in parenthesis. 
 
a. Level A(G) – Free flowing, mixed traffic, stable, smooth surface. Provides safe service to all traffic. 
 
b. Level B(H) – Congested during heavy traffic, slower speeds and periodic dust, accommodates any 
legal-size load or vehicle. 
 
c. Level C(I) – Interrupted traffic flow, limited passing facilities, may not accommodate some vehicles. 
Low design speeds, unstable surface under certain traffic or weather. 
 
d. Level D(J) – Traffic flow is slow and may be blocked by management activities. Two-way traffic is 
difficult, backing may be required. Rough and irregular surface. Travel with low clearance vehicles is 
difficult.  
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Table 4 shows the current breakdown of the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ road system by 
maintenance level:     
 
Table 4 - Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ Jurisdiction Road Mileage by Maintenance Level 

District ML 5 ML 4 ML 3 ML 2 
ML 2 – 
Admin 
Only 

ML 1 Road Status = 
Decommissioned 

Sylamore District 7.43 2.10 13.93 313.06 1.44 303.55 6.29 
Big Piney District 2.57 0.72 41.25 994.79 135.84 1,054.43 2.08 
Pleasant Hill District 0.55 1.89 26.95 509.96 66.72 409.45 2.11 
Boston Mountain 
District 3.11 21.31 59.03 403.78 4.74 1,058.49 31.80 

Mt. Magazine District 5.28 0 10.53 286.55 2.40 161.93 0.00 
St. Francis District 0.19 1.49 6.66 62.86 0.96 31.20 .48 
Forest Totals 19.13 27.51 158.35 2,571.00 212.1 3,019.05 42.76 

 

Private and Cooperative Maintenance Roads 
 
Certain roads located on the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests are needed to provide access to private 
tracts of land (2,219 miles), or by municipalities or large private landowners in cooperation with the 
Forests.  The maintenance responsibility for and jurisdiction of these roads are identified in the official 
inventory.  Generally, costs for maintaining these roads are pro-rated to the appropriate benefitting 
entity, as further specified in the enabling agreements.     

Unauthorized Roads 
 
At any given time there may be roads found to be in existence on the landscape that are not shown in 
the inventory or on an official map.  These roads are considered to be unauthorized roads, unneeded for 
use by the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests.  They are subject to decommissioning at any time funding 
becomes available for that purpose. As project level TAPS and NEPA are done, these unauthorized roads 
are mapped and identified for future rehab and/or decommissioning. 

c. Road Maintenance Funding 

The Ozark-St. Francis National Forests maintain the road system primarily with funding provided 
through the annual Interior and Related Agency’s budget, specifically the CMRD line item.  The Ozark-St. 
Francis National Forests received $1.3 million of this funding in fiscal year 2012.  Another source of 
revenue available for certain types of road maintenance and decommissioning projects on the Ozark-St. 
Francis National Forests’ road system is CMLG.  CMLG funding totaling $532,000 was received in FY 2012 
($140,730 for FY2013 and $206,788 for FY2014):  $450,000 for a bridge and box culvert projects, 
$57,000 for a trail improvement project and $25,000 for work on the Forest-wide Travel Analysis.  Roads 
that support forest management operations may be maintained with timber sale or stewardship dollars 
during the life of the operation, but that is not typically a long term solution.  Finally, partners and user 
groups may provide some road maintenance.  In 2012 the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests received 
$313,300 worth of partner and user support ($33,000 – Oil & Gas; $248,000 Title II funds; $32,300 
Timber Deposits), either in cash or in on-the-ground value, related to the road system. 
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Figure 6 - Forest Maintained Bridge – Blanchard Springs Recreation Area 
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E. Cost of Operating and Maintaining the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ Roads and Bridges  
 
a. Operations Costs 

 

As indicated in the previous section, there is on an annual basis a total of approximately $1,300,000 
available with which to operate and maintain the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ road system.  Of 
this, approximately $900,000, or 69% is required in order to cover fixed costs, including management 
salaries, rent, fleet, travel and training and cost pool contributions.   This amount covers items such as 
data management, contract preparation, road condition surveys, and administration and upward 
reporting.  Regardless of the size of the road system being managed, a portion of this base amount is 
required.  This leaves only about $400,000 to go on the ground for actual maintenance of the road 
system, and these funds must cover bridge inspections and improvement projects as well.   
 

b. Road Maintenance Costs 

The primary components of road maintenance on the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests include (in 
addition to inspections) 1) blading and ditching, 2) surfacing (repaving in the case of ML 5),  3) signs and 
markings,  4) drainage structures, and 5) mowing and brushing.   
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Table 5 - Displays typical costs for these items on the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ road system by 
maintenance level: 

   
 OZARK - ST. FRANCIS NATIONAL FOREST  

          

   
 OPERATIONAL MAINTENANCE LEVEL  

   
 Maintenance Activity Frequency - Estimated Annual Cost per Mile  

   
 February 5, 2014  

   
 

Aggregate and Native Material Surface Roads  
          

   OML 3, 4, 5* OML 2 
OML 2 ADMINISTRATIVE USE 

ONLY 
 

OML1 
            

ES
TI

M
AT

ED
 T

RA
FF

IC
 - 

TR
IP

S 
PE

R 
DA

Y 

HIGH >10 

BLADING & BRUSHING - 
0.5 YEAR 

$1,000 BLADING & BRUSHING - 1 
YEAR 

$520  
 

 

SPOT AGGREGATE - 1 
YEAR 

$1,200 SPOT AGGREGATE - 2 YEAR $350  
 

 

OVERHEAD TRIM - 5 
YEARS 

$50 OVERHEAD TRIM - 10 
YEARS 

$25  
 

 

RESHAPING - 15 YEARS $321 RESHAPING - 15 YEARS $321  
 

 

RESURFACING - 15 YEARS $4,500 SIGNING & 
MARKING/GATES 

$100  
 

 

SIGNING & 
MARKING/GATES 

$300 CULVERT REPLACEMENT - 
40  YEAR 

$400    

CULVERT REPLACEMENT - 
30  YEAR 

$1,000      

ANNUAL MAINT $8,371 ANNUAL MAINT $1,716     
 

MED 5-
10 

BLADING & BRUSHING - 1 
YEAR $520 BLADING - 2 YEARS $170     

 

SPOT AGGREGATE - 2 
YEAR $600 BRUSHING - 3 YEARS $110     

 

OVERHEAD TRIM - 7 
YEARS $35 SPOT AGGREGATE - 3 YEAR $230     

 

RESHAPING - 20 YEARS $240 
RESHAPING - 20 YEARS $240     

 

SIGNING & 
MARKING/GATES 

$200 SIGNING & 
MARKING/GATES 

$100      

CULVERT REPLACEMENT - 
30  YEAR 

$1,000 OVERHEAD TRIM - 15 
YEARS $20     

 

    CULVERT REPLACEMENT - 
40  YEAR 

$400 
    

 

ANNUAL MAINT $2,595 ANNUAL MAINT $1,270     
 

LOW <5 

BLADING & BRUSHING – 
 3 YEAR $200 

BLADING & BRUSHING –  
3 YEAR $200 

BLADING & 
BRUSHING - 5 YEAR $140 

Maintain Road 
Closure Devices           $25 

SPOT AGGREGATE –  
3 YEAR $400 

SPOT AGGREGATE –  
5 YEAR $140 

SPOT AGGREGATE - 
10 YEAR $70 

 

OVERHEAD TRIM –  
7 YEARS $35 

OVERHEAD TRIM - 15 
YEARS $20     

 

RESHAPING - 20 YEARS $240 
RESHAPING - 20 YEARS $240     

 

SIGNING & 
MARKING/GATES 

$150 SIGNING & 
MARKING/GATES 

$100      

CULVERT REPLACEMENT - 
30  YEAR 

$1,000 CULVERT REPLACEMENT - 
40  YEAR 

$400      

ANNUAL MAINT $2,025 ANNUAL MAINT $1,100 ANNUAL MAINT $210 
 
ANNUAL MAINT         $25 

 
*OML 4 and OML 5 Roads – Maintained as high traffic level, > 10 trips per day. 
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c.   Bridge Maintenance and Reconstruction Costs 

The Ozark-St. Francis National Forests has 15 bridges that meet the National Bridge Inspection 
Standards (NBIS) definition, a structure more than 20 feet long that carries traffic or other moving loads.  
These have to be inspected every other year, at an average cost of about $1,500 per bridge.  Any load 
limited bridges should be rated and posted until funding for replacement can be obtained.  Typical 
bridge replacement costs for the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests are about $6,200 per linear foot for a 
typical single lane bridge.  These costs need to be added to the total road maintenance costs above to 
get a true picture of the total road and bridge maintenance costs for the next 10 years on the Ozark-St. 
Francis National Forests. 
 

 

  

 

Figure 7 – Forest Service Fane Creek Bridge located on the Boston Mountain District 
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d. Total Cost of Operating and Maintaining the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ Roads and Bridges to 
Standard 

The results of combining the information from the previous sections are displayed in Table 6.  The total 
annual cost to maintain the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ roads and bridges to standard as the 
system currently exists: 
 
Table 6 – Total Annual Road and Bridge Maintenance Costs 

Item Miles Unit Cost Total Cost 

Fixed Cost to Operate  $  900,000 $900,000 

Maintenance of Level 1 Roads 3,019 $25 $75,475 

Maintenance of Level 2 Roads 2,571 
$1,716 – High -> 10 trips per day traffic 
$1,270 – Moderate - 5 to 10 trips per day traffic 
$1,100 – Low - < 5 trips per day traffic 

$2,951,404 

Maintenance of Level 2 – Admin 
Use Only 212 $210 $44,520 

Maintenance of Level 3 Roads 158 
$8,371 – High -> 10 trips per day traffic 
$2,595 – Moderate - 5 to 10 trips per day traffic 
$2,025 – Low - < 5 trips per day traffic 

$1,066,508 

Maintenance of Level 4 Roads 28 
$8,371 – High -> 10 trips per day traffic 
$2,595 – Moderate - 5 to 10 trips per day traffic 
$2,025 – Low - < 5 trips per day traffic 

$230,280 

Maintenance of Level 5 Roads 20 
$8,371 – High -> 10 trips per day traffic 
$2,595 – Moderate - 5 to 10 trips per day traffic 
$2,025 – Low - < 5 trips per day traffic 

$160,164 

Inspection of ½ of Bridges each Year 8 $1,500 $12,000 

Total Annual Cost     $5,440,351 

 
Note:  Appendix E in Section H shows the cost of maintaining the “suggested” Minimum Road System” 
which balances costs and revenue.   
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F. Assessment of Issues, Benefits and Risks 
 
a. Financial 

 
The primary financial issues relate to the inability to adequately maintain the existing road system with 
current funding sources.  As indicated previously, there is an annual basis of only about $1,300,000 
available to operate and maintain the system, whereas the needed funding for the system as currently 
configured is about $5,440,351 which includes $900,000 in fixed cost.  As a result, deferred maintenance 
continually accrues on the system, and it is not possible to maintain Best Management Practices (BMP’s) 
required to adequately protect water quality and associated aquatic life.  Roads are becoming unsafe for 
the traveling public. 
 
With less funding, some Districts are maintaining only a portion of their ML-2 roads and the remaining 
roads are becoming unsafe and are naturally shifting toward the ML-1 category.  Other Districts are 
completing some of the annual/or cyclic maintenance tasks on their ML-2 roads, but cannot complete all 
tasks needed with the current levels of funding.   
 
The system is failing to meet the needs of both the recreating and traveling public, and to provide for 
adequate resource access for forest management activities, including prescribed fire and fire 
suppression. 
 

b. Environmental and Social  

The primary issues in the environmental arena relate to 1) erosion of the roadbed, cut slopes, fill slopes 
and ditches, with the resulting sediment discharge affecting water quality and associated aquatic 
resources; 2) in some cases, road density effects on certain wildlife species, such as bear; and 3) the 
roads serving as a conduit for invasive species.   In the social arena, the effects are primarily the demand 
for adequate access, sometimes offset
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by the need for providing solitude.  Additionally, law enforcement faces challenges due to the high 
demand.   Access is needed by a wide variety of forest users, including hikers, hunters, fishermen and 
other recreationists, as well as for forest management activities, such as restoration projects and fire 
suppression.   Also, roads require surveillance, as they can easily become sites for crime, illegal dumping 
and similar activities.    

The forests identified over 70 resource-related indicators.  These indicators were identified as being a 
“Risk” or a “Benefit”.  Some indicators could be either a risk or a benefit according to what project level 
activity is being proposed.  For example, a road may have a risk of having a heritage site that might be 
compromised with certain activities.  The forest could use this information to create an educational 
opportunity with that heritage site.   
 
The forests identified many of these indicators to provide a powerful reference document for project 
level NEPA analysis and for multi-jurisdiction coop agreement work and contract work.  Some of the 
indicators provide analysis information to meet the objectives of the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ 
RLRMP and state and federal laws. 

Here are some examples of these indicators and how they can assist in making future decisions about 
the forests’ road systems: 

The forest had a need to inventory all the roads that would contain National Register Eligible Civilian 
Conservation Corps (CCC) culverts because of the Coop Agreements we have with all of the county 
governments on road maintenance and because of the Emergency Relief for Federally Owned Roads 
Program (ERFO) work. 

 

Figure 8 – Unauthorized route causing resource damage. 
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Another important indicator was looking at roads that accessed areas like wildlife openings, R8 Bird 
plots, and High Quality Wildlife Habitat Emphasis management area.  These roads are important to 
supply access for inventory and monitoring and maintenance work. 

Many of the other indicators looked at potential soil and water effects by roads – for example, one 
indicator looks at percent of road that is located on a soil with a severe soil rating for erosion.  Another 
one looks at miles of road within the forests’ riparian corridor prescription management areas.  Roads 
were analyzed for miles within Extraordinary Resource Water stream buffers and roads within 100 feet 
and 300 feet of a stream with a terrain gradient of greater than 35%.  The Forest Plan lists a priority on 
page 2-24 to “strive to reduce road density in Stream Management Zones (SMZs) based on a watershed 
assessment and the roads analysis process”.  These areas are identified in some areas as part of the 
Riparian Corridor Management Prescription.  Within these areas, the priority is to “identify roads that 
should be reconstructed or decommissioned to reduce sediment and improve watershed condition 
within corridors” as stated on page 2-76 of the Forest Plan. 

Other issues that the Forests’ TAP addressed: 
 
Objective.54 from the Forest Plan calls for the forests to “improve aquatic passage on an average of no 
less than six stream crossings per year (where there are road-related barriers to passage)”.  The 
obliteration of roads or the removal of stream crossings and closing of roads meets this objective.  This 
characteristic can be used as a tool to help determine roads that need to be decommissioned or 
obliterated.  The analysis now has fish barriers identified by road.  This will help in future project level 
NEPA. 
 
The Forest Plan states that the Forests will take corrective actions when necessary to eliminate the 
conditions leading to State of Arkansas listing of 303(d) impaired waters on National Forest System land. 
For those waters off National Forest System land, ensure that Forest Service management does not 
contribute to listed water quality degradation.  Streams on or near NFS land designated on the 303(d) 
list include portions of Illinois River, St. Francis River, L’Anguille River.   All roads that are within sub-
watersheds that contain 303(d) impaired waters are now identified within the TAP. 
 
The indicators were identified to help build a strong support reference document and database to 
support future NEPA decisions.   

A complete list of the indicators with their metadata and objectives can be found in Appendix L.1. 

c. Safety and Function 

The primary issues related to safety and function of the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ road system 
include 1) maintenance of a clear and smooth travel way, 2) access in the proximity of the use, 3) steep 
road grades, 4) functioning of the drainage features, 5) width and stability of the road bed, 6) proper 
signs and markings, 7) and structurally and functionally sufficient bridges.  The forests identified the 
“condition” the road was in as “good”, “fair”, or “poor” along with daily traffic levels.  This information 
gives the forests good reference data for future actions to address safety and function on forest roads. 

d. Measurement and Rating 

Benefits are the potential uses and socioeconomic gains provided by roads and related access. Problems 
are conditions for certain environmental, social, and economic attributes that managers deem to be 
unacceptable.  Risks are likely future losses in environmental, social, and economic attributes if the road 
system remain unchanged. 
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Benefits and Risks of the overall system were tabulated and appear in Appendix E of the Appendices.  
The standard list of questions in the Forest Service Manual 7712 and Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 
7709.55, Chapter 20 was used as a guide to further assist in identifying the benefits and risks.  The 
degree of risk was rated subjectively as being high, medium or low for the system by appropriate 
specialists.  Then, after considering the entire system, each road was considered.  Those with particular 
issues, benefits and/or risks different from those of the entire system were listed and further described 
below for further consideration.  As related projects become identified at some time in the future, this 
list may be referenced to inform projects or proposed changes in the Minimum Road System.    

The following individual groups of roads and their associated issues were identified by this TAP: 

- Roads that had a high risk rating had a code for road condition = poor.  Most of these roads were 
given a TAP recommendation “D – Decommission”.   This subset of roads contained a lot of 
unauthorized routes that had been inventoried and put into the road database in years past.  
 

- Roads that were coded as a National Forest System Road, but were totally contained on private land 
and there was no right-of-way or special use/easement on this road was recommended to be 
transferred to “private jurisdiction” and “private” system road. 
 

- Through the TAP process, it was discovered that the forests were utilizing an OML 1 (closed) road for 
accessing multiple times a year wildlife openings and ponds.  Forest personnel did not know that 
this subset group of roads that were closed with gates should actually be an OML 2 road – 
Administrative Use Only 
 

- The TAP, with the help of the district engineer technicians, identified known roads that needed to be 
moved to an OML 1 (Closed) status.  These roads are still going to be needed for future resource 
activities, but are not needed to be in an “open” road status at this time. 
 

- There are several roads on the forest that are recommended to be moved from Forest Service 
jurisdiction to county jurisdiction.  These are roads that are utilized by the public and county 
governments.  They are roads that the counties do not want the Forest Service to decommission or 
close for one reason or another.   
 

- There were a number of roads that were identified to have their OML lowered, for example from an 
OML 4 to an OML 2.  The primary reason was the road has not been maintained at the current 
coded OML level for a number of years due to maintenance funds.   
 

- There were a number of roads that were recommended to be decommissioned because they were 
currently OML 1 and were only ¼ mile long.  These roads were no long needed to be a system road. 
 

G. Recommendations and Proposed Mitigation Measures 
 
a. Rationale Used to Arrive at Proposed Minimum Road System 

The Chief’s March 29, 2012, letter reaffirms that “the Agency expects to maintain an appropriately sized 
and environmentally sustainable road system that is responsive to ecological, economic, and social 
concerns.  The national forest road system of the future must continue to provide needed access for 
recreation and resource management, as well as support watershed restoration and resource protection 
to sustain healthy ecosystems.”  Budget realities being what they are, roads which are not really needed 
cannot be supported in the future.  Roads that primarily provide access to the public or to a local 
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community need to be considered for transfer of maintenance responsibility, as appropriate.  31.33 
miles were identified that need to be considered in this category.  Roads that appear to be unneeded, or 
which appear to have little benefit but are high risk to various environmental or social values were 
flagged for consideration as decommissioning candidates.  There are 1,391 miles in this category.  Roads 
that did not appear to be currently needed for project access during the next decade, and which appear 
currently to be receiving extremely low use by the public or which appear to not be otherwise needed 
for management purposes such as fire suppression access were flagged to be considered for storage;  
there are 1,960 miles in this category.  Some roads which are primarily needed only for administrative 
use, or by hunters and which are currently useable by passenger vehicles were recommended to be 
considered for conversion to the high clearance.  About 128 miles were identified that should be 
considered in this category.   Roads which are receiving the highest amount of use, especially by the 
motoring public, or which access major developed recreation areas, should probably not be downgraded 
in general.    

Inclement weather has a particularly costly impact on native and gravel surfaced roads.  Therefore, to 
the extent possible, roads should be identified for seasonal closure.  There are 110 miles of seasonal 
roads currently identified in the MVUM. 

b. Miles Proposed for Transfer to another Jurisdiction 
 
Currently the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests have several roads that are totally on private land, but 
are coded as a Forest Service jurisdiction road and part of the National Forest System Road.  These roads 
have been identified and tagged to be moved to “private jurisdiction” and “private” system road.  There 
are 14.49 miles of this type of road.  The forests are proposing 16.84 miles of roads to be transferred to 
county jurisdiction.  The Ozark-St. Francis National Forests work with the counties on the Forests each 
year with shared maintenance costs through Schedule A / B coop agreements.  The transfer of these 
16.84 miles of roads can be discussed and negotiated during the life of the agreements. 
 

c. Miles by OML Proposed as Unneeded, by Watershed Condition Class  

Table in the Appendix J lists roads proposed as “unneeded”, sorted by the condition of the watershed in 
which they lie, and with an indication of which ones are located in priority watersheds.  The total 
number of miles on the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests which have been suggested as “unneeded” by 
the TAP is 1,391.  The number of un-needed miles in “at risk” watersheds is 369.    The number of un-
needed miles in priority watersheds is 14.   

d. Suggested Conversion of Existing Road System to Minimum Road System 

Appendix F lists the existing road system miles by maintenance level, and then proposed changes which 
respond to the rationale above to comprise the future minimum road system.  Although some roads 
have been suggested to comprise these changes, there are others which have not yet been identified.   
During the next decade, the suggested changes in overall road system makeup should inform projects, 
and additional individual road change proposals will be identified, with the goal of achieving the 
proposed minimum road system, and associated financial sustainability as quickly as is practical. 

e. Best Management Practices (BMPs) Applicable to the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests 

When maintaining the forest roads located on the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests the following BMPs 
should be adhered to as a minimum: 

- National Best Management Practices for Water Quality Management on Forest System Lands 
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- Applicable State Best Management Practices 
- Best Management Practices listed in the current Forest Plan. 
- Completed Watershed Action Plans 
 

H. Description of Public Involvement to Date, and Proposed Future Public Interaction 
 
During the initial roads analysis done in 2005, there were public meetings held in key locations across the 
forest.  The following is the timeline for public involvement: 
 

- April 2005 - Team was established 
- November 2005 - Release of Travel Management Rule (36 CFR, Parts 212 & 216) 
- April 2006 - Letter to Forests designating MVUM timelines 
- June 2006 - Letter to Public for comment period 
- July 2006 - Public Notice/News Release to local papers announcing Open House dates 
- August 2006 – Public meetings were held in various locations – August 1-Conway, AR; August 2-

Clarksville, AR; August 3-Ft. Smith, AR; August7-Harrison, AR; August 10-Russellville, AR; August 15-
Mt. Home, AR; August 17-Springdale, AR 

- September 11, 2006 – Comment period ends 

The Transportation Analysis Report (TAR) and its findings and process has been discussed at our most recent 
(January 2016) briefing in Little Rock, Arkansas with local congressional staff.  The forest plans to annually go 
over the TAR with the local county judges in January when the annual co-op agreements are reviewed.  This 
will be to further apprise them of the analysis and how federal funding or lack thereof has evolved 
concerning the maintenance of our road system. 
  
Public involvement is an important part of finding a balance that addresses both the need for public access 
and the road-related effects on other values and resources such as clean water, fish and wildlife. Public 
involvement is mandated by NEPA for road management decisions when an Environmental Assessment (EA) 
is required, and is usually included in a Roads Analysis. In recent years the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests 
have sought public involvement in decisions related to road closures and decommissioning.  

NEPA analyses include an opportunity for public comments on issues during the scoping period and an 
opportunity to comment on the final EA prior to the decision. People can see upcoming NEPA analyses on 
the Ozark-St. Francis National Forests’ website at 
http://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/osfnf/landmanagement/planning/?cid=stelprdb5212228 or can request to 
be placed on the Schedule of Proposed Action (SOPA) mailing list to receive a list of projects each quarter.  

For each landscape scale project undertaken, a project initiation letter (scoping) is made available to the 
public through a mailing to neighboring landowners, interested parties (district mailing list), and the Native 
American tribes.   Responses are received for 30 days.  The next step is completion of a draft Environmental 
Analysis (EA), and the document is posted on the Forest website.   A cover letter is mailed out to those who 
respond to the project initiation letter.  A notice is also published in the paper of record.  Comments are 
received for 30 days.   The comments received are considered and in most cases influence the decision.   
Once the comment period has ended, and the final EA has been completed, a draft decision is published.  
The Final EA and draft Decision Notice is open for an objection period of 45 days to those who have 
previously submitted comments. 
 
The transportation system within the project area is evaluated to ensure that the system is adequate 
enough to support the types of activities proposed.  The analysis evaluates what roads are needed for future 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/osfnf/landmanagement/planning/?cid=stelprdb5212228
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transportation needs.  The analysis identifies roads which are no longer needed for the transportation 
system and can be closed / decommissioned.    

In addition to this project level transportation analysis, the project interdisciplinary team will look at the 
forest-wide TAP proposed suggestions and incorporate those road activities in their project level proposed 
activities. 

Since the forest started on the Transportation Analysis Process report, 14 major project decisions have been 
signed that designated an additional 114 miles of roads to be decommissioned outside of what has been 
recommended by this transportation analysis report as of August 11, 2016.  These decisions included public 
involvement along with tribal consultations. 
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I. Appendices and Maps 
 
APPENDIX A:  Map of Existing Road System 
 

See the “Maps” web link for detailed maps. 
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APPENDIX B:  Map of Proposed Unneeded Roads 
 

See “Maps” web link for detailed maps. 
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APPENDIX C:  WO Risk Benefit Assessment Maps 

See “Maps” web link for detailed maps. 
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APPENDIX D:  Motor Vehicle Use Map(s) MVUMs 

 

Maps for FY17 are located at https://www.fs.usda.gov/main/osfnf/maps-pubs 

 

  

https://www.fs.usda.gov/main/osfnf/maps-pubs
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APPENDIX E:  Tabular Summary of Existing Road System Showing Benefits and Risks 
 
See “Appendix” web link for table named OZF_TAP_Appendix_I.e _Benefits_Risk_Rating.xlsx 
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APPENDIX F:  Spreadsheets of Existing Road System and Suggested MRS showing Maintenance Costs 
 
See “Appendix” web link and table named OZF_TAP_Appendix_I.f_Table_TAP_Detailed_Table.xlsx 
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APPENDIX G:   
 
Comparison of Existing and Suggested Minimum Road Systems (miles by OML) 

 
 
Comparison of Existing and Suggested Minimum Road Systems (cost by OML) 
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APPENDIX H:  Chief’s Letter of Direction 
 

File 
Code: 

2300/2500/7700 Date: March 29, 2012 

Route 
To: 

  

  
Subject: Travel Management, Implementation of 36 CFR, Part 202, Subpart A (36 CFR 212.5(b))    

  
To: Regional Foresters, Station Directors, Area Director, IITF Director, Deputy Chiefs and 

WO Directors   
  

  
This letter is to reaffirm agency commitment to completing a travel analysis report for Subpart A of the 
travel management rule by 2015 and update and clarify Agency guidance.  This letter replaces the 
November 10, 2010, letter on the same topic.    

The Agency expects to maintain an appropriately sized and environmentally sustainable road system 
that is responsive to ecological, economic, and social concerns.  The national forest road system of the 
future must continue to provide needed access for recreation and resource management, as well as 
support watershed restoration and resource protection to sustain healthy ecosystems.   

Forest Service regulations at 36 CFR 212.5(b)(1) require the Forest Service to identify the minimum road 
system needed for safe and efficient travel and for administration, utilization, and protection of National 
Forest System (NFS) lands.  In determining the minimum road system, the responsible official must 
incorporate a science-based roads analysis at the appropriate scale.  Forest Service regulations at 36 CFR 
212.5(b)(2) require the Forest Service to identify NFS roads that are no longer needed to meet forest 
resource management objectives. 

Process 

Travel analysis requires a process that is dynamic, interdisciplinary, and integrated with all resource 
areas.  With this letter, I am directing the use of the travel analysis process (TAP) described in Forest 
Service Manual 7712 and Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 7709.55, Chapter 20.  The TAP is a science-
based process that will inform future travel management decisions.  Travel analysis serves as the basis 
for developing proposed actions, but does not result in decisions.  Therefore, travel analysis does not 
trigger the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).   The completion of the TAP is an important first 
step towards the development of the future minimum road system (MRS).  All NFS roads, maintenance 
levels 1-5, must be included in the analysis. 

For units that have previously conducted their travel or roads analysis process (RAP), the appropriate 
line officer should review the prior report to assess the adequacy and the relevance of their analysis as it 
complies with Subpart A.  This analysis will help determine the appropriate scope and scale for any new 
analysis and can build on previous work.  A RAP completed in accordance with publication FS-643, 
“Roads Analysis:  Informing Decisions about Managing the National Forest Transportation System,” will 
satisfy the roads analysis requirement of Subpart A. 
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Results from the TAP must be documented in a travel analysis report, which shall include: 

• A map displaying the roads that can be used to inform the proposed action for identifying the 
MRS and unneeded roads. 

• Information about the analysis as it relates to the criteria found in 36 CFR 212.5(b)(1). 

Units should seek to integrate the steps contained in the Watershed Condition Framework (WCF) with 
the six TAP steps contained in FSH 7709.55, Chapter 20, to eliminate redundancy and ensure an iterative 
and adaptive approach for both processes. We expect the WCF process and the TAP will complement 
each other.  The intent is for each process to inform the other so that they can be integrated and 
updated with new information or where conditions change.  The travel analysis report described above 
must be completed by the end of FY 2015. 

The next step in identification of the MRS is to use the travel analysis report to develop proposed 
actions to identify the MRS.  These proposed actions generally should be developed at the scale of a 6th 
code sub-watershed or larger.  Proposed actions and alternatives are subject to environmental analysis 
under NEPA.  Travel analysis should be used to inform the environmental analysis.   

The administrative unit must analyze the proposed action and alternatives in terms of whether, per 36 
CFR 212.5(b)(1), the resulting road system is needed to: 

• Meet resource and other management objectives adopted in the relevant land and resource 
management plan; 

• Meet applicable statutory and regulatory requirements;  
• Reflect long-term funding expectations;  
• Ensure that the identified system minimizes adverse environmental impacts associated with road 

construction, reconstruction, decommissioning, and maintenance. 
 

The resulting decision identifies the MRS and unneeded roads for each sub-watershed or larger scale.  
The NEPA analysis for each sub-watershed must consider adjacent sub-watersheds for connected 
actions and cumulative effects.  The MRS for the administrative unit is complete when the MRS for each 
sub-watershed has been identified, thus satisfying Subpart A.  To the extent that the sub-watershed 
NEPA analysis covers specific road decisions, no further NEPA analysis will be needed.  To the extent that 
further smaller-scale, project-specific decisions are needed, more NEPA analysis may be required.  

A flowchart displaying the process for identification of the MRS is enclosed with this letter.  

Timing 

The travel analysis report must be completed by the end of FY 2015.  Beyond FY 2015, no Capital 
Improvement and Maintenance (CMCM) funds may be expended on NFS roads (maintenance levels 1-5) 
that have not been included in a TAP or RAP.  

Leadership 
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The Washington Office lead for Subpart A is Anne Zimmermann, Director of Watershed, Fish, Wildlife, 
Air and Rare Plants.  Working with her on the Washington Office Steering Team are Jim Bedwell, 
Director of Recreation, Heritage, and Volunteer Resources, and Emilee Blount, Director of Engineering.  I 
expect the Regions to continue with the similar leadership structures which have been established.   

Your leadership and commitment to this component of the travel management rule is important.  
Together, we will move towards an ecologic, economic, and socially sustainable and responsible national 
road system of the future. 

 
 
 
/s/ James M. Pena (for): 
LESLIE A. C. WELDON 

Deputy Chief, National Forest System 
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APPENDIX I:  Southern Region Expectations 
 

Sub-Part “A” Travel Analysis (TAP) 
Southern Region Expectations 

Revised to align with 2012 Chief’s Letter 
 

A. Background.  During the period 2005 - 2010 the National Forests of the Southern Region successfully 
completed Sub-Part “B” (Designation of Roads, Trails and Areas for Motor Vehicle Use) Travel Analysis.  
The result was a set of Motor Vehicle Use Maps (MVUMs) which prescribe the Forest Service roads 
that allow traffic; and in doing so it prohibited cross-country travel by off-highway vehicles (OHVs).  
Forests are now beginning work on Sub-Part “A” (Administration of the Forest Transportation System) 
Travel Analysis to identify the minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel and for the 
protection, management and use of NFS lands; and also to identify roads no longer needed to meet 
forest resource management objectives.   
 
TAP analysis identifies risks and benefits of individual roads in the system, but   especially cumulative 
effects and affordability of the entire system. Consideration is given to the access needed to support 
existing Forest Plans, and for informing future Forest Plans and resulting projects.   TAP is intended to 
identify opportunities to assist managers in addressing the unique ecological, economic and social 
conditions on the national forests and grasslands.   

 
B. Agency Direction.  Sub-Part “A” Travel Analysis is required by the 2005 Travel Management Rule (36 

CFR 212.5).  Forest Service Manual 7712 and Forest Service Handbook 7709.55 Chapter 20 provides 
specific direction, including the requirement to use a six step interdisciplinary, science-based 
process to ensure that future decisions are based on an adequate consideration of environmental, 
social and economic impacts of roads. A letter from the Chief of the Forest Service dated March 29, 
2012 was issued to replace a November 10, 2010 letter previously issued on the same topic.  It 
reaffirms agency commitment to completing travel analysis reports for Subpart A of the travel 
management rule by 2015, and provides additional national direction related to this work, 
addressing process, timing and leadership expectations.   The letter requires documentation of the 
analysis by a travel analysis report, which includes a map displaying the existing road system and 
possible unneeded roads.  It is intended to inform future proposed actions related to identifying the 
minimum road system.  The TAP process is designed to work in conjunction with other frameworks 
and processes, the results of which collectively inform and frame future decisions executed under 
NEPA. These other analyses and procedures include Watershed Analysis Framework and mapping; 
Recreational Framework planning and analyses; and forest-wide planning under the new Planning 
Rule.  This document (Southern Region Expectations) supplements the national direction for Sub-
Part “A” TAPs developed for the Southern Region. 
 

C. Geographic Scale.  Like smaller scale road analyses (RAPS) that have been underway at the project 
level, TAPs consider economic, environmental and social effects of roads.   Analysis at the smaller 
project scale, however, does not adequately address cumulative effects and affordability.   The Chief’s 
letter requires that proposed NEPA actions be informed by work at the 6th order HUC watershed as a 
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minimum.  Southern Region Expectations are for a Unit TAP at the District level or equivalent; and 
since budgets are generally allocated to the Forest level, District analyses are not considered complete 
until all other Districts on the same Forest are complete and have been integrated to create a Forest 
Scale TAP.   As projects which involve travel (road) decisions are subsequently proposed on a unit, 
additional project level analysis will be required in advance of associated NEPA decisions only if the 
proposal varies substantially from the Unit Scale TAP covered by it.  The purpose would be to show 
any additional impact on cumulative effects and affordability.    
 

D. Process, Review and Approval.  Forests Interdisciplinary Teams (IDTs) are expected to conduct 
analyses, with guidance and review by the Regional Office TAP Review Team (members listed below).  
Standard boilerplate, spreadsheets and Executive Summary format will be developed by the Review 
team for incorporation into the TAP reports.   Final review will be by the Forest Supervisor, indicating 
that the analyses comply with national and regional direction.  Upon completion of the last District 
TAP on a Forest, the Forest Supervisor needs to submit a forest-wide Executive Summary and verify 
that the cumulative results meet the expectations defined in this guidance.  
 
The Regional TAP Review Team consists of Team Leader Paul Morgan (Engineering), a 
representative from the Biological and Physical Resources Unit, Mary Hughes Frye (Recreation), Paul 
Arndt (Planning) and various other ad hoc members as needed.  They will submit their review 
comments to the TAP Steering Team prior to officially conveying them to the Forest.  The Steering 
Team will be responsible for overall direction and oversight of the process.  This team consists of 
Randy Warbington, TAP Steering Team Lead and Director of Engineering, the Director of Biological 
and Physical Resources,  Director of Planning, Director of Recreation and Steve Bekkerus, Regional 
Legislative Affairs Specialist.   The Steering Team will be responsible for overall direction and 
oversight of the process.  This team consists of Randy Warbington, TAP Steering Team Lead and 
Director of Engineering, Dave Schmid, Director of Biological and Physical Resources, Chris Liggett, 
Director of Planning, and Ann Christensen, Director of Recreation as well as George Bain, Forest 
Supervisor on the Chattahoochee Oconee NF’s and Steve Bekkerus, Regional Legislative Affairs 
Specialist.  
 

E. Information Systems.   Analysis will be based upon field-verified spatial data (GIS, or Geographic 
Information System road and trail layers), and official tabular data (from I-Web, the corporate Forest 
Service data base) as applicable.  ARC Map products will be included as a part of all completed Unit 
Scale TAPs, and will be provided to the Regional Office TAP review team as a part of the final TAP 
report.  

 
F. Access.   As prescribed by 16USC532 the Forest Roads and Trails Act TAPs should identify an 

adequate system of roads and trails to provide for intensive use, protection, development, and 
management of National Forest System lands.  As such, they should address user safety and 
environmental impacts, and provide for an optimum balance of access needs and cost.  Roads, trails 
and bridges that are unsafe and where unacceptable risks cannot be eliminated or mitigated due to 
a lack of funding should be identified for closure or possible decommissioning.   Unneeded, 
temporary and unauthorized routes should be identified for possible decommissioning.   TAPs 
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should support current Forest Plan direction and anticipate future Forest Plan analysis needs, as well 
as Recreational Framework planning and analyses.  As unit scale TAPs are completed, associated 
MVUMs must be reviewed.  After appropriate NEPA decisions are made to implement TAP 
recommendations, future MVUM revisions need to be revised to assure that they are in agreement 
with those decisions.  

 
G. Environmental.  One major analysis component of the TAPs is impact of the road system on water 

quality.  In those cases where high road densities on National Forest lands are a major factor in 
causing watersheds to be at risk or impaired, some roads should be identified for decommissioning 
in order to reduce the impacts and change the classification.  It should be recognized that some 
existing roads are poorly located and should be eliminated, while some new roads might be needed 
to replace them and provide essentially equivalent access in better locations, generally farther away 
from live streams or wetlands.   The Watershed Condition Framework should inform each unit’s 
travel analysis.  An overriding objective for all roads should be compliance with provisions cited in 
National Best Management Practices for Water Quality Management on National Forest System 
Lands, April 2012.   

 
While a reduction in maintenance levels may be a desired option for cost reduction, it is not an 
appropriate strategy when it results in more environmental impacts.  Similarly, changes in 
recreational use should be considered, especially for roads that cannot be maintained to standard 
and which may begin to attract challenge-oriented four-wheelers that create even further impacts 
on the environment and on the road.  

 
H. Financial.  Units should consider all expected sources of funding available to maintain the road 

system to appropriate standards  (based upon 3 year history and current trends), and include all 
costs that are required to comply with applicable Best Management Practices (BMPs) for their 
maintenance.   Include associated bridge maintenance as well, and replacement costs for those 
routes which include bridges that are deficient or expected to need major work in the next ten year 
period.  Identify and account for fixed costs (program management, fleet, etc.) when analyzing 
financial feasibility. Ultimately units must balance the costs of maintaining the identified system 
such that the recommendation will not result in accrual of deferred maintenance on roads and 
bridges once the TAP is implemented (i.e. there should be a zero balance between anticipated 
maintenance revenue and anticipated maintenance cost on an annual basis).    
 
The focus of this analysis should not be primarily on disinvestment, i.e. just reducing passenger car 
roads to high clearance roads in order to meet funding constraints.  Roads receiving minimal 
maintenance have the high likelihood, at least those roads located relatively low in the watershed, 
of creating additional siltation impacts.  They can have unintended consequences for recreation 
management.  Therefore a better strategy might be to identify roads not required for current 
operations but which might be needed at some time in the future for seasonal or intermittent 
closure, or “storage”.  Other strategies might include scheduling maintenance over a two to three 
year cycle on less used roads, adding seasonal restrictions, identifying roads to transfer to state or 
local jurisdiction, and identifying unneeded roads for possible decommissioning.  Total mileage of 
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high clearance roads should not generally increase over the amount in the current system unless it is 
determined that there has been substantial maintenance level “creep” over the years and therefore 
a substantial increase in high clearance roads is warranted.   However it is expected that the number 
of roads identified to be placed in storage will generally increase from the current level.     
 
Finally it should be noted that similar to the road system, the trail system is over-committed to be 
managed within its maintenance budget.  Therefore, unless maintenance funding is verified to be 
available over the long-term, it is not acceptable to identify roads for conversion to trails; the more 
appropriate options would be storage or decommissioning, depending upon future need.   

 

I. Public Involvement and NEPA (National Environmental Protection Act) Requirements.  Unit scale 
TAPs are not NEPA decisions; they are analyses intended to inform future projects regarding 
affordability and cumulative effects.  These projects, depending upon the specific impacts, will 
generally require NEPA decisions prior to implementation.  The public will need to be provided 
opportunities for comment on TAP recommendations near to the time that actual projects are being 
proposed.   This would be expected to include a broad spectrum of participation by citizens, other 
agencies, and tribal governments as appropriate.   
 

J.  Products.  All final products to be posted on an internal website or on the “O” drive available for 
access by other Forests and the Regional Office.  The final product should consist of the following 
items: 

 
1) A Travel Analysis Report summarizing the process the results of all analyses conducted.  
2) A map showing the entire Road System, ML 1-5, and delineating potential unneeded roads. 
3) A list of roads that are proposed for transfer to another jurisdiction and whether acceptance 

by that jurisdiction is likely within the next three years.  
4) A tabular summary of issues, benefits and risks for each road in the system.  (Although not 

included in this write-up an example format is available and will be provided to each unit as 
they begin work on their TAP.)     

5) A spreadsheet identifying available maintenance funding and expected costs for applying 
affordable operational maintenance levels and associated BMPs  (best management 
practices) to the road system to result in a financial strategy that balances funding and costs 
such that no deferred maintenance will accrue if fully implemented.   

6) Signature sheets with dates, indicating preparation and review officials, and Review by the 
Forest Supervisor.   
 

K. Schedule and Completion Date. 
 

The chief’s letter directs that all units be covered by a TAP by the end of FY 2015.  The proposed 
schedule is as follows: 
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FY10  George Washington NF, GW/J NFs 
 Talladega Ranger District, NFs in Alabama 
 Andrew Pickens RD, FM/S NF 

Davy Crockett Ranger District, NFs in Texas 
 

FY11 Jefferson NF, GW/J NFs - Completes GW/J NFs 
 Oakmulgee Ranger District, NFs in Alabama 
 Oconee Ranger District, Chattahoochee-Oconee NFs 
 Appalach/Wakulla Ranger District, NFs in Florida 
 Enoree Ranger District, FM/S NF  
 Croatan NF, NFs in North Carolina  
  
FY12 Shoal Creek Ranger District, NFs in Alabama 
 Bankhead RD, NFs in Alabama 
 Conecuh RD, NFs in Alabama  
 Tuskegee RD, NFs in Alabama 
 Conosauga Ranger District, Chattahoochee Oconee NFs 
 Chattooga River RD, Chattahoochee-Oconee NFs 
 Blue Ridge RD, Chattahoochee-Oconee NFs – Completes CH-O NFs 
 Osceola RD, NFs in Florida 
 Long Cane RD, FM/S NFs  
 Winn RD, Kisatchie NF 
 Pisgah NF in NC 
 Angelina/Sabine Ranger District, NFs in Texas 
 Sam Houston RD, NFs in Texas 

Redbird RD, Daniel Boone NF 
Magazine RD, Ozark-St. Francis NFs 

 
FY13 Stearns RD, Daniel Boone NF 
 Shoal Creek RD, NFs in Alabama– Completes NFs in AL   
 Caney and Kisatchie RDs, Kisatchie NF 

LBJ/Caddo RD, NFs in TX – Completes NFs in TX 
 Nantahala NF in NC 

Ocala RD, NFs in Florida – Completes NFs in FL 
 Francis Marion RD, FM/S NFs – Completes FM/S NFs 
 Big Piney, Pleasant Hill and Boston Mountain RDs, Ozark-St. Francis NFs 
 Land between the Lakes – Completes LBL RA    
 
FY14 NFs in Mississippi – Completes NFs in MS 
 London RD, Daniel Boone NF 
 Ouachita NF (Districts to be named) 
 Sylamore and St. Francis RDs, Oz-St. Francis NFs 

Lee Creek, Lake Weddington RDs, Ozark St. Francis NFs – Completes Oz-St. Francis NFs 
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Calcasieu and Catahoula RDs, Kisatchie NF – Completes Kisatchie NF 
Uwharrie RD, NFs in NC – Completes NFs in NC  

  
FY15 El Yunque NF – Completes EYNF 
 Cumberland RD, Daniel Boone NF – Completes DBNF 
 Cherokee NF – Completes Cherokee NF  
 Ouachita NF (Remaining Districts) – Completes Ouachita NF 
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APPENDIX J:  6th Level HUCs Watershed Condition Classifications and Priority Watersheds on the Forest 
 

HUC 12 CODE HUC 12 NAME 

PRIORITY 
WATERSHED 

(YES/NO) 
PRIORITY 

YEAR 

WATERSHED 
CONDITION 

CLASS 

TOTAL 
WATERSHED 

ACRES 

WATERSHED 
FS LAND 
ACRES 

WATERSHED 
NON-FS LAND 

ACRES 

080201000102 
Tunica Lake-
Mississippi River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 135,911 8,504 127,407 

080202031608 Bear Creek No 0 
Functioning at 

Risk 10,894 8,058 2,836 

080202031609 
Bear Creek-St. 
Francis River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 14,614 3,327 11,287 

110100010101 
East Prong White 
River-White River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 18,118 3,254 14,864 

110100010102 
Fleming Creek-
White River Yes 2011 

Functioning at 
Risk 18,919 11,008 7,910 

110100010103 

Mill Creek-
Headwaters White 
River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 20,364 10,213 10,151 

110100010201 
Dry Creek-Middle 
Fork White River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 14,086 2,546 11,539 

110100010301 
Delaney Creek-
White River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 21,875 7,895 13,980 

110100010901 
Headwaters Kings 
River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 18,029 5,310 12,719 

110100010902 Felkins Creek No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 13,605 2,398 11,207 

110100040202 
Perry Creek-White 
River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 21,757 5,342 16,415 

110100040203 
Farris Creek-White 
River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 14,407 6,781 7,626 

110100040205 
Sneeds Creek-
White River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 26,072 9,120 16,952 

110100040206 
Sugarloaf Creek-
White River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 27,686 7,349 20,337 

110100040301 
Headwaters North 
Sylamore Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 29,198 28,429 769 

110100040302 
Headwaters 
Roasting Ear Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 22,546 12,833 9,713 

110100040303 
Outlet Roasting Ear 
Creek No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 18,356 1,576 16,780 

110100040305 
Outlet North 
Sylamore Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 19,875 17,392 2,482 

110100040306 
Outlet South 
Sylamore Creek No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 32,107 2,560 29,548 

110100040401 Livingston Creek No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 13,633 12,507 1,126 

110100040402 
Wideman Creek-
White River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 17,086 2,337 14,750 

110100050101 Shop Creek No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 16,175 4,905 11,270 

  



Ozark-St. Francis National Forests –Travel Analysis Report Page 52 
 

HUC 12 CODE HUC 12 NAME 

PRIORITY 
WATERSHED 

(YES/NO) 
PRIORITY 

YEAR 

WATERSHED 
CONDITION 

CLASS 

TOTAL 
WATERSHED 

ACRES 

WATERSHED 
FS LAND 
ACRES 

WATERSHED 
NON-FS LAND 

ACRES 

110100050102 
Headwaters Little 
Buffalo River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 43,392 18,865 24,527 

110100050201 
Terrapin Branch-
Buffalo River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 22,788 18,282 4,506 

110100050202 

Beech Creek-
Headwaters Buffalo 
River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 12,444 3,380 9,064 

110100050203 
Smith Creek-Buffalo 
River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 21,477 10,201 11,275 

110100050301 Left Fork Creek No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 24,366 8,196 16,170 

110100050302 
Headwaters Big 
Creek-Buffalo River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 28,951 15,583 13,368 

110100050305 Cave Creek No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 33,619 12,131 21,488 

110100050306 
Headwaters 
Richland Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 27,936 24,997 2,939 

110100050307 Falling Water Creek No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 14,996 13,216 1,780 

110100050308 
Outlet Richland 
Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 40,605 20,833 19,772 

110100050507 
Bratton Creek-Big 
River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 37,944 7,118 30,826 

110100050508 
Leatherwood 
Creek-Buffalo River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 29,651 18,131 11,520 

110100140201 Brushy Fork No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 29,014 10,087 18,926 

110100140203 
Cedar Creek-South 
Fork Little Red River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 18,883 1,816 17,066 

111101030103 
Lake Weddington-
Illinois River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 20,350 6,780 13,570 

111101030601 
Chambers Hollow-
Illinois River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 19,588 5,775 13,814 

111101030703 
Upper Evansville 
Creek No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 15,576 799 14,777 

111101040401 Blackburn Creek No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 19,151 4,531 14,620 

111101040402 
Headwaters Lee 
Creek No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 21,654 3,729 17,924 

111101040403 
Fall Creek-Lee 
Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 21,460 6,517 14,943 

111101040404 
Cove Creek-Lee 
Creek No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 34,373 12,220 22,153 

111101040405 Mountain Fork No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 25,382 11,260 14,122 

111101040406 
Elmo Creek-Lee 
Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 12,681 5,089 7,592 

111101040407 
Missing Branch-Lee 
Creek No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 20,244 1,493 18,751 

111101040505 Webber Branch No 0 
Functioning at 

Risk 24,288 3,690 20,598 

111102010401 
Jones Fork-Frog 
Bayou No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 13,372 5,601 7,771 
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HUC 12 CODE HUC 12 NAME 

PRIORITY 
WATERSHED 

(YES/NO) 
PRIORITY 

YEAR 

WATERSHED 
CONDITION 

CLASS 

TOTAL 
WATERSHED 

ACRES 

WATERSHED 
FS LAND 
ACRES 

WATERSHED 
NON-FS LAND 

ACRES 

111102010402 
Headwaters Frog 
Bayou No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 21,792 14,615 7,176 

111102010403 
Clear Creek-Frog 
Bayou No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 27,733 1,718 26,015 

111102010404 
Lake Fort Smith-
Frog Bayou No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 18,753 7,025 11,728 

111102010502 West Cedar Creek No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 13,868 5,066 8,802 

111102010601 
Upper Little 
Mulberry Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 27,452 19,879 7,573 

111102010602 
Lower Little 
Mulberry Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 16,270 11,208 5,062 

111102010603 Panther Creek No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 13,316 10,203 3,113 

111102010604 
Headwaters 
Mulberry River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 18,522 13,258 5,264 

111102010605 
Washita Creek-
Mulberry River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 29,410 23,559 5,851 

111102010701 
Clear Creek-
Mulberry River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 15,054 10,116 4,938 

111102010702 
Indian Creek-
Mulberry River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 12,905 11,766 1,139 

111102010703 
Mountain Creek-
Mulberry River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 25,094 21,929 3,164 

111102010704 Fane Creek No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 10,483 9,940 543 

111102010705 
Hurricane Creek-
Mulberry River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 32,889 29,814 3,075 

111102010706 
Spirits Creek-
Mulberry River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 30,967 22,210 8,757 

111102010801 
Mill Creek-Mulberry 
River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 17,596 9,332 8,264 

111102010803 
Headwaters Little 
Mulberry Creek No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 16,696 994 15,702 

111102010804 
Rock Creek-Little 
Mulberry Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 14,527 2,534 11,993 

111102010902 
North Fork-White 
Oak Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 13,891 1,864 12,028 

111102020106 
Upper Short 
Mountain Creek No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 29,359 17,149 12,211 

111102020201 
Upper Horsehead 
Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 21,818 9,755 12,062 

111102020204 
East Fork 
Horsehead Creek No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 19,384 3,463 15,921 

111102020301 Upper Spadra Creek No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 23,294 9,425 13,869 

111102020501 
Gulf Creek-Big 
Shoal Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 18,146 15,387 2,759 
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HUC 12 
CODE HUC 12 NAME 

PRIORITY 
WATERSHED 

(YES/NO) 
PRIORITY 

YEAR 

WATERSHED 
CONDITION 

CLASS 

TOTAL 
WATERSHED 

ACRES 

WATERSHED 
FS LAND 
ACRES 

WATERSHED 
NON-FS LAND 

ACRES 

111102020502 
Dee Creek-Big Shoal 
Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 20,756 9,346 11,410 

111102020503 
Bigger Creek-Little 
Shoal Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 15,861 8,711 7,150 

111102020601 Walnut Creek No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 12,243 7,854 4,388 

111102020602 
Willis Creek-Big 
Piney Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 13,218 11,008 2,209 

111102020603 
Curtis Creek-Big 
Piney Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 23,973 17,957 6,016 

111102020604 

Hurricane Creek-
Upper Big Piney 
Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 32,532 29,105 3,426 

111102020605 
Cow Creek-Big 
Piney Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 15,993 14,827 1,166 

111102020606 
Haw Creek-Big 
Piney Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 16,975 16,314 660 

111102020701 
Murray Creek-Little 
Piney Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 16,144 11,422 4,723 

111102020702 
Upper Little Piney 
Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 21,193 16,047 5,147 

111102020703 Minnow Creek No 0 
Functioning at 

Risk 16,765 3,944 12,821 

111102020704 
Middle Little Piney 
Creek No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 34,918 15,116 19,802 

111102020801 

Moccasin Creek-
Lower Big Piney 
Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 11,574 11,068 506 

111102020802 
Indian Creek-Lower 
Big Piney Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 21,029 20,245 784 

111102020803 
Spring Creek-Big 
Piney Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 19,026 17,262 1,764 

111102020804 
Mill Creek-Big Piney 
Creek No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 30,206 20,757 9,449 

111102020901 
East Fork Illinois 
Bayou No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 35,592 26,134 9,457 

111102020902 
Middle Fork Illinois 
Bayou No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 36,800 30,188 6,612 

111102020903 
Upper North Fork 
Illinois Bayou No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 36,305 35,099 1,205 

111102020904 
Lower North Fork 
Illinois Bayou No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 19,407 18,255 1,152 

111102020905 
Mill Creek-Illinois 
Bayou No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 20,188 12,368 7,820 

111102021002 
Little Creek-Illinois 
Bayou No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 32,338 4,946 27,392 

111102030101 Brock Creek No 0 
Functioning at 

Risk 27,964 21,649 6,315 

111102030103 Upper Clear Creek No 0 
Functioning at 

Risk 29,787 7,637 22,150 
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HUC 12 CODE HUC 12 NAME 

PRIORITY 
WATERSHED 

(YES/NO) 
PRIORITY 

YEAR 

WATERSHED 
CONDITION 

CLASS 

TOTAL 
WATERSHED 

ACRES 

WATERSHED 
FS LAND 
ACRES 

WATERSHED 
NON-FS LAND 

ACRES 

111102030105 

Rock Creek-West 
Fork Point Remove 
Creek No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 38,632 4,740 33,892 

111102040201 Revilee Creek No 0 
Functioning at 

Risk 32,369 9,230 23,139 

111102040402 
Piney Creek-Petit 
Jean River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 23,781 7,566 16,215 

111102040403 
Spring Creek-Petit 
Jean River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 18,740 9,917 8,823 

111102040405 
Upper Chickalah 
Creek No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 24,830 12,799 12,032 

080201000102 
Tunica Lake-
Mississippi River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 135,911 8,504 127,407 

080202031608 Bear Creek No 0 
Functioning at 

Risk 10,894 8,058 2,836 

080202031609 
Bear Creek-St. 
Francis River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 14,614 3,327 11,287 

110100010101 
East Prong White 
River-White River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 18,118 3,254 14,864 

110100010102 
Fleming Creek-
White River Yes 2011 

Functioning at 
Risk 18,919 11,008 7,910 

110100010103 

Mill Creek-
Headwaters White 
River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 20,364 10,213 10,151 

110100010201 
Dry Creek-Middle 
Fork White River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 14,086 2,546 11,539 

110100010301 
Delaney Creek-
White River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 21,875 7,895 13,980 

110100010901 
Headwaters Kings 
River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 18,029 5,310 12,719 

110100010902 Felkins Creek No 0 
Functioning 

Properly 13,605 2,398 11,207 

110100040202 
Perry Creek-White 
River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 21,757 5,342 16,415 

110100040203 
Farris Creek-White 
River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 14,407 6,781 7,626 

110100040205 
Sneeds Creek-
White River No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 26,072 9,120 16,952 

110100040206 
Sugarloaf Creek-
White River No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 27,686 7,349 20,337 

110100040301 
Headwaters North 
Sylamore Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 29,198 28,429 769 

110100040302 
Headwaters 
Roasting Ear Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 22,546 12,833 9,713 

110100040303 
Outlet Roasting Ear 
Creek No 0 

Functioning at 
Risk 18,356 1,576 16,780 

110100040305 
Outlet North 
Sylamore Creek No 0 

Functioning 
Properly 19,875 17,392 2,482 
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HUC 12 CODE HUC 12 NAME 

PRIORITY 
WATERSHED 

(YES/NO) 
PRIORITY 

YEAR 
WATERSHED 

CONDITION CLASS 

TOTAL 
WATERSHED 

ACRES 

WATERSHED 
FS LAND 
ACRES 

WATERSHED 
NON-FS 

LAND ACRES 

080201000102 
Tunica Lake-
Mississippi River No 0 Functioning at Risk 135,911 8,504 127,407 

080202031608 Bear Creek No 0 Functioning at Risk 10,894 8,058 2,836 

080202031609 
Bear Creek-St. Francis 
River No 0 Functioning at Risk 14,614 3,327 11,287 

110100010101 
East Prong White 
River-White River No 0 Functioning at Risk 18,118 3,254 14,864 

110100010102 
Fleming Creek-White 
River Yes 2011 Functioning at Risk 18,919 11,008 7,910 

110100010103 

Mill Creek-
Headwaters White 
River No 0 Functioning at Risk 20,364 10,213 10,151 

110100010201 
Dry Creek-Middle 
Fork White River No 0 Functioning Properly 14,086 2,546 11,539 

110100010301 
Delaney Creek-White 
River No 0 Functioning Properly 21,875 7,895 13,980 

110100010901 
Headwaters Kings 
River No 0 Functioning Properly 18,029 5,310 12,719 

110100010902 Felkins Creek No 0 Functioning Properly 13,605 2,398 11,207 

110100040202 
Perry Creek-White 

River No 0 Functioning at Risk 21,757 5,342 16,415 

110100040203 
Farris Creek-White 
River No 0 Functioning Properly 14,407 6,781 7,626 

110100040205 
Sneeds Creek-White 
River No 0 Functioning Properly 26,072 9,120 16,952 

110100040206 
Sugarloaf Creek-
White River No 0 Functioning at Risk 27,686 7,349 20,337 

110100040301 
Headwaters North 
Sylamore Creek No 0 Functioning Properly 29,198 28,429 769 

110100040302 
Headwaters Roasting 
Ear Creek No 0 Functioning Properly 22,546 12,833 9,713 

110100040303 
Outlet Roasting Ear 
Creek No 0 Functioning at Risk 18,356 1,576 16,780 

110100040305 
Outlet North 
Sylamore Creek No 0 Functioning Properly 19,875 17,392 2,482 

110100040306 
Outlet South 
Sylamore Creek No 0 Functioning at Risk 32,107 2,560 29,548 

110100040401 Livingston Creek No 0 Functioning Properly 13,633 12,507 1,126 

110100040402 
Wideman Creek-
White River No 0 Functioning Properly 17,086 2,337 14,750 

110100050101 Shop Creek No 0 Functioning Properly 16,175 4,905 11,270 

110100050102 
Headwaters Little 
Buffalo River No 0 Functioning Properly 43,392 18,865 24,527 

110100050201 
Terrapin Branch-
Buffalo River No 0 Functioning Properly 22,788 18,282 4,506 

110100050202 

Beech Creek-
Headwaters Buffalo 
River No 0 Functioning Properly 12,444 3,380 9,064 

110100050203 
Smith Creek-Buffalo 
River No 0 Functioning Properly 21,477 10,201 11,275 
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110100050301 Left Fork Creek No 0 Functioning Properly 24,366 8,196 16,170 

110100050302 
Headwaters Big 
Creek-Buffalo River No 0 Functioning Properly 28,951 15,583 13,368 

110100050305 Cave Creek No 0 Functioning Properly 33,619 12,131 21,488 

110100050306 
Headwaters Richland 
Creek No 0 Functioning Properly 27,936 24,997 2,939 

110100050307 Falling Water Creek No 0 Functioning Properly 14,996 13,216 1,780 

110100050308 Outlet Richland Creek No 0 Functioning Properly 40,605 20,833 19,772 

110100050507 
Bratton Creek-Big 
River No 0 Functioning at Risk 37,944 7,118 30,826 

110100050508 
Leatherwood Creek-
Buffalo River No 0 Functioning Properly 29,651 18,131 11,520 

110100140201 Brushy Fork No 0 Functioning Properly 29,014 10,087 18,926 

110100140203 
Cedar Creek-South 
Fork Little Red River No 0 Functioning at Risk 18,883 1,816 17,066 

111101030103 
Lake Weddington-
Illinois River No 0 Functioning at Risk 20,350 6,780 13,570 

111101030601 
Chambers Hollow-
Illinois River No 0 Functioning Properly 19,588 5,775 13,814 

111101030703 
Upper Evansville 
Creek No 0 Functioning at Risk 15,576 799 14,777 

111101040401 Blackburn Creek No 0 Functioning Properly 19,151 4,531 14,620 

111101040402 Headwaters Lee Creek No 0 Functioning at Risk 21,654 3,729 17,924 

111101040403 Fall Creek-Lee Creek No 0 Functioning Properly 21,460 6,517 14,943 

111101040404 Cove Creek-Lee Creek No 0 Functioning at Risk 34,373 12,220 22,153 

111101040405 Mountain Fork No 0 Functioning Properly 25,382 11,260 14,122 

111101040406 Elmo Creek-Lee Creek No 0 Functioning Properly 12,681 5,089 7,592 

111101040407 
Missing Branch-Lee 
Creek No 0 Functioning at Risk 20,244 1,493 18,751 

111101040505 Webber Branch No 0 Functioning at Risk 24,288 3,690 20,598 

111102010401 
Jones Fork-Frog 
Bayou No 0 Functioning Properly 13,372 5,601 7,771 

111102010402 
Headwaters Frog 
Bayou No 0 Functioning Properly 21,792 14,615 7,176 

111102010403 
Clear Creek-Frog 
Bayou No 0 Functioning at Risk 27,733 1,718 26,015 

 
Map can be found at the “Maps” web link which highlights the forests’ selected priority watersheds.  Map file 
name is OZF_TAP_Appendix_I.j_Map_2013PriorityWatersheds.pdf. 
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Unneeded Roads by Watershed Condition Class and Priority 

 
Table is in Appendix – see Appendix document – table is named 
OZF_TAP_Appendix_I.j_Unneeded_Roads_by_Watershed_Condition_Class.xlsx. 
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APPENDIX K:  Watershed Action Plan 
 
 
 

USDA Forest Service Watershed Condition Framework 

FY2011 TRANSITION WATERSHED RESTORATION ACTION PLAN 

OZARK ST. FRANCIS NATIONAL FORESTS 

  

 

1. Summary 

a. Watershed Name and HUC: Fleming Creek-White River 110100010102 
b. General Location: East and southeast of the intersection of AR State Highways 23 and 16.  
c. Total Watershed Area:18,919 acres;       NFS area within watershed:_58__%.   
d. Watershed Characterization:   

• General Physiography: Steep valleys and ridges of incised Boston Mountains 
• Land Use:  Watershed is 94% forested and 5% pasture, majority is High Quality Forest Products with 

a small amount of Mixed Forest Type.  Contains approximately 2 miles of riparian corridor. 
• General Overview of Concerns: There are 3 aquatic organism passage issues that need improved 

culvert design and installation.  Streams are in need of large woody debris, roads need regular 
maintenance and need to be removed from proximity to water, and Fire Regime Condition Class 
needs to improve. 

• Important Ecological Values: The Ozark Shiner and Longnose Darter, and the crayfish Orconectes 
williamsi are listed as Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species (RFS) and Species of Concern (SC) in 
Arkansas.  The Ozark Chub and the crayfish Cambarus causeyi are listed as a SC.  The gray bat is an 
endangered species that has potential habitat in this watershed.  There are 8 RFS plant species, 1 
RFS insect and 1 RFS isopod that have the potential to be found in the watershed. 

• Current Condition Class:  ___2____   Target Condition Class: __1_____ 
 
 

e. Key Watershed Issues  
1) Attributes/Indicators  within FS control to affect 

ATTRIBUTES 
/INDICATOR 

REASON FOR RATING 

  3.1 Aquatic Habitat 
Fragmentation 

Inventory results showed 3 culverts that prevent aquatic organism passage.  
These culverts will be replaced with acceptable designs. 

3.2 Large Woody 
Debris 

Inventory results indicate a shortage of the desired density of LWD in 
streams within the watershed. 

8.1 Fire Regime 
Condition Class 

The watershed needs fire on the landscape on a regular basis to restore it to 
the proper condition class. 

 
2) Attributes/Indicators that require other parties to address 

ATTRIBUTES 
/INDICATOR 

REASON FOR RATING 
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6.2 Road Maintenance Streams receive higher sediment contribution from unmaintained roads. 
  

 

2.  Watershed Characteristics and Conditions 

a.  General Context/Overview of the Watershed – The watershed receives approximately 50 inches of rain 
per year and has an average temperature near 57 degrees F.  Streams are mostly ephemeral to intermittent 
and follow a dendritic drainage pattern, flowing to the White River within the northern part of the 
watershed.  The geology consists of Pennsylvanian-age clastic sedimentary rocks of the Atoka formation.  
This formation is predominantly composed of alternating sandstone and shale layers with shale layers acting 
as aquicludes, preventing deep seated infiltration.  The primary eco-community is Dry-Mesic Oak Forest. 

b.  Watershed Conditions – The watershed is considered functioning at risk.  Aquatic habitats are being 
impaired by aquatic organism passage issues along with a lack of LWD in streams which also degrades 
channel shape and function.  Symptoms of Oak Decline, overcrowding of pine stands, and a long-standing 
policy of fire suppression have contributed to hazardous fuel loading levels that may result in long-lasting 
natural resource damage in the event of a wildfire.  A high open road density, general lack of road 
maintenance, and road proximity to water combine to contribute sediment to streams. 

3.  Restoration Goals, Objectives, and Opportunities  

a. Goal Identification and Desired Condition – All essential projects completed on time and on budget to 
increase the condition rating of the watershed from 2 to 1. 

b. Objectives 
i. Alignment with National, Regional, or Forest Priorities – Connect adjacent aquatic habitats, 

increase LWD in streams which will increase channel form and function, improve the fire regime 
condition class. 

ii. Alignment with State or local goals – Increase road maintenance to decrease loss of sediment to 
streams. 

c. Opportunities 
i. Partnership Involvement – County government will conduct road maintenance.  Cost for design 

and installation of new culverts will be shared by the USFWS.  The Arkansas Forestry 
Commission will assist with prescribe burning, especially any conducted on private lands. 

ii. Outcomes/Output 
a) Performance Measure Accomplishment: 
Habitat Fragmentation - Design and install 3 culverts to improve AOP issues. 

Large Woody Debris - Place LWD in 7 miles of Fleming, Lumpkin and Baldwin, and Creeks and 
Abner, Gregory, and Kilgore Branches. 

Fire Regime Condition Class – Place fire on the landscape every 3-10 years as needed by 
stand/compartment. 

Road Maintenance – Work with county government to establish and adhere to a standard road 
maintenance schedule. 
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b)  Socioeconomic Considerations:  Some work will be performed under contract, likely with 
local workers.  Will reinforce the relationship of the Forest Service with the community. 

  

d. Specific Project Activities (Essential Projects) 
• Essential Project #1 
• Attribute/Indicator Addressed:  Aquatic Habitat/Habitat Fragmentation 
• Project Description:  Replace 3 culverts with bottomless or countersunk boxes to improve AOP. 
• Partners Involvement:  USFWS 
• Timeline: Starting in _March 2012 and continuing for _5__ years 
• Estimated costs and associated Budget Line Item:  $480,000/CMLG 

 
• Essential Project #2 
• Attribute/ Indicator Addressed:  Aquatic Habitat/LWD and Channel 
• Project Description:  Place LWD in 8 miles of stream to improve fish habitat and channel shape 

and function. 
• Partners Involvement:   
• Timeline: Starting in _April 2013 and continuing for _4__ years 
• Estimated costs and associated Budget Line Item:  $20,000/NFWF 

 
• Essential Project #3 
• Attribute/Indicator Addressed:  Roads and Trails/Road Maintenance 
• Project Description:  In association with county government, perform regular maintenance on 
29 miles of county and system roads. 
• Partners Involvement:  Madison and Franklin County governments 
• Timeline:  Starting in January 2012 and continuing for _5__ years 
• Estimated costs and associated Budget Line Item:  $8,790 
 

• Essential Project #4 
• Attribute/Indicator Addressed:  Fire Regime/Fire Condition Class 
• Project Description:  Prescribe burn approximately 14,000 acres of NFS and private land on a 
regular basis to return areas to the desired Fire Regime Condition Class. 
• Partners Involvement:  Arkansas Forestry Commission 
• Timeline:  Starting in April 2012 and continuing for _10__ years 
• Estimated costs and associated Budget Line Item:  $700,000/WFHF 

 
e. Costs: 

 Planning Design Implementation Project 
Monitoring 

FS Contribution $480,000  $913,950 $5,000 
Partner Contribution 
(both in kind and $) 

 $25,000 $15,000  

Total $480,000 $25,000 $928,950 $5,000 
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f. Timelines and Project Scheduling 

FY Task FS Cost 
 

Partner cost 

2011 Complete project NEPA planning. $200,000  
2011 Begin road maintenance.  Continue for 5 years. 8,790 $3,000 
2012 Finish design of new culverts.  25,000 
2012 Prescribe burn.  Continue for 5 years. 140,000  
2014 Install LWD in streams. 20,000  
2015 Replace culverts and begin monitoring. 455,000  

 

g. Other Partners:   
 

4.  Restoration Project Monitoring and Evaluation 

• The forest will monitor:   
• New culverts for 3 years to ensure stability 
•  LWD effectiveness for 3 years to check for pool development 
• Adherence to road maintenance schedule for 2 years  
• Vegetation recovery in burned areas for 2 years to assure continued recovery 
• Monitoring will be done in cooperation with: 
• Madison and Franklin Counties 
• USFWS 

 

 

Action Plan Date: ____________________ 

Reviewing Official and Title: Rick Monk/ Forest Hydrologist 

Forest Contact Information: rgmonk@fs.fed.us; 479-964-7513 
 

  

mailto:rgmonk@fs.fed.us
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APPENDIX L:  Other 
 
1. Forest Travel Management Resource Indicator Descriptions and Objectives 
 

Ozark-St. Francis National Forest Service 
Travel Management Analysis 

Interdisciplinary Team Indicators 

 

The following document describes the Ozark-St. Francis Travel Analysis Process (TAP) Interdisciplinary Team’s 
resource indicators that were identified to be analyzed to support future TAP recommendations and project 
level NEPA analysis.  The indicators were broken down in the following groups: 

• Heritage / Recreation / Social Group 
• Economics/Cost/Safety Group 
• Ecological Features Group 
• Hydrology Features Group 
• Aquatic Features Group 
• “Other” Features Group 

All data was compiled in a GIS format and put into a TAP analysis GIS Geodatabase for analysis and future 
reference.  This database can be found at 
T:\FS\NFS\OzarkStFrancis\Project\SO\2011RoadsAnalysis\GIS\OZFTAPDRAFT\GIS_Data.  Listed features 
analyzed under “Data Source” in this document  all refer to this GIS database location. 

Abbreviated terms: 

 OML – Operation Maintenance Level 
 Coded “1” – Coded “yes” 

Heritage/Recreation/Social Group: 

• Name of Indicator: Special Use / Easement / Authorization Road Sections 
All special use/easement/authorization road sections identified on spreadsheet.  
Data Source: INFRA - Road_AuthorizationDetails table 
Process Steps: Selected roads that had a section with a special authorization and coded them “1” for 
yes. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  All right-of-way road sections 
Data Source: ozarknf_row GIS feature layer 
Process Steps: Selected roads that had a section with a right-of-way and coded them “1” for yes. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Presence of cultural heritage site accessed by, on, or adjacent to a road 
 
Questions Potentially Addressed: 
-Is this a road/route used historically by native peoples and/or historic period settlers? 
-Is the road/route used by Tribal groups and/or the descendant public? 
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-Does presence of road offer access opportunity to site? i.e., opportunity for Tribal groups to sacred 
sites/landscapes or for the descendant public to cemeteries and family houseplaces; opportunity to 
develop site for interpretation? 
-Does presence of road present a risk to cultural site for destruction of site and cultural history? i.e. risk 
of damage to sites on or adjacent to the road from road use or maintenance 
Buffer all roads by 50 feet and identified which road routes have heritage sites within that distance on 
the spreadsheet. 
 
Road provides access to or adjacent to a cultural heritage site 
Yes = High risk and/or High opportunity 
No = Low risk and/or opportunity 
Must be dealt with on a case-by-case basis 
 
Data Source: HeritageSitePointsWithHRTComponents10252012 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within 50 feet of a Heritage Site and coded them “1” 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Private Land Access 
 
Buffer all private land by 100 feet and have that buffer select all intersecting road routes that provide or 
might provide private land access.  
 
Data Source: fs_private 
 
Processing Steps: Selected Status = “PVT” and then selected roads within 100 feet and coded them “1” 
for yes.  Selected all roads that crossed the outline or touched the proclaimed or administrative 
boundary and coded them with a“1” for yes. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Developed Recreation Access 
 
 Identify all road routes that access developed recreation areas.  
 
Source Data: RecreationSitePoint, RecreationSitePolygon, RecreationSites_notincorporatelayer, 
CULTU_SCENIC_SITE_OVERLOOKS_AHTD_point, CULTU_PICNIC_GROUNDS_AHTD_point 
 
Processing Steps: Selected all roads within a polygon or the nearest road to each point and coded them 
“1” for yes. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  OHV Routes, Multi-Use Roads Open to All 
 
Identify all road routes that are OHV routes, multi-use road open to all.  
 
Source Data: 2012 MVUM, RoadsOpentoAll.shp, MultiUseRoad_OpenToAll_2012MVUM 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads that had a section open to OHVs and coded them “1” for yes. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  National Register Eligible CCC Culverts 
 
Identify all road routes that have NR eligible CCC culverts. 
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Inventory was actually done to create this information which was needed to address the issue with 
meeting state and federal laws to protect the eligible CCC culverts on Forest Service and County 
jurisdiction roads since we do a lot of Schedule A and B – Coop road work with federal dollars on county 
roads. 
 
Source Data: 2012 CCC Culvert Surveys 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads that had a section with CCC-era culverts that have been deemed 
“Eligible” for historic recognition and coded them “1” for yes. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Historic Routes 
 
Identify Historic Roads from the GLO maps 
Source Data: glo_roads.shp 
 
Process Steps: Selected roads that had a section originally mapped by the GLO and coded them “1” for 
yes. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Historic Routes with 4 Digit route number 
 
Identify 4-digit historic roads.  These roads are mainly historic county jurisdiction routes that have most 
of the National Register eligible CCC culverts on them. 
 
Source Data: Roads with INFRA 
 
Process Steps: Selected roads that had a 4-digit ID and coded them “1” for yes. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Other Historic Routes 
 
Identify other Historic Roads 
 
Source Data: Spoke Plant Tram, CC&E Railroad 
 
Process Steps: Selected roads that had a section drawn on original historic maps and coded them “1” for 
yes. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Access to Cemeteries 
 
Data Source from Geostor: CULTU_CHURCH_CEMETERY_ADJACENT_AHTD_point, 
CULTU_CEMETERIES_AHTD_point 
 
Processing Steps: Selected the nearest road to each point and coded them “1”. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Access to Sawmills 
 
Data Source from Geostor: CULTU_SAWMILLS_AHTD_point 
 
Processing Steps: Selected the nearest road to each point and coded them “1”. 
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• Name of Indicator:  Access to Fire Stations 

 
Data Source from Geostor: STRUC_FIRE_STATIONS_TGS_point 
 
Processing Steps: Selected the nearest road to each point and coded them “1”. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Access to Cell Towers 
 
Data Source from Geostor: UTILIT_CELL_TOWERS_FCC_point 
 
Processing Steps: Selected the nearest road to each point and coded them “1”. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Access to Oil/Gas Wells 
 
Data Source from Geostor: UTILIT_OIL_AND_GAS_WELLS_AOGC_point 
 
Processing Steps: Selected the nearest road to each point and coded them “1”. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Access to Dams 
 
Data Sources from Geostor: STRUC_DAMS_ANRC_point 
 
Processing Steps: Selected the nearest road to each point and coded them “1”. 

Economics/Cost/Safety Group: 

Name of Indicator:  Road Maintenance Cost 

The Operational Maintenance Level (OML) of the road is the indicator of the level of routine maintenance cost. 
Another indicator that would vary the cost in an OML is the level of use of the road or the traffic volume. More 
use would require more frequent maintenance and higher annual per mile cost.  The annual per mile cost of 
each maintenance task is distributed per year based on the frequency of occurrence. For example if a task cost is 
$1,000 per mile but it is only required every five years for a road, the annual cost of that task is $1,000 
distributed over 5 years, or $200 per mile per year. 

The following work tasks were included in the annual cost evaluation: 

• Blading 
• Brushing 
• Overhead Trim 
• Spot Aggregate Placement 
• Reshaping 
• Signs and Gate replacement 
• Culvert Replacement 

And in addition for OML 3, 4, and 5 High Use roads: 
• Full Resurfacing 

 
Indicator:  A weighted average annual per mile maintenance cost applied forest wide based on Operational 
Maintenance Level, frequency of maintenance task, and an estimated high, medium, or low traffic volume. 
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Data Sources: 

1. Ouachita National Forest and Ozark – St. Francis joint MATOC 3-year maintenance contract bids and 
awards. 

2. District Engineering Technicians estimate of per mile maintenance task costs and frequency. 
3. Regional spreadsheet and input on maintenance tasks. 

Name of Indicator:  Daily Traffic Use 

This indicator is used in estimating the Road Maintenance Cost for the OML 2, 3, 4 and 5 roads. The traffic use 
impacts the frequency of maintenance tasks required. The value is a comparative estimation and not done by 
actual traffic count data. 

Indicator: High, Medium, Low (1, 2, 3) 

Data Source: 

1. District knowledge of road use levels.  
2. District Engineering Technician estimate of level of use of the roads. 

 

Name of Indicator:  Road Condition Rating 

Indicator is to evaluate general road condition. This indicates the level of deferred maintenance and therefore 
costs that may be required to bring the road back to the Operational Maintenance Level. Roads that are 
significantly deteriorated from lack of maintenance and highly eroded would require significant deferred 
maintenance or reconstruction to bring back to Operational Maintenance Level, and may be a risk factor for 
consideration for decommissioning. 
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Indicator:  Good, Fair, and Poor 

Data:   

1. Knowledge and judgment of District Engineering Technician. 
2. A forest wide definition & photos based on a couple of site visits to each district. 

 

Indicator OML Description Definition 

Condition 2-5 Good Meets OML conditions. Requires annual 
maintenance only 

 2-5 Fair Requires significant deferred maintenance to 
bring to OML 

 2-5 Poor Requires reconstruction to meet OML. Risk factor 
for decommissioning. 

    

Daily Traffic 2-3 <5 Trips per day 

 2-3 5-10 Trips per day 

 2-5 >10 Trips per day 

 

• Name of Indicator:  Higher OML road accessed by OML road 
 
Data Source: RoadsWithINFRA 
 
Processing Steps: visually searched the network of roads for any higher ML roads that could only be 
accessed by a lower level ML and coded them “1”. 

Ecological Features Group: 

• Name of Indicator:  OML 1 Roads less than ¼ Mile Long 
 
Identify level 1 roads that are less than ¼ mile long for possible decommissioning.  
 
Data Source: INFRA 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads where OML = 1 and shape length < 1320 feet and coded them “1” 
 
According to the Forest Plan page 2-24 we are “to strive to reduce roads to a density of three 
miles/square mile in sixth level watersheds”.  If we can use temporary roads to access areas on a 
temporary basis for things like timber sales than we can reduce the miles of system roads that we have.  
The construction of temporary roads is usually for ¼ of a mile. 
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• Name of Indicator:  Roads within 100 feet of Wilderness Boundary 
 
Identify roads that are within 100 foot buffer of any wilderness boundary. 
 
Data Source: Wilderness 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within 100 feet of a Wilderness and coded them “1” 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Road Access for Range / Pasture Management 
 
Identify roads that access any range/pasture management area – including new Ft. Smith land exchange.  
 
Data Sources: ForestPlanning_ManagementAreas, FACTS ACTV160 polygons 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within 50 feet of the “3.J. Pastures and Large Wildlife Openings” 
prescription or the Ft. Smith Land Exchange fields and coded them “1”.  
 

• Name of Indicator:  Road Access for any Range Activities 
 
Identify roads that access any range activities.  
 
Data Sources: FACTS ACTV160 polygons 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within 50 feet of a range activity and coded them “1”.  
 

• Name of Indicator:  Suitable Timber Access Routes 
 
Identify roads that access suitable timber – landclass 500-600.  
 
Data Source: FSVegStands 
 
Processing Steps: Selected stands where NFS_Land_Class was in the 500 series or 600 series. Then, 
selected roads that were within these stands and coded them “1”. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  High Priority Restoration Project Area (CFLRP Areas) 
 
Data Source: CFLRP boundary from FACTS layer 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within the Ozark Highlands Ecosystem Restoration Project and coded 
them “1”. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Route Access to Pine Stands < 30 Years Old 
 
Identify roads that access pine stands < 30 years old.  
 
Data Source: FSVegStands 
 
Processing Steps: Selected stands where Working Group = Pine and Stand Age < 30. Then, selected roads 
that were within 200 feet of these stands and coded them “1”. 
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• Name of Indicator:  Access to Historical Seed / Acorn Collection 

 
Identify roads that access historical seed/acorn collection areas. 
 
Data Sources: FSVegStands, FACTS points, FACTS polygons 
 
Processing Steps: Selected activities were the Code = 4810 (Cone Collection), 4820 (Seed Extraction), 
4930 (Seed Production Area), 4932 (Seed Production Area Maintenance), or 4933 (Seed Production Area 
Cone Collection) and exported to new layers, “FACTSPoints_ConeCollectionSeedExtraction“ and 
“FACTSPolys_ConeCollectionSeedExtraction”. Then selected stands that received these treatments and 
exported those to a new layer called “FSVegStands_ConeCollectionSeedExtraction”. Finally, selected 
roads that intersected these stands and coded them “1”. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  R8 Bird Plot Access Routes 
 
Identify roads that access R8 Bird plots  
 
Data Source: NRISWildlifeSitePt 
 
Processing Steps: selected Site Name like “R8 Bird Plots%” and exported to a new layer called 
“NRISWildlifeSitePt_R8BirdPlots”. Then selected the nearest roads to these points and coded them “1”. 
Additional roads to access these roads from the main highways were also coded “1”. 
 
We are required by the region to conduct bird monitoring utilizing the R8 bird protocol.  The protocol is 
very intense and access to the sites is very important.  For these roads to remain open for access is 
important. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Monitor Plot Access Routes 
 
Identify roads that access monitoring plot areas like research plots, etc.  
 
Data Source from OZF_ResearchMontoringStudies.gdb: OZF_2002_MIS_monitoring_TNC, 
OZF_osu_srs_slfpine_gy_study48, OZF_study_71_G_Y, OZF_study_71_G_Y_1, 
OZF_Stephen_lab_sampling_plots, OZF_macro_plots, OZF_Dispersal_Plots, OZF_burn_plots, 
OZF_bird_plots, OZF_campbell_hollow_study102, OZF_controlsites, 
OZF_ecosystem_mgmt_phase2_silvaplots, OZF_treatedsites 
 
Processing Steps: selected the nearest roads to these points and coded them “1”. Additional roads to 
access these roads from the main highways were also coded “1”. 
 
Research is being performed across the Forest.  Data collect from this research is used to help the Forest 
make management decisions.  For these roads to remain open for access is important. 
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• Name of Indicator:  Boat Ramp Access Routes 

 
Identify roads that access boat ramps. 
 
Data Source: CULTU_BOAT_RAMPS_AHTD_point 
 
Processing Steps: Selected the nearest road to each point and coded them “1”. 
 
The public as well as the Forest Service use roads to access boat ramps for recreational fishing and 
boating.  For these roads to remain open for access is important. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Repeated Prescribed Fire Block(s) Firelines 
 
Identify roads that are used for repeating landscape burn block fire lines.  
 
Data Source: ProjectArea_LandscapePrescribedBurns, FACTSPolys_LargeRxBurns, 
FACTSLines_FirelineConstruction 
 
Processing Steps: visually searched the network of roads for any that were along an edge of a planned or 
recently completed Rx burn and coded them “1”. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Administrative Site(s) Route Access 
 
Identify roads that access administrative sites like repeaters, helispots, lookouts, etc. 
 
Data Sources from Geostor: CULTU_OBSERVATION_LOOKOUT_TOWER_AHTD_point 
Other Data Source: forest_repeaters 
 
Processing Steps: Selected the nearest road to each point and coded them “1”. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Schedule A/B Coop Agreements 
 
Identify roads currently on Schedule A/B with counties.  
 
Data Source: RouteAuthorizations_ScheduleAorB 
 
Process Steps: Selected roads that had a section with a schedule A or B and coded them “1” 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Routes within ABBA area 
 
Roads within the ABBA area on Magazine Ranger District.  
 
Data Source: AmericanBuryingBeetle.shp 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within this habitat area and coded them “1” 
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The American Burying Beetle needs soils that have not been compacted for good habitat.  If the 
Magazine Ranger District can obliterate roads within the ABBA than it will improve habitat for the 
American Burying Beetle. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Routes within the Shagreen Area 
 
Roads within the Mt. Magazine Shagreen Area on Magazine Ranger District.  
 
Data Source: MtMagazineShagreen.shp 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within this habitat area and coded them “1” 
 
The Mt. Magazine Shagreen needs habitat with a lack of disturbance.  Roads that can be 
decommissioned in these areas would improve habitat for this species. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Routes Near Caves 
 
Roads within  200 feet of caves 
 
Data Source: NRISWildlifeSitePt 
 
Processing Steps: selected Site Type = “Cave or Mine” and exported to a new layer called 
“NRISWildlifeSitePt_Caves”. Then selected roads within 200 feet of these points and coded them “1” 
 
Forest Plan standard FW53 states “No commercial timber harvest may be done within 200 feet of a cave 
entrance unless for enhancement of Threatened and Endangered species.”  Roads that could be closed 
or decommissioned in these areas would also improve habitat for cave dependent species.  Standard 
FW54 also states “Prohibiting camping and campfires within 200 feet from the entrance of caves”.  
Closing or decommissioning of roads in this area would also discourage the public from using these 
areas. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Routes within Primary IBat Zone 
 
Roads within the Primary IBat zone 
 
Data Source: OZF_IBAT_Management_Buffers 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within the ¼ mile buffer and coded them “1” 
 
No new permanent road construction is allowed in primary Indiana Bat zones according to Forest Plan 
standard FW65.  To achieve desired basal areas and canopy closures with vegetation management 
within the area existing roads need to be maintained for access unless the pose a major threat. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Routes within Secondary IBat Zone 
 
Roads within the Secondary IBat zone 
 
Data Source: OZF_IBAT_Management_Buffers 
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Processing Steps: Selected roads within the 5 mile buffer and coded them “1” 
 
Roads within these areas are utilized as feeding areas of edge and as corridors for movement of bats.  
 

• Name of Indicator:  Routes Accessing Wildlife Openings 
 
Roads within 50 feet of wildlife openings 
 
Data Source: FACTSPolys_WildlifeOpenings 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within 50 feet of a planned or completed wildlife opening activity and 
coded them “1”.  
 
These roads are used to access these openings for long term maintenance.  These roads are needed for 
access for maintenance for as long as the openings are kept. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Routes within High Quality Wildlife Emphasis Management Area 
 
Roads within the High Quality Wildlife Habitat Emphasis Area Prescription 
 
Data Source: ForestPlanning_ManagementAreas 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within “3.E. - High Quality Forest Products” prescription and coded 
them “1”.  
 
This area provides a balance between providing access for the public to view wildlife species and for 
Forest personnel and partners to access this area for maintenance with trying to close areas to reduce 
the disturbance of wildlife species.  As with the objectives of the Forest plan would be striving for less 
than 3 road miles/square mile in the 6th level watershed within this area. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Routes Near and Within Special Interest Areas 
 
Roads within Special Interest Area Management Prescription plus a 100 foot buffer 
 
Data Source: SIAs 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within 100 feet of an SIA and coded them “1” 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Routes with Fish Passage Barriers 
 
Identify fish passage barriers, # of stream crossings identified as impassable or indeterminate by Aquatic 
Organism Passage Surveys (all areas except Wedington, St. Francis, and North end Big Piney Ranger 
District) 
 
Source Data: AR_Compiled_Joined.shp 
 
Processing Steps: Selected points where “MaxOfFil_2” (Filter C, weak swimmers/jumpers) = Impassable 
or Indeterminate. Exported these to a new layer called “FishPassageBarriers” and then selected the 
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roads that corresponded to these stream crossings and recorded the number of impassable crossings for 
each road. 

Objective.54 from the Forest Plan calls for the forest to ‘improve aquatic passage on an average of no 
less than 6 stream crossings per year (where there are road-related barriers to passage)”.  The 
obliteration of roads or the removal of stream crossings and closing of roads meets this objective.  This 
characteristic can be used as a tool to help determine roads that need to be decommissioned or 
obliterated. 

Hydrology Features Group: 

• Name of Indicator:  Routes Within 303(d) Listed Waters 
 
Roads within a watershed that contains 303(d) listed waters. 
 
Data Sources from Geostor: WATER_CAT5LAKE_ADEQ_polygon, WATER_CAT4ALAKE_ADEQ_polygon, 
WATER_CAT4ASTREAM_ADEQ_line, WATER_CAT5STREAM_ADEQ_line 
Other data source: NHD Subwatersheds 
 
Processing Steps: Selected subwatersheds that contained a Category 4 or 5 water feature and exported 
to a new layer called “Subwatersheds_303d”. Then selected roads within these subwatersheds and 
coded them “1” 
 

The Forest Plan states that the Forests will take corrective actions when necessary to eliminate the 
conditions leading to State of Arkansas listing of 303 (d) impaired waters on National Forest System 
land. For those waters off National Forest System land, ensure that Forest Service management does not 
contribute to listed water quality degradation.  Streams on or near NFS land designated on the 303(d) 
list include portions of Illinois River, St. Francis River, L’Anguille River.  

 
• Name of Indicator:  Routes within Extraordinary Resource Water (ERW) 

 
Roads within a watershed that contains an Extraordinary Resource Water (ERW). 
 
Data Sources from Geostor: ENVIR_REG_2_ERW_SEGMENTS_ADEQ_line, 
ENVIR_REG_2_ERW_LAKES_ADEQ_polygon 
Other data source: NHD Subwatersheds 
 
Processing Steps: Selected subwatersheds that contained an ERW and exported to a new layer called 
“Subwatersheds_ExtraordinaryResourceWaterbodies”. Then selected roads within these subwatersheds 
and coded them “1” 
 

Roads are the largest source of sediment on the National Forests.  Identifying roads near ERWs for 
possible closure will assist in maintaining the valued attributes of the ERW.  Listed ERWs that flow thru 
or have tributaries on NFS lands include Mulberry River, Richland Creek, North Sylamore Creek, Buffalo 
River, Piney Creek, Hurricane Creek, Falling Water Creek, North Fork Illinois Bayou, Middle Fork Illinois 
Bayou, East Fork Illinois Bayou, Kings River, and Lee Creek. 
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• Name of Indicator:  Routes within Ecologically Sensitive Waterbodies (ESW) 
 
Roads within a watershed that contains an Ecologically Sensitive Waterbody (ESW). 
 
Data Sources from Geostor: ENVIR_REG_2_ESW_WATERBODIES_ADEQ_polygon, 
ENVIR_REG_2_ESW_STREAMS_ADEQ_line 
Other data source: NHD Subwatersheds 
 
Processing Steps: Selected subwatersheds that contained an ESW and exported to a new layer called 
“Subwatersheds_EcologicallySensitiveWaterbodies”. Then selected roads within these subwatersheds 
and coded them “1” 
 
Roads are the largest source of sediment on the National Forests.  Identifying roads near ESWs for 
possible closure will assist in maintaining the integrity of the ESW.  ESWs that flow thru or have 
tributaries on NFS lands include South Fork of Little Red River, Lower St. Francis River. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Routes within a Natural or Scenic Waterway 
 
Roads within a watershed that contains a Natural or Scenic Waterway (NSW). 
 
Data Sources from Geostor: ENVIR_REG_2_NSW_WATERWAYS_ADEQ_line 
Other data source: NHD Subwatersheds 
 
Processing Steps: Selected subwatersheds that contained an NSW and exported to a new layer called 
“Subwatersheds_NSW”. Then selected roads within these subwatersheds and coded them “1” 
 
Roads are the largest source of sediment on the National Forests.  Identifying roads near NSWs for 
possible closure will assist in maintaining the integrity of the NSW.  NSWs that flow thru or have 
tributaries on NFS lands include parts of the Kings River, Buffalo River, and Mulberry River. 

Aquatic Features Group:  

• Name of Indicator:  Stream Crossings 
 
Source Data: NHD_Flowline 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads that intersected NHD Flowlines and  coded them as “1”. 
 
Road/stream crossings are the locations where anthropogenic effects are going to be greatest on 
aquatic ecosystems.  By reducing the number of these contact points it would have a positive effect on 
the aquatic ecosystem. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Routes within 100 Foot Buffer of a Stream 
 
Source Data: NHD_Flowline 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within 100 feet of NHD Flowlines and  coded them as “1”. 
 



Ozark-St. Francis National Forests –Travel Analysis Report Page 77 
 

The Forest Plan list a priority on page 2-24 to “strive to reduce road density in SMZs based on watershed 
assessment and the roads analysis process”.  These areas are also identified in some areas as part of the 
Riparian Corridor management prescription.  Within these areas the priority is to “identify roads that 
should be reconstructed or decommissioned to reduce sediment and improve watershed condition 
within corridors” as stated on page 2-76 of the Forest Plan. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Routes within 300 Foot Buffer of a Stream  
 
Source Data: NHD_Flowline 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within 300 feet of NHD Flowlines and coded them as “1”. 
 
The Forest Plan list a priority on page 2-24 to “strive to reduce road density in SMZs based on watershed 
assessment and the roads analysis process”.   
 

• Name of Indicator:  Number of Stream / Road Crossings 
  
Source Data: RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectNHDFlowline_within300feetOZF 
 
Processing Steps: The Feature ID (FID) was summarized to derive the # of stream crossings for each road 
segment. That information was then linked back to the roads layer using the FID field. 
 
Road/stream crossings are the locations where anthropogenic effects are going to be greatest on 
aquatic ecosystems.  By reducing the number of these contact points it would have a positive effect on 
the aquatic ecosystem. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Number of Stream Crossings Per Road Mile  
 
Processing Steps: Divided the # of stream crossings by the miles of road segment 
 
Road/stream crossings are the locations where anthropogenic effects are going to be greatest on 
aquatic ecosystems.  By reducing the number of these contact points it would have a positive effect on 
the aquatic ecosystem. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Roads within 6th level sub-watersheds were the road density in the sub-watershed 
is greater than 3 miles per square mile 
 
Source Data: NHD_Subwatersheds, ALP AdministrativeForest 
 
Processing Steps: Intersected the Subwatersheds with the Administrative Boundary for the Ozark-St. 
Francis NFs to create a new layer called “Subwatersheds_intersectOZF_Admin”. Recalculated the square 
miles for subwatershed area within the admin boundary.  
Intersected roads with that layer to create a new layer called 
“RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectSubwatershedsOZFAdmin”, recalculated the miles for each segment 
and summarized by subwatershed. Linked this info back to the subwatershed table and calculated the 
miles of road per acres of subwatershed. Selected subwatersheds with > 3 miles per square mile of 
Forest Service ownership and then selected those road segments that are located in these high road 
density subwatersheds and coded them as “1”. 
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According to the Forest Plan page 2-24 we are “to strive to reduce roads to a density of three 
miles/square mile in sixth level watersheds”. Roads in these watersheds are the roads that should be 
looked at for obliteration or decommissioning. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Roads within 6th level sub-watersheds were the road density in the sub-watershed 
is greater than 4 miles per square mile 
 
Source Data: Subwatersheds_intersectOZF_Admin 
 
Processing Steps: Selected subwatersheds with > 4 miles per square mile of Forest Service ownership 
and then selected those road segments that are located in these high road density subwatersheds and 
coded them as “1”. 
 
According to the Forest Plan page 2-24 we are “to strive to reduce roads to a density of three 
miles/square mile in sixth level watersheds”. Roads in these watersheds are the roads that should be 
looked at for obliteration or decommissioning. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Road miles within 100 feet of stream 
 
Source Data: NHD_Flowline 
 
Processing Steps: Buffered Flowlines 100 feet and dissolved to create a new layer called 
“NHD_Flowline_within300feetOZF_buffer100feet_dissolve”, then intersected that with the roads to 
create a new layer called “RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectNHDFlowlineBuffer100feet” and calculated 
the number of miles within 100-feet of a stream. Summarized by FID and joined that info back to the 
roads table.  
 
The Forest Plan list a priority on page 2-24 to “strive to reduce road density in SMZs based on watershed 
assessment and the roads analysis process”.  These areas are also identified in some areas as part of the 
Riparian Corridor management prescription.  Within these areas the priority is to “identify roads that 
should be reconstructed or decommissioned to reduce sediment and improve watershed condition 
within corridors” as stated on page 2-76 of the Forest Plan. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Road miles within 100 feet of stream/overall road miles 
 
Processing Steps: Calculated the Road miles within 100 feet of stream/overall road miles. 
 
The Forest Plan list a priority on page 2-24 to “strive to reduce road density in SMZs based on watershed 
assessment and the roads analysis process”.  These areas are also identified in some areas as part of the 
Riparian Corridor management prescription.  Within these areas the priority is to “identify roads that 
should be reconstructed or decommissioned to reduce sediment and improve watershed condition 
within corridors” as stated on page 2-76 of the Forest Plan. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Road miles within 300 feet of stream/overall road miles 
 
Source Data: NHD_Flowline 
 
Processing Steps: Buffered Flowlines 300 feet and dissolved to create a new layer called 
“NHD_Flowline_within300feetOZF_buffer300feet_dissolve”, then intersected that with the roads to 
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create a new layer called “RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectNHDFlowlineBuffer300feet” and calculated 
the number of miles within 300-feet of a stream. Summarized by FID and joined that info back to the 
roads table. Calculated the Road miles within 300 feet of stream/overall road miles. 
 
The Forest Plan list a priority on page 2-24 to “strive to reduce road density in SMZs based on watershed 
assessment and the roads analysis process”.  These areas are also identified in some areas as part of the 
Riparian Corridor management prescription.  Within these areas the priority is to “identify roads that 
should be reconstructed or decommissioned to reduce sediment and improve watershed condition 
within corridors” as stated on page 2-76 of the Forest Plan. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Road miles within 50 feet of a stream with terrain gradient of greater than 
35%/overall road miles 
 
Source Data: ozark10m (DEM), NHD Flowlines 
 
Processing Steps: Derived slope and reclassed the grid to slope >35 and slope <35. Selected the cells >35 
percent slope, converted the layer from raster to a vector format and named the result 
“Slope_over35percent_10meter”. Buffered Flowlines 50 feet and dissolved to create a new layer called 
“NHD_Flowline_within300feetOZF_buffer50feet”, then intersected that with the roads layer to create a 
new layer called “RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectNHDFlowlineBuffer50feet”. Intersected that layer 
with the one for slope >35 to create a new layer called 
“RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectNHDFlowlineBuffer50feetSlopeOver35” and calculated the number 
of miles within 50-feet of a stream on terrain >35%. Summarized by FID and joined that info back to the 
roads table. Calculated the Road miles within 50 feet of stream on 35% slope/overall road miles. 
 
The Forest Plan list a priority on page 2-24 to “strive to reduce road density in SMZs based on watershed 
assessment and the roads analysis process”.  These areas are also identified in some areas as part of the 
Riparian Corridor management prescription.  Within these areas the priority is to “identify roads that 
should be reconstructed or decommissioned to reduce sediment and improve watershed condition 
within corridors” as stated on page 2-76 of the Forest Plan. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Road miles within 100 feet of a stream with terrain gradient of greater than 
35%/overall road miles 
 
Source Data: Slope_over35percent_10meter, 
RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectNHDFlowlineBuffer100feet 
 
Processing Steps: Intersected the roads layer with the one for slope >35 to create a new layer called 
“RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectNHDFlowlineBuffer100feetSlopeOver35” and calculated the number 
of miles within 100-feet of a stream on terrain >35%. Summarized by FID and joined that info back to 
the roads table. Calculated the Road miles within 100 feet of stream on 35% slope/overall road miles. 
 
The Forest Plan list a priority on page 2-24 to “strive to reduce road density in SMZs based on watershed 
assessment and the roads analysis process”.  These areas are also identified in some areas as part of the 
Riparian Corridor management prescription.  Within these areas the priority is to “identify roads that 
should be reconstructed or decommissioned to reduce sediment and improve watershed condition 
within corridors” as stated on page 2-76 of the Forest Plan. 
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• Name of Indicator:  Road miles within 300 feet of a stream with terrain gradient of great than 
35%/overall road miles 
 
Source Data: Slope_over35percent_10meter, 
RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectNHDFlowlineBuffer300feet 
 
Processing Steps: Intersected the roads layer with the one for slope >35 to create a new layer called 
“RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectNHDFlowlineBuffer300feetSlopeOver35” and calculated the number 
of miles within 300-feet of a stream on terrain >35%. Summarized by FID and joined that info back to 
the roads table. Calculated the road miles within 300 feet of stream on 35% slope/overall road miles. 
 
The Forest Plan list a priority on page 2-24 to “strive to reduce road density in SMZs based on watershed 
assessment and the roads analysis process”.  These areas are also identified in some areas as part of the 
Riparian Corridor management prescription.  Within these areas the priority is to “identify roads that 
should be reconstructed or decommissioned to reduce sediment and improve watershed condition 
within corridors” as stated on page 2-76 of the Forest Plan. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Road miles within 100 feet of an Extraordinary Resource Water (ERW) stream/ 
overall road miles 
 
Source Data: Extraordinary Resource Waterbodies (ERW). 
 
Processing Steps: Buffered ERW 100 feet and dissolved to create a new layer called 
“ExtraordinaryResourceWaterbodies_buffer100footDissolve”, then intersected that with the roads to 
create a new layer called “RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectERWBuffer100foot” and calculated the 
number of miles within 100-feet of an ERW. Summarized by FID and joined that info back to the roads 
table. Calculated the Road miles within 100 feet of ERW/overall road miles 
State law requires the Forest to protect Extraordinary Resource Waterbodies.  The Forest Plan list a 
priority on page 2-24 to “strive to reduce road density in SMZs based on watershed assessment and the 
roads analysis process”.  These areas are also identified in some areas as part of the Riparian Corridor 
management prescription.  Within these areas the priority is to “identify roads that should be 
reconstructed or decommissioned to reduce sediment and improve watershed condition within 
corridors” as stated on page 2-76 of the Forest Plan. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Roads within the Riparian Corridor Prescription Area 
 
Data Source: ForestPlanning_ManagementAreas 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within “3.I. - Riparian Corridors” and coded them “1”. 
 
The Forest Plan list a priority on page 2-24 to “strive to reduce road density in SMZs based on watershed 
assessment and the roads analysis process”.  These areas are also identified in some areas as part of the 
Riparian Corridor management prescription.  Within these areas the priority is to “identify roads that 
should be reconstructed or decommissioned to reduce sediment and improve watershed condition 
within corridors” as stated on page 2-76 of the Forest Plan. 
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• Name of Indicator:  Miles of Road within the Riparian Corridor Prescription Area/overall road miles 
 
Data Source: ForestPlanning_ManagementAreas 
 
Processing Steps: intersected the Riparian MAs with the roads to create a new layer called 
“RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectRiparianCorridorMA” and calculated the number of miles within the 
Riparian MA. Summarized by FID and joined that info back to the roads table. Calculated the Road miles 
within Riparian/overall road miles. 
 
The Forest Plan list a priority on page 2-24 to “strive to reduce road density in SMZs based on watershed 
assessment and the roads analysis process”.  These areas are also identified in some areas as part of the 
Riparian Corridor management prescription.  Within these areas the priority is to “identify roads that 
should be reconstructed or decommissioned to reduce sediment and improve watershed condition 
within corridors” as stated on page 2-76 of the Forest Plan. 
 

Other Features Group: 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Inventoried Roadless Areas 
 
Data Source: Inventoried Roadless Areas 
 
Processing Steps: Selected roads within an IRA and coded them “1”. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Percent of Road on Soil with Potential Erosion Hazard – Severe Soil Rating (when 
used as a site for forest roads and trails) 
 
Data Source: SDMMapAggregatedDataRSW  (SSURGO) 
 
Processing Steps: Intersected the Soil Map Units with the roads and dissolved on FID to create a new 
layer called “RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectSoilsPotentialErosionHazard_dissolve”. Then calculated 
the number of miles within the Severe Rating Class. Summarized by FID and joined that info back to the 
roads table. Calculated the Percent of Road miles on Severely Erosive Soils/overall road miles. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Percent of Road on Soil with Potential Erosion Hazard – Moderate Rating (when 
used as a site for forest roads and trails) 
 
Data Source: SDMMapAggregatedDataRSW  (SSURGO) 
 
Processing Steps: Intersected the Soil Map Units with the roads and dissolved on FID to create a new 
layer called “RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectSoilsPotentialErosionHazard_dissolve”. Then calculated 
the number of miles within the Moderate Rating Class. Summarized by FID and joined that info back to 
the roads table. Calculated the Percent of Road miles on Moderately Erosive Soils/overall road miles. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Percent of Road on Soil with Potential Erosion Hazard – Severe or Moderate Soil 
Rating (when used as a site for forest roads and trails) 
 
Data Source: SDMMapAggregatedDataRSW  (SSURGO) 
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Processing Steps: Intersected the Soil Map Units with the roads and dissolved on FID to create a new 
layer called “RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectSoilsPotentialErosionHazard_dissolve”. Then calculated 
the number of miles within the Severe or Moderate Rating Class. Summarized by FID and joined that 
info back to the roads table. Calculated the Percent of Road miles on Severely or Moderately Erosive 
Soils/overall road miles. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Percent of Road on Soil Rated “Very Limited” as a Site Suitable for Local Roads 
 
Data Source: SDMMapAggregatedDataRSW  (SSURGO) 
 
Processing Steps: Intersected the Soil Map Units with the roads and dissolved on FID to create a new 
layer called “RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectVeryLimitedLocalRoadsPathsTrails_dissolve”. Then 
calculated the number of miles within the Very Limited Rating Class for Site Suitability of Local Roads. 
Summarized by FID and joined that info back to the roads table. Calculated the Percent of Road miles on 
Very Limited Soils/overall road miles. 
 

• Name of Indicator:  Percent of Road on Soil Rated “Very Limited” as a Site Suitable for Paths and Trails 
 
Data Source: SDMMapAggregatedDataRSW  (SSURGO) 
 
Processing Steps: Intersected the Soil Map Units with the roads and dissolved on FID to create a new 
layer called “RoadsWithINFRA_BRIAN_intersectVeryLimitedLocalRoadsPathsTrails_dissolve”. Then 
calculated the number of miles within the Very Limited Rating Class for Site Suitability of Paths and 
Trails. Summarized by FID and joined that info back to the roads table. Calculated the Percent of Road 
miles on Very Limited Soils/overall road miles. 
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APPENDIX L:  Other 
 
 2.   2005 Ozark-St. Francis National Forests Roads Analysis Report 

This is a large document and can be found in the “Appendix” web link and is called 
Appendix_L2_2005_ForestWide_Roads_Analysis.pdf. 
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APPENDIX L:  Other 

3. Map of Inventoried Roadless Areas 

 

 

PDF file of map can be found at the “Appendix” link and the map name is 
OZF_TAP_Appendix_I.l.3_InventoryRoadlessAreas.pdf 
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