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Abstract: This Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) describes the environmental effects of a
proposal by the Plumas National Forest (PNF) to: 1. Prohibit cross-country motor vehicle travel off
designated National Forest Transportation System (NTFS) roads, trails and areas by the public except
as allowed by permit or other authorization (excluding snowmobile use). 2. Add 364 miles of existing
unauthorized routes to the current system of NFTS trails currently open to the public for motor
vehicle use. 3. Addition of 1 area, totaling 36 acres, where use of motor vehicles by the public would
be allowed anywhere within that specifically delineated area. These actions are needed in order to
implement the 2005 Travel Management Rule (36 CFR Part 212, Subpart B) while providing for a
diversity of motor vehicle recreation opportunities and providing motorized access to dispersed
recreation opportunities on the PNF. The Draft EIS discloses environmental impacts associated with
the proposed action, a No-action Alternative and three additional action alternatives developed to
meet the purpose and need and respond to issues raised by the public. Of the alternatives under
consideration at this stage, Alternative 5 is preferred by the responsible official.

Reviewers should provide the Forest Service with their comments during the review period of the
Draft EIS. This will enable the Forest Service to analyze and respond to the comments at one time
and to use information acquired in the preparation of the Final EIS, thus avoiding undue delay in the
decision-making process. Reviewers have an obligation to structure their participation in the National
Environmental Policy Act process so that it is meaningful and alerts the agency to the reviewers’
position and contentions. Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. NRDC, 435 U.S. 519, 553 (1978).
Environmental objections that could have been raised at the draft stage may be waived if not raised
until after completion of the final EIS. City of Angoon v. Hodel (9" Circuit, 1986) and Wisconsin
Heritages, Inc. v. Harris, 490 F. Supp. 1334, 1338 (E.D. Wis. 1980). Comments on the draft EIS

Plumas National Forest - i



Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Management

should be specific and should address the adequacy of the statement and the merits of the alternatives
discussed (40 CFR 1503.3).

Send Comments to: Alice B. Carlton, Forest Supervisor, c/o Plumas NF Travel Management
Team, PO Box 11500, 159 Lawrence Street, Quincy, CA 95971. Comments may be hand delivered
Monday through Friday, 8:00 am to 4:30 pm, excluding holidays. Comments may also be faxed to
(530) 283-7746 or emailed to plumas_ohv_mail_in_database@fs.fed.us. The acceptable format(s) for
electronic comments is: Microsoft Word or Rich Text Format. The Opportunity to Comment ends 45
days following publication of the notice of availability (NOA) in the Federal Register.
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Summary of the Draft Environmental Impact

Statement

Proposed Action

The Plumas National Forest (PNF) proposes the following actions: (1) The prohibition of motor

vehicle travel off the designated National Forest Transportation System (NFTS)
trails and areas by the public except as allowed by permit or other authorization

roads, motorized
(excluding

snowmobiles). (2) The addition of 478 existing unauthorized routes (approximately 364 miles) to the
current NFTS trails for public motor vehicle use. (3) The addition of 1 area, totaling 36 acres, where

use of motor vehicles by the public would be allowed anywhere within that spec
area.

Significant Issues

ifically delineated

Internal and external scoping identified the following significant issues and these issues were used to

develop the action alternatives (Table S-1).

Table S-1. List of significant issues.

Issue Topic Cause and Effect

1. Access and The proposed action unreasonably restricts motorized recreation use. The prohibition on
Recreation cross-country travel will severely limit recreation opportunities and access, and the
Opportunity addition of only 364 miles of motorized trails to the National Forest Transportation

motorized recreation.

System (NFTS) provides insufficient public access to PNF lands and unfairly limits

2. Proposed Citizen The proposed addition of motorized trails to proposed citizen inventoried roadless areas
Inventoried (CIRAS) will adversely affect the roadless characteristics of these areas including
Roadless Areas. opportunities for solitude, undisturbed landscapes and primitive, non-motorized

recreation.

3. Resource Impacts. Many of the unauthorized routes proposed for addition to the NFTS as trails are poorly

natural resources.

located and will cause adverse impacts to plants, wildlife, water quality, soils and other

Alternatives Considered In Detail

The PNF developed five alternatives: the No-action, the Proposed Action, and three other action
alternatives developed to meet the purpose and need and respond to the significant issues listed
above. The five alternatives considered in detail for this analysis are listed in Table S-2. Complete

details of the alternatives, including project design criteria, are found in Chapter

2 of this document.
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Table S-2. List of alternatives considered in detail.

Alternative

Description

Alternative 1:

No-action
Alternative

The No-action Alternative provides a baseline for comparing the other alternatives. This
alternative maintains the status quo. Under the No-action Alternative, current management
plans would continue to guide management of the project area. No changes would be made
to the current NFTS and no cross-country travel prohibition would be put into place. The Step
2 order would expire. The Travel Management Rule would not be implemented, and no Motor
Vehicle Use Map (MVUM) would be produced. Motor vehicle travel by the public would not be
limited to designated routes. The agency would take no affirmative action on any
unauthorized routes.

e Does Not Prohibit Cross-country Motorized Travel
e Adds No New NFTS Facilities

Alternative 2:

Proposed
Action

The Proposed Action is the proposed changes to the NFTS and the prohibition of cross-
country travel as described in the NOI published January 3, 2008 (Volume 73, Number 2): 1.
The prohibition of cross-country motor vehicle travel off designated NFTS roads, motorized
trails and areas by the public except as allowed by permit or other authorization (excluding
snowmobile use). 2. The addition of approximately 364 miles of existing unauthorized routes
to the current NFTS trails for public motor vehicle use, and 3. The addition of one 36-acre
area, where use of motor vehicles by the public would be allowed anywhere within that
specifically delineated area.

e  Prohibits Cross-country Motorized Travel
e Adds: 364 Miles of NFTS Motorized Trails
e Adds One Specifically Delineated 36-Acre Area Open to Motor Vehicles

Alternative 3:

Alternative 3 meets the objective of prohibiting cross-country travel, but proposes no new
additions to the existing system of roads and trails. It responds to the issues of proposed
citizen inventoried roadless areas (CIRAs) and natural resource impacts by prohibiting cross-
country travel without adding any additional facilities to the NFTS. This alternative also
provides a baseline for comparing the impacts of other alternatives that propose changes to
the NFTS.

e  Prohibits Cross-country Motorized Travel
e Adds No New NFTS Facilities

Alternative 4:

Alternative 4 emphasizes natural resource protection and avoidance of CIRAs. This
alternative prohibits cross-country travel, adds no motorized routes to CIRAs, California red
legged frog critical aquatic areas and does not add routes where resource concerns require
extensive trail mitigation.

e  Prohibits Cross-country Motorized Travel

e Adds: 141 Miles of NFTS Motorized Trails

e Changes Vehicle Class on 11.3 Miles of NFTS Roads

Alternative 5:

Alternative 5 emphasizes access and motorized recreation opportunity. This alternative
prohibits cross-country travel and incorporates suggestions for additional and alternative
routes received during scoping. This includes trails identified during scoping as necessary to
access dispersed campsites and recreational use. Mitigation on trails with resource concerns
would occur thereby allowing trails with resource concerns to be included. Trails with
extensive or critical trail mitigations would be added to the NFTS, but not placed on the
MVUM as open to the public until the mitigation has been completed.

e  Prohibits Cross-country Motorized Travel

e Adds: 251 Miles of NFTS Motorized Trails

e Adds One Specifically Delineated 36-Acre Area Open to OHV Use
e Changes Vehicle Class on 11.3 Miles of NFTS Roads
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Summary of Environmental Consequences

Table S-3 summarizes the environmental consequences by providing an average ranking of each
alternative by resource area. Detailed information can be found in Chapter 3.

Table S-3. Summary of environmental consequences by alternatives

Resource Area: Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5

Aquatic Biota 1.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 3.0
Botanical Resources 1.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 3.0
Cultural Resources 1.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 3.0
Noxious Weeds 1.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 3.0
Recreation Resources 34 4.2 34 3.7 4.1
Visual Resources 1.0 3.7 5.0 4.4 4.2
Transportation Facilities 1.0 3.6 5.0 4.2 4.0
Water and Soil Resource 1.0 2.0 5.0 4.3 3.6
Terrestrial Biota 1.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 3.0

'A score of 5 indicates the alternative has the least impact for the specified resource; a score of 1 indicates the alternative has
the most impact for specified resource. See Chapter 3 for more details.
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Chapter 1  Purpose and Need for Action

1.1 Document Structure

The Forest Service has prepared this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant Federal and State laws and regulations.
This EIS discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts that would result from
the proposed action and alternatives. The document is organized into four chapters:

e  Chapter 1. Purpose and Need for Action: This chapter briefly describes the proposed action,
the need for that action, and other purposes to be achieved by the proposal. This section also
details how the Forest Service informed the public of the proposed action and how the public
responded.

e  Chapter 2. Alternatives, including the Proposed Action: This chapter provides a detailed
description of the agency’s proposed action as well as alternative actions that were
developed in response to comments raised by the public during scoping. The end of the
chapter includes a summary table ranking the proposed action and alternatives with respect
to their environmental impacts.

e  Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences: This chapter describes
the environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives.

e  Chapter 4. Consultation and Coordination: This chapter provides a list of preparers and
agencies consulted during the development of the environmental impact statement.

e Index: The index provides page numbers by document topic.

e  Appendices: The appendices provide more detailed information to support the analyses
presented in this Environmental Impact Statement.

Additional documentation, including more detailed analyses of project-area resources, may be
found in the project planning record located at Plumas National Forest Supervisor’s Office, Quincy
CA.

1.2 Background

Over the past few decades, the availability and capability of motor vehicles, particularly off-highway
vehicles (OHVs) and sport utility vehicles has increased tremendously. Nationally, the number of
OHYV recreationists has climbed sevenfold in the past 30 years, from approximately 5 million in 1972
to 36 million in 2000. California is experiencing the highest level of OHV use of any state in the
nation. There were 786,914 All Terrain Vehicles (ATVs) and OHV motorcycles registered in 2004, up
330 percent since 1980. Annual sales of ATVs and OHV motorcycles in California were the highest in
the U.S. for the last 5 years. Four-wheel drive vehicle sales in California also increased by 1,500
percent to 3,046,866 from 1989 to 2002.

Unmanaged motor vehicle use, particularly OHV use, has resulted in unplanned roads and trails,
erosion, watershed and habitat degradation, and impacts to cultural resource sites. Compaction and
erosion are the primary effects of motor vehicle use on soils. Riparian areas and aquatic dependent
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species are particularly vulnerable to damage from motor vehicle use. Unmanaged recreation,
including impacts from OHVs, is one of “Four Key Threats Facing the Nation’s Forests and
Grasslands.” (USDA Forest Service, June 2004).

On August 11, 2003, the Pacific Southwest Region of the Forest Service entered into a
Memorandum of Intent (MOI) with the California Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation
Commission and the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division of the California Department
of Parks and Recreation. That MOI set in motion a Region-wide effort to “Inventory and designate
OHV roads, trails, and any specifically defined open areas for motor vehicles on maps of the 18
National Forests in California by 2007.”

On November 9, 2005, the Forest Service published final travel management regulations in the
Federal Register (FR Vol. 70, No. 216-Nov. 9, 2005, pp 68264-68291),, 36 CFR 212, Subpart B of the
final Travel Management Rule requires designation of those roads, trails, and areas that are open to
motor vehicle use on National Forests. Only roads and trails that are part of a National Forest
Transportation System (NFTS) may be designated for motorized use. Designations are made by class
of vehicle and, if appropriate, by time of year. Part 261 — Prohibitions, Subpart A (36 CFR 261.13) of
the final rule prohibits the use of motor vehicles off designated roads, trails and areas, as well as use
of motor vehicles on roads and trails that are not consistent with the designations.

On National Forest System (NFS) lands managed as open to cross-country motor vehicle travel,
unrestricted, repeated motor vehicle travel has resulted in unplanned, unauthorized routes and areas
(roads, trails and areas). These routes were developed without agency authorization, environmental
analysis or public involvement, and do not have the same status as NFTS roads and NFTS trails.
Nevertheless, some unauthorized routes may be well sited, provide excellent recreation opportunities
for motorized and non-motorized recreationists, and may enhance the NFTS. Other unauthorized
routes are poorly sited and cause unacceptable environmental impacts. Only NFTS roads, NFTS trails
and discrete, specifically delineated areas can be designated for motor vehicle use. In order for an
unauthorized route to be designated, it must first be added to the NFTS. In order for areas to be
designated for motor vehicle travel, a discrete, specifically delineated space that is smaller, and in
most cases much smaller, than a Ranger District must be identified.

The Plumas National Forest has 999,521 acres currently open to cross-country travel by motor
vehicles. In 2005, the Plumas National Forest completed an extensive inventory of unauthorized
routes on NFS lands open to cross-country travel as described in the MOI. Approximately 1,109 miles
of unauthorized routes were identified. The Forest then used an interdisciplinary process to review the
existing NFTS and the inventory of unauthorized routes to identify proposals for limited changes to
the NFTS. This process included review of the Forest Plan, internal and external discussions,
including extensive public collaboration workshops and input, and internal and external validation of
the locations of unauthorized routes using the inventory maps. The travel management regulations
provide for the incorporation of previous decisions regarding travel management. Roads, trails and
areas that are currently part of the Plumas National Forest transportation system and open to motor
vehicle travel will remain designated for such use. This proposal makes needed changes (additional
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motorized trails and areas, seasonal restrictions, etc.) to the Plumas National Forest NFTS trails and
areas on NFS lands in accordance with the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR Part 212, Subpart B).

In accordance with Subpart B of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR 212.56), following a
decision on this proposal, the Forest will publish a Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM) identifying all
Plumas National Forest NFTS roads, trails and areas that are designated for motor vehicle use. The
MVUM shall specify the classes of vehicles and, if appropriate, the time of year for which use is
designated. Upon publication of the MVVUM, it is prohibited to possess or operate a motor vehicle on
NFS lands other than in accordance with those designations. These maps shall be made available to
the public on the internet and at the headquarters of corresponding administrative units and Ranger
Districts of the National Forest System. The unauthorized routes not included in this proposal are not
precluded from future consideration for either removal from the landscape and restoration to the
natural condition or addition to the NFTS and inclusion on a MVVUM. Future decisions associated
with changes to the NFTS and MVVUM are dependent on available staff and resources and may trigger
the need for additional environmental analysis, public involvement, and documentation.

1.2.1 Travel Management on the Plumas National Forest

Management of the transportation system on the Plumas National Forest is a dynamic process. This
proposal is just one project, among many, in the Forest’s long-term goal of managing the
transportation system. Previous decisions have substantially reduced the number of miles of NFTS
roads and trails available for motorized use and in some cases restricted the season of use. These
previous decisions have resulted in decommissioning 56 miles of system roads and 91 miles of
unclassified roads. The net result is that the existing NFTS roads open year round have been reduced
by 1.4 percent. This has been accomplished through Forest Planning, vegetation management
projects, watershed restoration projects, fuel treatment projects; trail management decisions,
landscape analysis, watershed analysis and the Roads Analysis Process (RAP). All of these efforts
have helped to identify and manage the current transportation system.

In addition to this proposal, ongoing efforts to manage motor vehicle travel on the Forest include
(1) An interim Forest Order (MOI — Step 2) prohibiting cross-country motorized travel for resource
protection pending a decision on this proposal, (2) reducing adverse environmental impacts associated
with unauthorized motorized trails through various project-level planning efforts, and (3) addressing
impacts associated with the current NFTS through the Forest’s road and trail maintenance program.

Implementation of this proposal and subsequent designation of motorized routes through
publication of the MVUM is only one step in the overall management of the Plumas National Forest
NFTS.

1.2.2 Project Location

The proposal includes the entire Plumas National Forest. The Forest is located in northeast California
(Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Plumas National Forest Vicinity Map

Vicinity

California

1.3 Purpose and Need

The following needs have been identified for this proposal:

1. There is a need for regulation of unmanaged motor vehicle travel by the public. The
proliferation of unplanned, unauthorized, non-sustainable roads, trails and areas created by
cross-country travel adversely impacts the environment. The 2005 Travel Management Rule,
36 CFR Section 212, Subpart B, provides for a system of NFTS roads, NFTS trails and areas
on National Forest System lands that are designated for motor vehicle use. After roads, trails ,
and areas are designated, motor vehicle use off designated roads and trails and outside
designated areas is prohibited by 36 CFR 261.13. Subpart B is intended to prevent resource
damage caused by unmanaged motor vehicle use by the public. In accordance with national
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direction, implementation of Subpart B of the travel management rule for the Plumas
National Forest is scheduled for completion in 2009.
2. There is a need for limited changes to the Plumas NFTS to:

Provide motor vehicle access to dispersed recreation opportunities (camping, hunting,
fishing, hiking, horseback riding, etc.). A substantial portion of known dispersed
recreation activities are not typically located directly adjacent to existing NFTS roads or
NFTS motorized trails. Some dispersed recreation activities depend on foot or horseback
access, and some depend on motor vehicle access. Those activities accessed by motor
vehicles are typically accessed by short spurs that have been created primarily by the
passage of motor vehicles. Many such unauthorized “user-created” routes are not
currently part of the NFTS. Without adding them to the NFTS and designating them on a
MVUM, the regulatory changes noted above would make continued use of such routes
illegal and would preclude public access to many dispersed recreation activities.

Provide a diversity of motorized recreation opportunities (4X4 vehicles, motorcycles,
ATVs, SUVs, passenger vehicles, etc.). It is Forest Service policy to provide a diversity
of road and trail opportunities for experiencing a variety of environments and modes of
travel consistent with the National Forest recreation role and land capability (FSM
2353.03(2)). Implementation of Subpart B of the Travel Management Rule would
severely reduce acres and miles of motorized recreation opportunities relative to current
levels. As a result, there is a need to consider limited changes to the NFTS.

In making any limited changes to the National Forest Transportation System, the Plumas National
Forest will be considering criteria contained in Subpart B of the Travel Management Rule, which
include the following:

Impacts to cultural resources.

Public safety.

Access to public and private lands.

Availability of resources for maintenance and administration of roads, trails and areas that
would arise if the uses under consideration are designated.

> Re

o

Minimizing damage to soil, watershed, vegetation and other forest resources.
Minimizing harassment of wildlife and significant disruption of wildlife habitat.

Minimizing conflicts between motor vehicles and existing or proposed recreational uses of
NFS lands.
Minimizing conflicts among different classes of motor vehicle uses of NFS lands or

neighboring federal lands.
Compatibility of motor vehicle use with existing conditions in populated areas, taking into
account sound, emissions, etc.

When making any limited changes to National Forest System Roads, the Forest will also consider
the following:
Speed, volume, composition and distribution of traffic on roads.

Compatibility of vehicle class with road geometry and road surfacing
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e Maintaining valid existing rights of use and access (rights-of-way).

1.4 Proposed Action

10. Pronhibition of cross-country motor vehicle travel off designated NFTS roads, motorized
trails and areas by the public except as allowed by permit or other authorization
(excluding snowmobile use).

11. Additions to the National Forest Transportation System (NFTS)—The PNF currently
manages and maintains approximately 4,137 miles of NFTS roads and 123 miles of NFTS
motorized trails. Based on the stated purpose and need for action, the PNF proposes to add
approximately 364 miles of existing unauthorized routes. These additions would bring the
total NFTS motorized trails to 496 miles.

12. Motorized Open Area Addition—The PNF currently has 1 area (approximately 4 acres)
designated open to motor vehicle use. The PNF proposes to designate 1 additional open area
(36 acres).

A detailed description of the proposed action can be found in Chapter 2 of this EIS. Maps

depicting the proposed action are posted on the Plumas National Forest website.

1.5 Principle Laws and Regulations that Influence the Scope of
this EIS

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires that all major federal actions
significantly affecting the human environment be analyzed to determine the magnitude and intensity
of those impacts and that the results be shared with the public and the public given opportunity to
comment. The regulations implementing NEPA further require that to the fullest extent possible,
agencies shall prepare Environmental Impact Statements concurrently with and integrated with
environmental analyses and related surveys and studies required by the Endangered Species Act of
1973, the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and other environmental review laws and
executive orders. Principle among these are the Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act of 1960, the
National Forest Management Act of 1976 as expressed through the Plumas National Forest Land and
Resource Management Plan (“Forest Plan”) and its amendments, the Clean Air Act of 1955, the Clean
Water Act of 1948, and the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974.
Travel Management Rule (36 CFR 212, 251, 261 and 295): This EIS is designed specifically to
implement the requirements of the November 5, 2005 Rule for Travel Management, Subpart B.

1.6 Decision Framework

The responsible official will decide whether to adopt and implement the proposed action, an
alternative to the proposed action, or take no action to prohibit cross-country motor vehicle travel by
the public off the designated system and to make limited changes to the Plumas National Forest
Transportation System.
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1.6.1 Responsible Official

The Forest Supervisor for the Plumas National Forest will be the deciding official. The Forest
Supervisor will sign the Record of Decision (ROD).

1.7 Public Involvement

The Interdisciplinary Team relied on public involvement to ensure that a full range of alternatives,
representing a broad array of perspectives, would be analyzed. Public involvement occurred during
three key periods: first during the public collaboration process that began in 2004, second during the
60-day public scoping period for the Notice of Intent (NOI), and third during meetings with public
groups to explore issues they raised during scoping.

Tribal consultation occurred concurrently with other public involvement activities. The project
was discussed at multiple meetings with Concow Maidu Tribe of Mooretown Rancheria, Estom
Yumeka Tribe of Enterprise Rancheria, Greenville Rancheria, Mechoopda Indian Tribe of Chico
Rancheria, Susanville Indian Rancheria, Tyme Maidu Tribe of Berry Creek Rancheria, and Washoe
Tribe of California and Nevada. Letters were sent to the tribes throughout the planning process, as
well.

In the spring of 2007, a series of three public meetings and three workshops were conducted to
identify which of the routes and areas should become part of the proposed action, the type of use that
each would have, and locations to be considered for dispersed recreation use per the new Travel
Management Rule. The concept of “mixed use” was also introduced during these meetings. At the
first session of the two-part series, public meetings were held in Quincy (April 17) Portola (April 18),
and Oroville (April 19). At the second set of workshops, individuals worked with Forest Service
specialists to identify important routes. These meetings were held in Blairsden (May 2), Quincy (May
3) and Oroville (May 10). Groups shared their ideas and their various concerns. Roughly 300 people
participated in these workshops. In early 2007, an e-mail update was issued sharing information on
the meetings and the outcome. The Forest Service Interdisciplinary Team took this information and
developed the proposed action for the NOI.

1.7.1 60-Day Public Scoping Period for the Notice of Intent

In January 2008, the Forest Service completed the Proposed Action and Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement based on comments from the meetings held in the spring of 2007.
The comment period on the proposed action began on January 3, 2008, and ended March 3, 2008.
Presentations to a variety of groups, phone calls, news releases, website postings and emails were
used to alert the public of the opportunity to comment on the proposed action. Public meetings were
held in Blairsden (January 15), in Quincy (January 22) and in Oroville (January 29) to explain the
Proposed Action. Over 3,300 comments were received. Many were identical emails.

1.8 Issues

Comments from the public, other agencies, and the Washoe Tribe were used to formulate issues
concerning the proposed action. An issue is a matter of public concern regarding the proposed action
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and its environmental impacts. The Forest Service separated the issues into two groups: significant
and non-significant. Significant issues were defined as those directly or indirectly caused by
implementing the proposed action. Non-significant issues were identified as those: (1) outside the
scope of the proposed action; (2) already decided by law, regulation, the Forest Plan, or other higher
level decision; (3) irrelevant to the decision to be made; or (4) conjectural and not supported by
scientific or factual evidence. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations
explain this delineation in Sec. 1501.7, “...identify and eliminate from detailed study the issues which
are not significant or which have been covered by prior environmental review (Sec. 1506.3)...”

1.8.1 Significant Issues

Issue 1: The proposed action unreasonably restricts motorized recreation use by prohibiting cross-
country travel and restricting use to designated routes. The addition of only 364 miles of NFS
motorized trails to the NFTS provides insufficient public access to PNF NFS lands and unfairly limits
motorized recreation.

Discussion: Concerns were raised that restricting cross-country travel across the entire Forest by
restricting use to designated routes severely impacts motorized recreation opportunities and unfairly
restricts access for hunting, fishing, camping and a host of other outdoor activities. The route
inventory identified 1,109 miles of unauthorized routes being used and the proposed action only
retains 364 miles of these. This is insufficient to maintain a quality motorized recreation experience
on the PNF.

Issue 2: The proposed addition of motorized trails to proposed citizen inventoried roadless areas
(CIRAS) will adversely affect the roadless characteristics of these areas including opportunities for
solitude, undisturbed landscapes and primitive, non-motorized recreation.

Discussion: Concerns were raised that adding motorized trails CIRAs on the Plumas National Forest
would reduce opportunities for solitude, and primitive non-motorized experiences would be ruined by
the noise and disturbance of vehicles. Motorized trails would change the character of these areas.
Issue 3: Many of the motorized trails proposed for addition to the NFTS are poorly located and will
cause adverse impacts to plants, wildlife, water quality, soils and other natural resources.

Discussion: Many commenters expressed concerns about impacts to a variety of natural resources,
citing stream crossings, habitat fragmentation, wildlife disturbance, sedimentation, cultural resources,
invasive weeds and other resources that would be impacted by motorized use of roads and trails
added to the NFTS.

1.8.2 Non-significant Issues

1. Snowmobile Use: Concerns were expressed regarding the impacts of snowmobile use on the
Plumas National Forest.
Reasons why not addressed in the proposed action: Designation of areas open to
snowmobile use is covered under 36 CFR 212, Subpart C, and is outside of the scope of this
decision, which is focused on implementing 36 CFR 212, Subpart B of the Travel
Management Rule.
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2. Other types of wheeled vehicle use (mountain bikes) or other forms of travel (hiking,
horseback riding): Concerns were expressed regarding the need to provide opportunities for
non-motorized forms of travel.

Reasons why not addressed in the proposed action: This issue is outside of the scope of the
purpose and need for the project. This proposal is focused only on motor vehicle use in
accordance with 36 CFR 212, Subpart B of the Travel Management Rule.

Addressing maintenance and decommissioning needs on the National Forest Transportation
System (NFTS): Concerns were expressed that the Forest should reconsider previous decisions to
establish system roads and trails in the NFTS. Some existing system roads and trails are in need of
repair and maintenance and should be either repaired or closed as part of the proposal.

Reasons why not addressed in the proposed action: The proposed action implements 36 CFR 212,
Subpart B of the Travel Management Rule, which states: ““The responsible official may incorporate
previous administrative decisions regarding travel management made under other authorities,
including designations and prohibitions of motor vehicle use, in designating National Forest System
roads, National Forest System trails, and areas on National Forest System lands for motor vehicle use
under this subpart™ (36 CFR: § 212.50 (b)). The responsible official has determined that existing
NFTS roads and trails will not to be considered for repair, reconstruction, or decommissioning as part
of this proposal. Repair and maintenance of the existing NFTS are routine, ongoing activities on
National Forests and are typically categorically excluded from documentation in an environmental
assessment or environmental impact statement in accordance with agency policy in Forest Service
Handbook 1909.15, Chapter 30, Section 31.12 (4) “Repair and maintenance of roads trails and
landline boundaries.” Further, re-evaluation of previous decisions that established the current NFTS is
not necessary for implementing 36 CFR 212, Subpart B of the Travel Management Rule. However,
past, present, and future environmental impacts of the current NFTS are incorporated into cumulative
effects analyses for the proposed action and alternatives. Decommissioning occurs on an ongoing
basis when roads and trails are no longer needed or are relocated for resource protection. Typically
this occurs as part of vegetation management projects, watershed restoration projects, fuel treatment
projects, and trail construction projects.
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Chapter 2 Alternatives, Including the Proposed
Action

2.1 Introduction

This chapter describes and compares the alternatives considered for the Plumas National Forest (PNF)
Public Motorized Travel Management EIS. It describes both alternatives considered in detail and
those eliminated from detailed study. The end of this chapter presents the alternatives in tabular
format so that the alternatives and their environmental impacts can be readily compared.

Based on the issues identified through public comment on the proposed action, the Forest Service
developed three alternative proposals that achieve the purpose and need differently than the proposed
action. In addition, the Forest Service is required to analyze a No-action alternative. The proposed
action, alternatives and No-action alternative are described in detail below.

This chapter is divided into four parts:

e  Part 1 describes how the alternatives were developed.

e  Part 2 presents the alternatives considered in detail.

e  Part 3 presents the alternatives that were considered, but eliminated from detailed analysis. It

includes the rationale for eliminating these alternatives.

e  Part 4 compares the alternatives based on their environmental, social and economic

consequences, and includes a comparative display of the projected effects of the alternatives.

2.2 How the Alternatives Were Developed

The four action alternatives represent a wide range of perspectives designed to address the issues as
described in the Purpose and Need (Chapter 1).

2.2.1 Refining Alternatives Submitted by the Public During Scoping

During the 60-day public scoping process alternatives were submitted for consideration by two
groups. After the scoping period concluded, the Forest Service met with each of these groups to
review and give due consideration to their proposals. The resulting alternatives incorporate these and
other suggestions offered by the public.

Also important in this process were the ideas and advice gathered by the Forest Service in their
consultation and discussions with tribal representatives, local counties, and Forest Service employees.
State and Federal agencies advised the process through numerous informal contacts.

2.3 Alternatives Considered in Detail

Four action alternatives (Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5) and a No-action Alternative (Alternative 1) are
analyzed in detail in this EIS. The No-action Alternative represents the continuation of cross-country
travel including continued use of all unauthorized routes by motor vehicles. This alternative serves as
a baseline for comparison among the alternatives, and is required by the implementing regulations of
the NEPA.
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Currently, the PNF has an interim Forest Order in place that prohibits motorized cross-country
travel and confines motor vehicles to the National Forest Transportation System and existing
unauthorized routes. This prohibition will remain in effect until December 31, 2009. It is assumed that
unless one of the action alternatives implementing the Travel Management Rule is selected, the
temporary forest order prohibiting motorized cross-country travel would expire and motorized cross-
country travel would resume under the No-action alternative.

The planning area for the alternatives includes National Forest System (NFS) lands on the PNF. It
does not include any private, state, or other federal lands.

Each alternative assumes that other adjacent federal lands, such as those administered by the
Bureau of Land Management would be managed according to existing management plans and
applicable federal laws. Each alternative also assumes that private lands would meet applicable state
and federal land use regulations.

2.3.1 Monitoring

All action alternatives will adhere to the Travel Management Monitoring Plan. Monitoring is critical
for evaluating the effectiveness of management decisions and the accuracy of analysis assumptions
and conclusions. Monitoring of road and trail conditions is required, and must meet Regional and/or
National standards. If monitoring determines additional resource damage is occurring, steps to
prevent further damage must be taken. If the mitigations are not effective or are not possible,
additional road or trail closures may be required (will require additional NEPA analysis). It is also
important to develop a monitoring strategy that: (1) Develops a baseline prior to project
implementation and mitigations. (2) Is helpful in making effective management decisions in the
future, and (3) Is feasible to implement. Once implementation begins, more effective monitoring
elements may be identified and implemented.

Road and trail condition monitoring: Trails may be monitored using the deferred maintenance
condition survey protocol. A sampling of the routes should be completed each year; trails would be
monitored on a 5-year cycle. Both PNF employees and the public would use this monitoring process
to document trail conditions, based on field observations and measurements. Information derived
from this monitoring is used to update the maintenance schedule and assist in prioritizing
maintenance needs. Initially, the monitoring would focus on the unauthorized routes that have been
added to the NFTS.

Heritage monitoring: The Motorized Recreation Programmatic Agreement with the State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) outlines future work in support of the selected alternative that would
include the development of a monitoring plan for at-risk historic sites in order to measure effects.
This plan would also include monitoring in areas within the NFTS with high concentrated use and
high site density or high value sites.

Sensitive plant and noxious weed monitoring: Monitoring would occur along routes added to the
NFTS that have been identified as a high risk to sensitive plants or as highly vulnerable to noxious
weed spread (see Biological Evaluation and Noxious Weed Risk Assessment in the Project Record).
These areas have the greatest potential for adverse effects from the continued use of public motor
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vehicles. Sites monitored may vary from year to year. If negative impacts are documented,
appropriate mitigation measures (i.e. signs or weed treatments) would be developed and implemented.
Soil and water monitoring: A portion of the set of trails monitored annually for road and trail
condition (described above) would also be monitored for soil and water impacts. Evaluations E08 and
E09 of the USFS Pacific Southwest Region’s “Best Management Practices (BMPs) Evaluation
Program” (May 2002) would be used to evaluate whether the monitored trails are impacting soil or
water resources. These evaluations were developed to monitor the condition and drainage features of
road surfaces and road/stream crossings. While OHV trails are typically narrower and often steeper
than forest roads, the drainage practices that are necessary to protect soil and water quality are the
same for both types of facilities. Monitoring would occur along routes that have been identified as a
higher risk to soil or water resources (see Appendix A and the Soil and Water Resources section of
Chapter 3).

2.3.2 Implementation Strategy

The Forest Service developed the following management strategies to be used as part of all of the
action alternatives to improve implementation of the designated route system:

e  Based on the selected alternative, produce a primary Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM)
following National Forest Service standards that indicates which routes are designated open
to the public by type of vehicle per route and season open for use. The MVUM would be
used for law enforcement. This map would be made available to the public free of charge.
Designations, use restrictions, and operating conditions would be revised in future decisions
as needed to meet changing conditions or management strategies.

e  Produce a subsequent local travel map following production of the primary MVUM that
indicates which routes are designated open to the public by type of vehicle per route and
season open for use, and identifies other important features on the Forest that would help the
public navigate the system.

e  Provide a Forest brochure in conjunction with the public MVUM with clear and simple
explanation of the rules and restrictions, and examples of signs on the ground.

e  Provide clear, consistent, and adequate signs that identify trails designated open by type of
vehicle per route and season open for use corresponding to the public MVUM and local
travel map. Signing of dead-end routes leading to/stopping at rivers, streams, meadows, and
other sensitive resources would be a priority to help protect resources from public motor
vehicle damage.

e  Begin working with a collaborative group of public stakeholders within six months of the
final decision. This group would work together with the Forest Service to implement the
designated system, including:
= Development of a public education strategy to educate Forest visitors about the

designated route system, to assist the public with reading the public MVUM and local
travel map, to educate Forest visitors about the potentially negative effects of motorized
travel activities, and to discuss how the public can help with implementation of the

12 — Plumas National Forest



Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Management

designated system by volunteering for maintenance activities, enforcement of the rules,
and education of other Forest visitors.

= Development of a public volunteer strategy to identify opportunities for the public to help
implement, enforce, maintain, and fund the designated route system.

2.3.3 Mitigations for Soil and Water Resource Impacts

Typical site-specific mitigations for existing, unauthorized routes that are proposed for addition to the

NFTS may include:

1.

Out-sloping of motorized trail template: Out-sloped trail templates are desirable because
runoff is dispersed and flows across the trail surface and is not confined to the trail surface or
directed to an inside ditch. If the surrounding topography is conducive, segments of routes
that are currently entrenched or in-sloped may be out-sloped with a backhoe or a dozer to
more closely match the hillside drainage pattern that would naturally occur if the trail
template was not there.

Installation of surface drainage structure: Many of the existing, unauthorized routes have
long stretches in which runoff is confined to the route surface and causes excessive rilling.
Surface drainage structures would be installed to shunt this water off the trail at frequent
intervals so that the runoff does not gain enough momentum to cause rilling and erosion.
Rolling dips are the preferred surface drainage structure because those dips are more
conducive to motorized travel than waterbars. Rolling dips are constructed with a dozer,
excavator or by hand by pushing a broad, shallow trough in the trail that slopes toward the
fill slope. The material excavated from the trough is feathered into the down-trail side of the
trough to create a gradual hump across the trail surface that would keep runoff in the trough.
To provide effective surface drainage, rolling dips are typically installed so that trail lengths
in which surface drainage is not shunted off of the trail do not exceed 500 feet. Rolling dips
would be installed more frequently on steeper trails or trails with erodible surface soils.
Installation or improvement of trail/stream crossing structure: Many of the existing,
unauthorized routes were user-created or created for temporary use during the dry summer
season. Such trails may cross ephemeral or intermittent stream drainages but may not have
had stream crossing structures installed. At these crossings, erosion of the surface or fill
slope can readily occur during higher flows or the trail template may even capture the stream
flow, diverting the stream down the trail for several hundred feet. A typical crossing
mitigation would be to install a rocked ford (or “low water crossing™) structure. These fords
would drop the route surface down to match the natural streambed elevation that exists
upstream and downstream of the route. The ford surface is typically armored with 4-12”
angular diameter rock that is compacted in place to result in a decent running surface. For
steeper stream channels (greater than 5 to 10%), the fill slope would be armored with larger
riprap to prevent erosion of the fill slope from the downstream edge of the ford down to the
downstream channel.
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Armored dip to relieve diversion potential: Culverts currently exist at stream crossings for
many of the existing unauthorized routes. All culverts are prone to blockage during high
flows, usually initiated by bedload or woody debris accumulating at the inlet. If a culvert is
blocked or does not hold the capacity for the flood flow, water may back up and flow onto
the trail. Some trail/stream crossings are configured such that this water will then flow down
the trail surface rather than flowing directly across the trail and back into the stream channel.
This diverted stream flow can cause excessive erosion of the trail surface and fill slope. An
effective mitigation to prevent stream diversion is to install a small rocked dip similar to the
ford described in #3 above. This dip would rarely flow water (typical stream flows would
run under the trail through the culvert) but, in the event that the culvert is blocked, the
backed up water will flow through the dip, directly over the trail and back into the stream
channel, preventing diversion of the stream down the trail surface.

Relocation of short segments: Short segments of existing, unauthorized routes could be
relocated to reduce adverse impacts to soil and water resources. The previous location of the
route would be obliterated, including plowing (subsoiling) of the surface and restoration of
natural hillside topography and vegetation. Segments to be relocated would typically be
those located close to sensitive stream channels, entrenched segments, or those segments
located in steep or highly erodible soils. Since trail relocation would involve ground
disturbance off of the existing route template, additional NEPA analysis would likely be
required.

2.3.4 Descriptions of the Alternatives

This section describes each of the five alternatives considered in detail. The alternatives are described
as follows:

1.

Cross-country travel. Generally, all of the action alternatives prohibit cross-country travel
except in smaller “open” areas that are specifically designated for such use. Open areas are
described below under “Roads, trails and areas to be added to the National Forest System”.
Changes to the existing National Forest Transportation System (NFTS): The alternatives
vary in changes to the existing NFTS in terms of vehicle class and/or season of use.
Additions to the NFTS: Each alternative includes lists of trails and open areas that are
proposed for addition to the NFTS. Each of these trails is identified by a unique trail number
and open areas are identified by name and location. All proposed trail additions have an
assigned maintenance level based on specific trail management objectives. All proposed
trails would receive the appropriate level of routine maintenance such as brushing, signing,
cleaning, clearing debris, etc. Each trail or area is site-specifically addressed in “Appendix
A—Route Analysis Database Summary Report” where site-specific reviews by resource
specialists are documented. Resource specialists reviewed all proposed trails and open areas
to determine site-specific impacts. For some trails and areas, no work beyond routine
maintenance is needed. For others, additional work is needed to bring the trail or area up to a
safe and environmentally sustainable condition. Where specific actions are identified for a
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given trail, such actions must be completed prior to designation of the trail for public
motorized use.

2.3.4.1 Alternative 1: No-action

The No-action Alternative provides a baseline for comparing the other alternatives. Under the No-
action alternative, current management plans would continue to guide management of the project
area. No changes would be made to the current NFTS and no cross-country travel prohibition would
be put into place. The Travel Management Rule would not be implemented, and no Motor Vehicle
Use Map (MVUM) would be produced. Motor vehicle travel by the public would not be limited to
designated routes. Unauthorized routes would continue to have no status or authorization as NFTS
facilities.
1. Cross-country travel: Motor vehicle travel off designated NFTS roads, NFTS trails and areas
by the public would continue except as prohibited by Forest Order.
2. Roads trails and areas added to existing NFTS: No roads, trails or areas are proposed for
addition to the NFTS under this alternative.
3. Over 1,109 miles of unauthorized routes would receive continued use. Of these,
approximately 725 miles are suitable for all vehicles, 159 miles are 50” or less in width and
225 miles are suitable for motorcycles only. Routes would continue to proliferate.

2.3.4.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action

The Proposed Action contains the proposed changes to the NFTS and the prohibition of cross-country
travel as described in the NOI published January 3, 2008 (Molume 73, Number 2):
1. Cross-country travel: Motor vehicle travel off designated NFTS roads, NFTS trails and areas
by the public except as allowed by permit or other authorization would be prohibited.
2. Roads trails and areas added to the existing NFTS: The following table displays those trails
and areas to be added into the NFTS (Table 1) and their season of use. Trails with an asterisk
(*) after the trail number would need mitigation completed prior to being added to the
MVUM and used by the public (see Appendix A for more information).
3. Sly Creek (36 acres) would be added as a motorized area open for yearlong use for vehicles
50” or less in width.
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Table 1. Alternatives—Trails added to the National Forest Transportation System under Alternatives 2

through 5

Trail # Vehicle Type District Season | Alt2 Alt 4 Alt 5
4M01* Motorcycle Only Feather River 1.55 1.55
4M02 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.76

5M01 Motorcycle Only Feather River | 6/1-12/1 2.16 2.16
5M02 Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 2.74 2.54
5M04 Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 1.92 1.92
5M05 Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.88 0.88
5M06 50" or less in width Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.47

5MO7* Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.29 0.29
5M08* Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.45 0.45
5MO8A 50" or less in width Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.12

5M09 50" or less in width Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.65 0.65
5M10 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.28 0.28
5M11 Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.65 0.65
5M12 Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 1.69 1.69 1.69
5M13 Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 1.11 1.11
5M14 50" or less in width Feather River 0.55

5M15 Motorcycle Only Feather River 1.05

5M16 50" or less in width Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.84 0.84 0.84
5M17 Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.90 0.90
5M18 Motorcycle Only Feather River 1.00

5M19* Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.60 0.60
5M20* Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.85 0.85
5M21 Motorcycle Only Feather River 1.32

5M22 Motorcycle Only Feather River 1.60

5M23 Motorcycle Only Feather River 1.69

5M24* Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 1.17 1.17
5M25* Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.76 0.76
5M25A Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.34

5M26 All Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.49 0.49 0.49
5M27 Motorcycle Only Feather River 1.22

5M28 Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 1.19 0.43 0.43
5M29 All Feather River | 5/1-12/1 2.34 2.34 2.34
5M30 Motorcycle Only Feather River 1.42

6M02* Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.87 0.87
6M03* Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 1.15 1.15
6MO3A Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.08

6M04 Motorcycle Only Feather River 1.39

6MO05 Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.41 0.41
6M06 All Feather River 0.88

6MO08* Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.56 0.56
6M09 Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.37 0.37
6M10 Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 3.60 1.70
6M11* Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.98 0.98
6M12 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.43
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Trail # Vehicle Type District Season Alt 2 Alt 4 Alt 5
6M13 Motorcycle Only Feather River 1.41

6M14* Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 2.62 2.62
6M14A Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.17

6M15 Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.40 0.40
6M16* Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 2.26 2.26
6M16A* Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.29 0.29
6M16B* Motorcycle Only Feather River | 5/1-12/1 0.11 0.11
6M19 Motorcycle Only Feather River 3.02 3.02 3.02
6M20 Motorcycle Only Feather River 1.77 1.27 1.27
6M21 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.77

6M22* Motorcycle Only Feather River 2.83 0.93 2.83
6M22A Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.65 0.65 0.65
6M23* Motorcycle Only Feather River 1.29 0.99
6M24 50" or less in width Feather River 0.23 0.23
6M25 All Feather River 0.20

6M26 Motorcycle Only Feather River 1.36

6M27 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.83

6M28 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.09 0.09 0.09
6M29* 50" or less in width Feather River 3.91 3.91
6M29A* Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.20 0.20
6M29B* Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.47 0.47
6M29C* Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.76 0.76
6M29D* Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.52
6M30* Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.50 0.33 0.50
6M30A Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.30 0.30 0.30
6M31* Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.67 0.20 0.35
6M32 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.36

6M33* 50" or less in width Feather River 0.65 0.65
6M34 All Feather River 0.52 0.52 0.52
6M34A* Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.37 0.37
6M35 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.47

6M36* Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.86 0.86
6M37 All Mount Hough 1.42 1.42 1.42
6M38 All Mount Hough 0.38

6M39* All Mount Hough 0.66 0.66
6M47 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.74 0.94
6M48* Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.28
6M51 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.77 0.77
7M01 All Feather River 0.59

7M02 Motorcycle Only Feather River 1.12

7M03 All Feather River 0.36 0.36 0.36
7M04* Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.85 0.85
7MO7* Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.39 0.39
7M08 50" or less in width Feather River 0.86

7M09 All Feather River 0.26

7M10 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.54

7M11 50" or less in width Feather River 0.48 0.48
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Trail # Vehicle Type District Season | Alt2 Alt 4 Alt 5
7M12 50" or less in width Feather River 0.94

7M13 All Mount Hough 0.70

7M14 All Mount Hough 0.25 0.25 0.25
7M15 All Mount Hough 1.20 1.20 1.20
7M16 All Mount Hough 0.94 0.94 0.94
7M17 All Mount Hough 1.73 1.73 1.73
7M18 All Mount Hough 0.66 0.66 0.66
7M22 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.72 0.72 0.72
7M28 All Feather River 0.39 0.39
8M01 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.50

8MO02 All Mount Hough 0.78 0.78 0.78
8M03 All Mount Hough 1.57 1.57 1.57
8M04 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.69

8M10* 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.67 0.67
8M11 All Mount Hough 1.73 1.73 1.73
8M11A All Mount Hough 0.12 0.12 0.12
8M13 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.96

8M14 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.27

8M15* 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.32 0.32
8M16* 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.77 0.77
8M17 50" or less in width Mount Hough 1.28

8M18 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.41

8M19 50" or less in width Mount Hough 1.27

8M20 All Mount Hough 0.19

8M21 All Mount Hough 0.72

8M22 All Mount Hough 0.48

8M23* All Mount Hough 0.49 0.49
8M24 50" or less in width Mount Hough 8/15-3/1 2.71 2.71 2.71
8M25 All Mount Hough 1.03 1.03 1.03
8M26 All Mount Hough 1.01 1.01 1.01
8M27 All Mount Hough 2.26 2.26 2.26
8M27A* All Mount Hough 0.33 0.33
8M28 50" or less in width Mount Hough 1.08 1.08 1.08
8M28A 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.10

8M29 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.66 0.66 0.66
8M30 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.49 0.49 0.49
8M31 50" or less in width Mount Hough 1.11 1.11 1.11
8M32 All Mount Hough 0.64 0.64 0.64
8M33 All Mount Hough 0.96 0.96 0.96
8M34 All Mount Hough 0.06

8M35 All Mount Hough 1.57 1.57 1.57
8M36 All Mount Hough 0.96 0.96 0.96
8M37 All Mount Hough 0.82 0.82 0.82
8M37A All Mount Hough 0.08

8M37B All Mount Hough 0.15 0.15 0.15
8M38* All Mount Hough 0.54 0.54
8M39 All Mount Hough 0.71 0.71 0.71
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Trail # Vehicle Type District Season Alt 2 Alt 4 Alt 5
8M39A All Mount Hough 0.32 0.32 0.32
8M40 All Mount Hough 0.34 0.34 0.34
8M41* All Mount Hough 0.33 0.33
8M42* 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.98 0.98
8M43 All Mount Hough 0.36 0.36 0.36
8M44 All Mount Hough 0.30 0.30 0.30
8M45 All Mount Hough 0.46 0.46 0.46
8M46 All Mount Hough 0.61 0.61 0.61
8M47 All Mount Hough 1.46 1.46 1.46
8MAT7A All Mount Hough 0.35

8M48* All Mount Hough 8/15-3/1 0.49 0.49 0.49
8M49 All Mount Hough 0.32 0.32 0.32
8M50 All Mount Hough 0.83 0.83 0.83
8M51 All Mount Hough 0.84 0.84 0.84
8M52 All Mount Hough 1.39 1.39 1.39
8M53 All Mount Hough 0.66 0.66 0.66
8M54 All Mount Hough 0.82 0.82 0.82
o9MO01 50" or less in width Feather River 0.91 0.91 0.91
9M02 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.39 0.39 0.39
9M03 50" or less in width Feather River 0.56

9MO04* Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.18

9MO05 50" or less in width Feather River 1.66 1.57 1.57
9MO06 50" or less in width Feather River 0.14

9MO7 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.08

9MO08 50" or less in width Feather River 2.11 2.11 2.11
9MOB8A 50" or less in width Feather River 0.13 0.13 0.13
9M09 50" or less in width Feather River 0.84 0.84 0.84
9M10 50" or less in width Feather River 1.65 1.65 1.65
IM11 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.65 0.65 0.65
9M12* Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.38 0.38
9M13* All Feather River 0.48 0.48
oM14* All Feather River 1.50 0.94
9IM14A* All Feather River 0.58

9M15 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.81 0.81 0.81
9M16 50" or less in width Feather River 1.22 1.22 1.22
9M16A 50" or less in width Feather River 0.57

IM17 All Feather River 1.38

oM18 All Feather River 0.05

oM19 All Feather River 0.67

9M20 All Feather River 1.39

9IM21 All Feather River 1.63 1.63 1.63
oM22 All Feather River 0.75 0.37 0.37
9M23 All Feather River 0.69 0.69 0.69
9IM24 All Feather River 0.85

9M25 50" or less in width Feather River 1.72

9M25A 50" or less in width Feather River 0.14

9M26 50" or less in width Feather River 0.90
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Trail # Vehicle Type District Season Alt 2 Alt 4 Alt5
IM27 50" or less in width Feather River 0.24

9M32 All Mount Hough 0.96 0.53 0.53
9M33 Motorcycle Only Mount Hough 2.66

9IM34 Motorcycle Only Mount Hough 0.55 0.55 0.55
9M35* Motorcycle Only Mount Hough 8/15-3/1 0.69 0.69
9M36 All Mount Hough 1.33

9IM37* All Mount Hough 1.68 1.68
9M37A All Mount Hough 0.43

9M37B All Mount Hough 0.25

9M38 50" or less in width Mount Hough 1.61 1.61 1.61
9M39 All Mount Hough 1.13 1.13 1.13
9M39A All Mount Hough 0.69 0.69 0.69
9M40 50" or less in width Mount Hough 1.01

9M41 Motorcycle Only Mount Hough 0.67

9IM41A Motorcycle Only Mount Hough 0.19

9M42 All Mount Hough 0.81 0.49 0.49
IM42A* All Mount Hough 0.17 0.17
9IM42B* All Mount Hough 0.52 0.52
9M43 All Mount Hough 0.26 0.26 0.26
IM44 All Mount Hough 0.49 0.49 0.49
9M45* Motorcycle Only Mount Hough 8/15-3/1 0.61 0.61
9M46* All Mount Hough 0.95 0.95
9M46A* All Mount Hough 0.49 0.49
IMATA All Mount Hough 0.47 0.47 0.47
9M48 All Mount Hough 0.96 0.96 0.96
9M49 All Mount Hough 1.76 1.76 1.76
9M50 All Mount Hough 0.47 0.33 0.33
9M50 All Mount Hough 0.14

9M51 All Mount Hough 1.27 1.27 1.27
9M52 All Mount Hough 0.63 0.63 0.63
9M53 All Mount Hough 0.59

9M53A All Mount Hough 0.46

9M54 All Mount Hough 1.00 1.00 1.00
9M55 All Mount Hough 0.53 0.53 0.53
9M56* All Mount Hough 0.73 0.73
9M56A* All Mount Hough 0.38 0.38
9M57 All Mount Hough 0.82 0.82 0.82
9IM57A All Mount Hough 0.17 0.17 0.17
9M58 All Mount Hough 1.11 1.11 1.11
9M58A All Mount Hough 0.63 0.63 0.63
9M58B All Mount Hough 0.55 0.55 0.55
9M59A All Mount Hough 0.47

9M59C All Mount Hough 0.18

9M59D All Mount Hough 0.18

9M59E All Mount Hough 0.43

9M60 All Mount Hough 0.42 0.42 0.42
IM62 All Feather River 0.48 0.48 0.48
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Trail # Vehicle Type District Season Alt 2 Alt 4 Alt5
9IM65 All Mount Hough 0.63 0.63 0.63
10M01 Motorcycle Only Feather River 0.45

10M02* 50" or less in width Feather River 1.25 1.25
10MO7 50" or less in width Feather River 2.64

10M09 All Feather River 0.84

10M11 All Feather River 1.36 1.36
10M12 All Beckwourth 0.95 0.95 0.95
10M13 All Beckwourth 0.20 0.20 0.20
10M14 All Mount Hough 0.12 0.12 0.12
10M15 All Beckwourth 0.54 0.54
10M16 All Mount Hough 8/15-3/1 1.09

10M19 All Mount Hough 1.26 1.26 1.26
10M20 All Mount Hough 1.31 1.31 1.31
10M20A All Mount Hough 0.48 0.48 0.48
10M20B All Mount Hough 0.13

10M21* All Mount Hough 1.24 1.24
10M21A All Mount Hough 0.27 0.11 0.11
10M21B All Mount Hough 0.91 0.91 0.91
10M21C All Mount Hough 0.13

10M22 All Mount Hough 0.50

10M23* All Mount Hough 2.07 2.59
10M24* All Mount Hough 1.28 1.28
10M25 All Mount Hough 1.14 1.14 1.14
10M27* All Mount Hough 0.96 0.96
10M28 All Mount Hough 1.38 1.38
10M28A All Mount Hough 1.01 1.01
10M29* All Mount Hough 1.56 1.56
10M30 All Mount Hough 0.83 0.83 0.83
10M30A All Mount Hough 0.24 0.24 0.24
10M30B All Mount Hough 0.27

10M30C All Mount Hough 0.09

10M30D All Mount Hough 0.18

10M31 All Mount Hough 0.24 0.24 0.24
10M32* 50" or less in width Mount Hough 1.26 1.26
10M33 All Mount Hough 0.70

10M34 All Mount Hough 1.83 1.83 1.83
10M35 All Mount Hough 0.51

10M36* All Mount Hough 1.01 1.01
10M36A All Mount Hough 0.17

10M38 50" or less in width Mount Hough 2.47

10M39 All Mount Hough 0.17

10M40* 50" or less in width Mount Hough 1.35 1.35
10mM42 All Mount Hough 1.44

10M43 All Mount Hough 1.15

10M44 All Mount Hough 0.45 0.45 0.45
10M45 All Mount Hough 0.67 0.67 0.67
10M46 All Mount Hough 0.71 0.71 0.71
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Trail # Vehicle Type District Season Alt 2 Alt 4 Alt5
10M47 All Mount Hough 1.50 1.50 1.50
10M54 All Mount Hough 0.83 0.83 0.83
10M55* All Mount Hough 0.25
11M02* All Beckwourth 1.72 1.72
11MO03* All Beckwourth 0.52 0.52
11M04 All Beckwourth 0.76 0.76 0.76
11M05 All Beckwourth 0.96 0.96 0.96
11MO06 All Beckwourth 0.42 0.42 0.42
11MO07 All Beckwourth 0.16 0.16 0.16
11M08 All Mount Hough 1.16

11MO8A* | All Mount Hough 0.27

11M08B* All Mount Hough 0.09

11MO09* All Beckwourth 1.07

11M10 50" or less in width Beckwourth 1.97

11mM11 50" or less in width Beckwourth 1.03

11M13 50" or less in width Mount Hough 1.03 1.03
11M13A All Mount Hough 0.35 0.35
11M13B 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.53

11M13C 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.06

11M13D 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.08

11M14 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.42

11M15 All Mount Hough 0.38 0.38
11M15A All Mount Hough 0.25

11M16* 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.65

11M17 All Mount Hough 0.96 0.96
11M18 All Mount Hough 0.23 0.23
11M18A All Mount Hough 0.54 0.54
11M19 All Mount Hough 0.66

11M20 All Mount Hough 3.33 3.33 3.33
11M22 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.40 0.40
11M23* 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.67 0.67
11M24* All Mount Hough 0.47 0.47
11M25* All Mount Hough 0.43 0.43 0.43
11M30 All Mount Hough 0.58 0.58 0.58
11M34 All Mount Hough 0.73 0.73 0.73
11M35* All Mount Hough 0.71 0.71
11M36* All Mount Hough 1.36 1.36
11M37 All Mount Hough 2.15 2.15 2.15
11MmM38 All Mount Hough 0.53 0.53 0.53
11M39 All Mount Hough 0.55 0.55 0.55
11M40 All Mount Hough 0.64

11M41 All Mount Hough 1.29 1.29 1.29
11M41A All Mount Hough 0.35 0.35 0.35
11M42 All Mount Hough 0.16

12M02 All Beckwourth 1.23 1.23 1.23
12M03 All Beckwourth 0.76 0.76 0.76
12M04 All Beckwourth 0.41 0.41 0.41
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Trail # Vehicle Type District Season Alt 2 Alt 4 Alt5
12M06 All Beckwourth 0.85

12M07 All Beckwourth 0.44 0.44 0.44
12M08 All Beckwourth 0.72 0.72
12M09* All Mount Hough 3.08 3.08
12MO9A* All Mount Hough 0.84 0.84
12M10* All Beckwourth 2.96 2.96
12M10A* All Beckwourth 0.58 0.58
12M12* All Beckwourth 0.67 0.67
12M13 All Beckwourth 0.40 0.40 0.40
12M14 All Beckwourth 0.58

12M15* All Mount Hough 0.23 0.23
12M16 All Mount Hough 1.21

12mM17 All Mount Hough 0.16 0.16 0.16
12M18 All Mount Hough 0.14

12M19 All Mount Hough 0.68 0.68 0.68
12M20 All Mount Hough 0.11 0.11 0.11
12M21* All Mount Hough 0.23 0.23
12M21A* All Mount Hough 0.05 0.05
12M22* All Mount Hough 0.15 0.15
12M23 All Mount Hough 0.91 0.91 0.91
12M24 All Mount Hough 0.28

12M25 50" or less in width Mount Hough 1.44

12M26 50" or less in width Mount Hough 1.55

12M27 50" or less in width Mount Hough 0.91 0.91 0.91
12M30 All Mount Hough 0.04

12M31* All Mount Hough 0.99
12M32 All Mount Hough 0.16 0.16
12M34 All Mount Hough 0.25 0.25
12M35 All Beckwourth 0.11 0.11
12M37 All Beckwourth 0.17 0.17
12M38 All Mount Hough 0.26 0.26
13M01 All Beckwourth 1.07 1.07 1.07
13M03 All Beckwourth 0.45

13M04 All Beckwourth 0.49 0.49 0.49
13MO4A All Beckwourth 0.16

13M04B All Beckwourth 0.11 0.11 0.11
13M05 All Beckwourth 0.58

13MO06* All Beckwourth 1.63 1.63
13M07 All Beckwourth 1.24

13M08 All Beckwourth 1.39

13M09 All Beckwourth 0.46 0.46 0.46
13MO09A All Beckwourth 0.06

13M10 All Beckwourth 12.04

13M10A All Beckwourth 0.04

13M10B All Beckwourth 0.13

13M10C All Beckwourth 0.04

13M11 50" or less in width Beckwourth 1.97
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13M12 All Beckwourth 1.50 1.50 1.50
13M12A All Beckwourth 0.25 0.25 0.25
13M13* All Beckwourth 1.07 0.67
13M14 All Beckwourth 1.33 1.33 1.33
13M15 All Beckwourth 0.81 0.81 0.81
13M16 All Beckwourth 0.54 0.54 0.54
13mM17 All Beckwourth 1.02 1.02 1.02
13MmM18 All Beckwourth 0.65 1.50 1.50
13M19 All Beckwourth 1.19

13M20 All Beckwourth 0.22

13mM21 All Beckwourth 1.31 0.60 0.60
13M21A All Beckwourth 0.22

13MmM22 All Beckwourth 1.12

13M23 All Beckwourth 0.60

13M24 All Beckwourth 0.64

13MmM25* All Beckwourth 0.70 0.70
13M26 All Beckwourth 0.59 0.59 0.59
13M27 All Beckwourth 0.93

13Mm28 All Beckwourth 0.45 0.45 0.45
13M29 All Beckwourth 2.24 2.24 2.24
13M30* Motorcycle Only Beckwourth 0.43 0.43
13M31 All Beckwourth 2.33 2.33
13M31A 50" or less in width Beckwourth 1.56 1.56
13Mm32* All Beckwourth 0.21
13M34 All Beckwourth 0.54 0.54
13M36 All Beckwourth 0.13 0.13
13mM37 All Beckwourth 0.57 0.57
13MmM38 All Beckwourth 0.47 0.47
13M40 All Beckwourth 1.02 1.02
13MmM41* All Beckwourth 0.82
13Mm42* All Beckwourth 0.08
14M01 All Beckwourth 1.76 1.76 1.76
14MO1A All Beckwourth 0.22

14M01B All Beckwourth 0.17

14M01C All Beckwourth 0.24

14M02 All Beckwourth 1.26 0.45 0.45
14M04 All Beckwourth 0.70 0.70
14M05* All Beckwourth 0.72 0.72
14M06* All Beckwourth 0.37 0.37
14M07 All Beckwourth 0.49

14M08 All Beckwourth 0.48

14M09 All Beckwourth 1.41

14M10 All Beckwourth 0.57 0.57 0.57
14M11 All Beckwourth 2.27 2.07 2.07
14M12 All Beckwourth 1.52 1.52 1.52
14M16 All Beckwourth 0.29 0.29
15M01 50" or less in width Beckwourth 1.46
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15MO1A 50" or less in width Beckwourth 0.16

15M02 All Beckwourth 1.46

15M02A All Beckwourth 0.09

15M02B All Beckwourth 1.08 0.86 0.86

15M03 All Beckwourth 0.29

15M04 All Beckwourth 0.32 0.32

15M05 All Beckwourth 2.83 2.83

15M07 All Beckwourth 0.76 0.76

15M08 All Beckwourth 0.40 0.40

15M10 All Beckwourth 0.34 0.34

16M01 All Beckwourth 1.78

16M03 All Beckwourth 0.77 0.77 0.77

16MO3A All Beckwourth 0.12

16M03B All Beckwourth 0.27

16M04* All Beckwourth 2.08 2.08

16MO4A* All Beckwourth 0.54 0.54

17M01 50" or less in width Beckwourth 0.28 0.28 0.28

17M02 All Beckwourth 0.66

17M03 All Beckwourth 0.51 0.51 0.51

17M04 All Beckwourth 1.22 1.22

17MO05 All Beckwourth 3.87

17M06 All Beckwourth 0.72

17MO6A All Beckwourth 0.69

Play Area | 50" or less in width Feather River 36 Ac 36 Ac
All 222.53 | 109.91 | 164.73
50" or less in width 64.75 | 18.84 | 35.01
Motorcycle Only 77.12 | 12.06 | 50.86

364.40 | 140.81 | 250.61

* Trail would require mitigation prior to being added to the MVUM and used by the public.

2343

Alternative 3: Cross-Country Travel Prohibition Only—Make No Additions to the Current
National Forest Transportation System

Alternative 3 responds to non-motorized recreation interest in “Citizen Inventoried Roadless Areas
(CIRAS)” proposed by the Wilderness Society and natural resource impacts by prohibiting cross-
country travel without adding any additional facilities to the NFTS. This alternative also provides a
baseline for comparing the impacts of other alternatives that propose changes to the NFTS. None of
the current unauthorized routes would be added to the NFTS.

1.

Cross-country Travel: Motor vehicle travel off the designated NFTS roads, NFTS trails and
areas by the public except as allowed by permit or other authorization would be prohibited.
Roads trails and areas added existing National Forest System: No roads, trails or areas
would be added to the NFTS.
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2.3.4.4 Alternative 4. Minimize Impacts to Natural Resources and “Citizen Inventoried Roadless
Areas
Alternative 4 responds to non-motorized recreation interest in “Citizen Inventoried Roadless Areas
(CIRAS)” proposed by the Wilderness Society and natural resource impacts. This alternative adds no
motorized routes to CIRAs. This alternative does not designate routes as trails where resource
concerns require extensive trail mitigation.
1. Cross-country Travel: Motor vehicle travel off the designated NFTS roads, NFTS trails and
areas by the public except as allowed by permit or other authorization would be prohibited.
2. Class of Vehicles: The table below (Error! Reference source not found.) lists passenger
car roads that were evaluated for potential mixed use (combining highway legal and non-
highway legal vehicles on the same road) and where high clearance conditions are not
needed because there are low safety risks.
3. Trails Added to NFTS: Table 1 displays those trails to be added to the NFTS.

Table 2. Alternative 4 and 5—Proposed vehicle class changes

Road Road Name Current Vehicle Class Proposed Length
Number Vehicle (miles)
Class
23N28 French Creek Highway Legal Vehicles Only | All Vehicles 3.21
24N28 Slate Creek Highway Legal Vehicles Only | All Vehicles 4.15
28N01 Janesville- Highway Legal Vehicles Only | All Vehicles 3.95
Frenchman
Grand Total | 11.31

2.3.4.5 Alternative 5: Improved Access and Motorized Recreation Opportunities

Alternative 5 responds to the issue of access and motorized recreation opportunity. During scoping
the Plumas National Forest received suggestions for additional routes and alternative routes that
would better provide access and motorized recreation opportunity.

1. Cross-country Travel: Motor vehicle travel off the designated NFTS roads, NFTS trails and
areas by the public except as allowed by permit or other authorization would be prohibited.

2. Class of Vehicles: Table 2 lists passenger car roads that were evaluated for potential mixed
use (combining highway legal and non-highway legal vehicles on the same road) and where
high clearance conditions are not needed because there are low safety risks.

3. Trails and Areas Added Existing NFTS: Table 1 displays those trails and areas to be added
into the NFTS. Trails with an asterisk (*) after the trail number would need mitigation
completed prior to being added to the MVVUM and used by the public (see Appendix A for
more information).

2.4 Alternatives Considered, but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis

The following describes those alternatives that were considered but eliminated from detailed study
and the rationale for their elimination.
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2.4.1 Designate All Inventoried Routes as Motorized Trails

Atotal of 1,109 miles of routes were inventoried and considered for inclusion into the NFTS. This
alternative was eliminated from detailed study for the following reasons. It included several short
routes that would not benefit the trail system. It included some routes that had multiple resource
issues. It also included some routes that the public was not interested in designating.

2.4.2 Designate Areas for Dispersed Camping

Designating existing dispersed campsites was considered during proposal development. This was
eliminated from detailed study because it did not closely relate to travel management. Dispersed
campsites are flat areas where people camp and park vehicles incidental to camping, generally
adjacent to roads. They are not travel routes. In addition, the Interdisciplinary Team found that
ongoing management of individual dispersed campsites provides resource protection, and there was
no immediate need to limit or regulate dispersed camping.
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2.5 Comparison of Alternatives

Chapter 3 describes the environmental consequences of the alternatives in detail. This section of Chapter 2 compares the alternatives by summarizing
key differences between the alternatives, including their effects (Table 3 and Table 4). It is organized in three sections: Outputs, Environmental Effects,

and Addressing the Issues.

Table 3. Summary Comparison of Alternatives

Iltem Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5
Cross-country Travel Continues Prohibited Prohibited Prohibited Prohibited
Changes to Vehicle Class from Highway Legal
Only to Mixed Use (Both Highway-Legal and 0 miles 0 miles 0 miles 11 miles 11 miles
Non-Highway Legal Allowed)
Trails Added Open to 0 miles 222 miles 0 miles 110 miles 165 miles
All Vehicles
Trails Added Open to 0 miles 68 miles 0 miles 19 miles 35 miles
OHV Use Vehicles 50"
Motorized Trails & or Less
Areas Added To : . - - - -
National Forest "\I'/lrgtlijsr?dccligg Open to 0 miles 77 miles 0 miles 12 miles 51 miles
System y
Total 0 miles 364 miles 0 miles 141 miles 251 miles
Areas Added Open to None Sly Creek None Sly Creek Sly Creek

OHV Use Vehicles 50"
or Less
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Table 4. Summary comparison of alternatives by environmental effects.

Resource Area Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5

Aquatic Biota 1.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 3.0
Botanical Resources 1.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 3.0
Cultural Resources 1.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 3.0
Noxious Weeds 1.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 3.0
Recreation Resources 3.4 4.2 34 3.7 4.1
Visual Resources 1.0 3.7 5.0 4.4 4.2
Transportation Facilities 1.0 3.6 5.0 4.2 4.0
Water and Soil Resource 1.0 2.0 5.0 4.3 3.6
Terrestrial Biota 1.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 3.0

'A score of 5 indicates the alternative is the best for the specified resource; a score of 1 indicates the alternative is the worst for

specified resource. See Chapter 3 for more details.

Plumas National Forest - 29



Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Management

Chapter 3 Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences

3.1 Introduction

This chapter summarizes the physical, biological, social and economic environments affected by the
proposed action and alternatives and the effects on the environment that would result from
implementation of any of the alternatives. This chapter also presents the scientific and analytical basis
for comparison of the alternatives presented in “Chapter 2: Alternatives”.

The “Affected Environment” section under each resource topic describes the existing, or baseline,
condition against which environmental effects were evaluated and from which progress toward the
desired condition can be measured. Environmental consequences form the scientific and analytical
basis for comparison of alternatives, including the proposed action, through compliance with
standards set forth in the 1988 Forest Plan, as amended, and a summary of monitoring required by the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and National Forest Management Act of 1976
(see Appendix B of this EIS for the findings). The environmental consequences discussion centers on
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, along with applicable mitigation measures. Effects can be
neutral, beneficial, or adverse. The “Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources”
section is located at the end of this chapter. These terms are defined as follows:

o Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same place and time as the action.

e Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time, or further removed in distance,

but are still reasonably foreseeable.

o  Cumulative effects are those that result from the incremental impact of the action when

added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

3.1.1 Analysis Process

The environmental consequences presented in this chapter address the impacts of the actions
proposed under each alternative for the Plumas National Forest. This effects analysis was done at the
Forest scale (the scale of the proposed action as discussed in Chapter 1). However, the effects
findings in this chapter are based on site-specific analyses of each road, trail and area proposed for
addition to the National Forest Transportation System (NFTS). Each affected road, trail and area
proposed in the alternatives has been reviewed by resource specialists and their findings documented
(Appendix A). Readers seeking information concerning the environmental effects associated with a
specific road, trail or area are directed to Appendix A, where details concerning any mitigation
measures or any other findings are documented.

For ease of documentation and understanding, the effects of the alternatives are described
separately for three discrete actions and then combined to provide the total direct and indirect effects
of each alternative. The combination of these discrete actions is then added to the past, present and
reasonably foreseeable actions in the cumulative effects analysis. The three discrete actions common
to all action alternatives are:
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1. Prohibition of cross-country motorized vehicle travel. The direct and indirect effects of this
action are described generally in each alternative, considering both current conditions and
projected trends. Both short (1 year) and long-term (approximately 20 years) effects are
presented.

2. Addition of new facilities (roads, trails, and/or areas) to the NFTS. As described above, the
impacts of new facilities are addressed in sum total in this chapter while impacts of
individual routes or areas are addressed in Appendix A. For most resources, one or more
resource indicators are used to measure the direct and indirect effects of each alternative.
Both short (1 year) and long-term (approximately 20 years) impacts are presented.

3. Changes to vehicle class and season of use on the existing NFTS. Impacts caused by changes
to vehicle class and season of use on the existing NFTS are described generally by
alternative. For some impacts (for example public safety), impacts are also addressed by
route. Where impacts associated with individual routes are warranted, the reader is directed
to appendices or project files where this data is located.

3.1.2 Cumulative Effects

According to the CEQ NEPA regulations, the definition of “cumulative impact” is the impact on the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal)
or person undertakes such actions (40 CFR 1508.7).

The cumulative effects analysis area is described under each resource, but in most cases includes
the entire Plumas National Forest including private and other public lands that lie within the Forest
boundary. Past activities are considered part of the existing condition and are discussed in the
“Affected Environment (Existing Conditions)” and “Environmental Consequences” section under
each resource.

In order to understand the contribution of past actions to the cumulative effects of the proposed
action and alternatives, this analysis relies on current environmental conditions as a proxy for the
impacts of past actions. This is because existing conditions reflect the aggregate impact of all prior
human actions and natural events that have affected the environment and might contribute to
cumulative effects.

This cumulative effects analysis does not attempt to quantify the effects of past human actions by
adding up all prior actions on an action-by-action basis. There are several reasons for not taking this
approach. First, a catalog and analysis of all past actions would be impractical to compile and unduly
costly to obtain. Current conditions have been impacted by innumerable actions over the last century
(and beyond), and trying to isolate the individual actions that continue to have residual impacts would
be nearly impossible. Second, providing the details of past actions on an individual basis would not
be useful to predict the cumulative effects of the proposed action or alternatives. In fact, focusing on
individual actions would be less accurate than looking at existing conditions, because there is limited
information on the environmental impacts of individual past actions, and one cannot reasonably
identify each and every action over the last century that has contributed to current conditions.
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Additionally, focusing on the impacts of past human actions risks ignoring the important residual
effects of past natural events, which may contribute to cumulative effects just as much as human
actions. By looking at current conditions, we are sure to capture all the residual effects of past human
actions and natural events, regardless of which particular action or event contributed those effects.
Third, public scoping for this project did not identify any public interest or need for detailed
information on individual past actions. Finally, the CEQ issued an interpretive memorandum on June
24, 2005 regarding analysis of past actions, which states, “agencies can conduct an adequate
cumulative effects analysis by focusing on the current aggregate effects of past actions without
delving into the historical details of individual past actions.” For these reasons, the analysis of past
actions in this section is based on current environmental conditions.

Appendix C lists present and reasonably foreseeable future actions potentially contributing to
cumulative effects.

3.1.3 Affected Environment Overview

There are many aspects of the affected environment that are shared by all resources. In order to avoid
repeating these shared elements of the affected environment in each resource section the following
general elements of the affected environment are provided.

Unmanaged OHV use has resulted in unplanned roads and trails, erosion, watershed and habitat
degradation, and impacts to cultural resource sites. On some PNF lands, long managed as open to
cross-country motor vehicle travel, repeated use has resulted in unplanned, unauthorized, roads and
trails. These routes generally developed without environmental analysis or public involvement, and
do not have the same status as National Forest System (NFS) roads and NFS trails included in the
National Forest Transportation System (NFTS).

In December 2007, a temporary Forest Order was implemented that prohibited travel off of
existing routes shown on the Forest Order exhibit map. The order was established for a period not to
exceed two years to protect resources and help prevent additional user-created routes from being
established while the PNF undertook implementation of the Travel Management Rule and the
production of their Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM).

3.1.4 Assumptions and Limitations

The following assumptions and limitations were applied in the effects analysis in each section:

1. No NEPA decision is necessary to continue use of the NFTS (e.g. OHV and transportation)
as currently managed under the No-action alternative. These decisions were made
previously.

2. User-created roads, trails and areas are not NFTS facilities. They are unauthorized. Proposals
to add these to the NFTS require a NEPA decision.

3. Temporary roads, trails and areas built to support emergency operations or temporarily
authorized in association with contracts, permits or leases are not intended for public use.
They are not NFTS facilities (i.e. they are unauthorized for public use). Any proposal to add
these temporary roads to the NFTS will require a NEPA decision.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Any unauthorized routes not included in the proposed action are not precluded from
consideration for addition to the NFTS in future travel management actions.

The Agency will continue to make changes to the NFTS on an “as needed” basis. It will also
continue to make decisions about temporary roads or trails on an “as needed” basis
associated with contract, permit, lease or other written authorization.

Any activity associated with contract, permit, lease or other written authorization is exempt
from designation under the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR 212.51 (a) (8) and should not
be part of the proposal (e.g. fuelwood permits, motorized Special Use Permit (SUP), mining
activity, etc.). Such actions are subject to separate NEPA analysis.

“Designation” is an administrative act, which does not trigger NEPA. Designation
technically occurs with printing of the MVUM. NEPA is not required for printing a map.
For travel management, the federal action triggering NEPA, is any change to current
restrictions or prohibitions regarding motorized travel by the public (for example:
prohibiting cross-country travel, changing management—changing vehicle class or season of
use, and any additions or deletions of facilities (roads, trails or areas) to the NFTS.

Previous decisions on the NFTS do not need to be revisited to implement the Travel
Management Rule or the MVVUM. That is, the NFTS contains existing facilities (roads and
trails) that either underwent NEPA or predate NEPA. Allowing continued motorized use of
the facilities in the NFTS in accordance with existing laws and regulations, does not require
NEPA.

Dispersed recreation activities (i.e. activities which occur after the motor vehicle stops such
as: camping, hunting, fishing, hiking, etc.) are not part of the scope of the proposed action.
The action and the analysis focus on motor vehicle use.

Travel analysis is a pre-NEPA planning exercise for transportation planning, which informs
travel management. Until new directives are published, the agency continues to follow
existing policy related to transportation planning and analysis. For example, some Roads
Analysis Process requirements in FSM 7700 and 7710 are still applicable.

Setting road maintenance levels and changing maintenance levels are administrative and not
subject to NEPA. However, changes in allowed vehicle class, season of use, access, and
proposals to reconstruct facilities are subject to NEPA.

The system would be maintained to standard, and all additions or changes to the NFTS
would meet standards prior to availability for public use.

Trails with a season of use shown in the descriptions of the alternatives in Chapter 2 may be
used only during those dates. Trails without dates listed are not subject to seasonal
restrictions.

3.1.5 Resource Reports

Each section in this chapter provides a summary of the project-specific reports, assessments, and
input prepared by Forest Service specialists, which are incorporated by reference in this EIS. The
following reports and memoranda are incorporated by reference: Botanical Biological Evaluation,
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Botany Report, and Noxious Weed Risk Assessment; Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation
(BA/BE) for Fish and Wildlife; Hydrology Report; Soils Report; Recreation, Visuals, Lands, and
Minerals Report; and the Heritage Resources Report. These reports or memoranda are part of the
project record on file at the Forest Supervisor’s Office in Quincy, California. Copies of these reports
are available upon request by contacting Peter Hochrein, Project Leader, at (530) 283-7718.

3.1.6 Route Data

During the planning stages of the travel management project for the Plumas National Forest (PNF),
members of the public recommended changes to the existing NFTS with a focus on unauthorized
routes. Comments regarding specific routes were also received during the public scoping period for
the NOI. The disposition of these routes fell into two categories: routes brought forward for detailed
study in alternative(s), and routes eliminated from detailed study. These decisions were made by the
responsible official based upon the purpose and need, the scope of the EIS, and issues raised by the
public and the Interdisciplinary Team. Route assessments were done for all routes considered in
alternative(s). These route assessments are summarized in Appendix A. The project file contains a
Route Assessment Spreadsheet, which contains additional information, including concerns and risks
for resources, recreation benefits and access needs related to individual routes.

A number of the recommended routes are proposed to be added to the NFTS under one or more of
the action alternatives. For these routes, the route assessment in Appendix A identifies the number of
miles, effects determinations by resource and any mitigation measures (including the season when the
route would be open and any mitigation measures that would be implemented on the route prior to
publication on a MVUM and allowing public use). Regular operation and maintenance activities (e.g.
brushing, signing, cleaning and maintaining existing drainage structures patrolling routes, etc.) are a
part of regular maintenance and management strategies for the NFTS and covered under separate
NEPA.

3.1.7 Law Enforcement

Enforcement Assumptions:

e  Enforcement of the laws and regulations related to Travel Management would be enforced
equally in authority and weight as with all other Federal laws and regulations.

o  Aswith any change in a regulation on NFS lands, there is usually a transitional period for
the public to understand the changes. It is anticipated there would be a higher number of
violations to the Travel Management Rule the first few years and the number of violations
would decline as the users understand and comply with the rules. It is assumed :

e  Users in communities adjacent to the Forest would comply within 1 to years.

e  Frequent users but further in distant from the Forest would comply within 2 to 3 years.

o Infrequent users regardless of distance may take up to 5 years to comply.

e Law enforcement officer (LEO) and agency personnel’s presence and enforcement actions
would positively affect OHV users’ behaviors and attitudes.

34 — Plumas National Forest



Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Management

e  The Travel Management Rule and associated MVVUM clearly define the designated routes;
therefore, making violations to the rule unequivocal.

e  Once the MVUM is published, the implementation of the established dedicated network of
roads, trails, and areas with signs, and user education programs, would reduce the number of
violations.

o  Fire Prevention Officers spend a large percentage of their time on Travel Management
issues, and depending on the Forest the estimate range from 30 to 50 percent. Law
Enforcement Officers spend approximately 10 to 20 percent of their time on enforcement of
OHV issues.

e The proposal to provide additional facilities to the NFTS through some action alternatives is
anticipated to assist enforcing the shift from an “open to cross-country motor vehicle travel’
management situation to one where such use is prohibited. These actions provide
opportunities and access where such use was occurring in key popular dispersed locations
based upon recreation analysis and public input. Providing opportunities in popular, key
areas would help relieve pressure to travel off of designated routes.

3.1.8 Information on Other Resource Areas

The proposed action and alternatives do not propose actions affecting these resources. However, a
brief summary on why they are not included in this chapter is provided based upon input received
during scoping:

Wilderness—Actions proposed are in compliance with Wilderness Designations and the
Wilderness Act of 1964. These resources are not affected by the proposed action or the alternatives,
and motorized activity continues to be prohibited in wilderness under all the alternatives per the
Wilderness Act of 1964.

Air Quality—Actions proposed are in compliance with state air quality regulations and the
Forest Plan. Air emissions are generally managed and analyzed spatially by air basins
(http://mvww.arb.ca.gov/knowzone/basin/basin.swf) where topographic features delineate common air
quality characteristics. Air quality conditions are highly controlled by short and long-term
meteorological and climate conditions.

Generally, the number of vehicle miles traveled annually by Forest users is not expected to
change in any alternatives through the prohibition of cross-country travel and the redirection of
motorized use onto a designated system of roads, trails and areas. As a result, no adverse effects are
anticipated to air quality. It is possible, where seasonal restrictions are put into place, that there may
be a slight benefit to air quality as a result of the actions. Where action alternatives propose adding
routes to the NFTS, any air quality related issues are offset by the reduction of cross-country travel.
These routes were pulled from the inventory of unauthorized routes open to public use as part of
cross-country travel prior to this proposal. The following analysis led to a determination that no
adverse effects to air quality would result from any of the action alternatives: none of the alternatives
proposed designated trails, areas or terminal facilities would result in a significant increase or change
in concentration of use. Tailpipe emissions have been accounted for by CARB in the green/red sticker
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program suggesting that CARB has a program to regulate these emissions to achieve state
implementation plan targets. No adverse change in attainment status is expected to occur as a result of
these projects. The San Bernardino National Forest Travel Route Designation Project Air Quality
Report as prepared by Beth Plymale on Feb. 28th, 2008 indicates no significant impacts to air quality
and is generally representative of the Region’s travel management proposals.

3.1.9 Analysis Framework: Statute, Regulation, Forest Plan and Other Direction

The National Environmental Policy Act at 40 CFR 1502.25(a) directs “to the fullest extent possible,
agencies shall prepare draft EIS concurrently with and integrated with ...other environmental review
laws and executive orders.” Each resource section includes a list of applicable laws, regulations,
policies and Executive Orders that are relevant to that resource. Surveys, analyses, and findings
required by those laws are addressed in those sections.

3.1.9.1 National Forest Management Act

The Forest Service is complying with the provisions of this law by designing the project to meet
Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines. Appendix B contains a list of the Forest Plan Standards and
Guidelines that apply to this project.

3.1.9.2 2005 Travel Management Rule 36 CFR 212

This project is designed to comply with the provisions of this law by developing a travel management
plan that ends cross-country travel and associated route proliferation.
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3.2 Recreation Resources

3.2.1 Introduction

This section of the Motorized Travel Management environmental analysis examines the extent to
which alternatives respond to recreation management direction established in the Plumas National
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (“Forest Plan) and the Travel Management Rule. The
Forest Plan recreation direction was established under the implementing regulations of the National
Forest Management Act (NFMA). The NFMA requires the provision of a broad spectrum of forest
and rangeland-related outdoor recreation opportunities that respond to current and anticipated user
demands. The Forest Plan satisfies this requirement through its use of the Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum (ROS) classification system of “zoning” recreation opportunities in the Forest Plan. In
addition, specifically for “off-road vehicle” use, the NFMA requires that these motor vehicle
opportunities be planned and implemented to protect land and other resources, promote public safety,
and minimize conflicts with other uses of the National Forest System (NFS) lands. The Travel
Management Rule requires that we examine the compatibility of motor vehicle use with existing
conditions in populated areas; the conflict between motor vehicle use and existing or proposed
recreational uses of NFS lands or neighboring federal lands; and the provision of recreational
opportunities and access needs.

3.2.2 Analysis Framework: Statute, Regulation, Forest Plan, and Other Direction

Direction relevant to the alternatives as they affect recreation resources includes:

National Forest Management Act (NFMA) of 1976. Specifically for Off-Highway Vehicle
management, NFMA requires that this use be planned and implemented to protect land and other
resources, promote public safety, and minimize conflicts with other uses of the NFS lands. NFMA
also requires that a broad spectrum of forest and rangeland-related outdoor recreation opportunities be
provided that respond to current and anticipated user demands.

Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA). The SNFPA established the direction to
prohibit motorized vehicle travel off of designated routes, trails, and limited off-highway vehicle
(OHV) use areas. Unless otherwise restricted by current Forest Plans or other specific area Standards
and Guidelines, cross-country travel by over-snow vehicles would continue.

Travel Management Rule. The Travel Management Rule requires that in designating NFS roads,
trails, and areas, responsible officials consider the provision of recreational opportunities; public
access needs; conflicts among uses of NFS lands, including other recreational uses; and the
compatibility of motor vehicle use with existing conditions in populated areas.

Plumas National Forest Land Management Plan. The Forest Plan provides goals for the
recreation resource and requires a broad range of developed and dispersed recreation opportunities in
balance with existing and future demand. The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) is the basic
inventory that was used to create recreation-opportunity “zoning” in these plans. The intent is to
provide for these recreation opportunities within these zones to meet NFMA requirements for a broad
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spectrum of forest and rangeland-related outdoor recreation opportunities that respond to current and
anticipated user demands. As noted above, NFMA requires that the term “off-road vehicle”
opportunities be planned and implemented to protect land and other resources, promote public safety,
and minimize conflicts with other uses of NFS lands. For the purposes of travel management actions,
“off-road vehicles” is applied to public motor vehicle use (highway legal and non-highway legal).
The ROS inventory provides for a spectrum of classes from “Urban” to “Primitive.” There is a
distinction between motorized and non-motorized spectrum classes (or “zones™). Motorized use falls
in the motorized ROS classes (Urban, Rural, Roaded-Modified, Roaded-Natural). Non-motorized
classes include Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized (SPNM) and Primitive Non-Motorized (PNM).

3.2.3 Effects Analysis Methodology
3.23.1 Assumptions Specific to Recreation Resources Analysis

1. Unless otherwise proposed as an Forest Plan amendment, the prohibition of motorized cross-
country travel is not a change to ROS. It is simply a prohibition within that ROS “zone” to
travel off of designated routes. The ability to add or remove routes in the future is still
guided by NFMA largely through local Forest Plan ROS and is not affected by the action of
prohibiting motorized cross-country travel and limiting travel to designated routes
throughout the Forest.

2. Proposed additions to the NFTS would have a beneficial effect on the motor-vehicle
experience by providing a variety of riding experiences (variety of easy-to-difficult riding
experiences) and contributing to the continuity of the motor-touring experience, including
access to dispersed recreation activities (both motorized and non-motorized).

3. The Plumas National Forest’s National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) report accurately
expresses the most popular non-motorized recreation activities for analysis.

4. The Stewardship and Fireshed Assessment (SFA) accurately expresses the Forest’s
Wildland/Urban Interface (WUI) zone.

5. Overall changes in the NFTS may result in corresponding changes in the net SPNM ROS
class acres available on the Forest.

6. The number of NFTS miles in WUI and net SPNM acres per alternative is adequate to
express cumulative effects.

3.2.3.2 Data Sources

1. Plumas National Forest Plan for distribution of ROS classes.
2. Forest’s SFA for WUI zones.
3. Forest’s NVUM report for most popular non-motorized recreation activities.

3.2.3.3 Recreation Resources Indicators

e  The extent of non-motorized recreation activities displaced by proposed motor vehicle use.

e  The number of proposed NFTS miles within proximity to populated areas or neighboring
federal lands.

e  The number of miles devoted to each vehicle class.
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e  The number of miles devoted to each vehicle class for access to dispersed activities.
e Net SPNM and PNM Acres Available.

3.2.3.4 Recreation Resources Methodology by Action

1. Direct/indirect effects of the prohibition of cross-country motorized vehicle travel.
Considerations: The prohibition of motor vehicle use off designated NFS transportation systems and
areas would have a beneficial effect on non-motorized recreation activities throughout the Forest, in
populated areas and neighboring federal lands in the short and long terms; it would curtail ongoing
[noise, dust and physical presence] effects.

2. Direct/Indirect effects of adding facilities (presently inventoried routes, and areas) to

the NFTS, including identifying seasons of use and vehicle class.
Considerations: Adding facilities can have a beneficial effect on the motorized vehicle experience if
the additions contribute to the variety of riding experience (easy-to-difficult riding experience), or if
the additions contribute to the continuity of the motor-touring experience including access to
dispersed recreation activities (both motorized and non-motorized).

3. Changes to the existing NFTS.

Considerations: Changes to the NFTS could have a beneficial effect if the changes contribute to an
increased variety of riding experiences (easy-to-difficult riding experiences) or if changes contribute
to the continuity of the motor-touring experience including access to dispersed recreation activities
(both motorized and non-motorized). Changes due to season of use could have a negative effect if the
season of use is shorter in duration. Changes to the existing NFTS would have no cumulative effect
on the recreation resource.

Short-term timeframe: 1 year.

Long-term timeframe: 20 year.

Spatial boundary: The Forest boundary is the unit of spatial analysis when considering effects
associated with changes in the NFTS or season of use.

Indicator(s): (1) The extent of non-motorized recreation activities displaced by proposed motor
vehicle use; (2) The number of proposed NFTS miles within proximity to populated areas or
neighboring federal lands; (3) The number of miles devoted to each vehicles class; (4) The number of
miles devoted to each vehicle class for access to dispersed activities; (5) Net SPNM and PNM acres
available.

Methodology: GIS analysis of added routes in relation to ROS classes, WUI zones, most popular
non-motorized recreation activities, and vehicle classes.

Rationale: The indicators address how alternatives respond to the Forest Plan and the Travel
Management Rule: whether the motorized recreation opportunity conflicts with other recreation
opportunities, specifically non-motorized opportunities; the proximity of motor vehicle use to
populated areas or neighboring federal lands; the quality of the motorized recreation experience; and
the quality of motorized access to dispersed areas.

4. Cumulative Effects
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Considerations: cumulative effects should be discussed in reference to the 2 ‘benchmark’
alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 3).

Short-term timeframe: not applicable; cumulative effects analysis will be done only for the long-
term time frame.

Long-term timeframe: 20 years.

Spatial boundary: The Forest boundary is the unit of spatial analysis for determining cumulative
effects.

Indicator(s): (1) Net SPNM and PNM Acres Available; (2) The number of NFTS miles within
proximity to populated areas or neighboring federal lands (within WUI zone).

Methodology: GIS analysis of the SPNM ROS class acres and total NFTS miles within WUI zones.
Rationale: The alternative containing the largest NFTS would have the smallest amount of residual
SPNM acres, thus reducing the opportunity for non-motorized recreation activities. Conversely, the
alternative with the most compact NFTS could have more opportunity for non-motorized recreation
activities. The number of NFTS miles in the WUI zone would illustrate the cumulative effects of the
proximity of the proposed NFTS per alternative to populated areas.

3.2.4 Affected Environment

The Plumas National Forest currently hosts a wide range of motorized and non-motorized recreation
experiences that occur year round. Motorized recreation involves the use of highway-licensed cars,
sedans, sport utility vehicles (SUVSs), dual-sport motorcycles, off-highway vehicles (OHVS),
motorcycles, all terrain vehicles (ATVs), snowmobiles, and four-wheel drives (4WDs), including
highly customized and specialized machines able to travel extreme terrain. Non-motorized
recreational activities, include hiking, camping, mountain bike riding, horseback riding, wildlife
viewing, picnicking, rock climbing, hunting, fishing, recreational shooting, recreational gold panning
and dredging, cross-country skiing, snowshoeing, snow camping and snow play. These opportunities
are roughly depicted in the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) mapping completed at the time
the Forest Plan was developed.

3.2.4.1 Recreation Visitor Use

Visitor use estimates for the Forest were generated based on the National Visitor Use Monitoring
(NVUM) survey that was conducted from October 2004 through September 2005. The survey was
designed to assess existing recreation demand on the Forest by asking visitors what they did during
their visit, and visitors could check multiple activities. This resulted in two categories of visitor use,
activities participated in and main activity, and it highlighted the fact that the two may or may not be
related. For example, over 75 % of Forest visitors reported participating in the viewing of natural
features but less than 7% reported that as their main activity. On the other hand, 34% reported
participating in fishing and 28% reported that as their main activity. (Table 5).

While access to all types of recreation is recognized as the most common motor vehicle use, it
was reported that an estimated 26.9% of visits involved driving for pleasure, while 1.6 % of visits
involved OHV use. OHV use as the primary activity was estimated for only 0.3% of visits.
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Conversely, as estimated 45.7% of visits involved hiking/walking in the Forest with 14.1% of visits
reporting hiking/walking as the primary activity.

Table 5. Plumas National Forest visits by participation and primary activity

Activity % L % as 'Main
Participating Activity
Relaxing 77.2 11.3
Viewing Natural Features 75.1 7.3
Viewing Wildlife 60.6 1.1
Hiking/Walking 45.7 141
Fishing 34.1 275
Motorized Water Activities 329 111
Driving for Pleasure 26.9 3.2
Other Non-motorized 15.3 3.4
Developed Camping 114 15
Snowmobiling 9.8 9.0
Visiting Historic Sites 9.8 0.3
Some Other Activity 8.7 5.2
Picnicing 8.7 15
Nature Study 7.2 0.1
Gathering Forest Products 5.7 2.9
Non-motorized Water 4.1 11
Primitive Camping 2.7 0.1
Skiing 2.4 17
OHV Use 1.6 0.3
Backpacking 1.3 0.7
Bicycling 1.3 0.4
Resort Use 1.0 0.1
Hunting 0.9 0.5
Horseback Riding 0.3 0.1

Based on the reported 667,600 public visits to the Plumas National Forest (PNF) during fiscal
year 2005, this would mean that 179,600 visits involved driving for pleasure, 10,700 visits involved
the use of OHVs and the primary activity for 2,000 visits to the PNF was OHV use. Additionally,
305,100 visits involved hiking or walking and the primary activity for 94,100 visits to the PNF. When
primary motorized uses are combined, including OHV use, and driving for pleasure, the
approximated number of visits is 23,350 or 3.5%, compared to 308,450 visits, or 46% for primary
non-motorized uses combined, including backpacking, fishing, hiking/walking, horseback riding,
bicycling, and other non-motorized activities.

3.2.5 Environmental Consequences

3.25.1 Direct and Indirect Effects for all Alternatives

Indicator Measure 1: The extent of non-motorized recreation activities displaced by proposed motor
vehicle use. Visitors should expect that the potential non-motorized recreation experience may differ

Plumas National Forest - 41



Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Management

greatly among the alternatives, with those alternatives with fewer motorized trails having a lower
impact to non-motorized recreation. Table 6 displays the number of proposed designated trail miles
within Roaded Natural Area (ROS Roaded Natural) for each alternative. Alternative 3 poses the least
impact to non-motorized recreation activities followed by Alternatives 4, 5, and 2 in that order. The
greatest impact to non-motorized recreation activities is Alternative 1 because the forest would remain
open to cross country travel and 158 miles of inventoried routes would remain in Roaded Natural
Areas. Alternative 2 has a 78% improvement from Alternative 1 while Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 have a

100%, 88% and 83% improvement respectively within Roaded Natural Areas.
Table 6. Proposed OHV trail mileage within Roaded Natural Areas for each action alternative.

Class of Vehicle Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5
Mileage | % | Mileage | % | Mileage | % | Mileage | %
OHV 4WD 22.2 | 64 0 0 13.2 | 69 16.9 | 62
OHV ATV 511 15 0 0 4.3 | 23 6.5 | 24
Motorcycle 72|21 0 0 1.6 8 39| 14
Total Miles 34.5 0 19.2 27.3
Reduction from Existing 123.7 | 78 158.2 | 100 139.0 | 88 130.9 | 83

'Under Alternative 1 (No-action) approximately 999,521 acres remain open to cross-country motor vehicle travel. This includes
approximately 1,109 miles of inventoried routes used by OHVs. OHV 4WD - 103.3 miles (65%), OHV ATV — 22.7 miles (15%),
Motorcycle 32.2 miles (20%), Total 158.2 miles within Roaded Natural Areas.

Indicator Measure 2: The extent of proposed motor vehicle use impacting urban areas. Visitors
should expect that the potential impacts to urban areas may differ greatly among the alternatives, with
those alternatives with fewer roads having a lower impact of noise, dust and physical presence in
urban areas. Table 7 displays the number of proposed designated trail miles within the Wildland
Urban Interface (Urban Core and WUI) for each alternative. Alternative 3 poses the least impact to
urban areas followed by Alternatives 4, 5 and 2 in that order. The greatest impact to urban areas is
Alternative 1 because the Forest would remain open to cross country travel and 207 miles of
inventoried routes would remain in wildland urban interface and urban core areas. Alternative 2 has a
73% improvement from Alternative 1 while Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 have a 100%, 83% and 80%
improvement respectively for OHV trail mileage within wildland urban interface and urban core

areas.
Table 7. Proposed OHV trail mileage within wildland urban interface and urban core.

Class of Vehicle Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5
Mileage | % | Mileage | % | Mileage | % | Mileage | %
OHV 4WD 36.0 | 64 0 0 25.7 | 74 303 | 71
OHV ATV 18.8 | 34 0 0 85| 25 11.4 | 27
Motorcycle 11| 2 0 0 05| 1 07| 2
Total Miles 55.8 0 34.7 42.4

Improvement from Existing 151.3 | 73 207.1 | 100 172.4 | 83 164.7 | 80

'Under Alternative 1 (No-action) approximately 999,521 acres remain open to cross-country motor vehicle travel. This includes
approximately 1,109 miles of inventoried routes used by OHVs. OHV 4WD - 138.8 miles (67%), OHV ATV — 64.2 miles (31%),
Motorcycle 4.1 miles (2%), Total 207.1 miles within Wildland Urban Interface and Urban Core.

Indicator Measure 3: The miles of roads and motorized trails available by alternative and the total
miles available by vehicle type by alternative. Visitors should expect that the potential recreation
experience may differ greatly among the alternatives, which contain routes ranging from high
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standard surfaced roads already designated for public highway-licensed motor vehicle use to roughly
graded native surface roads and trails. Table 8 displays the mileage by vehicle type for each
alternative. As the table illustrates, all the action alternative have a general decrease in mileage for all
motorized uses from that included in Alternative 1. Management of the systems proposed in all action
alternatives would represent a change from the current condition. This would result in adverse
impacts to motorized recreationists as cross-country travel and use on previously open routes is
prohibited in all action alternatives. Alternative 1 provides the highest mileage of roads and motorized
trails because the Forest would remain open to cross country travel and the 1109 miles of inventoried
routes would remain open to motor vehicle use. Alternatives 2, 5 and 4 provide the next highest
mileage of roads and motorized trails in that order. The alternative with the lowest mileage of roads
and motorized trails is Alternative 3. Alternative 2 has a 67% reduction in OHV proposed trail
mileage compared to inventoried routes in Alternative 1 while Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 have a 100%,

87% and 77% reduction respectively.
Table 8. Mileage by vehicle type for each action alternative.

Class of Vehicle Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5
Mileage | % | Mileage | % Mileage | % | Mileage | %

Passenger Car Only 638 | 14 638 15 627 | 14 627 | 14
Mixed Use 3,480 | 75 3,480 82 3,491 | 80 3,491 | 78
4AWD Trails 331 7 109 3 219 5 274
ATV Trails 72 2 7 0 26 | 0.5 42
Motorcycle Trails 91 2 14 0 26 | 0.5 65 1
Total Miles 4,612 4,248 4,389 4,499
Reduction from Existing 745 | 67 1,109 | 100 968 | 87 858 | 77
Inventoried Routes (1109 mi)

'Under Alternative 1 (No-action) approximately 999,521 acres remain open to cross-country motor vehicle travel. This includes
approximately 1,109 miles of inventoried routes used by OHVs (4WD — 725 miles, ATV — 159 miles, Motorcycle — 225 miles).

Table 9 displays the total mileage available for each vehicle type by alternative. Unlicensed vehicles
(ATVs and some motorcycles) cannot use passenger car roads unless the roads are designated for
mixed use. Alternatives 4 and 5 include 11.3 miles of mixed use on three important ATV connector
routes. All-Terrain Vehicles are also not allowed on motorcycle trails and vehicle greater than 50” in
width are not allowed on ATV and motorcycle trails. Alternative 1 provides the highest mileage of
roads and motorized trails and routes because the Forest would remain open to cross country travel
and the 1,109 miles of inventoried routes would remain open to motor vehicle use for a total of 5,357
miles. This includes 4,118 miles for passenger cars, 4,930 miles for 4WD, 4,453 miles for ATV and

4,684 miles for motorcycle.
Table 9. Total mileage available for each vehicle type for each action alternative.

Class of Vehicle Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5
Mileage | % | Mileage | % | Mileage | % | Mileage | %
Total Miles 4,615 4,248 4,389 4,499
Passenger Car 4,118 | 89 4,118 | 97 4,118 | 94 4,118 | 92
4WD 4,450 | 96 4,228 | 99 4,337 | 99 4,392 | 98
ATV 3,883 | 84 3,597 | 85 3,736 | 85 3,807 | 85
Motorcycle 3,977 | 86 3,610 | 85 3,762 | 86 3,872 86
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Indicator Measure 4: Visitors selecting dispersed recreation areas, rather than developed areas,
report they viewed highly developed areas as overcrowded, noisy, expensive, and too developed.
These visitors preferred the characteristics of roaded, dispersed areas, including the lack of
development, fees, regimentation, control, and greater privacy and the freedom to engage in activities
that may conflict with others in developed locations, such as OHV use, bringing along a noisy dog,
and occupying the site in a manner that meets their needs. In addition, dispersed recreation areas
provide large groups better opportunity to camp in close proximity to each other, and away from
others, than do most developed group campgrounds.

The action alternatives have the potential to reduce motorized access to dispersed recreation
across the Forest, resulting in reduced access to dispersed recreation by motor vehicles (Table 10).
Decreased direct motor vehicle access to dispersed use areas would directly impact recreationists with
campers and trailers, limiting their choices in parking locations to the designated system.

Motor vehicle access to dispersed recreation opportunity is reduced in all action alternatives
(Table 10). The action alternatives result in a relative decrease in the number of dispersed recreation
opportunities within 300 feet of proposed OHYV trails by between 66 to 80%, compared to Alternative
1. Alternatives 2 and 5 pose the least impact to dispersed camping access followed by Alternative 4.

The greatest impact to dispersed camping access is Alternative 3.
Table 10. Inventoried dispersed sites and inventoried dispersed sites within 300’ of water

Alternative Within 300’ of a | Percentage of Within 300’ of a | Percentage of
proposed inventoried proposed inventoried dispersed
motorized trail dispersed motorized trail recreation site

recreation sites and 300’ of accessible by
accessible by water motorized vehicle and
motorized vehicle. 300’ of water.

1 o' 100% 0? 100%

2 31 34% 13 37%

3 0 0% 0 0%

4 18 20% 11%

5 28 34% 10 29%

'Approximately 91 inventoried dispersed recreation sites can be accessed via motorized cross-country travel. 20f the 91
dispersed recreation sites accessed via motorized cross county travel, approximately 35 are located within 300’ of water.

In all action alternatives, access to dispersed sites located within 300 feet of water has decreased
by 63 to 89%. This distance, while highly desirable to recreationists, corresponds with the extent of
riparian habitat conservation areas (RHCAS) for perennial streams, lakes, and ponds, which are
provided with protections in the Forest Plan and the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment. These
protections and management direction are discussed in the Soils and Water Resources and Aquatic
Biota sections.

Indicator Measure 5: Net SPNM and PNM Acres Available. There are no reductions in semi
primitive and primitive non-motorized acres in any of the alternatives from the current condition.
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3.25.2 Alternative 1

Motorized Recreation: Alternative 1 includes the most motorized travel opportunity of all
alternatives with 999,521 acres open to motorized use including approximately 1,109 miles of
inventoried OHV routes. With no change to the managed use of existing NFS roads and trails, this
alternative results in the least impact to motorized recreation.

Since Alternative 1 represents the existing condition, few adverse impacts are incurred by
motorized recreationists. The inventoried routes, however, vary greatly in condition and the quality of
recreational experience. In some areas, visitors may have difficulty making sense of, and navigating,
the dense web of inventoried routes. This alternative does not represent a cohesive, designed, or well-
managed recreation system.

Recreation Settings: The No-action Alternative does not have any significant effects on the
recreation settings as described in the Affected Environment of this Recreation section. Non
motorized users would continue to be impacted by cross-country motorized use.

Dispersed Recreation: Alternative 1 provides the greatest amount of access to dispersed use areas,
including 91 inventoried sites. Approximately 38% of the inventoried dispersed sites are within 300
feet of a stream or lake. This alternative represents the least adverse impact to dispersed recreationists
seeking motorized access.

3.25.3 Alternative 2

Motorized Recreation: Alternative 2 includes the highest motorized trail mileage of all the action
alternatives (494 miles). This alternative has the highest mileage of motorcycle-only trail (91 miles)
of all the action alternatives. The Forest would be closed to cross-country travel.

Recreation Settings: Alternative 2 includes the French Creek, Flea and Granite Basin motorcycle
single track and ATV areas. These three areas provide exceptional riding experiences for all levels of
motorcycle riders. They are sponsored by very active groups who are committed to maintaining and
improving the riding conditions of these trails. In the rest of the Forest, proposed designated trails
would provide access to many outstanding points of interest with groups committed to maintaining
these trails.

Dispersed Recreation: Alternative 2 provides the greatest amount of access to dispersed use areas of
the action alternatives, including 31 inventoried sites that are within 300 feet of a proposed trail.
Approximately 31% of the inventoried dispersed sites are within 300 feet of a stream or lake.
Alternatives 2 has the least adverse impact to dispersed recreationists of the action alternatives.

3.25.4 Alternative 3

Motorized Recreation: Alternative 3 has no new motorized trail miles. This alternative results in the
greatest impact to motorized recreation. The Forest would be closed to cross-country travel.
Recreation Settings: Alternative 3 does not provide any additional motorized trails.

Dispersed Recreation: Alternative 3 provides the least amount of access to dispersed use areas
because no motorized trails are added to the system.
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3.25.5 Alternative 4

Motorized Recreation: Alternative 4 includes the least motorized trail mileage (271 miles) of all the
alternatives that add trails to the National Forest Transportation System (NFTS). This alternative has
the least mileage of motorcycle-only trail (26 miles) of the alternatives that add motorized trails. The
Forest would be closed to cross-country travel.

Recreation Settings: Alternative 4 includes the Granite Basin motorcycle single track and ATV
areas, but excludes the French Creek area due to California red legged frog concerns and most of the
Flea area due to watershed concerns. In the rest of the Forest, proposed trails would provide access to
many outstanding points of interest with groups committed to maintaining these trails. Trails in
Citizen Inventoried Roadless Areas (CIRAS) have been dropped from this alternative to reduce
impacts to these areas.

Dispersed Recreation: Alternative 4 provides the least amount of access to dispersed use areas of the
alternatives that add trails, including 18 inventoried sites that are within 300 feet of a proposed trail.
Four (22%) of these inventoried dispersed sites are within 300 feet of a stream or lake. This
alternative represents the greatest adverse impact to dispersed recreationists of the alternatives that
add trails to the NFTS.

3.25.6 Alternative 5

Motorized Recreation: Alternative 5 includes the second highest motorized trail mileage (381 miles)
of the alternatives that add trails to the NFTS. This alternative has the second highest mileage of
motorcycle-only trail (65 miles) of the alternatives that add motorized trails. The Forest would be
closed to cross-country travel.

Recreation Settings: Alternative 5 includes the French Creek and Granite Basin motorcycle single
track and ATV areas. These two areas provide exceptional riding experiences for all levels of
motorcycle riders. They are sponsored by very active groups that are committed to maintaining and
improving the riding conditions of these trails. In the rest of the Forest, proposed designated trails will
provide access to many outstanding points of interest with groups committed to maintaining these
trails.

Dispersed Recreation: Alternative 5 provides the greatest amount of access to dispersed use areas of
the alternatives that add trails to the NFTS, including 28 inventoried sites that are within 300 feet of a
proposed designated trail. Ten (36 %) of these inventoried dispersed sites are within 300 feet of a
stream or lake. Alternatives 5 has the second least adverse impact to dispersed recreationists of the
alternatives that add motorized trails.

3.25.6.1 Cumulative Effects for all Alternatives

The cumulative effects analysis for recreation considers impact of the alternatives when combined
with the following past, present, and foreseeable future actions and events: National Forest System
trails and inventoried routes, on the ground management decisions, road and trail maintenance, road
and trail construction, and population growth. These actions were selected because they have caused
or have the potential to cause changes in recreation opportunities, public access or the creation of
routes on the ground. The geographic scope (Forest-wide) of the cumulative effects analysis was
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selected because impacts to the recreation system in one area of the Forest can affect the continuity of
the system and public access opportunities in other areas. The temporal scope was selected because
impacts to recreation and public access can continue over time. By identifying existing inventoried
routes during the route inventory, we captured the network of routes attributed to past recreation use
Forest-wide.

Indicator Measure 1: There are no proposed designated trails in semi primitive non motorized
and primitive non motorized areas.

Indicator Measure 2: The extent of proposed motor vehicle use impacting urban areas. Visitors
should expect that the potential impacts to urban areas may differ greatly among the alternatives, with
those alternatives with fewer roads having a lower impact of noise, dust and physical presence in
urban areas. Alternative 3 poses the least impact to urban areas followed by Alternatives 4, 5and 2 in
that order. The greatest impact to urban areas is Alternative 1 due to continued cross-county motor
vehicle travel.

Management decisions are directly responsible for maintaining the current route system, opening
new routes, or closing existing routes. Active management that involves education, maintenance, and
volunteers are effective measures for controlling the creation of inventoried routes and protecting
Forest resources. When routes become rutted, culverts become blocked, or erosion is evident,
engaging volunteers to mitigate the possible adverse effects on resources and maintaining the quality
of the recreation infrastructure is the option preferred by the Agency and the public as opposed to
closing the route to public use.

Road and trail maintenance and construction are essential for creating and managing a cohesive
motorized recreation system. There were 786,914 ATVs and OHV motorcycles registered in
California in 2004, up 330% since 1980. At the same time, the road and trail maintenance budget has
been steadily declining. The cumulative effect of increasing road and trail use and decreasing
maintenance could be erosion and deterioration of roads and an increase risk of failure. A lack of
maintenance, in the long term, could result in the closing of trails in order to prevent resource
damage. An actively engaged volunteer program with focus on recruitment, training, and support
along with grants and Forest Service support, could provide maintenance for our entire system of
motorized trails, while meeting Forest Service standards and resource concerns. Mixed use would be
allowed in Alternative 4 and 5 on three roads (11.3 miles) currently managed for passenger vehicles.
This would allow for additional loop opportunities for unlicensed vehicles users.

3.2.6 Summary of Effects Analysis Across all Alternatives

The following table summarizes the environmental effects for recreation across all alternatives (
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Table 11). The rankings are based on a sliding scale from 0 thru 5, with 5 being the best condition for
that indicator and 0 being the worst condition.
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Table 11. Summary comparison of alternatives by environmental effects for recreation.

Indicators — Recreation Resources Rankings of Alternatives for Each
Indicator*
Alt.1 | Alt.2 | AIt.3 | Alt. 4 | Alt.5
Proximity: Non-Motorized Recreation Compatibility (The extent of 1.0 4.1 5.0 45 4.3
non-motorized recreation activities displaced by proposed motor
vehicle use).
Proximity: Proximity of motor vehicle use to populated areas, 1.0 3.9 5.0 4.3 4.2

neighboring federal lands (The number of NFTS miles within
proximity to populated areas or neighboring federal lands (within
WUI zone).

Opportunity: Quality and diversity of motorized recreation 5.0 4.0 1.0 2.2 3.1
experience (The number of miles devoted to each vehicle class).

Opportunity: Quality of motorized access to dispersed recreation 5.0 4.0 1.0 2.7 3.7
opportunities (The number of miles devoted to each vehicle class
for access to dispersed activities).

Net SPNM and PNM Acres Available. 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Average for Recreation Resources 34 4.2 3.4 3.7 41

! A score of 5 indicates the alternative with the least adverse impact on the recreation resources related to the indicator; A score
of 1 indicates the alternative with the most adverse impact for recreation resources related to the indicator

3.2.7 Compliance with the Forest Plan and Other Direction

Alternative 1 does not comply with the 2004 Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Record of
Decision because it would allow wheeled vehicle travel off of designated routes, trails and limited
off-highway vehicle use areas.
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3.3 Transportation Facilities

This section of the environmental analysis examines the extent to which alternatives respond to
transportation facilities direction established in the Plumas National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan. The Forest Plan transportation facilities direction was established under the
implementing regulations of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and the National Forest
Roads and Trails Act (FRTA). The National Forest Transportation System (NFTS) consists of roads,
trails, and airfields. The NFTS provides for protection, development, management, and utilization of
resources on the National Forests. There are other roads and trails existing on the Forest that are not
currently part of the NFTS. Transportation facilities considered in this analysis include roads and
trails that are suitable for motor vehicle use. This analysis considers changes needed to the NFTS to
meet the purpose and need of this analysis. Decisions regarding changes in the transportation facilities
must consider: 1) providing for adequate public safety, and 2) providing adequate maintenance of the
roads and trails that will be designated for public use. The analysis in this section focuses primarily
on these two aspects of the NFTS.

3.3.1 Analysis Framework: Statute, Regulation, Forest Plan, and Other Direction

Direction relevant and specific to the proposed action as it affects transportation facilities includes:

Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 212 (36 CFR 212) is the implementing regulation for
the FRTA and includes portions of the Travel Management Rule published in the Federal Register on
November 9, 2005. Part 212 provides criteria for designation of roads and trails. Providing safe
transportation facilities and considering the affordability of maintaining the transportation facilities
are two of the criteria.

Forest Service Manual Sections 2350 and 7700 contain agency policy for management of the
National Forest Transportation System. The policy requires the development of trail management
objectives (TMOs) and road management objectives (RMOSs). The TMOs and RMOs document the
purpose of each trail or road. The purpose for the trail or road sets the parameters for maintenance
standards needed to meet user needs, resource protection and public safety. Forest Service Handbook
7709.58 describes the maintenance management system the Forest Service uses and the maintenance
standards needed to meet road management objectives (RMOs) for the road system and include
considerations for public safety.

Regional Forester’s letters, file code 7700/2350, dated 08/26/06 and 06/20/07 contain procedures
National Forests in Pacific Southwest Region will use to evaluate safety aspects of public travel on
roads when proposed changes to the NFTS will allow both highway legal and non-highway legal
traffic on a road (motorized mixed use).

The California Vehicle Code (CVC) regulates the use of motor vehicles in California, including
motor vehicles used on the National Forests. The CVC sets safety standards for motor vehicles and
vehicle operators. It defines the safety equipment needed for highway legal and non-highway legal
vehicles. It also defines the roads and trails where non-highway legal motor vehicles may be operated.
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3.3.2 Effects Analysis Methodology
3.3.2.1 Transportation Specific Assumptions

1. Any motor vehicle use authorized by state law is occurring on the NFTS unless there are
Forest specific prohibitions.

2. Motor vehicle use by special use permit or other permitted activities are outside the scope of
this proposal (fuel wood gathering, motorized Special Use Permit event, Recreation
Residences, mining activities).

3. Motorized trails eligible classes are high clearance vehicles (4WD etc.), ATV and
motorcycles. Low clearance highway legal vehicles are not prohibited on trails but will not
be found using trails.

4. There is some cost for maintenance that will have to be born by the Forest Service for any
route open to motor vehicle use by the public.

5. State law regulating motor vehicle drivers sets the standard of care for the safety of
themselves and other users for the NFTS.

Public Safety — 36 CFR 212.55 requires public safety be considered when designating roads,
trails and areas for motor vehicle use. The proposed additions and changes to the NFTS have been
evaluated for the affects on public safety.

Affordability — 36 CFR 212.55 requires consideration of the need for maintenance and
administration of the designated NFTS. Costs for the NFTS system include costs for needed
maintenance work that has not been completed for various reasons (deferred maintenance) and costs
of maintenance that should be performed routinely to maintain the facility to its current standard
(annual maintenance). In addition, there may be additional costs associated with proposed changes to
the NFTS (implementation costs). These costs may be for improving unauthorized routes that will be
added to the NFTS, costs for proposed safety and resource improvements, costs for changing
maintenance levels, and costs for closing routes to use by motor vehicles.

3.3.3 Affected Environment/Environmental Consequences
3.3.3.1 Affected Environment

The road system has evolved over time. The first roads built through the National Forest were routes
providing access to Chester, Greenville, Quincy and Portola along the Feather River. These early
roads followed existing trails used by miners and trappers. As transportation needs changed over time,
the routes were reconstructed to higher standards.

In 1910, work was completed on the Western Pacific Railroad in the North Fork of the Feather
River. Completion of Highway 70 in 1937 opened the Feather River drainage to automobile traffic,
encouraging tourism associated with the abundance of wildlife and natural beauty. The Forest
undertook a transportation planning effort in the 1920s with a focus on access for fire protection, but
little road construction actually occurred. The Civilian Conservation Corps built some roads in the
1930s. In 1935 another Forest transportation study was conducted, again with the goal of enhancing
fire protection, but little road construction occurred until America entered World War 11, when
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emphasis was directed towards developing access to strategic mineral deposits. Even with this
emphasis, most of the Forest remained inaccessible by vehicle.

In the late 1940s, America demanded timber to support its building boom. Congress appropriated
large road budgets to develop an infrastructure for removing timber from previously remote areas.
Main roads were designed and constructed by the Bureau of Public Roads, now the Federal Highway
Administration; these roads were normally constructed to highway standards. The Forest Service was
responsible for providing a long-term, sustainable flow of timber. Development of a system of lower-
volume project roads, such as the roads within timber sale areas, fell to the agency. Often the road
location, design, and construction standards were left to the timber purchaser’s discretion. In the
urgency to provide timber access, many miles of primary timber access roads were hastily surveyed
and constructed with insufficient attention paid to possible watershed impacts and long-term stability
issues. Many roads were constructed during this period, accessing large areas of old growth and late
seral stage timber throughout the Forest.

In the early 1950s, the Forest Service began requiring the use of geometric standards for road
design that set limits on grades and curves. The excavations required to establish alignment and grade
often resulted in large cuts and fills. Most of the high-volume roads were designed and constructed as
in-slope, ditch roads with a cross-drain configuration that tends to concentrate surface runoff and
often contributes to offsite resource damage.

The majority of the roads on the Forest were constructed from 1960 through 1990 in support of a
robust timber program, which averaged 203 million board feet of timber from 1974 to 1990. Road
construction programs were large. To ensure that the Forest Service was receiving the quality of road
paid for, an emphasis was placed on contract administration. A national training and certification
program was developed to ensure that contract administrators were qualified and experienced. Timber
companies that used the roads for hauling provided maintenance of the growing road system. Large
reconstruction budgets in the 1970s and 1980s allowed managers to reconstruct many problem road
segments associated with early road construction practices.

During this period road standards were modified several times. The geometric design standards
introduced in the 1950s were used until 1976, when nongeometric design methods were implemented.
These standards permitted the road alignment to follow the existing contour of the ground as closely
as possible, resulting in significantly less excavation, embankment, and ground disturbance. Also,
roads were typically designed with an out-sloped configuration, thereby reducing the concentration of
road surface runoff. In the early 1980s, the agency began a shift in emphasis away from commodity
outputs to a more holistic view of resource management. This new focus allowed the Forest Service
to sacrifice serviceability of the road in order to reduce potential environmental impacts. Lower
design standards and nongeometric design methods coupled with well trained administrators
significantly reduced many of the environmental impacts associated with early road construction and
use.

By the mid-1980s, the amount of new road construction began to taper off. The timber program
was fluctuating, and the majority of the arterial and collector road system was in place. New road
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construction was primarily limited to short spur roads needed to access individual timber stands. As
timber harvest decreased, maintenance of the transportation system became an issue.

The Plumas National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan), issued in 1988,
established land allocations for the Forest. Some of these, such as Late-Successional Reserves and
Riparian Reserves, are not considered available for timber harvest. Currently, approximately 77% of
the land base is available for programmed timber harvest. The annual harvest levels of 200 million
board feet common in the 1970s and 1980s have been reduced to an estimated annual sale quantity of
15 million board feet. A significant portion of the road system initially developed to facilitate timber
harvest now accesses lands where timber harvest is either not permitted or is not the primary
management emphasis. This means that the road system will receive a very limited amount of
maintenance funding from timber harvest in the future.

The current road inventory for the Plumas National Forest is 4,137 miles, which includes
approximately 458 miles of cost share roads. These are classified roads that are jointly financed and
maintained by the Forest and Sierra Pacific Industries, Soper Wheeler or Collins Pine. The Forest
Service manages these roads as part of the transportation system, but cannot make unilateral decisions
to decommission, reconstruct, or change service levels on these roads. Road decisions must be by
agreement with each landowner, as described in the Road Right-of-Way Construction and Use
Agreement.

Forest-wide average costs per mile to maintain each operational maintenance level (ML) were
developed and applied to the road system to calculate the estimated total cost. The average annual
maintenance costs are shown in the following table. The average costs per mile were derived from
condition survey estimates. This includes costs for maintaining route markers and signs needed for
public safety.

Table 12. Existing System Roads Average Annual Maintenance Needs

Operational Maintenance Level | Miles Cost per Mile | Annual Maintenance Cost

1 262 $56 $20,363
2 3,240 $136 $439,830
3 404 $2,718 $1,097,870
4 106 $3,527 $373,836
5 124 $3,527 $437,317
Total 4,137 $573 $2,369,215

The Plumas National Forest expects to receive $700,000 in Forest Service appropriated funds and
$500,000 in other appropriated funds per year. Cooperators and timber purchasers invest
approximately $700,000 in road maintenance work per year on the Forest. The remaining short fall
means that some roads are not maintained on a yearly basis and maintenance is completed on roads
with the most use.
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The expected average annual motorized trail maintenance cost by alternative is shown in the
following table. The following cost per mile for trail maintenance is estimated to be the following; all
vehicles-$225 per mile, 50”and less-$112/mile and motorcycle - $56/mile. Costs include safety and
resource improvements on system trails. The Plumas National Forest expects to receive $25,000 in
Forest Service appropriated funds for motorized trail maintenance. Trail maintenance money has been
declining each year and the Plumas National Forest is dependent on volunteer labor and grants for
any additional trail maintenance.

Table 13. Existing Motorized Trail Average Annual Maintenance Cost by Alternative

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5
All Vehicles Miles 109 109 109 109 109
50" Less Miles 7 7 7 7 7
Motorcycle Miles 14 14 14 14 14
Total Miles 130 130 130 130 130
Total Maintenance $26,100 $26,100 $26,100 $26,100 $26,100

3.3.3.2  Environmental Consequences

33321

1A. Adding unauthorized routes to the trail system: Most of the trails added to the system would not
have safety concerns. Routes with safety concerns would be identified and corrections made during

Measurement Indicator 1: Public Safety

trail maintenance work. Some of the more demanding motorcycle singletrack trails could be a safety
concern for the inexperienced rider. Local riding maps with difficulty ratings would be helpful to
direct riders to trails of their ability.

Serpentine soils can produce asbestos dust that may cause health concerns. The following table
depicts the number of miles of trails proposed to be added to the NFTS that traverse serpentine soils
and the total miles of serpentine soils traversed by those trails. Five trails (5M11, 5M13, 8M11, 8M23
and 8M32) are entirely in serpentine soils. The presence of asbestos in serpentine soils and health
risks to trail users has not been determined. The Pacific Southwest Region is developing guidelines
for determining the presence of ashestos and the health risks to the public. The Plumas NF will follow
the guidelines when they are available and implement mitigation measures required by the Region if
health risks are found to be present. Potential mitigation measures are anticipated to include public
notice of asbestos hazards, closure of portions of trails to the public, and seasonal closure of portions
of trails to the public.

Table 14. The Number of Miles of Motorized Trails in Serpentine Ecosystems by Alternative

Alternative
Measure -
1 (No Action) 2 3 4 5
Proposed Routes 11 8 14
Unauthorized Routes 37
Total miles 40 14 3 4.1 6.5
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1B. Motorized Mixed Use: The California Vehicle Code (CVVC) requires motor vehicles operated
on roads to be highway legal and be operated by licensed drivers. The CVC has exceptions to those
requirements for off-highway vehicles. The CVC allows the operation of non-highway legal vehicles
operated by unlicensed drivers on roughly graded roads. The Plumas National Forest considers roads
maintained for high clearance vehicles as roughly graded and considers operation of OHVs on these
roads to be consistent with state law. Roads maintained for passenger cars are not considered roughly
graded and operation of OHVs on those roads is not consistent with state law.

1B1. Motorized mixed use (MMU) on high clearance roads: All the high clearance roads
currently open to the public on the Plumas National Forest were determined to have minimal safety
concerns and will be designated as open to all vehicles.

1B2. Motorized mixed use (MMU) on passenger car roads: Three passenger car roads (11.3
miles) have been proposed for mixed use. These roads have no accident history and have very few
safety concerns. They are near the end of the passenger car segment and tend to be narrower and have
more curves then the previous passenger car segment. They are out sloped and tend to require slower
speeds. They will be posted for mixed use to warn drivers to anticipate ATV’s and motorcycles.

The following table displays the number of miles of proposed and existing motorized trails.
Alternative 1 is displayed to show the miles of unauthorized routes as if they were added to the trail
system. These miles would remain open and therefore would continue to have potential safety and
exposure concerns to the public. The table also shows the miles of proposed motorized mixed use
roads consistent with California vehicle code requirements.

Table 15. Public Safety Measurement Indicator — Propose and Existing Motorized Trails

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5
4WD Trail Miles 834 332 109 219 274
ATV Trail Miles 166 75 7 26 42
Motorcycle Miles 239 91 14 26 65
Motorized Mixed Use on
Low Clearance Roads 0 0 0 11.3 11.3

3.3.3.2.2 Measurement Indicator 2: Transportation System Affordability

Table 16 below displays the proposed and existing motorized trails and estimated costs for each
alternative. The total cost shown at the bottom of the table includes the estimated annual maintenance
costs as well as implementation costs for motorized trails. Costs include safety and resource
improvements on the motorized trails, work needed to bring unauthorized routes to acceptable
standards for use by motor vehicles and the cost of producing the motor vehicle use map. The
following cost per mile for trail maintenance is estimated to be the following: all vehicles-$225 per
mile, 50” and less-$112/mile and motorcycle-$56/ mile. The following cost per mile to bring the
proposed trail to minimum trail standards is estimated to be the following: all vehicles-$1,000 per
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mile, 50” and less-$500/mile and motorcycle-$250/ mile. These costs are averaged over all miles and
will be accomplished with grant money and volunteer labor.

Table 16. Trail System Affordability

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt5

(Unauthorized

routes)
Miles All Vehicles 811 331 109 219 274
Miles 50" Less 161 75 7 26 42
Miles Motorcycle 232 91 14 26 65
Total Miles 1,239 497 130 271 381
Annual Maintenance: $26,000 $88,000 $26,000 $54,000 $70,000
Cost of adding trails $0 $276,000 | $0 $122,000 $195,000
Cost of implementing
MVUM $0 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000
Total Estimated cost for
Alternative $26,000 $394,000 | $56,000 $206,000 $295,000

3.3.3.3 Alternative 1 — No action
3.3.3.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

Public Safety

Alternative 1 includes the most motorized route mileage of the all alternatives (1,239 miles) and
cross-country travel on 999,521 acres is not prohibited. Since no change is proposed to the managed
use of existing NFS roads and trail, this alternative would result in the greatest impact to motorized
safety.

This alternative has the highest mileage of 4X4 motorized routes (811 miles), ATV routes (161
miles) and motorcycle only routes (232 miles) of all alternatives, but none of these would become
system trails. These routes would continue to cause resource damage and would need a certain
amount of maintenance in order to continue to be usable. The routes, however, vary greatly in
condition and the quality of recreational experience provided. In some areas, visitors may have
difficulty making sense of, and navigating, the dense web of routes. This alternative does not
represent a cohesive, designed, or well-managed recreation system.

Maintenance, signing and trail improvements would not occur and therefore safety concerns
would not be addressed. Maps to help direct riders to the appropriate trails for their skill level would
not be available to the public.

Transportation System Affordability:

Alternative 1 has the greatest cost due to resource damage caused by continued route proliferation and
unauthorized trail use.
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3.3.3.4 Alternative 2 — Proposed Action
3.3.3.4.1 Directand Indirect Effects

Public Safety

Alternative 2 includes the highest proposed motorized trail mileage of all the action alternatives (364
miles). This alternative proposes the highest mileage of motorcycle only trails (91 miles) of all the
action alternatives. The Forest would be closed to cross-country travel. Maintenance, signing and trail
improvements would occur and therefore safety concerns would be addressed. Maps to help direct
riders to the appropriate trails for their skill level would be available to the public.

Transportation System Affordability

Alternative 2 requires the highest amount of investment and maintenance because 364 mile of
motorized trails would be added to the system. Trails added to the system would be maintained
thereby reducing the amount of damage inflicted on other resources.

3.3.3.5 Alternative 3
3.3.3.5.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

Public Safety

Alternative 3 has no proposed additional NFTS motorized trail miles. This alternative results in the
least impact to public safety. The Forest would be closed to cross-country travel.

Transportation System Affordability

Alternative 3 requires the least amount of investment and maintenance because no trails would be
added to the system. Unauthorized trails would continue to cause damage to other resources because
they would not be maintained or rehabilitated as with the other action alternatives.

3.3.3.6 Alternative 4
3.3.3.6.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

Public Safety

Alternative 4 includes the least proposed motorized trail mileage of alternatives with proposed
additional motorized trails (141 miles). This alternative includes the least mileage of proposed
motorcycle-only trails (12 miles) for all the action alternatives. The Forest would be closed to cross-
country travel. Maintenance, signing and trail improvements would occur and therefore safety
concerns would be addressed. Maps to help direct riders to the appropriate trails for their skill level
would be available to the public.

Transportation System Affordability

Alternative 4 requires the lowest amount of investment and maintenance of alternatives with proposed
additional motorized trails because only 141 mile of motorized trails would be added to the system.
Trails added to the system would be maintained thereby reducing the amount of damage inflicted on
other resources.
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3.3.3.7 Alternative 5
3.3.3.7.1  Direct and Indirect Effects

Public Safety

Alternative 5 includes the second highest proposed motorized trail mileage of all the action
alternatives (251 miles). This alternative included the second highest mileage of proposed motorcycle
only trails (51 miles) of all the action alternatives. The Forest would be closed to cross-country travel.
Maintenance, signing and trail improvements would occur and therefore safety concerns would be
addressed. Maps to help direct riders to the appropriate trails for their skill level would be available to
the public.

Transportation System Affordability

Alternative 5 requires the second highest amount of investment and maintenance of the action
alternatives because 251 mile of motorized trails would be added to the system. Trails added to the
system would be maintained thereby reducing the amount of damage inflicted on other resources.

3.3.4 Summary Of Effects Analysis Across All Alternatives

Table 17. Summary Comparison of Alternatives by Environmental Effects for Facilities

Indicators — Facilities Resources Rankings of Alternatives for Each
Indicatorl
Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt.3 | Alt. 4 | Alt. 5
Public Safety 1.0 3.7 5.0 4.5 41
Transportation System Affordability 1.0 35 5.0 4.2 3.9
Average for Facilities Resources 1.0 3.6 5.0 4.4 4.0

1 A score of 5 indicates the alternative is the best for facilities resources related to the indicator; A score of 1 indicates the
alternative is the worst for facilities| resources related to the indicator

3.3.5 Compliance with the Forest Plan and Other Direction

All alternatives comply with the Plumas National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan and
other regulatory directions.
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3.4 Visual Resources

3.4.1 Introduction

This section examines the extent to which alternatives respond to visual resources management
direction established in the Plumas National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest
Plan) and the Travel Management (TM) Rule. The Forest Plan visual resources direction was
established under the implementing regulations of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA).

In the development of the Plumas Forest Plan, the Forest’s visual resources were inventoried to
determine the landscape’s scenic attractiveness (Variety Class inventory) and the public’s visual
expectations (Sensitivity Level inventory). Based upon these inventories, Visual Quality Objectives
(VQOs) were established for all Forest land areas. The VQOs establish minimum acceptable
thresholds for landscape alterations from an otherwise natural-appearing forest landscape. For
example, areas with a Retention VQO are expected to retain a natural appearance; areas with a Partial
Retention VQO may have some alterations, but they remain subordinate to the characteristic
landscape; areas with a Modification VQO can have alterations that do not look natural appearing.

Roads and trails create linear alterations in landscapes that can be mitigated through sound
design. Unmitigated, they present uncharacteristic line qualities in forest landscapes. Landscapes with
a dense canopy cover have the capability of masking these linear alterations; sparsely covered
landscapes have less capability. The proliferation of unauthorized routes, particularly in sparsely
covered landscapes, can adversely affect the Forest’s visual resources.

3.4.2 Analysis Framework: Statute, Regulation, Forest Plan, and Other Direction

Direction relevant to the proposed action as it affects visual resources includes:

National Forest Management Act (NFMA). The National Forest Management Act (NFMA),
and its implementing regulations, required the inventory and evaluation of the Forest’s visual
resource, addressing the landscape’s visual attractiveness and the public’s visual expectations.
Management prescriptions for definitive lands areas of the Forest are to include Visual Quality
Objectives.

Travel Management Rule. The TM Rule does not cite aesthetics specifically, but in the
designation trails or areas, the responsible official shall consider effects on Forest resources, with the
objective of minimizing effects of motor vehicle use.

Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA). No specific direction related to visual
resources is in the Final Supplemental ROD.

Plumas National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan). The Forest
Plan contains Forest-wide management direction in the form of Visual Quality Objectives and
specific management area direction for visual resources.
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3.4.3 Effects Analysis Methodology
3.4.3.1 Assumptions specific to visual resources analysis:

1. Based upon the review of the Forest Plan, the basic Measurement Indicator for the visual
resources is compliance with the Retention and Partial Retention VQOs.

2. NFTS additions that contribute to the continuity of motor touring will have a beneficial
effect on visual resources, since it is assumed that dead-end route situations will be reduced.

3.4.3.2 Data Sources:
Forest Plan for distribution of VQOs.

3.4.3.3 Visual Resources Indicators:

The extent to which the proposed NFTS falls within the Retention and Partial Retention VQOs
(number of miles traversing landscapes that are to remain natural to near-natural appearing in
character).

3.4.3.4 Visual Resources Methodology by Action:

1. Direct/indirect effects of the prohibition of cross-country motorized vehicle travel. The
prohibition of cross-country motorized vehicles will have a positive effect on the Forest’s
visual resources. Improvement of the visual resource is long-term; unauthorized routes and
impact areas will gradually heal over time.

2. Direct/Indirect Effects of adding trails and areas to the NFTS, including identifying vehicle
class. Table 18 and Table 19 document the miles of trails in retention and partial retention
visual quality objective areas. Non-characteristic line quality created by trail segments is the
greatest impact to the visual resources — the location and design of these segments can
significantly reduce their visual impact.

Table 18. Proposed OHV Mileage within Retention Visual Quality Objective Area

Class of Vehicle | 1 2 3 4 5

Mileage | % | Mileage | % | Mileage | % | Mileage | % | Mileage | %
OHV 4WD 95.2 | 94 198 |62 |0 0 15.0 | 79 16.6 | 78
OHV ATV 53 |5 10533 |0 39|21 47 | 22
Motorcycle 14 |1 14|15 |0 0 000 000
Total Miles 101.0 31.7 0 18.9 21.3

Table 19. Proposed OHV Mileage within Partial Retention Visual Quality Objective Area

Class of Vehicle | 1 2 3 4 5

Mileage | % | Mileage | % | Mileage | % | Mileage | % | Mileage | %
OHV 4WD 308.2 | 92 713|163 |0 0 38.0 | 85 52.8 | 74
OHV ATV 157 |5 215|119 |0 46 | 10 80| 11
Motorcycle 250 | 3 200|118 |0 0 24 |5 106 | 15
Total Miles 348.9 112.8 0 45.0 71.3

Short-term timeframe: 1 year
Long-term timeframe: 20 years.
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Spatial boundary: The “viewshed” is the unit of spatial analysis when considering effects associated
with changes in the NFTS.

Indicator(s): The extent to which the proposed NFTS falls within the Retention and Partial Retention
VQOs (number of miles traversing landscapes that are to remain natural to near-natural appearing in
character).

Methodology: GIS analysis of added trails in relation to Retention and Partial Retention VQOs.
Rationale: Compliance with the Retention and Partial Retention Visual Quality Objectives (VQOSs).
Changes to the existing NFTS

No change in effect for visual resources.

Cumulative Effects

Short-term timeframe: Not applicable; cumulative effects analysis will be done only for the long-
term time frame.

Long-term timeframe: 20 years.

Spatial boundary: The “viewshed” is the unit of spatial analysis for determining cumulative effects.
Indicator(s): Number of key viewsheds that are or have the potential to be affected by motor vehicle
travel.

Methodology: Identify key Forest viewsheds (scenic byway corridors, etc). These viewsheds are
sometimes identified in the Forest Plan. Identify whether any of these key viewsheds are or have the
potential to be affected by motor vehicle travel.

Rationale: Compliance with the Retention and Partial Retention Visual Quality Objectives (VQOs).

3.4.4 Affected Environment/Environmental Consequences
3.4.4.1 Affected Environment

In the development of the Plumas Forest Plan, the Forest’s visual resources were inventoried to
determine the landscape’s scenic attractiveness (Variety Class inventory) and the public’s visual
expectations (Sensitivity Level inventory). Based upon these inventories, Visual Quality Objectives
(VQOs) were established for all Forest land areas. The VQOs establish minimum acceptable
thresholds for landscape alterations from an otherwise natural-appearing forest landscape. For
example, areas with a Retention VQO are expected to retain a natural appearance; areas with a Partial
Retention VQO may have some alterations, but they remain subordinate to the characteristic
landscape; areas with a Modification VQO can have alterations that do not look natural appearing.

Visual quality objectives describe different degrees of acceptable alteration on of the natural
landscape. The Objectives are considered the measurable standards for the management of the “seen”
aspects of the land. Two short-term management efforts may be required. The first is to upgrade
landscapes containing visual elements that do not meet the established VQOs. The second is to
improve landscapes having a potential for greater natural-appearing variety. Once this is attained, one
of the following five Quality Objectives is then applied.

Preservation: Only ecological change is allowed.

Retention: People’s activities are not to be evident to the casual Forest visitor.
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Partial Retention: People’s activities may be evident but must remain subordinate to the
characteristic landscape.

Modification: Activities may dominate the characteristic landscape but must, at the same time,
utilize naturally established form, line, color, and texture. Activities should appear as a natural
occurrence when viewed in the foreground or middle ground.

Maximum Modification: Activities may dominate the characteristic landscape but should appear
as a natural occurrence when viewed as background.

Roads and trails create linear alterations in landscapes that are hard to mitigate, making Retention
and Partial Retention VQO achievement difficult. Landscapes with a dense canopy cover have the
capability of masking these linear alterations; sparsely covered landscapes have less capability. The
proliferation of unauthorized routes, particularly in sparsely covered landscapes, can adversely affect
the Forest’s visual resources.

3.4.4.2 Environmental Consequences
34.4.21 Alternative 1 —No action

Direct/Indirect Effects

Approximately 500 miles of unauthorized trails out of 1,109 miles of inventoried (45%) routes are in
retention and partial retention VQOs. Additional routes would develop with no cross-country ban of

off-highway vehicle use. Users would continue to create additional motorcycle single track and quad
trails.

Cumulative Effects

Alternative 1 has the greatest potential for having a negative cumulative effect for visual resources.
The continued proliferation and concentration of user-created route segments may create
uncharacteristic line quality in forest landscapes.

3.4.42.2 Alternative 2 — Proposed Action

Direct/Indirect Effects: Direct/Indirect Effects

Approximately 144 miles of proposed trails out of 1,109 miles of inventoried (13%) routes are in
retention and partial retention VQOs. No additional routes would develop with a ban on cross-country
vehicle use.

Cumulative Effects

Alternative 2 has the second highest potential for having a negative cumulative effect for visual
resources. With a ban on cross-country travel, over time an improvement of the visual resource would
occur with unauthorized routes and impact areas gradually disappearing.
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3.4.4.2.3 Alternative 3

Direct/Indirect Effects

This alternative does not add any trails. Therefore, there is no effect (0% proposed trails) in retention
and partial retention VQOs. No additional trails would develop with a ban on cross-country vehicle
use.

Cumulative Effects

Alternative 3 has the lowest cumulative effect for visual resources because no unauthorized routes are
proposed to be added to the trail system. With a ban to cross-country travel, over time an
improvement of the visual resource would occur with unauthorized routes and impact areas gradually
disappearing.

3.4.4.24  Alternative 4

Direct/Indirect Effects

Approximately 64 miles of proposed trails out of 1,109 miles of inventoried (6%) routes are in
retention and partial retention VQOs. No additional trails would develop with a ban on cross-country
vehicle use.

Cumulative Effects

Alternative 4 has second lowest potential cumulative effect for visual resources with the second
lowest miles of trails added to the trail system. With a ban to cross-country travel, over time an
improvement of the visual resource would occur with unauthorized routes and impact areas gradually
disappearing.

3.4.4.25 Alternative 5

Direct/Indirect Effects

Approximately 63 miles of proposed trails out of 1,109 miles of inventoried (8%) routes are in
retention and partial retention VQOs. No additional trails would develop with a ban on cross-country
vehicle use.

Cumulative Effects

Alternative 5 has third lowest potential cumulative effect for visual resources with the third lowest
miles of trails added to the trail system. With a ban to cross-country travel, over time an improvement
of the visual resource would occur with unauthorized routes and impact areas gradually disappearing.

3.4.5 Summary Of Effects Analysis Across All Alternatives

Table 20. Visual Resources Indicator Assessment

Indicators — Visual Resources Rankings of Alternatives for Each Indicatorl
Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 | Alt.5

Disturbance/Integrity: Compliance with the Retention and 1.0 3.7 5.0 4.4 4.2

Partial Retention VQOs.

Average for Visual Resources 1.0 3.7 5.0 4.4 4.2

Plumas National Forest - 63




Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Management

' A score of 5 indicates the alternative is the best for visual quality related to the indicator; A score of 1 indicates the alternative
is the worst for visual quality related to the indicator.

3.4.6 Compliance with the Forest Plan and Other Direction.

All alternatives comply with the Plumas Forest Plan and other regulatory directions.
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3.5 Soil and Water Resources

3.5.1 Introduction

The Plumas National Forest has managed the landscape as open to cross-country motor vehicle travel
(motorized travel off of designated National Forest System (NFS) roads, trails or areas). Repeated use
has resulted in unplanned, unauthorized routes. These routes generally developed without
environmental analysis or public involvement, and do not have the same status as NFS roads and NFS
trails included in the National Forest Transportation System (NFTS). This has resulted in unplanned
roads and trails created without meeting Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines and Best Management
Practices (BMPs). As a result, effects to soil and water resources have occurred in some locations.

The purpose of the “Soil and Water Resource Report” is to analyze the direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects of the alternatives on soil and water resources, specifically long-term soil
productivity and hydrologic function. The land management activities proposed under this project
have the potential to affect soil and water resources in a beneficial, indifferent, or adverse manner.
This report identifies mitigation measures needed to have a functioning trail system with minimal
effects to these resources.

The soil resource provides many essential functions for NFS lands. It sustains plant growth that
provides forage, fiber, wildlife habitat and watershed protection. It absorbs precipitation, stores water
for plant growth, and gradually releases surplus water, which attenuates runoff rates. It sustains
microorganisms which recycle nutrients for continued plant growth. The National Forest Management
Act of 1976 and other acts recognized the fundamental need to protect, and where appropriate,
improve the quality of soil. The alternatives could potentially affect soil productivity and its other
ecosystem functions and is therefore addressed in this section.

Protection of water quantity and quality is an important part of the mission of the Forest Service
(Forest Service Strategic Plan for 2007 to 2012, July 2007). Management activities on NFS lands
must be planned and implemented to protect the hydrologic function of watersheds, including the
volume, timing, and quality of streamflow. The use of roads, trails, and other areas on National
Forests for public operation of motor vehicles has potential to affect these hydrologic functions
through interception of runoff, compaction of soils, and detachment of sediment (e.g., Foltz, 2006).
Management decisions to eliminate cross-country motorized travel and add new trails and areas to the
NFTS, could potentially affect watershed functions and are therefore addressed in this section.

3.5.2 Analysis Framework: Statute, Regulation, Forest Plan, and Other Direction

Direction relevant to the project as it affects soil resources includes:

National Forest Management Act of 1976. Renewable Resource Program. “recognize the
fundamental need to protect and where appropriate, improve the quality of soil, water, and air
resources.”

Plumas National Forest - 65



Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Management

National Soil Management Handbook. The Soil Management Handbook (USDA 1991) is a
national soils handbook that defines soil productivity and components of soil productivity, establishes
guidance for measuring soil productivity, and establishes thresholds to assist in Forest Planning.

Region 5 Soil Management Handbook Supplement. The Forest Service Region 5 Soil
Management Handbook Supplement (R5 FSH Supplement 2509.18-95-1) establishes Regional Soil
Quiality Analysis Standards and provides threshold values that indicate when changes in soil
properties and soil conditions would potentially result in a significant change in soil productivity
(including soil loss, porosity; and organic matter), soil hydrologic function, or soil buffering capacity.
The analysis standards are to be used for areas dedicated to growing vegetation. They are not applied
to lands with other dedicated uses, such as developed campgrounds, administrative facilities or in this
case, the actual land surface authorized for travel by the public using various kinds of vehicles.

Regional Forester’s Letter (dated Feb 5, 2007). This letter provided clarification to Forest
Supervisors on the appropriate use of the R5 Soil Management Handbook Supplement (R5 FSH
Supplement 2509.18-95-1). It states in part:

Analysis or evaluation of soil condition is the intended use of the thresholds and indicators in
R5 FSH Supplement 2509.18-95-1. They are not a set of mandatory standards or
requirements. They should not be referred to as binding or mandatory requirements in NEPA
documents. Standards and guidelines in Forest Land and Resource Management Plans
provide the relevant substantive standards to comply with NFMA.

The thresholds and indicators represent desired conditions for the soil resource. Utilization of the
thresholds and indicators provides a consistent method to analyze, describe and report on soil
condition throughout the Region.

Plumas National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. The 1988 Forest Plan
establishes Standards and Guidelines to prevent significant or permanent impairment of soil
productivity on page 4-44 (USDA 1988). The analysis standards are to be used for areas dedicated to
growing vegetation. They are not applied to lands with other dedicated uses, such as developed
campgrounds, administrative facilities or in this case, the actual land surface authorized for travel by
the public using various kinds of vehicles.

Direction relevant to the project as it affects water resources includes:

Clean Water Act of 1948 (as amended in 1972 and 1987) establishes as federal policy the
control of point and non-point pollution and assigns the States the primary responsibility for control
of water pollution. Compliance with the Clean Water Act by National Forests in California is
achieved under state law (see below).

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. This section requires the identification of water bodies
that do not meet, or are not expected to meet, water quality standards or are considered impaired. The
list of affected water bodies, and associated pollutants or stressors, is provided by the State Water
Resources Control Board and approved by the US EPA. The most current list available is the 2006
303(d) list (SWRCB, 2006). The Plumas National Forest has three streams listed as impaired: Dolly
Creek and Little Grizzly Creek (both due to Walker Tailings) and the North Fork Feather River
(mercury and temperature). The addition of trails to the NFTS would not cause additional mine

66 — Plumas National Forest



Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Managment

tailings or mercury to enter the stream course. The temperature concerns on the North Fork Feather
River are due to the hydropower facilities and dams.

Non-point source pollution on National Forests is managed through the Regional Water
Quality Management Plan (USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region, 2000). The Plan
relies on implementation of prescribed best management practices. The Water Quality Management
Plan includes one BMP for OHV use (4-7) and 28 BMPs related to road construction and
maintenance (2-1 to 2-28) (See Appendix D for a complete list of BMPs that apply). All NFS roads
and trails open to OHV use are required to comply with these BMPs.

Of particular relevance for motorized travel management, BMP 4-7 requires each Forest to: (1)
identify areas or routes where OHV use could cause degradation of water quality; (2) identify
appropriate mitigation and controls, and (3) restrict OHV use to designated routes. This BMP further
requires Forests to take immediate corrective actions if considerable adverse effects are occurring or
are likely to occur (See below Sections “Effects Analysis Methodology and “Affected
Environment/Environmental Consequences”).

Regional Water Quality Control Board—Central Valley Region—Beneficial Uses and State
Water Quality Objectives. Beneficial uses are defined under California State law in order to protect
against degradation of water resources and to meet state water quality objectives. The Forest Service
is required to protect and enhance existing and potential beneficial uses during water quality planning
(California Regional Water Quality Control Board [CRWQCB] 1998). The Cumulative Off-site
Watershed Effects analysis of the Motorized Travel Management is designed to include all effects on
beneficial uses of water that occur away from locations of actual land use and are transmitted through
the fluvial system (USDA Forest Service 1990). Beneficial uses of surface water bodies that may be
affected by activities on the Forest are listed in Chapter 2 of the Central Valley Region’s Water
Quality Control Plan (hereinafter referred to as the “Basin Plan™) for the Sacramento and San Joaquin
River basins (CRWQCB 1998). Existing and potential beneficial uses are defined for Lake Almanor,
North Fork Feather River, Middle Fork Feather River, source to Little Last Chance Creek, Frenchman
Reservoir, Little Last Chance Creek to Lake Oroville, Lake Davis, Lakes Basin Lake, and Lake
Oroville for the Feather River from the fish barrier dam in Oroville to the Sacramento River, for the
watershed areas that are sources to Englebright Reservoir on the Yuba River, and for the Yuba River
downstream of Englebright Reservoir. The defined existing beneficial uses are listed in the Riparian
Conservation Objectives (RCO) Analysis (Soil and Water Resource Report, Appendix A in the project
record).

The California Water Code. consists of a comprehensive body of law that incorporates all state
laws related to water, including water rights, water developments, and water quality. The laws related
to water quality (sections 13000 to 13485) apply to waters on the National Forests and are directed at
protecting the beneficial uses of water. Of particular relevance for the proposed action is section
13369, which deals with nonpoint-source pollution and best management practices.

The Porter-Cologne Water-Quality Act, as amended in 2006 (included in the California
Water Code). This Act provides for the protection of water quality by the State Water Resources
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Control Board and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards, which are authorized by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency to enforce the Clean Water Act in California.

The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA). The Record of Decision (ROD) for the
2004 SNFPA includes a strategy for aquatic management which includes broad goals, Riparian
Conservation Objectives (RCOs) and specific standards and guidelines for achieving the goals and
objectives. The broad goals were created as endpoints toward which land management practices move
ecosystem conditions towards restoring and maintaining the physical, chemical and biological
integrity of the Region’s waters. The goal areas are Water Quality, Species Viability, Plant and Animal
Community Diversity, Special Habitats, Watershed Connectivity, Floodplains and Water Tables,
Watershed Condition, Streamflow Patterns and Sediment Regimes, and Stream Banks and Shorelines.
These goals provide a comprehensive framework for establishing desired conditions at larger scales,
including river basin, watershed, and landscape scales.

The 2004 ROD required the establishment of riparian conservation areas (RCAs) and critical
aquatic refuges that delineate aquatic, riparian, and meadow habitats, which are to be managed
consistent with the RCOs and associated standards and guidelines. A RCO report was generated for
this DEIS and is included in Appendix A of the Soil and Water Resource Report, in the project record.

RCAs widths are defined as (1) Perennial Streams: 300 feet on each side of the stream, measured
from the bank full edge of the stream; (2) Seasonally Flowing Streams (includes intermittent and
ephemeral streams): 150 feet on each side of the stream, measured from the bank full edge of the
stream; (3) Streams in Inner Gorge (stream adjacent slopes greater than 70 percent gradient): top of
inner gorge; (4) Special Aquatic Features(includes lakes, wet meadows, bogs, fens, wetlands, vernal
pools, and springs) or Perennial Streams with Riparian Conditions extending more than 150 feet from
edge of streambank or Seasonally Flowing streams with riparian conditions extending more than 50
feet from edge of streambank: 300 feet from edge of feature or riparian vegetation, whichever width is
greater; and (5) Other hydrological or topographic depressions without a defined channel: RCA
width and protection measures determined through project level analysis.

Specific Standards and Guidelines for water resources that apply to the Motorized Travel
Management EIS are included in the Soil and Water Resource Report, Appendix B—Streamside
Management Zone Plan in the project record.

Plumas National Forest Land Management Resource Plan (“Forest Plan”). The 1988 Forest
Plan was amended by the 2004 Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA) Record of Decision.
The Forest Plan states “maintain or, where necessary, improve water quality using Best Management
Practices (BMPs).” Subsequent Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines state: “implement BMPs to
meet water quality objectives and improve the quality of surface water on the Forest.” Best
Management Practices are procedures, techniques, and mitigation measures that are incorporated in
all Plumas National Forest actions to protect water resources and prevent or diminish adverse effects
to water quality (see the Soil and Water Resource Report, Appendix B in the project record for a
complete list of BMPs that apply to Travel Management).
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3.5.3 Effects Analysis Methodology

This section describes the methodology used for the effects analysis of the proposed project for soils
and water resources. This section establishes indicators chosen to measure potential effects, the
analysis area, timeframe, methods used (including field survey methods), and assumptions made for
the effects analysis to soil and water resources of all action alternatives.

The overall methodology used for effects analysis of soil and water resources is separated into
two topics to be analyzed. The first topic is a site-specific analysis of each individual, existing
unauthorized route that is proposed for addition to the current system of Plumas National Forest
System (NFS) trails. The second topic is an analysis of each project alternative as a whole.

3.5.3.1 Site Specific Analysis Indicators for Existing Unauthorized Routes:

e Indicator #1: BMP Evaluation E08 Rating (Pass, Fail or At-Risk) for each segment of each

route.

e Indicator #2:  Stream Diversion Potential at route/stream crossings.

Geographic Scope of the Soil and Water Resource Analysis. Plumas National Forest watershed
staff have performed initial or abbreviated field surveys of the full length of every existing,
unauthorized route that is proposed for addition to the current NFTS under Alternative 2 and 5.
Subsequent field visits to potentially problematic routes identified by the initial field surveys were
performed in summer 2008 to assess water quality effects and to formulate mitigations. The focus of
these surveys was to determine whether the unauthorized route was causing adverse soil and water
resource effects, or had the potential to cause future adverse effects and, if so, whether these adverse
effects could be mitigated. The goal of these surveys, and subsequent field visits and discussions, is to
make one of four ratings of soil and water effects for each proposed trail:

1. Low: The route was considered, a field visit was made and the soil and water resource

effects would not be adverse (assuming routine maintenance of the trail).

2. Moderate: The route was considered, a field visit was made and soil and water effects are
currently less than adverse. Site-specific mitigation is prescribed to prevent future potential
adverse effects to soil and water resources. Site-specific mitigations may include addition or
modification of route drainage features (out-sloping, rolling dips, waterbars, or ditch relief
culverts); addition or modification of existing route stream crossing structures; and
designation of acceptable seasons of use and vehicle class.

3. High: The route was considered, a field visit was made and soil and water effects are
currently adverse. Site-specific mitigations for these routes are comprised of the same list of
mitigations presented above for the “Moderate” rating. However, mitigations for routes rated
“High” are necessary to reduce current soil and water resource effects to less than adverse.
The watershed staff recommends that these routes may be added to the NFTS with this EIS
but not be legal for traffic until these critical mitigations are in place and proper installation
is verified by Forest staff.

4. Extreme : The route was considered, a field visit was made and a determination was made
that the soil and water resource effects are currently adverse. The route is not recommended
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by the watershed staff for addition to the NFTS. The reason for this recommendation is that
mitigations to reduce soil and water resource effects to less than adverse would not be
economically feasible, meet safety standards, or would not be effective due to physical
constraints (such as the route’s close proximity to streams, frequent stream crossings, steep
slopes, or highly erosive soils).

Field surveys performed in fall 2007 and summer 2008 were completed for all of the roughly 370
miles proposed for addition to the NFTS throughout all action alternatives. Further, subsequent field
visits to potentially problematic routes identified by the initial field surveys to discuss potential
mitigations were performed in summer 2008. The proposed Sly Creek play area was surveyed in
summer 2008. Twenty miles or routes were not surveyed per the initial survey methodology because
these routes are located within the perimeter of the 2008 Butte Lightning Complex wildfires and were
generally unsafe to access in summer and fall 2008. However, abbreviated surveys of these routes
were performed. The abbreviated surveys covered the entire lengths of the proposed trails but the full
set of initial field survey data was not gathered due to time and safety constraints. However, a
determination of the soil and water resource impact level was made based upon key elements of the
initial survey protocol. Mitigations were also formulated for these routes. See Appendix F of the Soil
and Water Resources Report for more information.

The entire set of existing, unauthorized routes described in the No-action alternative (totaling
approximately 1,109 miles) was not surveyed for existing condition because actions are not proposed
for all of these routes.

Timeframe for the Analysis: The site-specific analysis establishes the existing condition of the
routes. The analysis also indicates mitigations needed to reduce soil and water resource effects to less
than adverse or to prevent future adverse effects.

Passive vegetative recovery of existing, unauthorized routes that are not proposed for addition to
the NFTS is expected to occur within 20 to 30 years. Recovery depends upon soil type, precipitation
amounts and level of disturbance to soil productivity and hydrologic function.

Field survey methodology. The methodology used to assess the existing condition of unauthorized
routes stems from general direction for soil and water resources in the Forest Plan and from the
Standards and Guidelines listed in the 2004 SNFPA ROD (see above Section “Analysis Framework:
Statute, Regulation, Forest Plan, and Other Direction” for specific information).

The Pacific Southwest Region has developed a “Best Management Practices Evaluation Program
(BMPEP)” (1992, last updated in May 2002) to assess both the implementation of BMPs and BMP
effectiveness. The Program consists of 25 evaluation protocols. Two protocols were used on this
project, Evaluation E08 and E09. Evaluation E08 is performed in order to assess “Road Surface
Drainage and Protection,”. Evaluation EQ9 is performed in order to assess “Stream Crossings”.
Standardized forms are utilized to assess the BMP 2-2, 2-4, 2-5, 2-10 and 2-23 in the case of
Evaluation E08; and BMP 2-1 in the case of E09.

While the surveyed routes are proposed not as NFS roads but as NFS trails, the chief difference
between these two types of NFS facilities is simply the width of the traveled way (OHV trails,
particularly motorcycle trails are narrower than roads). The surface drainage and protection BMPs
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that are evaluated by E08 are the same practices that are necessary to protect water quality effects
from OHV trails. While OHV trails may also be steeper than the NFS roads, the E08 evaluation
allows flexibility in assessing whether the route drainage features adequately protect water quality.
Mitigations prescribed in the field also take into account the steeper grades encountered on OHV
trails. For example, prescribed waterbar or rolling dip spacing is shorter on the steeper OHV trails.

The EO8 effectiveness evaluation criteria and rating scheme were used for the analysis of the field
survey data collected on unauthorized routes proposed for addition to the NFTS as trails. These
unauthorized routes were old temporary roads used in past timber sales, old firelines, or user-created
routes so evaluation of whether or not BMPs were implemented at the time of route creation is not
appropriate. However, the E08 effectiveness evaluation criteria indicate whether the drainage
features, and the surface and slope characteristics of the route template—as these route features
currently exist on the ground—are effective in preventing adverse effects to soil resources and water
quality. The EO8 effectiveness evaluation consists of objective measures of road surface rilling
(rutting); erosion and/or failure of route fill slopes, cutslopes, and inside ditches; whether or not
erosion from these features is delivered to stream channels; and scour and/or plugging of route cross
drain structures (rolling dips, waterbars, or ditch relief culverts).

The full length of each proposed trail was field surveyed and evaluated by dividing each route
into a number of separate segments. Beginning and end points of segments were defined at the points
where surface drainage left the route (at either a cross drain feature, a stream crossing, or a sag in
route profile). The E08 effectiveness criteria were applied to each separate segment. The Pacific
Southwest Region BMPEP scoring system was applied to each set of segment data, resulting in an
objective rating of “Pass,” “Fail” or “At-Risk.” This scoring system emphasizes whether or not route-
generated sediment is delivered to a stream channel; any one EQ8 criterion which indicated sediment
delivery to a channel automatically results in a “Fail” rating for that segment.

Ratings of “Fail” or “At-Risk” for one or more segments of a proposed trail indicated that further
investigation of that route was necessary before rating the route as “Low” for soil and water effects.
Further investigation consisted of a subsequent field visit to investigate potential water quality effects
and possible mitigation measures or a closer look at other data collected during the initial survey, such
as route slope, soil texture, frequency of cross drain structures, route location (near ridgetop or mid-
slope), proximity to nearest stream channel, and route/stream crossing characteristics (including
diversion potential).

Additional data collected during initial field surveys included route width, slope, and proximity to
nearest stream channel. Effectiveness criteria for evaluation E09, “Stream Crossings” (evaluation
used to assess Practice 2-1) were evaluated for every stream crossing on the proposed trails. “Pass”,
“Fail” or “At-Risk” ratings were not determined for the E09 data because most of the EQ9 criteria
(such as route and fill slope rilling, fill slope failure, and drainage ditch stability) are included in the
E08 evaluation. However, four criteria are specific to stream crossings and are unique to the E09
evaluation (crossing scour at outlet, plugging and piping of crossing structures, and the crossing’s
potential to divert the stream down the proposed trail). Effectiveness deficiencies observed for these
four crossing criteria were considered in rating each route for soil and water effects. The diversion
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potential criterion is presented as an indicator for the direct and indirect effects analysis for each
alternative. A minimum of two soil texture samples were collected on each route to indicate erosion
potential of the route and to verify soil survey map units. Additional soil texture samples were
collected where ground conditions and ocular observations indicated that the soil texture had changed
significantly.

Copies of the Watershed Field Survey form and the BMPEP rating scheme are presented in the
Soil and Water Resource Report, Appendix C in the project record. A summary of EO8 ratings for all
proposed trails surveyed to date are presented for each District in Appendix F, G and H of the the Soil
and Water Resource Report in the project record.

3.5.3.2 The Field Survey Protocol: Potential Impacts, Assumptions and Limitations

3.5.3.2.1  Soil Resource

The principal concern or effect to be assessed for the soil resource is the potential for soil erosion and
subsequent effects on soil productivity or the ability of the soil to produce vegetation. The 1988
Forest Plan establishes Standards and Guidelines to prevent significant or permanent impairment of
soil productivity, and the Region 5 Soil Management Handbook establishes soil quality analysis
standards (see above Section “Analysis Framework: Statute, Regulation, Forest Plan, and Other
Direction™). However, both documents only apply to areas dedicated to growing vegetation. Erosion
of trail system surfaces, fill slopes and cut slopes are not a concern in regards to soil productivity
because all of the routes proposed for addition to the NFTS currently exist on the landscape are no
longer dedicated to growing vegetation. The proposed trail areas would be dedicated to motor vehicle
use. Therefore, the soil quality analysis standards were not applied to the route areas proposed for
addition to the NFTS. Erosion and sediment generated by system trail surfaces is a concern to water
quality if there is potential for its delivery to a drainage feature and was included in the analysis for
water resource concerns.

Secondary effects from erosion are the loss of soil depth, infiltration capacity and permeability or
reduction in the soil hydrologic function. Erosion of Forest landscapes due to cross-country travel on
previously untracked areas is a concern to the soil resource because that erosion can disturb the A-
horizon (organic-rich topsoil) portion of soil profiles to the point where vegetative productivity in
those disturbed areas is significantly reduced.

3.5.3.2.2 Water Resources

All road and trail templates that currently exist on the landscape, whether these templates are
unauthorized routes or part of the NFTS, modify surface-water runoff timing and magnitude owing to
interception of surface and subsurface runoff during rainfall and snowmelt events. Road and trail
cutslopes can intercept subsurface spring flows, causing groundwater flows that would have
percolated slowly through the hillside to become surface flows that run much more quickly over land
(Figure 2). All road and trail surfaces intercept and concentrate precipitation and snowmelt to some
degree. Runoff that would have been well dispersed and would have flowed slowly over well-
vegetated hillsides is instead concentrated in roadside ditches or surface drains (rolling dips or

72 — Plumas National Forest



Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Managment

waterbars), flowing much more quickly. The result is a modification of the natural watershed drainage
regime that is created by nearly every road and trail on the landscape. This modification is frequently
manifested as a network of unnatural, small drainage (i.e. stream) channels created by a road or trail.

cut slope with slope break

road
fill slope

Figure 2. Typical cross section of a road template.

Cross-country travel on previously untracked areas can cause similar modification of surface
water runoff timing and magnitude due to the vehicle track ruts that can occur. Such rutting occurs
much more readily when ground conditions are wet in late fall and early spring.

The magnitude of effects to surface water runoff timing and volume caused by roads and trails
may be insignificant for individual roads, particularly those located near ridge tops or in low-
precipitation areas. However, even these individually insignificant effects can add up to cumulative
effects that can accelerate stream erosion processes, resulting in the alteration of physical processes in
streams and potential loss or degradation of beneficial uses of water in those streams. Watersheds
with high road densities can result in significant and long lasting degradation of water quality and
aquatic habitat.

A second potential impact to water resources of NFS roads, trails, and cross-country travel is the
generation of erosion that can be delivered as fine sediments to stream channels. Runoff on nearly all
road and trail surfaces will result in mobilization of at least some amount of fine material that will
eventually leave the surface. The mean amount of road-generated sediment for gravel-surfaced roads
can be as much as 16 times less than for native surface roads. (Coe 2006) Sedimentation effects are
also substantially less for roads and trails that have been designed, constructed and maintained with
quality drainage systems that disperse runoff effectively. However, roads and trails that are
constructed with few or no surface drainage features (rolling dips or waterbars) or are entrenched,
may result in runoff flowing down the surface for hundreds or thousands of feet. Other route
templates that are sloped inward to the hillside will concentrate runoff in a roadside ditch that, if
infrequently drained, may also run for hundreds or thousands of feet. Runoff that remains confined to
a surface or ditch for long runs may gain enough flow magnitude to mobilize substantial amounts of
fine material, resulting in surface ruts or eroding ditches (Figure 3).

This concentrated runoff from poorly drained roads and trails — and the sediment carried with it -
will eventually flow off of the surface at the next downgradient cross drain feature, stream crossing,
or natural sag in the road profile. The outlets of surface drains (rolling dips, waterbars, or ditch relief
culverts) that are spaced too far apart are typically observed to be significant and continual sources of
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sediment (Figure 4). Oftentimes on uncontrolled or poorly drained roads or trails, the runoff will
leave the road or trail at an inopportune location, such as down a steep slope that is not well
vegetated, resulting in additional erosion from the road or trail fill slope (Figure 5). If the runoff is
concentrated on a surface or in a ditch for a great distance, even well vegetated slopes can be badly
eroded where the runoff leaves the road or trail, creating a perpetual source of erosion that can even
cut through much of the road or trail template width, resulting in tons of sediment mobilized and
delivered downslope. Further, runoff that is concentrated in ditches for long runs can also lead to
under-cutting of the road or trail cutslope, adding more sediment to the ditch flow. For steep,
unvegetated cut slopes, such undercutting may result in slopes so steep that the slopes will not be
stable again for decades, until the slope ravels to the ridgetop.

Figure 3. In 2002, Road 22N25 on Feather River Ranger District exhibits severe rutting as a result of a
poorly drained surface that concentrates runoff. This road was reconstructed in 2003.

Road/stream crossings are significant sources of sedimentation on NFS lands. Even well-drained
roads and trails will deliver some amount of surface-generated sediment to stream channels at
crossings. For the approximately 50-200 feet of a well designed road or trail surface (length
depending upon the slope of the terrain) that approaches the stream channel on both sides of the
crossing, there is really no other place for surface-generated sediment to go but into the stream
channel.

Apart from this inevitability, a second sediment impact frequently observed at stream crossings is
diversion of the stream by the road or trail. Poorly designed, constructed, or maintained road or trail
surfaces (e.g. rutted, entrenched roads or roads with berms created by poor grading practices) may
capture the stream flow at crossings, sending the entire stream flow, including flood flows, down the
road or trail surface. Eventually, this flow may leave the surface at inopportune locations, resulting in
the drastic erosion sites described in the paragraph above (Figure 5).
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Figure 4. Due to infrequent cross drain spacing, the outlet of this rolling dip on 22N25 was badly eroding
and delivered sediment off of the road to the neighboring riparian area. This road was reconstructed in
2003. (Clipboard is shown for scale).

Culverts at road/stream crossings, even those that are properly sized and maintained, are
susceptible to plugging during extreme flood events. Such plugging, usually initiated by woody
debris caught across the span of the culvert inlet, may result in the flood flow over-topping the road or
trail and returning to the channel over the steep, and oftentimes unarmored, crossing fill slope. In
large floods, over-topping can cut through the entire width of the road or trail template at the crossing,
resulting in tens to hundreds of tons of fine sediment delivered to the stream channel. Plugged stream
crossings can also be captured and diverted down the road or trail, resulting in the drastic erosion
events described above.

Active restoration or obliteration of one or more unauthorized routes or areas is not part of any of
this project’s action alternatives. Without active restoration or obliteration of road and trail templates
(including out-slope and re-contour of road and trail areas to closely match the natural topography
and removal of culverts and other stream crossing structures), some amount of the potential water
resource effects described above will persist for periods of years to decades following prohibition of
public motorized vehicle use on the Plumas National Forest. Impacts to water resources will be
reduced, however, over this period due to the vegetative recovery that will occur on routes in which
traffic is prohibited.
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Figure 5. This bank erosion occurred on 22N25 during a normal precipitation year when concentrated
surface drainage left the road at an inopportune location. The slump material was delivered to the RCA
of Pinchard Creek, which is located less than 150 feet from the road. This road was reconstructed in
2003. (clipboard is shown for scale).

Sediment production from motor vehicle use of native-surfaced NFTS routes is typically
increased by higher levels of traffic and is reduced by proper design, installation, and maintenance of
road drainage features (including out-sloped surface, rolling dips, waterbars, ditches, and ditch relief
culverts).

3.5.4 Analysis Methodology for Each Project Alternative as a Whole:

As defined in the regulations for implementing NEPA, Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter 40,
Sections 1500-1508, direct effects are those effects which are caused by the project actions and which
occur at the same time and place as the action. Indirect effects are those caused by the action, which
are later in time or farther removed in distance from the location of the action.
Direct and indirect effects of each project alternative will be analyzed together for three separate
action components:
1. The prohibition of cross-country motorized vehicle travel
2. The addition of facilities (trails and/or areas) to the Plumas National Forest Transportation
System (NFTS)
3. Changes to the existing NFTS, including deletions of existing facilities or changing the
vehicle class and season of use for existing facilities

3.5.4.1.1 Direct and Indirect Effects of the Prohibition of Cross-Country Motorized Vehicle Travel.

Indicator # 1: Total mileage of proposed trails and roads open to motorized traffic on Plumas
National Forest System lands

76 — Plumas National Forest



Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Managment

Short-term timeframe: 1 year

Long-term timeframe: 25 to 30 years

Spatial boundary: Area of land managed by the Plumas National Forest.

Methodology: A GIS (Geographic Information System) data layer was created for the alternatives.
The route locations are based on information from the public (digitized from maps) and GPS (Global
Positioning System) data from contractors and Forest Service Employees. This GIS data layer, the
corporate NFTS roads GIS layer (created from PNF INFRA database), and the corporate GIS
ownership layer were used to calculate the total miles of routes and roads open to motorized traffic by
alternative. Limitations to this calculation include unauthorized routes not found during data call and
errors in the INFRA database such as missing roads or included roads that had been removed from the
NFTS.

Indicator # 2: Total mileage of proposed trails and roads open to motorized traffic on Plumas
National Forest System lands that are situated in hydrologically sensitive areas

Short-term timeframe: 1 year

Long-term timeframe: 25 to 30 years

Spatial boundary: Hydrologically sensitive areas are Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAS) as
defined by the 2004 SNFPA ROD (see Section “Analysis Framework: Statute, Regulation, Forest
Plan, and Other Direction”)

Methodology: A GIS data layer was created for the alternatives. The route locations are based on
information from the public (digitized from maps) and GPS data from contractors and Forest Service
Employees. A GIS layer for hydrologically sensitive areas was created using known information from
corporate GIS layers. The corporate GIS layers include information on streams, lakes, and meadows.
The project GIS data layer, the corporate NFTS roads GIS layer, the hydrologically sensitive layer,
and the corporate GIS ownership layer were used to calculate the total miles of routes, trails and roads
open to motorized traffic within hydrologically sensitive areas by alternative. Limitations to this
calculation include unauthorized routes not found during data call and errors in the INFRA database
such as missing roads or included roads that had been removed from the NFTS, and errors in the
stream and meadow layers. The corporate stream layer is based on a crenulations model and some
portions of the Forest are either over mapped or under mapped depending on the topography. The
corporate stream type designation (perennial, intermittent, or ephemeral) was based on an office
exercise, so the designations of these are not always accurate. The meadow and lake corporate layers
only include the larger features identified on topographic maps.

Indicator # 3: Total mileage of proposed trails and roads open to motorized traffic on Plumas
National Forest System lands by Maximum Potential Erosion Hazard Rating (EHR)
Short-term timeframe: 1 year

Long-term timeframe: 25 years on the westside and 30 years on the eastside
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Spatial boundary: Area of land managed by the Plumas National Forest and maximum potential of
EHR as defined by the Plumas National Forest Soil Resource Inventory, which is an Order 3 soil
survey (USDA Forest Service 1989).

Methodology: EHR is a risk assessment of specific soil factors that induce accelerated erosion
(USDA Forest Service 1990). The purpose of the EHR is to: (1) evaluate the likelihood of accelerated
sheet and rill erosion from a specific soil disturbing activity, (2) evaluate the risk for adverse
consequences, and (3) identify approximate soil cover amounts needed to achieve an acceptable risk.
A corporate GIS soil layer was created based on the PNF Soil Resource Inventory, including the
calculated maximum EHR for each soil map unit. The Plumas National Forest Soil Resource
Inventory (USDA Forest Service 1989) was a broad survey and identifies general soil map units; it
does not delineate the exact location of each soil type. Map unit soil textures for proposed trails for
addition to the NFTS were confirmed using the soil texture samples described in the Site Specific
Analysis section above.

A GIS data layer was created for the alternatives. The route locations are based on information
from the public (digitized from maps) and GPS data from contractors and Forest Service Employees.
The project GIS data layer, the corporate NFTS roads GIS layer, the soil layer, and corporate GIS
ownership layer were used to calculate the total miles of proposed NFTS trails by EHR for each
alternative. Limitations to this calculation include unauthorized routes not found during data call and
errors in the INFRA database such as missing roads or include roads that we were removed from the
NFTS, and the fact that the soil layer only includes broad general information about soil map units.

3.5.4.1.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of adding trails and areas to the NFTS, including identifying seasons of
use and vehicle class.

Short-term timeframe: 1 year

Long-term timeframe: 25 or 30 years

Spatial boundary: Area of land managed by the Plumas National Forest

Indicator(s): (1) BMP Evaluation EO8 Rating (Pass, Fail or At-Risk) for each segment of each trail
proposed for addition to the NFTS; (2) Stream Diversion Potential at stream crossings for each trail
proposed for addition to the NFTS

Methodology: In general, direct and indirect effects to soil and water resources of motorized travel
on these previously unauthorized routes have already occurred. Water resource effects that have
already occurred include modification of surface-water runoff timing and magnitude owing to
interception of surface and subsurface runoff during rainfall and snowmelt events. Water resource
direct effects that have already occurred also include the generation of erosion that can be delivered as
fine sediments to stream channels. Indirect effects that have already occurred include potentially
significant and long lasting degradation of water quality and aquatic habitat. Direct effects to soil
resources that have already occurred include a loss of vegetative productivity for the routes and areas
subjected to motorized vehicle traffic, due to loss of soil cover, soil compaction, and loss of soil
hydrologic function.
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3.5.4.1.3 Direct and Indirect Effects of Changes to the existing NFTS.

The only changes to the existing NFTS facilities would be the mixed use proposed for approximately
11 miles of National Forest System roads in Alternatives 4 and 5. These alternatives would allow non-
highway legal vehicles to use French Creek, Slate Creek and Janesville-Frenchman Roads as shown
in Chapter 2 under the descriptions of the alternatives. Direct and indirect effects to soil and water
resources due to changes in the vehicle class allowed on existing NFTS facilities are expected to be
negligible. Allowing narrower, non-street legal vehicles to travel existing NFS roads would not lead
to a change in the width of those roads.

35.4.1.4  Cumulative Effects of the Three Alternative Components as a Whole

As defined in the Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter 40, Sections 1500-1508, cumulative effects
are those effects “on the environment which result from the incremental impact of the action when
added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency
(Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative effects can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over time.”

Short-term timeframe: not applicable; cumulative effects analysis will be done only for the long-
term time frame.

Long-term timeframe: 25 to 30 years

Spatial boundary: Road density calculations are based on watersheds created for the Herger-
Feinstein Quincy Library Group (HFQLG) Forest Recovery EIS and ROD. These watersheds are
generally on a HUC -7 scale.

Indicator(s): Density based on miles per square mile (mi/mi?) of proposed trails and roads open to
motorized traffic on public and private lands within Plumas National Forest watersheds.
Methodology: A GIS data layer was created for the alternatives. The route and proposed trail
locations are based on information from the public (digitized from maps) and GPS data from
contractors and Forest Service Employees. HFQLG watershed GIS layer, the project GIS data layer,
and the corporate NFTS roads GIS layer were used to calculate the total miles of routes, proposed
trails, and roads open to motorized traffic on both public and private lands by alternative. Limitations
to this calculation include unauthorized routes not found during data call and errors in the INFRA
database such as missing roads or included roads that we were removed from the NFTS, and there
isn’t a HFQLG watershed identified in the Paradise area (see the Soil and Water Resource Report,
Appendix D—Watershed Maps in the project record).

As stated above, the combination of the three action components analyzed for direct and indirect
effects was then added to past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions to analyze the cumulative
effects of implementing each alternative as a whole.

Past actions are represented by the existing condition of Plumas National Forest watersheds. The
existing condition of Plumas National Forest watersheds and the sensitivity to disturbance of these
watersheds were analyzed in Appendix N of the 1999 Final EIS for the Herger-Feinstein Quincy
Library Group Forest Recovery Act (HFQLG FRA) (see the Soil and Water Resource Report,
Appendix E in the project record). This analysis was performed for all watersheds containing Plumas
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National Forest System lands. The watersheds were analyzed at a scale that ranged between
Hydrologic Unit Code 7 (HUC-7) and HUC-6. The watersheds range in size from 1,192 to 23,516
acres, with a mean of 8,536 acres. Watershed sensitivity ratings for each watershed were developed
based upon Erosion Hazard Rating, the percent of the watershed in slopes greater than 60%, the
percent alluvial stream channels, rain-on-snow or thunderstorm potential, and vegetative recovery
potential. Watershed condition ratings for each watershed were developed based upon road density,
road/stream crossing density, condition of alluvial stream channels, and percentage of land disturbed.
The sensitivity rating and condition rating for each watershed were multiplied to derive a sensitivity
condition rating, which determined a risk of cumulative watershed effects of low, moderate, high or
very high.

The condition and sensitivity of these Plumas National Forest watersheds, i.e. the existing
condition of these watersheds, has changed little since that 1999 HFQLG FEIS analysis. More than 15
miles of alluvial channels have been restored since 1999, particularly eastside meadow channels that
had been subjected to headcuts and gully erosion, but the length of these reaches total a relatively
small amount of the total alluvial stream channels that exist on the Forest. Data presented in the 2007
HFQLGFRA Pilot Project Monitoring Report to Congress for “Question 17: What is the effect of
activities on indicators of watershed condition?” indicate that little change in watershed condition has
occurred since 1999 (Table 21). Road density decreased approximately 2.0%, primarily due to
obliteration of more than 80 miles of road implemented by Plumas National Forest staff. The number
of road/stream crossings decreased by nearly the same percentage (a total decrease of 54 crossings),
again due primarily to the obliteration of roads mentioned above. Near-stream road density decreased
by 5.5%, a larger percent decrease than the total road density decrease because the road obliteration

projects were focused on roads that contributed significant volumes of sediment to stream channels.
Table 21. Summary of HFQL G Question 17 Monitoring Plan Results (2007).

Watershed Total acreage of Unit of Pre-Project | Post-Project Percent

Condition sub-watersheds Measure Condition Condition Change

Indicator reporting

Road Density 719,000 acres miles per 2.96 2.90 -2.0%
square mile

Near-Stream 592,000 acres miles per 3.61 341 -5.5%

Road Density square mile

Equivalent 1,154,000 acres equivalent 60,200 78,100 +22%

Roaded Acres roaded acres (5.2%) (6.8%)

(ERA)

Near-Stream ERA | 17,700 acres equivalent 472 489 +3.5%
roaded acres

Number of 564,000 acres number 3,039 2,985 -1.8%

Road/Stream

Crossings

The percentage of land disturbed in Plumas National Forest watersheds has increased since the
1999 HFQLG EIS as reflected in the reported increase in Equivalent Roaded Acres (ERA). The ERA
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measure is derived from site disturbance coefficients used to track general changes in hydrologic
function of watersheds. The coefficients have been developed by comparing the effect of a land use
activity to that of a road in terms of altering surface runoff patterns and timing. For example, the
Plumas National Forest has typically modeled one acre of single-tree selection harvest with tractor
yarding as being equivalent to 0.15 to 0.2 acres of roaded landscape. The ERA increase of 17,900
acres across the entire HFQLG FRA pilot project area, as reported in the 2007 Monitoring Report,
when expressed as a percentage of watershed area, results in a 1.6% average increase (from 5.2% to
6.8%). However, this average increase results when the ERA increase is applied to only the HUC-8
subwatershed areas in which work occurred (a total of 1.154 million acres). Much of the HFQLG
watershed areas were devoid of work between 1999 and 2007. When the ERA increase of 17,900 is
applied over the entire area of HFQLG watersheds in which work occurred (2.248 million acres), the
resulting average increase is 0.8%.

The ERA increase for each HFQLG watershed that includes Plumas NFS lands is presented in the
Soil and Water Resource Report, Appendix E in the project record. Between 1999 and 2007, work has
occurred in 66 HFQLG watersheds. The data indicate that the change in ERA for these watersheds,
expressed as a percentage of the HFQLG watershed area, ranges from -0.85% to 7.92% with an
average increase of 0.94%. The median increase is 0.39%. The reported ERA increases are
predominantly due to vegetation management actions (group selection and fuel reduction thinning
treatments) that have occurred under the HFQLG FRA Pilot Project. Cumulative Watershed Effects
(CWE) from these vegetation projects are closely controlled by assuring that the resulting ERA model
outputs for the project watersheds, when expressed as a percentage of total watershed area, do not
exceed the prescribed Threshold of Concern (TOC). Predominately, the TOC for Plumas NF
watersheds is prescribed to be 12% of the watershed area. Since 1999, none of the PNF vegetation
management projects have resulted in an exceedance of the TOC for any of the project watersheds. In
most cases, the ERA increase (0.8% on average, as stated above) is minor and leaves the analysis
watershed well below threshold. For the remaining watersheds, including the one that experienced the
7.9% increase in ERA and several others that were close to the TOC under the pre-project condition,
vegetation management activities are minimized or controlled so that the TOC is not exceeded.

The addition of unauthorized routes to the NFTS as trails would not increase the percentage of
land disturbed because these routes already exist on the landscape. The prohibition of cross-country
travel would reduce future land disturbance on the Forest and would allow passive recovery of
unauthorized route that have already disturbed the landscape.

For each alternative, the density of roads and routes that would be open to motorized vehicle
traffic within each analysis watershed is compared with a threshold road/route value. The threshold
value does not represent an exact level at which a detrimental CWE would occur. Rather, it serves as
a “yellow flag” indicator of increased risk of significant adverse cumulative effects occurring within a
watershed. Analysis watersheds that exceed this threshold require additional, focused analysis. The
exact level of road/route density that would result in a detrimental CWE is dependent upon a variety
of factors that are specific to each analysis watershed. These factors include soil type, hillslope
gradient and road location. Based upon past experience and observations on the Plumas NF, for the
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purpose of this project analysis, Forest watershed staff have determined a road/route density threshold
of 4.0 miles per square mile. Watersheds with motorized road and route densities that exceed this
threshold are at risk of detrimental CWE.

The 1999 HFQLG FRA EIS watershed sensitivity condition ratings and risk of cumulative
watershed effects for each of the project watersheds are presented in the Soil and Water Resource
Report, Appendix E in the project record along with the calculated increase in percentage of land
disturbed, represented by the ERA data from the 2007 HFQLG FRA Pilot Project Monitoring Report.
These risk ratings and data will be used in conjunction with the calculated total road density for each
project alternative to predict whether a cumulative watershed effect will occur for each of the HFQLG
Plumas National Forest watersheds, particularly those that exceed a density of 4.0 miles per square
mile.

A short-term timeframe is not applicable to the cumulative effects analysis. For existing
unauthorized routes that are not proposed for addition to the NFTS, it will be assumed that passive
recovery of soil cover and the vegetative productivity of soils, with concurrent reductions in erosion
and sedimentation from road surfaces, will occur over a 25 year period on the westside and 30 year
period on the eastside. As stated above, effects to soil and water resources due to changes in the
vehicle class allowed on existing NFTS facilities are expected to be negligible. As stated above, the
vast majority of soil and water resource effects of the unauthorized routes and areas that are proposed
for addition to the NFTS have already occurred since these routes currently exist on the landscape. It
is assumed that all of the reasonably foreseeable actions presented in Appendix C will proceed in the
future regardless of which project alternative is selected.

3.5.5 Affected Environment

3551 Climate

Weather in the planning area follows a Mediterranean pattern of wet winters and dry summers. East
of the Sierra crest, marine influence lessens and there is a greater range in daily and seasonal
temperatures, lower precipitation and humidity, and rain from summer thunderstorms is normal. Most
precipitation on both sides of the crest falls as winter frontal disturbances are lifted and cooled over
the mountains.

Over 95% of the precipitation in the planning area occurs during winter months. Precipitation
ranges from 15 inches on the eastside of the Sierra crest, to 90 inches on the westside. Winter
temperatures below 0°F and summer temperatures above 100°F have been recorded. Snowpack is
common from December through May at elevations above 4,000 feet, although individual winter
storms may bring rain to the highest elevations. Thunderstorms generally occur during the summer
months and most frequently on the eastside of the range.

3.56.5.2 Watershed Condition

Streamflow in the planning area corresponds to seasonal precipitation, with low flows during summer
and fall, and higher flows during winter and spring (Linsley 1955). Floods can occur throughout
winter and spring, with large peak flows causing major flooding (Dong and Tobin 1971). Storm
events that cause these peak floods occur approximately every 1 to 10 years (Department of Water
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Resources: California Climate Facts, circa 1960). Warm mid-winter rainstorms on snowpack generate
most large floods (Schultz and Roby 1996).

The watersheds of the planning area are composed of a variety of soil types that influence the
timing of water movement to streams. Some soils contribute to rapid runoff and abrupt increases in
streamflow during storm events. Other soils moderate runoff and streamflow. Shallow soils usually
generate quicker winter and spring runoff than deeper soils do. Deep soils not only absorb and store
more water than shallow soils, they also release more to summer flows. The deep soils of large
alluvial areas, such as meadows, not only store and release water, but moderate high flows and
increase late season flows (USDA Forest Service 1999).

A combination of road construction, soil compaction, ground cover reduction, and degradation of
stream channels and riparian conditions has generated "accelerated over natural conditions" runoff
and sediment yields from many watersheds (USDA Forest Service 1999).

Streams in the planning area range from high gradient (usually headwater channels that are
sources and transporters of sediment, water, nutrients, and large wood), to low gradient channels
(usually in riparian ecosystems), which can be very sensitive to changes in the amount of water and
sediment delivered to them. Degradation of Sierra Nevada streams, and their aquatic and riparian
ecosystems, has been linked to dams, reservoirs, water diversions, livestock grazing, invasive species,
mining, water pollution, roads, logging, direct changes to stream channels and stream flows, and
recreational and residential developments (USDA Forest Service 1999).

The low gradient channels of the east and central areas generally flow through large, wide
meadows. On the westside, channels more often flow through narrow valley bottoms. Most meadow
streams were once a braided network of shallow channels that overflowed their banks each year and
covered the meadows with water. The meadows remained wet most of the year, slowly releasing
water to downstream reaches well into the dry season. Today, most of these meadow channels have
been deeply gullied. Rather than holding water close to the surface of the meadow, gullied streams are
deep and wide enough to contain most flood flows and subsequently drain much of the water from
meadows early in the dry season. Through this process, wetland areas have evolved into dry lands
that foster dry land conditions and species (USDA Forest Service 1999).

3.5.6 Environmental Consequences
3.5.6.1 Alternative 1

As described in Chapter 2 of this EIS, under the No-action alternative, current management plans
would continue to guide management of the project area. No changes would be made to the current
NFTS and no cross-country travel prohibition would be put into place. The Travel Management Rule
would not be implemented and no MVUM would be produced.
1. Cross Country Travel: For Alternative 1, no prohibition would be established for motorized
vehicle travel off designated NFS roads, NFS trails and areas by the public. Motor vehicle
travel would not be limited to designated routes.
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2. Routes and Areas Added to the Existing National Forest System: No new NFTS facilities
would be added. The agency would take no affirmative action on any unauthorized routes
and they would continue to have no status or authorization as NFTS facilities.

3. Class of Vehicles: For Alternative 1, no changes to the existing NFTS are proposed,
including deletions of existing facilities or changing the vehicle class and season of use for
existing facilities.

3.5.6.1.1 Direct and Indirect Effects:

Alternative 1, Action Component 1: Prohibition of Cross-Country Vehicle Travel

Under Alternative 1, cross-country motorized travel would be permitted on Plumas National Forest
areas beyond the authorized NFTS. Approximately 5,027 miles of existing routes and roads on
Plumas NFS lands would be available to motorized traffic (Table 23), including 2,174 miles situated
in the hydrologically sensitive areas described above. Motorized traffic would be prohibited on none
of the miles of existing, unauthorized routes (totaling 1,109 miles) that are currently open to
motorized traffic, including 455 miles of existing routes situated in hydrologically sensitive areas. As
described above, direct and indirect effects to water resources due to motorized travel on these routes
include increased peak flows and sediment loads.

Past cross-country motorized travel on these unauthorized routes has resulted in soil compaction
and erosion of the A-horizon portion of soil profiles to the point where vegetative productivity in
those disturbed areas is significantly reduced. Certain soil types are more susceptible to erosion. For
Alternative 1, Table 23 on page 105 displays the number of miles of NFTS routes on Plumas NFS
lands available to motorized traffic within the different Erosion Hazard Rating categories. Direct and
indirect effects to soil resources due to the continuation of cross-country traffic include a continuation
of these soil compaction and erosion effects.

In the short term (considered to be a 1-year timeframe for the purpose of this analysis), the
unauthorized routes disturbed by motor-vehicle use would not change because these routes would still
be open to motorized traffic. The short-term reductions in sediment delivery to stream systems in the
vicinity of these routes predicted for Alternatives 2 through 5 would not occur.

Restoration of soil vegetative productivity would potentially not occur on the 1,109 miles of
unauthorized routes as a result of Alternative 1 because motorized traffic would not be prohibited on
these areas. Vegetative recovery would presumably occur on some of these routes if public members
are not interested in traveling upon them over the long term. However, without a defined prohibition,
it is difficult to predict how many routes would experience vegetative recovery. Without vegetative
recovery, these unauthorized routes would not regain their hydrologic and geomorphic functions over
the long term (considered to be a 25 to 30 year timeframe for the purpose of this analysis).

With continued motorized traffic, the increased peak flow effect that has occurred to date as a
result of these unauthorized routes will remain over the long term because the road templates will
continue to intercept subsurface runoff and concentrate surface runoff. Additionally, without
vegetative recovery, unauthorized routes with continued motorized traffic would not experience the
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decreased amounts of erosion sediment delivery to area stream channels that would be experienced
under Alternatives 2 through 5.

Cross-country traffic on areas that are currently untracked would not be prohibited under
Alternative 1. The potential would exist for proliferation of new unauthorized routes with the same
type of effects to soil and water resources that are observed on existing, unauthorized routes. Erosion
and disturbance of the A-horizon (organic-rich topsoil) portion of soil profiles in areas that are
currently untracked could occur, impacting soil vegetative productivity. Modification of surface water
runoff timing and magnitude due to vehicle track ruts on currently untracked areas could occur,
impacting water resources downslope of those areas.

Action Component 2: Addition of Facilities (Routes and Areas) to the NFTS

Direct and indirect effects for this component are not applicable to Alternative 1 because no facilities
are proposed to be added to the NFTS.

Action Component 3: Changes to the existing NFTS

Direct and indirect effects for this component are not applicable to Alternative 1 because no changes
to the existing NFTS are proposed.

3.5.6.1.2 Cumulative Effects

When compared with Alternatives 2 through 5, no apparent long-term (25-30 year) benefit to soil and
water resources would occur under Alternative 1 because motorized traffic would be allowed on all
1,109 miles of inventoried existing, unauthorized routes that are currently open to motorized traffic.
Additionally, potential risks to long-term watershed condition are apparent under Alternative 1 as a
result of the potential for further proliferation of cross-country traffic on areas that are currently
untracked. Erosion and disturbance of the A-horizon portion of soil profiles in areas that are currently
untracked would likely occur, potentially impacting soil vegetative productivity. Modification of
surface water runoff timing and magnitude due to vehicle track ruts on currently untracked areas
would likely occur, potentially impacting water resources downslope of those areas.

The net effect of past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions on each subwatershed is
indicated by the total mileage and density of routes and roads open to traffic on public and private
roads within the watershed (Table 23). Road and route density could continue to proliferate under
Alternative 1 but would decrease significantly under Alternatives 2 through 5. It is possible that some
existing unauthorized routes could revegetate due to lack of motorized traffic on routes that no longer
hold interest to the public. This would decrease cumulative impacts to Forest soil and water resources.
However, there is a greater possibility that the number of unauthorized routes would increase without
a prohibition on cross-country motorized travel, resulting in an increased cumulative impact to Forest
soil and water resources.

3.5.6.2 Alternative 2

As described in Chapter 2 of this EIS, the Proposed Action is the proposed changes to the NFTS and
the prohibition of cross-country travel:
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1. Cross Country Travel: Motorized vehicle travel off designated NFS roads, NFS trails and
areas by the public except as allowed by permit or other authorization will be prohibited.

2. Routes and Areas Added to the Existing National Forest System: For Alternative 2, a
total of 364 miles of existing, unauthorized routes are proposed to be added to the NFTS as
trails open to motorcycles, ATVs, a combination of these two vehicle types, or all vehicles.
Also, the 36-acre Sly Creek area would be open year-round to motorized vehicles with
widths that do not exceed 50”.

3. Class of Vehicles: For Alternative 2, no changes to the existing NFTS are proposed,
including deletions of existing facilities or changing the vehicle class and season of use for
existing facilities.

3.5.6.2.1 Direct/Indirect Effects

Alternative 2, Action Component 1: Prohibition of Cross-Country Vehicle Travel

The effect of the prohibition on cross-country motorized travel would be to end traffic on Plumas
National Forest areas beyond the authorized NFTS. For Alternative 2, 4,289 miles of routes and roads
on Plumas NFS lands would be available to motorized traffic (Table 23), including 1,854 miles
situated in the hydrologically sensitive areas described above. Motorized traffic would be prohibited
on at least 738 miles of existing, unauthorized routes that are currently open to motorized traffic,
including 320 miles of existing routes situated in hydrologically sensitive areas. Direct and indirect
effects to water resources due to prohibition of motorized travel on these routes include reduced peak
flows and sediment loads.

Past cross-country motorized travel on these routes has resulted in soil compaction and erosion of
the A-horizon portion of soil profiles to the point where vegetative productivity in those disturbed
areas is significantly reduced. Certain soil types are more susceptible to erosion. For Alternative 2,
Table 23 displays the number of miles of NFTS routes on Plumas NFS lands available to motorized
traffic within the different Erosion Hazard Rating categories. Direct and indirect effects to soil
resources due to prohibition of cross-country traffic include cessation of these soil compaction and
erosion effects.

In the short-term (considered to be a 1-year timeframe for the purpose of this analysis), the
unauthorized routes and areas disturbed by motor-vehicle use would not change much because
removal of vegetation, compaction of soils, and alteration of drainage patterns require time to heal
without active restoration. Thus, short-term reductions in peak flows would be small and
unquantifiable since the routes would continue to intercept and concentrate surface flows. However,
short-term reductions in sediment delivery to stream systems in the vicinity of these routes would be
realized. Erosion of native-surfaced roads and routes is typically higher for routes with active
motorized traffic.

Due to the highly compacted condition and the loss of A-horizon for soils in many of these areas,
this analysis assumes that full restoration of the original soil productivity would not occur as a result
of traffic prohibition alone. However, analysis indicates that, by prohibiting traffic, all of these routes
hold the potential to substantially revegetate and regain much of their hydrologic and geomorphic
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functions over the long term (considered to be a 25 to 30-year timeframe for the purpose of this
analysis). Vegetation growth on lands throughout the Forest is typically vigorous, due to favorable
climate and precipitation. Additionally, needle scatter and litter fall from nearby trees is usually
sufficient to provide seed source and the soil cover and organic input necessary to facilitate re-growth
of vegetation. Recent experience in closing and obliterating roads on all three Ranger Districts
indicate that for the vast majority of the obliterated road areas the addition of straw mulch is not
necessary to provide the cover necessary to protect and keep soils in place or to restore sufficient
organic concentrations in the soils. Needle scatter and placement of slash is typically sufficient to
provide soil cover.

With regard to soil compaction, the recent Long-term Soil Productivity (LTSP) study indicates
that severe compaction of forest soils does not preclude the re-establishment of vegetation (Powers et.
al. 2005). The National ten-year results indicate that soil compaction effects on total biomass
productivity (all vegetation within a site, not just tree growth) differs depending upon the soil particle
size or soil texture, along with other factors such as initial bulk density, rock content, and climate. On
soils characterized as “sandy”, compacted plots had greater biomass productivity than uncompacted
plots; on soils characterized as “loamy”, compaction resulted in little change in biomass productivity;
and on soils characterized as “clayey”, compaction resulted in up to a 50% reduction in biomass
productivity at particular sites in the Southern Coastal plains, primarily in areas with poor soil
drainage or high water table. This ten-year publication incorporated results from 6 of the 12
California sites. Recently in June 2007, during the National LTSP Conference, additional results were
presented by David Young (R5 North Zone Soil Scientist) incorporating 9 of the 12 California sites to
reach ten years; these sites include all study sites within the Sierra Nevada (including Challenge
Experimental Forest located on the Feather River Ranger District of the Plumas National Forest). The
latest results have concluded that severe soil compaction, even at degrees that far exceed what is
considered detrimental by Regional analysis standards (a vibrating drum roller, typically used in
highway construction, was used), has little effect on soil productivity at most sites, at least at ten
years of growth (based on personal communications with David Young June through July 2007).
These results will be revisited and published after ten year data is available for all 12 California LTSP
sites. It is clear from this study and observations of roads closed in the past on the Forest, that
compacted road surfaces are typically still capable of absorbing and holding the water necessary to
support vegetative recovery in the Mediterranean climate of the Plumas National Forest.

Active restoration or obliteration of unauthorized routes (including out-sloping and re-contouring
routes to closely match the natural topography and removal of culverts and other stream crossing
structures) is not a part of any of the project alternatives. Much of the increased peak flow effect that
has occurred to date as a result of these unauthorized routes will remain over the long term; without
active restoration, the route templates, including any cut slopes, ruts, ditches, or culverts that currently
exist, will continue to intercept subsurface runoff and concentrate surface runoff. However, the long-
term establishment of vegetative growth on these routes will somewhat reduce area peak flows. More
significantly, this vegetation will substantially decrease the amount of erosion from these areas and
the amount of sediment delivered to area stream channels. The vegetative canopy will intercept
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precipitation and significantly reduce detachment of soil particles from the former route surface due
to rainsplash erosion. Stems that grow on the route surface will intercept surface runoff, slowing and
lengthening the runoff flow path to reduce the occurrence of concentrated runoff that generates
erosion. Roots of vegetation that re-grows on these routes will act to hold vast areas of soil in place.
Re-established vegetation will transpire a significant portion of precipitation that formerly ran down
and off the road surface.

In addition to soil and water improvements realized by the prohibition of motorized traffic on
these 738 miles of existing unauthorized routes, prohibition of cross-country traffic on areas that are
currently untracked would prevent the same type of effects to soil and water resources that are
observed on existing, unauthorized routes. Erosion and disturbance of the A-horizon (organic-rich
topsoil) portion of soil profiles in areas that are currently untracked would be prevented, protecting
soil vegetative productivity. Modification of surface water runoff timing and magnitude due to vehicle
track ruts on currently untracked areas would be prevented, protecting water resources downslope of
those areas.

Unauthorized use of these routes by nonmotorized traffic following prohibition could delay or
prevent recovery.

Alternative 2, Action Component 2: Addition of Facilities (Routes and Areas) to the NFTS

Alternative 2 proposes to add 364 miles of existing, unauthorized routes to the NFTS. Additionally,
Alternative 2 would allow year-round motorized vehicle traffic within the 36-acre Sly Creek area. In
general, any direct and indirect effects to soil and water resources caused by motorized travel on these
previously unauthorized routes have already occurred. Water resource effects that have already
occurred include modification of surface-water runoff timing and magnitude owing to interception of
surface and subsurface runoff during rainfall and snowmelt events. Water resource direct effects that
have already occurred also include the generation of erosion that can be delivered as fine sediments to
stream channels. Indirect effects that have already occurred include potentially significant and long
lasting degradation of water quality and aquatic habitat. Direct effects to soil resources that have
already occurred include a loss of vegetative productivity for the routes and areas subjected to
motorized vehicle traffic, due to loss of soil cover, soil compaction, and loss of soil hydrologic
function.

For Alternative 2, E08 evaluation data indicates that 188 miles (51% of the 364 miles proposed
for addition to the NFTS) contain at least one segment that rates as “Fail” for effectiveness in
protecting water quality. Typically, these segments “fail” because of delivery of route-generated
sediment to stream channels or because the route has captured a stream channel. Over half of these
effects can be mitigated. For Alternative 2, 126 route/stream crossings were observed to either be
currently diverting stream flow down the route surface or having the potential to divert stream flow if
the route/stream crossing plugged. “Moderate”, “High” or “Extreme” ratings for soil and water
resource effects were rated for 331 proposed miles of trails, meaning that soil and water effects are
currently adverse or have the potential to be adverse in the future. Of these 331 miles, 52 miles are
rated as “High”, meaning that soil and water effects are currently adverse but can be mitigated.
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Eighty-five miles of routes proposed under Alternative 2 are rated “Extreme” for soil and water
effects, meaning that effects are currently adverse and mitigation of these effects is not economically
feasible, would not meet safety standards, or would not be effective due to physical constraints. For
example, many of the “Extreme” routes are located along stream channels on steep, erosive soils and
are entrenched, a combination that results in no viable alternative for adequately draining the route to
prevent sediment from entering the channel. Other “Extreme” routes are located within active stream
channels and would require a new location, a mitigation that is beyond the scope of this EIS. Site
specific survey, effects and mitigation information for each route is included in Appendix A of the
DEIS and Appendices F, G, and H of the Soil and Water Resource Report, in the project record.

Alternative 2 proposes to add a 36-acre area near Sly Creek to the NFTS. This area would be
open year-round to motorized vehicles with widths that do not exceed 50”. This area is rated as
“High” for soil and water resource effects. The current access approach to the area is too steep,
causing excessive rutting and erosion that will, in the near future, preclude this location’s use as an
access approach to the play area. Additionally, an ephemeral channel is currently used as access to the
play area from Sly Creek Campground. Traffic in this channel is causing discharge of traffic-related
sediment to and beyond the downstream paved road drainage system. Mitigations are prescribed for
this area. Watershed staff recommends that this area not be open to motorized traffic until these
mitigations are in place.

By prohibiting traffic on other unauthorized routes on the Forest, facilities added to the NFTS
under Alternative 2 may experience increased traffic levels resulting in a slight increase in road and
trail generated erosion. However, increased maintenance attention, along with mitigations installed to
prevent adverse effects to water quality, for these added facilities would reduce erosion to a greater
degree.

Alternative 2, Action Component 3: Changes to the existing NFTS

Direct and indirect effects for this component are not applicable to Alternative 2 because no changes
to the existing NFTS are proposed.

3.5.6.2.2 Cumulative Effects

As stated above, the combination of the three action components analyzed for direct and indirect
effects are added to past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions to analyze the cumulative effects
of implementing each alternative as a whole.

As described, past actions are represented by the existing condition of PNF watersheds. The
existing condition of PNF watersheds is represented by the watershed condition sensitivity rating and
risk of cumulative watershed effects from the 1999 Final EIS for the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library
Group Forest Recovery Act, with further indication of the condition provided by results from the
2007 HFQLG FRA Pilot Project Monitoring Report to Congress (see the Soil and Water Resource
Report, Appendix E in the project record). The 2007 Monitoring Report to Congress indicates that
watershed condition has changed little since the 1999 HFQLG FEIS analysis. The most significant
potential change to watershed condition observed in the report is reflected in increases in ERA values
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due to HFQLG FRA projects implemented since 1999. Those ERA changes are presented for each
analysis subwatershed in the Soil and Water Resource Report, Appendix E in the project record.

Alternative 2 proposes to add 364 miles of existing, unauthorized routes to the NFTS.
Additionally, Alternative 2 would allow year-round motorized vehicle traffic within the 36-acre Sly
Creek area. This addition of unauthorized routes to the NFTS as trails would not increase the
percentage of land disturbed and would not increase adverse effects to soil and water resources
because these routes already exist on the landscape. Alternative 2 would result in prohibition of travel
on 738 miles of unauthorized routes that are open to motorized traffic under the No-action alternative.
The prohibition of cross-country travel would reduce future land disturbance on the Forest and, over
the long-term timeframe for this analysis (25-30 years), would allow passive recovery of
unauthorized routes that have already disturbed the landscape. Reasonably foreseeable actions are
presented in Appendix C. It is assumed that each of these actions would potentially occur regardless
of which alternative for this project is selected.

The long-term, net effect of these past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions on each
HFQLG watershed is indicated by the total mileage and density of proposed NFS trails and roads
open to traffic on public and private roads within the HFQLG watersheds (see the Soil and Water
Resource Report, Appendix E in the project record). As described above in the methods section, the
road/route density is compared with a threshold value of 4.0 miles per square mile. This threshold
value does not represent an exact level at which a detrimental CWE will occur but serves as a “yellow
flag” indicator of increased risk of significant adverse cumulative effects occurring within a
watershed.

Under the existing condition (represented by Alternative 1), 19 of the 178 analysis watersheds
(11%) have road/route densities that exceed the threshold of 4.0 mi/mi’ (Table 22). For these 19
watersheds, the mean density is 4.73 mi/mi? and the median is 4.56 mi/mi°. Two of these watersheds
were determined to be at “High” risk of CWE in the 1999 HFQLG EIS and the remaining 17
watersheds rated as “Moderate” risk. Since 1999, watershed condition has changed little in these 19
watersheds, as demonstrated by the 2007 HFQLG FRA monitoring report. The percent change in
ERA for those watersheds averages 0.7% with a median change of 0%. No change in ERA from
1999-2007 was reported for 11 of the 19 watersheds.

The density of roads and routes open to motorized traffic would decrease for all of these
watersheds under Alternative 2. A net total of 128 miles of unauthorized routes within these 19
watersheds would be made unavailable to motorized traffic under Alternative 2, with watershed
110192 experiencing the largest decrease (over 22 miles). The average decrease in road/route density
for these 19 watersheds would be 0.77 mi/mi® with a median decrease of 0.61 mi/mi%. As a result, the
density for 9 of the 19 watersheds would be less than the analysis threshold under Alternative 2. For
the remaining 10 watersheds, the effects of Alternative 2 on watershed resources would also be
beneficial, including improved surface water runoff timing and magnitude and reduced sediment
delivery as a result of decreased road/route density.

For the two watersheds with the greatest increase in past ground disturbance from 1999 - 2007,
watersheds 110041 and 110192 (respectively situated on the Feather River Ranger District in the
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Lower North Fork Yuba River HUC-5 drainage and on the Beckwourth Ranger District in the Last
Chance Creek HUC-5 drainage), Alternative 2 would produce significant reductions in road/route
density, resulting in densities of 3.83 and 1.81 mi/mi?, respectively. While Alternative 2 would add to
the NFTS 3.9 miles and 0.7 mile of trails to the watersheds (respectively), these routes already exist
in these watersheds and this alternative would also prohibit motorized traffic and allow for the passive
restoration of 7.1 and 23.1 miles of routes (respectively) that currently exist in these watersheds.
None of the reasonably foreseeable actions presented in Appendix C are proposed within these two
watersheds.

For the two watersheds that were determined to have a high risk of CWE in the 1999 HFQLG
EIS, watersheds 110114 and 110159 (both situated on the Mount Hough Ranger District in the
Spanish Creek and Seneca HUC-5 drainages, respectively), Alternative 2 would produce significant
reductions in road/route density, resulting in densities of 4.49 and 3.40 mi/mi?, respectively. While
Alternative 2 would add to the NFTS 3.1 and 5.0 miles of trails to the watersheds (respectively), these
routes already exist in these watersheds and this alternative would also prohibit motorized traffic and
allow for the passive restoration of 11.2 and 11.1 miles of routes (respectively) that currently exist in
these watersheds. None of the reasonably foreseeable actions presented in Appendix C are proposed
within these two watersheds.

The cumulative effect for each watershed as a result of Alternative 2 is generally beneficial (173
of 178 or 97% of the analysis watersheds), as observed by a decrease in density of roads and routes
open to motorized traffic (see the Soil and Water Resource Report, Appendix E in the project record).
For these watersheds, prohibition of motorized traffic on the portion of the 738 miles of unauthorized
routes would result in a decrease in road/route density. The density decrease in each watershed ranges
from 0.01 to 2.27 mi/mi? with a mean of 0.33 and a median of 0.25 mi/mi2. Additionally, long-term
watershed condition would improve and risk of cumulative watershed effects would decrease under
Alternative 2 as a result of prohibition of cross-country traffic on areas that are currently untracked.
Erosion and disturbance of the A-horizon portion of soil profiles in areas that are currently untracked
would be prevented, protecting soil vegetative productivity. Modification of surface water runoff
timing and magnitude due to vehicle track ruts on currently untracked areas would be prevented,
protecting water resources downslope of those areas.

The road/route density for the remaining 5 subwatersheds (3% of analysis watersheds) indicates
no change in the risk of cumulative soil and water resource effects. These subwatersheds are not
affected by the prohibition of motorized traffic on the 738 miles of unauthorized routes. However, the
benefits of prohibition of cross-country traffic on areas that are currently untracked would also be
realized within these subwatersheds, resulting in a long-term improvement of watershed condition
and a long-term decrease in the risk of cumulative watershed effects.

Reasonably foreseeable actions that would affect soil and water resources at a cumulative,
watershed scale are chiefly the HFQLG FRA vegetation management activities that are described
above in the Methods section. As stated above, these actions predominately result in minor increases
in ERA values such that watersheds remain below the Threshold of Concern. For example, Table 22
identifies that the Watdog vegetation management project is a planned project for watershed 110038
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(situated on the Feather River Ranger District in the Lower Middle Fork Feather River HUC-5
watershed). The watershed effects analysis for the Watdog project divided 110038 into 9
subwatersheds (see Hydrology Report, Watdog Project, USDA 2007). The total ERA increase for
watershed 110038 due to the Watdog Project is 87 acres, or 0.8% of the 11,140 acre watershed. This
is a minor increase when applied to watershed 110038. The resulting ERA percent for the 9
subwatersheds averaged 4.1% of the subwatershed area, well below the TOC of 12 percent. While
Alternative 2 would add 0.3 miles of trail to the NFTS within 110038, these routes already exist in the
watershed and this alternative would also prohibit motorized traffic and allow for the passive
restoration of 2.9 miles of routes that currently exist in the watershed. This improvement in road/route
density (a decrease of 0.15 mi/mi?) is typically larger for all of the 178 watersheds under Alternative 2
(average decrease of 0.33 mi/mi?). The improvement in road/route density under Alternative 2,
considered along with the minor increases in ERA indicated for the reasonably foreseeable actions,
would result in no increase in risk of detrimental cumulative watershed effects and would, by and
large, decrease this risk.

While the cumulative effect of Alternative 2 is predicted to be beneficial at the watershed scale
for all 179 watersheds (as indicated by decreases in road/route density and/or prohibition of cross-
country travel on untracked areas), adverse effects are indicated at a smaller scale per the Action
Component 2 analysis above. Alternative 2 proposes to add to the NFTS 137 miles of routes that are
rated as “High” or “Extreme” for soil and water effects, meaning that all of these routes are currently
having adverse effects on soil and water resources. Of these 137 miles, 85 miles are rated “Extreme” ,
meaning that these adverse effects cannot be feasibly mitigated and would persist in the future.
Mitigations are prescribed for the 52 miles of proposed trail that are rated as “High”.

3.5.6.3 Alternative 3

Alternative 3 responds to the issues of cost and and natural resource effects by prohibiting cross-
country travel without adding any additional facilities to the NFTS. None of the currently
unauthorized routes or areas would be added to the National Forest System (NFS).
1. Cross-country Travel: Motorized vehicle travel off designated NFS roads, NFS trails and
areas by the public except as allowed by permit or other authorization will be prohibited.
2. Routes and Areas Added to the Existing National Forest System: No roads, trails, or areas
would be added to the NFTS.
3. Class of Vehicles: For Alternative 3, no changes to the existing NFTS are proposed,
including deletions of existing facilities or changing the vehicle class and season of use for
existing facilities.

3.5.6.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

Action Component 1: Prohibition of Cross-Country Vehicle Travel

The direct and indirect effects to soil and water resources of the prohibition on cross-country
motorized travel would be similar to Alternative 2. For Alternative 3, 3,922 miles of roads and routes
on Plumas NFS lands would be available to motorized traffic (Table 23), including 1,719 miles
situated in the hydrologically sensitive areas described in the Methods section. Motorized traffic
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would be prohibited on all 1,109 miles of inventoried existing, unauthorized routes that are currently
open to motorized traffic, including 455 miles of existing routes situated in hydrologically sensitive
areas. Direct and indirect effects to water resources due to prohibition of motorized travel on these
routes include reduced peak flows and sediment loads.

When compared with Alternative 2, greater long-term (25-30 year) benefit to soil and water
resources would occur under Alternative 3 because an additional 364 miles of unauthorized routes
would be prohibited from motorized traffic. This would allow the passive re-vegetation of an
additional 364 miles of unauthorized routes, resulting in these areas attaining much of their original
hydrologic and geomorphic functions. The long-term establishment of vegetative growth on these
routes will substantially decrease the amount of erosion and the amount of sediment delivered to area
stream channels from 1,109 miles of unauthorized routes and would somewhat reduce area peak
flows.

Benefits to soil and water resources due to prohibition of cross-country traffic on areas that are
currently untracked would be the same as Alternative 2. These benefits associated with prohibition of
cross-country traffic on areas that are currently untracked would be identical for all action alternatives
(Alternatives 2 through 5). Unauthorized use of these routes by non-motorized traffic following
prohibition could delay or prevent recovery.

Action Component 2: Addition of Facilities (Routes and Areas) to the NFTS

Direct and indirect effects for this component are not applicable to Alternative 3 because no facilities
are proposed to be added to the NFTS.

Action Component 3: Changes to the existing NFS

Direct and indirect effects for this component are not applicable to Alternative 3 because no changes
to the existing NFTS are proposed.
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Table 22. Summary of Cumulative Soil and Water Resource Effects Analysis for Watershed Exceeding Density Threshold

Density Density Density Density Density
of Roads of Roads of Roads | of Roads of Roads
and and and and and
Percent Routes Routes Routes Routes Routes
1999 Change open to open to open to open to open to
Watershed | 1999 Risk | in ERA, | motorized | motorized | motorized | motorized | motorized
Watershed | Sensitivity of 1999- traffic traffic traffic traffic traffic Reasonably Foreseeable
Watershed | Area, (sq | Condition | Cumulative | 2007 (mimi?d, | Mmimi®, | Mimi®, | (mi/mi?, | (mi/mid), Actions to occur in this
ID Number mi) Rating (a) | Effects (a) (b) Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Watershed - c
110067 14.16 72.0 M N/A 6.53 5.24 3.81 4.15 5.08 Basin Project
110114 6.00 77.0 H N/A 5.84 4.49 3.96 3.96 4.06 Meadow Valley Project (d)
110054 8.05 54.0 M N/A 5.49 4.63 3.58 3.58 4.38 None
110034 11.04 60.0 M 0 5.44 4.88 4.58 4.58 4.80 None
Basin Project, Hardquartz
110051 16.55 72.0 M 0.5 4.99 4.68 4.60 4.51 4.62 Mine Hazard Abaterment
Sugarberry, Winkeye
110042 13.12 72.0 M 0.9 4.84 4.24 2.92 3.49 3.68 Mining Claim
110124 6.29 60.0 M N/A 4.77 3.33 2.68 3.00 3.31 Empire Veg Mgmt Project
110021 8.10 60.0 M 1.8 4.61 4.30 4.30 4.30 4.30 Sugarberry Project
110041 4.29 66.0 M 4.7 4.57 3.83 2.93 3.75 3.75 Sugarberry Project
110069 1.86 50.0 M N/A 4.56 3.14 3.14 3.14 3.14 None
110030 14.83 50.0 M 0.1 4.43 4.39 4.39 4.39 4.39 None
110038 17.41 60.5 M N/A 4.40 4.25 4.23 4.23 4.23 Watdog Project
110053 12.42 60.0 M N/A 4.30 3.77 3.31 3.31 3.66 None
110159 6.93 77.0 H 0.7 4.29 3.40 2.68 3.16 3.35 None
110113 8.99 45.0 M N/A 4.28 3.55 2.85 3.05 3.12 Meadow Valley Project (d)
110055 7.19 55.0 M N/A 4.22 4.01 3.59 3.83 3.99 None
110023 17.49 60.0 M 1.1 4.13 3.75 3.70 3.75 3.75 Sugarberry Project
110192 9.88 715 M 3.5 4.08 181 1.75 1.90 1.90 Camp 14 Salvage
110033 10.29 55.0 M 0 4.03 3.56 3.10 3.10 3.33 None

a - from Appendix N, "Herger Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery Act FEIS" (August 1999)

b - from "Monitoring Report Fiscal Year 2007, Herger Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery Act Pilot Project”
¢ - from Appendix C of this DEIS
d- Meadow Valley project effects are included in “Percent ERA Change” column

N/A - Not applicable. No HFQLGFRA work reported in this watershed for 1999-2007
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3.5.6.3.2 Cumulative Effects

General cumulative effects to soil and water resources under Alternative 3, and indeed for all action
Alternatives (2 through 5) would be the same as cumulative effects for Alternative 2. Detailed
differences from the Alternative 2 cumulative watershed effects analysis are presented below.

When compared with Alternative 2, greater long-term benefit to soil and water resources would
occur under Alternative 3 because motorized traffic would be prohibited on all 1,109 miles of
inventoried existing, unauthorized routes that are currently open to motorized traffic resulting in an
additional 364 miles of unauthorized routes to be prohibited from motorized traffic.

Under the existing condition, 19 of the 178 analysis watersheds (11%) have road/route densities
that exceed the threshold of 4.0 mi/mi? (Table 23). For these 19 watersheds, the mean density is 4.73
mi/mi? and the median is 4.56 mi/mi?. The density of roads and routes open to motorized traffic
would decrease for all of these watersheds under Alternative 3. A net total of 216 miles of
unauthorized routes within these 19 watersheds would be made unavailable to motorized traffic under
Alternative 3, with watershed 110067 experiencing the largest decrease (over 38 miles). The average
decrease in road/route density for these 19 watersheds would be 1.2 mi/mi? with a median decrease of
1.4 mi/mi°. As a result, the density for 14 of the 19 watersheds would be less than the analysis
threshold under Alternative 3. For the remaining 5 watersheds, the effects of Alternative 3 on
watershed resources would also be beneficial, including improved surface water runoff timing and
magnitude and reduced sediment delivery as a result of decreased road/route density.

For the two watersheds with the greatest increase in past ground disturbance from 1999-2007,
watersheds 110041 and 110192, Alternative 3 would produce significant reductions in road/route
density, resulting in densities of 2.93 and 1.75 mi/mi?, respectively. Alternative 3 would add no new
trails to the NFTS and would prohibit motorized traffic and allow for the passive restoration of 7.1
and 23.1 miles of routes (respectively) that currently exist in these watersheds. None of the
reasonably foreseeable actions presented in Appendix C are proposed within these two watersheds.

For the two watersheds that were determined to have a high risk of CWE in the 1999 HFQLG
EIS, watersheds 110114 and 110159, Alternative 3 would produce significant reductions in road/route
density, resulting in densities of 3.96 and 2.68 mi/mi? respectively. Alternative 3 would add no new
trails to the NFTS and would prohibit motorized traffic and allow for the passive restoration of 11.2
and 11.1 miles of routes (respectively) that currently exist in these watersheds. None of the
reasonably foreseeable actions presented in Appendix C are proposed within these two watersheds.

Long-term watershed condition would improve and risk of cumulative watershed effects would
decrease under Alternative 3. The net effect of past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions on
each subwatershed, as indicated by the total mileage and density of proposed trails and roads open to
traffic on public and private roads within the subwatershed (see the Soil and Water Resource Report,
Appendix E in the project record), is generally beneficial. Over 99% of the analysis subwatersheds
(177 out of 178) indicate a decrease in road/route density. The density decrease for each watershed
ranges from 0.01 to 2.72 mi/mi? with a mean of 0.48 and a median of 0.34 mi/mi2. The road/route
density for the remaining one subwatershed (less than 1% of the analysis watersheds) indicates no
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change in the risk of cumulative soil and water resource effects. However, the benefits of prohibition
of cross-country traffic on areas that are currently untracked will be realized in all analysis
subwatersheds. This long-term improvement of watershed condition and long-term decrease in the
risk of cumulative watershed effects due to protection of untracked areas is identical to the effect for
Alternative 2. Indeed, the beneficial cumulative effect of prohibiting motorized traffic on areas that
are currently untracked is identical for all action alternatives (Alternatives 2 through 5)

Reasonably foreseeable actions that would affect soil and water resources at a cumulative,
watershed scale are chiefly the HFQLG FRA vegetation management activities that are described
above in the Methods section. The cumulative result of these foreseeable actions and Alternative 3 are
generally the same as stated above for Alternative 2. For example, for watershed 110038, the total
ERA increase due to the Watdog Project would still be 0.8%, a minor increase in relation to the
watershed’s Threshold of Concern. Alternative 3 would allow for the passive restoration of 2.9 miles
of routes that currently exist in the watershed. This improvement in road/route density (a decrease of
0.15 mi/mi?) is typically larger for all of the 178 watersheds under Alternative 3 (average decrease of
0.33 mi/mi?). The improvement in road/route density under Alternative 3, considered along with the
minor increases in ERA indicated for the reasonably foreseeable actions, will result in no increase in
risk of detrimental cumulative watershed effects and would, by and large, decrease this risk.

3.5.6.4 Alternative 4

Alternative 4 responds to non-motorized recreation interest in “Citizen Inventoried Roadless Areas
(CIRAS)” proposed by the Wilderness Society and natural resource impacts. This alternative adds no
motorized routes to CIRAs. This alternative does not designate routes as trails where resource
concerns require extensive or critical mitigation (those routes rated as “High” for soil and water
resource effects). This alternative also does not propose trails that are rated “Extreme” for soil and
water resource effects.

1. Cross Country Travel: Motorized vehicle travel off designated NFS roads, NFS trails and
areas by the public except as allowed by permit or other authorization will be prohibited.

2. Routes and Areas Added to the Existing National Forest System: For Alternative 4, a
total of 141 miles of existing, unauthorized routes are proposed to be added to the NFTS as
trails and open motorcycles, ATVs, a combination of these two vehicle types, or all vehicles.
Also, the 36-acre Sly Creek area would be open year-round to motorized vehicles with
widths that do not exceed 50”.

3. Class of Vehicles: Alternative 4 proposes to change the class of vehicles for 11.3 miles of
existing NFS roads, allowing all motorized vehicles on these roads that currently allow only
highway-legal vehicles.

3.5.6.4.1 Directand Indirect Effects

Action Component 1: Prohibition of Cross-Country Vehicle Travel

The direct and indirect effects to soil and water resources of the prohibition on cross-country
motorized travel would be similar to Alternatives 2 and 3. For Alternative 4, 4,058 miles of roads and
routes on Plumas NFS lands would be available to motorized traffic (Table 23), including 1,719 miles
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situated in the hydrologically sensitive areas described in the Methods section. Motorized traffic
would be prohibited on 969 miles of inventoried existing, unauthorized routes that are currently open
to motorized traffic, including 414 miles of existing routes situated in hydrologically sensitive areas.
Direct and indirect effects to water resources due to prohibition of motorized travel on these routes
include reduced peak flows and sediment loads.

When compared with Alternatives 2 and 3, long-term (25-30 year) benefits to soil and water
resources under Alternative 4 would be greater than Alternative 2 because an additional 226 miles of
unauthorized routes would be prohibited from motorized traffic. Long-term benefits to soil and water
resources under Alternative 4 would be less than Alternative 3 because an additional 114 miles of
unauthorized routes would be available for motorized traffic. Alternative 4 would allow the passive
re-vegetation of 969 miles of unauthorized routes, resulting in these areas attaining much of their
original hydrologic and geomorphic functions. The long-term establishment of vegetative growth on
these routes would substantially decrease the amount of erosion and the amount of sediment delivered
to area stream channels from 969 miles of unauthorized routes and would somewhat reduce area peak
flows.

Benefits to soil and water resources due to prohibition of cross-country traffic on areas that are
currently untracked would be identical for all action alternatives (Alternatives 2 through 5).
Unauthorized use of these routes by non-motorized traffic following prohibition could delay or
prevent recovery.

Action Component 2: Addition of Facilities (Routes and Areas) to the NFTS

Alternative 4 proposes to add 141 miles of existing, unauthorized routes to the NFTS. Additionally,
Alternative 4 would allow year-round motorized vehicle traffic within the 36-acre Sly Creek area. In
general, as with Alternative 2, any direct and indirect effects to soil and water resources of motorized
travel on these previously unauthorized routes have already occurred.

For Alternative 4, EO8 evaluation data indicates that 27 miles (19% of the 141 miles proposed for
addition to the NFTS) contain at least one segment that rated as “Fail” for effectiveness in protecting
water quality as a result of initial field survey data, indicating a potential for adverse soil and water
effects. However, subsequent site visits indicated that effects are currently less than adverse and
mitigations are feasible for all of these segments. For Alternative 4, 47 route/stream crossings were
observed to either be currently diverting stream flow down the route surface or having the potential to
divert stream flow if the route/stream crossing plugged. All of these crossings can be mitigated.
Twenty-six miles are rated as “Low” and 115 miles as “Moderate” for soil and water resource effects,
but all routes which rated “High” or “Extreme” have been excluded from Alternative 4, meaning that
soil and water effects are not currently adverse for any of the routes proposed for addition to the
NFTS. “Moderate” routes have the potential to present adverse soil and water effects in the future but
mitigations are included to prevent these potential effects. Site specific survey, effects and mitigation
information for each route is included in Appendix A of the DEIS and Appendices F, G, and H in the
Soil and Water Resource Report, in the project record
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Alternative 4 proposes to add a 36-acre area near Sly Creek to the NFTS. This area would be
open year-round to motorized vehicles with widths that do not exceed 50”. This area is rated as
“High” for soil and water resource effects. The current approach to the area is too steep, causing
excessive rutting and erosion that would, in the near future, preclude this location’s use as an access
approach to the play area. Additionally, an ephemeral channel is currently used as access to the play
area from Sly Creek Campground. Traffic in this channel is causing discharge of traffic-related
sediment to and beyond the downstream paved road drainage system. Mitigations are prescribed for
this area. Watershed staff recommends that this area not be open to motorized traffic until these
mitigations are in place.

Action Component 3: Changes to the Existing NFTS

Direct and indirect effects to soil and water resources due to allowing all motorized vehicle classes on
11.3 miles of existing NFS roads currently open only to highway-legal vehicles are expected to be
negligible. Allowing narrower, non-street legal vehicles to travel existing NFS roads would not lead
to a change in the width of those roads.

3.5.6.4.2 Cumulative Effects

General cumulative effects to soil and water resources under Alternative 4, and indeed for all action
alternatives (2 through 5), would be the same as cumulative effects for Alternative 2. Detailed
differences from the Alternative 2 cumulative watershed effects analysis are presented below.

Long-term (25-30 year) benefits to soil and water resources would occur under Alternative 4
because motorized traffic would be prohibited on 969 miles of inventoried existing, unauthorized
routes that are currently open to motorized traffic. Long-term benefits to soil and water resources
under Alternative 4 would be greater than Alternative 2 because an additional 226 miles of
unauthorized routes would be prohibited from motorized traffic. Long-term benefits to soil and water
resources under Alternative 4 would be less than Alternative 3 because an additional 141 miles of
unauthorized routes would be available for motorized traffic.

Under the existing condition, 19 of the 178 analysis watersheds (11%) have road/route densities
that exceed the threshold of 4.0 mi/mi? (Table 23). For these 19 watersheds, the mean density is 4.73
mi/mi® and the median is 4.56 mi/mi®. The density of roads and routes open to motorized traffic
would decrease for all of these watersheds under Alternative 4. A net total of 191 miles of
unauthorized routes within these 19 watersheds would be made unavailable to motorized traffic under
Alternative 4, with watershed 110192 experiencing the largest decrease (over 33 miles). The average
decrease in road/route density for these 19 watersheds would be 1.1 mi/mi? with a median decrease of
1.0 mi/mi?. As a result, the density for 13 of the 19 watersheds would be less than the analysis
threshold under Alternative 4. For the remaining 6 watersheds, the effects of Alternative 4 on
watershed resources would also be beneficial, including improved surface water runoff timing and
magnitude and reduced sediment delivery as a result of decreased road/route density.

For the two watersheds with the greatest increase in past ground disturbance from 1999-2007,
watersheds 110041 and 110192, Alternative 4 would produce significant reductions in road/route
density, resulting in densities of 3.75 and 1.90 mi/mi?, respectively. While Alternative 4 would add to
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the NFTS 3.6 miles and 1.5 miles of trails to the watersheds (respectively), these routes already exist
in these watersheds and this alternative would also prohibit motorized traffic and allow for the passive
restoration of 7.1 and 23.1 miles of routes (respectively) that currently exist in these watersheds.

None of the reasonably foreseeable actions presented in Appendix C are proposed within these two
watersheds.

For the two watersheds that were determined to have a high risk of CWE in the 1999 HFQLG
EIS, watersheds 110114 and 110159, Alternative 4 would produce significant reductions in road/route
density, resulting in densities of 3.96 and 3.16 mi/mi? respectively. While Alternative 4 would add no
routes to the NFTS in 110114 and 3.4 miles of trails to the 1100159 watershed, these routes already
exist in these watersheds and this alternative would also prohibit motorized traffic and allow for the
passive restoration of 11.2 and 11.1 miles of routes (respectively) that currently exist in these
watersheds. None of the reasonably foreseeable actions presented in Appendix C are proposed within
these two watersheds.

Long-term watershed condition would improve and risk of cumulative watershed effects would
decrease under Alternative 4. The net effect of past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions on
each subwatershed, as indicated by the total mileage and density of proposed trails and roads open to
traffic on public and private roads within the subwatershed (see the Soil and Water Resource Report,
Appendix E in the project record), is generally beneficial. More than 98% of the analysis
subwatersheds (175 out of 178) indicate a decrease in road/route density. The density decrease for
each watershed ranges from 0.01 to 2.38 mi/mi? with a mean of 0.42 and a median of 0.32 mi/miZ.
The road/route density for the remaining three subwatersheds (less than 2% of the analysis
subwatersheds) indicates no change in the risk of cumulative soil and water resource effects.
However, the benefits of prohibition of cross-country traffic on areas that are currently untracked
would be realized in all analysis subwatersheds. This long-term improvement of watershed condition
and long-term decrease in the risk of cumulative watershed effects due to protection of untracked
areas is identical for all action alternatives (Alternatives 2 through 5).

Reasonably foreseeable actions that would affect soil and water resources at a cumulative,
watershed scale are chiefly the HFQLG FRA vegetation management activities that are described
above in the Methods section. The cumulative result of these foreseeable actions and Alternative 4 are
generally the same as stated above for Alternative 2. For example, for watershed 110038, the total
ERA increase due to the Watdog Project would still be 0.8%, a minor increase in relation to the
watershed’s Threshold of Concern. Alternative 4 would add no trails to the NFTS within 110038 and
would prohibit motorized traffic and allow for the passive restoration of 2.9 miles of routes that
currently exist in the watershed. This improvement in road/route density (a decrease of 0.15 mi/mi®)
is typically larger for all of the 178 watersheds under Alternative 2 (average decrease of 0.33 mi/mi?).
The improvement in road/route density under Alternative 4, considered along with the minor
increases in ERA indicated for the reasonably foreseeable actions, will result in no increase in risk of
detrimental cumulative watershed effects and will, by and large, decrease this risk.

Alternative 4 does not propose to add any routes that are rated as “High” or “Extreme” for soil
and water effects (routes that are currently having adverse effects on soil and water resources).
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3.5.6.,5 Alternative 5

Alternative 5 responds to the issue of access and motorized recreation opportunity. This alternative
adds to the proposed action additional routes and alternative routes suggested during public scoping
that would improve access and motorized recreation opportunity. This alternative also removes all
proposed trails from the proposed action that have an “Extreme” rating for soil and water resource
effects.

1. Cross Country Travel: Motorized vehicle travel off designated NFS roads, NFS trails and
areas by the public except as allowed by permit or other authorization will be prohibited.

2. Routes and Areas Added to the Existing National Forest System: For Alternative 5, a
total of 251 miles of existing, unauthorized routes are proposed to be added to the NFTS as
trails open to motorcycles, ATVs, a combination of these two vehicle types, or all vehicles.
Trails that require extensive or critical mitigations to protect water quality (trails rated as
“High” for soil and water effects) would be added to the NFTS with this EIS but not placed
on the motor vehicle use map until the mitigation has been completed. Also, the 36-acre Sly
Creek area would be open year-round to motorized vehicles with widths that do not exceed
50”.

3. Class of Vehicles: Alternative 5 proposes to change the class of vehicles for 11.3 miles of
existing NFS roads, allowing all motorized vehicles on these roads that currently allow only
highway-legal vehicles.

3.5.6.5.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

Action Component 1: Prohibition of Cross-Country Vehicle Travel

The direct and indirect effects to soil and water resources from the prohibition on cross-country
motorized travel would be similar to Alternatives 2, 3 and 4. For Alternative 5, 4,172 miles of roads
and routes on Plumas NFS lands would be available to motorized traffic (Table 23), including 1,803
miles situated in the hydrologically sensitive areas described in the Methods section. Motorized
traffic would be prohibited on 855 miles of inventoried existing, unauthorized routes that are
currently open to motorized traffic, including 371 miles of existing routes situated in hydrologically
sensitive areas. Direct and indirect effects to water resources due to prohibition of motorized travel on
these routes include reduced peak flows and sediment loads.

When compared with Alternatives 2, 3 and 4, long-term (25-30 year) benefits to soil and water
resources under Alternative 5 would be greater than Alternative 2 because an additional 116 miles of
unauthorized routes would be unavailable for motorized traffic. Long-term benefits to soil and water
resources under Alternative 5 would be less than Alternative 3 because an additional 251 miles of
unauthorized routes would be available for motorized traffic. Long-term benefits to soil and water
resources under Alternative 5 would be less than Alternative 4 because an additional 110 miles of
unauthorized routes would be available for motorized traffic. Alternative 5 would allow the passive
re-vegetation of 855 miles of unauthorized routes, resulting in these areas attaining much of their
original hydrologic and geomorphic functions. The long-term establishment of vegetative growth on
these routes would substantially decrease the amount of erosion and the amount of sediment delivered
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to area stream channels from 855 miles of unauthorized routes and would somewhat reduce
somewhat area peak flows.

Benefits to soil and water resources due to prohibition of cross-country traffic on areas that are
currently untracked would be identical for all action alternatives (Alternatives 2 through 5).
Unauthorized use of these routes by non-motorized traffic following prohibition could delay or
prevent recovery.

Action Component 2: Addition of Facilities (Routes and Areas) to the NFTS

Alternative 5 proposes to add 251 miles of existing, unauthorized routes to the NFTS. Additionally,
Alternative 5 would allow year-round motorized vehicle traffic within the 36-acre Sly Creek area. In
general, as with Alternative 2 and 4, any direct and indirect effects to soil and water resources from
motorized travel on these previously unauthorized routes have already occurred.

For Alternative 5, E08 evaluation data indicates that 100 miles (40% of the 251 miles proposed
for addition to the NFTS) contain at least one segment that rates as “Fail” for effectiveness in
protecting water quality as a result of initial field survey data, indicating a potential for adverse soil
and water effects. Typically, these segments “fail” because of delivery of route-generated sediment to
stream channels or because the route has captured a stream channel. However, subsequent site visits
indicated that potential effects are currently less than adverse and mitigations are feasible for 35 miles
that contain these “fail” segments. For Alternative 5, 83 route/stream crossings were observed to
either be currently diverting stream flow down the route surface or having the potential to divert
stream flow if the route/stream crossing plugged. All of these crossings can be mitigated. Trails that
rated as “Extreme” for soil and water resource effects are not proposed for addition to the NFTS
under Alternative 5.

“Moderate” or “High” ratings for soil and water resource effects were rated for 216 miles of
proposed trails, meaning that soil and water effects are currently adverse or have the potential to be
adverse in the future. Of these 216 miles, 65 miles of routes proposed under Alternative 5 are rated as
“High” for soil and water effects, meaning that effects are currently adverse and mitigations are
necessary to reduce current soil and water resource effects to less than adverse. Alternative 5 proposes
to designate these routes as part of the NFTS but these routes would not be placed on the motor
vehicle use map until the critical, prescribed mitigations are in place. Motorized traffic would not be
legal on these routes until proper installation of the mitigations is completed. If the mitigations are not
installed for a number of years, these routes would begin to re-vegetate and regain their hydrologic
and geomorphic functions. If the mitigations do not occur within 5-10 years, it is unlikely that the
resource analyses provided in this EIS would still be valid and additional analysis would likely be
needed to add the routes to the NFTS. Site specific survey, effects and mitigation information for each
route is included in Appendix A of the DEIS and Appendices F, G, and H in the Soil and Water
Resource Report, in the project record.

Alternative 5 proposes to add a 36-acre area near Sly Creek to the NFTS. This area would be
open year-round to motorized vehicles with widths that do not exceed 50”. This area is rated as
“High” for soil and water resource effects. The current approach to the area is too steep, causing
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excessive rutting and erosion that would, in the near future, preclude this location’s use as an access
approach to the play area. Additionally, an ephemeral channel is currently used as access to the play
area from Sly Creek Campground. Traffic in this channel is causing discharge of traffic-related
sediment to and beyond the downstream paved road drainage system. Mitigations are prescribed for
this area. Watershed staff recommends that this area not be open to motorized traffic until these
mitigations are in place.

By prohibiting traffic on other unauthorized routes on the Forest, facilities added to the NFTS
under Alternative 5 may experience increased traffic levels resulting in a slight increase in road
generated erosion. However, increased maintenance attention, along with mitigations installed to
prevent adverse effects to water quality, for these added facilities would reduce erosion to a greater
degree.

Action Component 3: Changes to the Existing NFTS

Direct and indirect effects to soil and water resources due to allowing all motorized vehicle classes on
11.3 miles of existing NFS roads currently open only to highway-legal vehicles are expected to be
negligible. Allowing narrower, non-street legal vehicles to travel existing NFS roads would not lead
to a change in the width of those roads.

3.5.6.5.2 Cumulative Effects

General cumulative effects to soil and water resources under Alternative 5, and indeed for all action
Alternatives (2 through 5), would be the same as cumulative effects for Alternative 2. Detailed
differences from the Alternative 2 cumulative watershed effects analysis are presented below.

Long-term (25-30 year) benefits to soil and water resources would occur under Alternative 5
because motorized traffic would be prohibited on 855 miles of inventoried existing, unauthorized
routes that are currently open to motorized traffic. Long-term benefits to soil and water resources
under Alternative 5 would be greater than Alternative 2 because an additional 116 miles of
unauthorized routes would be unavailable motorized traffic. Long-term benefits to soil and water
resources under Alternative 5 would be less than Alternative 3 because an additional 251 miles of
unauthorized routes would be available for motorized traffic. Long-term benefits to soil and water
resources under Alternative 5 would be less than Alternative 4 because an additional 110 miles of
unauthorized routes would be available for motorized traffic.

Under the existing condition, 19 of the 178 analysis watersheds (11%) have road/route densities
that exceed the threshold of 4.0 mi/mi? (Table 23). For these 19 watersheds, the mean density is 4.73
mi/mi® and the median is 4.56 mi/mi%. The density of roads and routes open to motorized traffic
would decrease for all of these watersheds under Alternative 5. A net total of 152 miles of
unauthorized routes within these 19 watersheds would be made unavailable to motorized traffic under
Alternative 4, with watershed 110192 experiencing the largest decrease (over 21 miles). The average
decrease in road/route density for these 19 watersheds would be 0.9 mi/mi? with a median decrease of
0.8 mi/mi?. As a result, the density for 11 of the 19 watersheds would be less than the analysis
threshold under Alternative 5. For the remaining 8 watersheds, the effects of Alternative 5 on
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watershed resources would also be beneficial, including improved surface water runoff timing and
magnitude and reduced sediment delivery as a result of decreased road/route density.

For the two watersheds with the greatest increase in past ground disturbance from 1999-2007,
watersheds 110041 and 110192, Alternative 5 would produce significant reductions in road/route
density, resulting in densities of 3.75 and 1.90 mi/mi?, respectively. While Alternative 5 would add to
the NFTS 3.6 miles and 1.5 miles of trails to the watersheds (respectively), these routes already exist
in these watersheds and this alternative would also prohibit motorized traffic and allow for the passive
restoration of 7.1 and 23.1 miles of routes (respectively) that currently exist in these watersheds.
None of the reasonably foreseeable actions presented in Appendix C are proposed within these two
watersheds.

For the two watersheds that were determined to have a high risk of CWE in the 1999 HFQLG
EIS, watersheds 110114 and 110159, Alternative 4 would produce significant reductions in road/route
density, resulting in densities of 4.06 and 3.35 mi/mi?, respectively. While Alternative 5 would add to
the NFTS 0.6 and 4.7 miles of trails to the watersheds (respectively), these routes already exist in
these watersheds and this alternative would also prohibit motorized traffic and allow for the passive
restoration of 11.2 and 11.1 miles of routes (respectively) that currently exist in these watersheds.
None of the reasonably foreseeable actions presented in Appendix C are proposed within these two
watersheds.

Long-term watershed condition would improve and risk of cumulative watershed effects would
decrease under Alternative 5. The net effect of past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions on
each subwatershed, as indicated by the total mileage and density of proposed trails and roads open to
traffic on public and private roads within the subwatershed (see the Soil and Water Resource Report,
Appendix E in the project record), is generally beneficial. More than 97% of the analysis
subwatersheds (174 out of 178) indicate a decrease in road/route density. The density decrease for
each watershed ranges from 0.01 to 2.18 mi/mi? with a mean of 0.37 and a median of 0.27 mi/miZ.
The road/route density for the remaining five subwatersheds (less than 3% of the analysis
subwatersheds) indicates no change in the risk of cumulative soil and water resource effects.
However, the benefits of prohibition of cross-country traffic on areas that are currently untracked
would be realized in all analysis subwatersheds. This long-term improvement of watershed condition
and long-term decrease in the risk of cumulative watershed effects due to protection of untracked
areas is identical for all action alternatives (Alternatives 2 through 5).

Reasonably foreseeable actions that would affect soil and water resources at a cumulative,
watershed scale are chiefly the HFQLG FRA vegetation management activities that are described
above in the Methods section. The cumulative result of these foreseeable actions and Alternative 5 are
generally the same as stated above for Alternative 2. For example, for watershed 110038, the total
ERA increase due to the Watdog Project would still be 0.8%, a minor increase in relation to the
watershed’s Threshold of Concern. While Alternative 5 would add no trails to the NFTS within
110038 and would prohibit motorized traffic and allow for the passive restoration of 2.9 miles of
routes that currently exist in the watershed. This improvement in road/route density (a decrease of
0.15 mi/mi?) is typically larger for all of the 178 watersheds under Alternative 5 (average decrease of
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0.33 mi/mi?). The improvement in road/route density under Alternative 5, considered along with the
minor increases in ERA indicated for the reasonably foreseeable actions, would result in no increase
in risk of detrimental cumulative watershed effects and would, by and large, decrease this risk.

The cumulative effect of Alternative 5 is predicted to be beneficial at the watershed scale for all
178 watersheds (as indicated by decreases in road/route density and/or prohibition of cross-country
travel on untracked areas). Additionally, adverse effects are not indicated at a smaller site scale per the
Action Component 2 analysis above. Alternative 5 does not propose to add any routes that are rated as
“Extreme” for soil and water effects (routes that are currently having adverse effects on soil and water
resources that cannot be feasibly mitigated). Alternative 5 proposes to add to the NFTS 63 miles of
routes that are rated as “High”. Mitigations are prescribed for these routes to reduce the effects to less
than adverse and the trails would remain prohibited from motorized traffic until the mitigations are
satisfactorily installed.

3.5.7 Summary of Effects Analysis Across all Alternatives

Effects to soil and water resources are summarized by ranking each indicator for each alternative.
Table 23 provides the numeric value of the indicator and the ranking among alternatives in
parentheses (higher rankings indicate more benefits and/or less adverse effects to soil and water
resources for that alternative). The rankings are averaged for each alternative.
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Table 23. Summary of Soil and Water Resource Effects

Indicators — Soil and Water Resources

Alt 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt.4 Alt. 5

Total miles of proposed trails and roads open to 5,027 4,289 3,922 4,058 4,172
motorized traffic on Plumas National Forest System (1) 2) (5) (4) (3)
lands
Total miles of proposed trails and roads open to 2,174 1,854 1,719 1,760 1,803
motorized traffic on Plumas National Forest System (1) 2) (5) (4) (3)
lands that are situated in hydrologically sensitive
areas
Total miles of proposed trails and roads open to VH: 277 VH: 239 VH: 206 VH: 210 VH: 227
motorized traffic on Plumas National Forest System H: 2,944 H: 2,502 H: 2,288 H: 2,371 H: 2,443
lands by Maximum Potential Erosion Hazard Rating M: 1.593 M: 1.387 M: 1.283 M: 1.321 M: 1.349
(EHR) 01 01, 01, °1, °1,

. . L: 48 L: 46 L: 45 L: 45 L: 45
Very High (VH), High (H), Moderate (M), Low (L) ) @ 5) @ @)
Total miles of routes proposed for addition to NFTS N/A 188 N/A 27 100
that EO8 effectiveness evaluation data indicate (1) 2) (5) (4) (3)
"fail” segment(s) for protection of water quality
Total miles of routes proposed for addition to NFTS N/A 85 N/A 0 0
that EO8 effectiveness evaluation data indicates (1) ) (5) (5) (5)
"fail” segment(s) and adverse effects that can’t be
mitigated
Numbers of locations where routes proposed for N/A 126 N/A 47/0 83/0
addition to NFTS divert or have potential to divert (1) 2 (5) (5) (5)
streamflow (before/after mitigation)
Average Density (mi/mi?) of proposed trails and 2.44 2.14 1.99 2.04 2.09
roads open to motorized traffic on public and 0.13 0.13 0.04 0.04 0.13
private lands within Plumas National Forest 6.53 5.24 4.60 458 5.08
watersheds (Mean, maximum and minimum ) ) ) ) )

( : @ @ ©) @) ®
Average for Water and Soil Resource 1.0 2.0 5.0 4.3 3.6

N/A — not applicable
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3.5.8 Compliance with the Forest Plan and Other Direction

A list of Standards and Guidelines and best management practices that apply to this project are
included in the Soil and Water Resource Report, Appendix B in the project record. All Standards and
Guidelines and BMPs apply to Alternatives 2, 4, and 5. Mitigation measures were proposed to have
compliance with the Forest Plan and Clean Water Act. Alternative 1 would not be in compliance with
the Forest Plan and Clean Water Act. Alternative 1 is the No-action alternative and allows for the
Forest to open to cross-country travel. If No-action is performed then the existing routes that are
currently in the watershed and not a part of the NFTS then these trails would not be mitigated.
Alternative 3 is only using roads and trails that are already a part of the NFTS. At the time these
routes were constructed they were in compliance with the planning direction at the time. As
reconstruction occurs on the NFTS, these routes will through time be reconstructed in compliance
with the Forest Plan and Clean Water Act.

The application of BMPs and MMMs, including riparian buffers, would reduce the risks to
beneficial uses of water from project activities. If cumulative effects were to occur, the most likely
effect would be increased chronic sedimentation from increases in water yield and peak flow during
high-intensity rain events. Peak flow changes, in particular, may cause increased sedimentation,
changes in bedload transport, altered flow regimes, channel incision, undercuts and unstable banks,
and channel width increases (Reid 1993).

It is assumed that protection of headwaters and tributaries to larger watersheds, along with
implementation of effective non-point source conservation measures (BMPs), would provide
protection of the entire watershed. If sedimentation is controlled through implementation of BMPs,
the potential for project related sediment delivery to the immediate channel and channels downstream
would be small.

Impacts on water quality in the analysis area could potentially occur under the following
circumstances:

1. Failure to implement Best Management Practices, Riparian and Wetland Standards and

Guidelines, and other required mitigation.

2. Extreme water yields resulting from abnormally high intensity, magnitude, and duration

storm events.
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3.6 Aquatic Biota

3.6.1 Introduction

Management of aquatic dependent species and habitat and maintenance and diversity of animal
communities are important parts of the mission of the Forest Service (Forest and Rangeland Resource
Planning Act of 1974, National Forest Management Act of 1976). Management activities on National
Forest System (NFS) lands must be planned and implemented so that they do not jeopardize the
continued existence of threatened or endangered species or lead to a trend toward listing or loss of
viability of Forest Service Sensitive species. In addition, management activities should be designed to
maintain or improve habitat for Management Indicator Species (MIS) to the degree consistent with
multiple-use objectives established in each Forest Land Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan).
Management decisions related to motorized travel can affect aquatic species by increasing human-
caused mortality, causing changes in behavior due to disturbance and habitat modification (Gaines et
al. 2003, Trombulek and Frissell 2000, USDA Forest Service 2000). It is Forest Service policy to
minimize damage to vegetation, avoid harassment to wildlife, and avoid significant disruption of
wildlife habitat while providing for motorized public use on NFS lands (FSM 2353.03(2)). Therefore,
management decisions related to motorized travel on NFS lands must consider effects to aquatic biota
and their habitat.

The Plumas National Forest (PNF) aquatic species and their habitat considered include Regional
Forester’s Sensitive herpetofauna and fish, and the federal threatened California red-legged frog.
Amphibian species and their habitats addressed in this section are foothill yellow-legged frog,
mountain-yellow legged frog, the California red-legged frog, and the northwestern pond turtle. Fish
species addressed include the hardhead minnow.

Road and trail associated factors will be discussed here for herpetofauna and fisheries across the
forest. Macroinvertebrates are addressed as MIS in the Terrestrial Biota section. Generally, site-
specific studies on the species interaction with road and trail-associated factors are lacking in the
literature. Where site-specific information or literature on road and trail associated factors to aquatic
species is available, general information on potential impacts will be presented in this section. In
addition, detailed information on affects of roads to downstream water quality is presented in the Soil
and Watershed Resources section.

3.6.2 Analysis Framework: Statute, Regulation, Forest Plan, and Other Direction

Direction relevant to the alternatives as they concern aquatic biota includes:

Endangered Species Act (ESA). The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC 1531 et seq.)
requires that any action authorized by a federal agency not be likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of a threatened or endangered species (TE), or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of habitat of such species that is determined to be critical. Section 7 of the ESA, as
amended, requires the responsible federal agency to consult the USFWS and the National Marine
Fisheries Service concerning TE under their jurisdiction. It is Forest Service policy to analyze impacts
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to TE to ensure management activities are not be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a TE,
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species that is determined to be
critical. This assessment is documented in a Biological Assessment (BA) and is summarized or
referenced in this Chapter.

e  Consultation: The Forest has begun early involvement with the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) as of February of 2008, and continues to communicate with the
Service on an ongoing basis (pers. comm. A. Fesnock). Discussions to date have included
the use of the Regional Programmatic Agreement that includes the Motorized Travel
Management Project Design Criteria for ‘No effect’ or “May Affect Not Likely to Adversely
Affect’ determination for the California red-legged frog (CRLF) (October 2006).
Recommendations include incorporating the six design criteria specific to the CRLF into
Alternative 4. Alternative 4 meets all the criteria to lead to a “May affect, not likely to
adversely affect” determination for the CRLF. Currently the Forest is in “Early Involvement”
with the US Fish and Wildlife Service. The Forest Service consults only on the Preferred
Alternative (Alternative 5). Currently Alternative 5 does not meet the programmatic
agreement because there are proposed designated trails within CARs. The Forest is
consulting with the USFWS because there is the potential for direct and indirect effect to the
CRLF by the preferred alternative. Mitigations have been developed (in consultation with
the USFWS) to reduce impacts to CRLF and its habitat, and the Forest Service will comply
with any terms and conditions set forth by the US Fish and Wildlife Service in the Biological
Opinion.

Forest Service Manual and Handbooks (FSM/H 2670). Forest Service Sensitive (FSS) species are
plant and animal species identified by the Regional Forester for which population viability is a
concern. The Forest Service develops and implements management practices to ensure that rare plants
and animals do not become threatened or endangered and ensure their continued viability on National
Forests. It is Forest Service policy to analyze impacts to sensitive species to ensure management
activities do not create a significant trend toward federal listing or loss of viability. This assessment is
documented in a Biological Evaluation (BE) and is summarized or referenced in this Chapter.

Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA). The Record of Decision (ROD) for the 2004
Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment identified the following Standards and Guidelines applicable
to motorized travel management and aquatic resources, which will be considered during this analysis
process:

e Riparian Habitat (Management Standard and Guideline #92): see discussion under Water
Resources.

e  Ensure that management activities do not adversely affect water temperatures necessary for
local aquatic and riparian dependent species assemblages (Management Standard and
Guideline #96).

e  Asappropriate, assess and document aquatic conditions following the Regional Stream
Condition Inventory protocol prior to implementing ground disturbing activities within
suitable habitat for California red-legged frog, Cascades frog, Yosemite toad, foothill and
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mountain yellow-legged frogs, and northern leopard frog (Management Standard and

Guideline #114).

e Bog and Fen Habitat (Management Standard and Guideline #118): Prohibit or mitigate
ground-disturbing activities that adversely affect hydrologic processes that maintain water
flow, water quality, or water temperature critical to sustaining bog and fen ecosystems and
plant species that depend on these ecosystems. During project analysis, survey, map, and
develop measures to protect bogs and fens from such activities as trampling by livestock,
pack stock, humans, and wheeled vehicles.

e  The Aquatic Management Strategy, established in the SNFPA 2001 ROD and retained in the
SNFPA 2004 ROD, uses a set of land allocations, specifically riparian conservation areas
(RCAs) and critical aquatic refuges (CARs), that delineate aquatic, riparian, and meadow
habitats, which are to be managed consistent with riparian conservation objectives (RCOs)
and associated Standards and Guidelines.

California red-legged frog design criteria from the Regional Programmatic Agreement
(October, 2006).

a. Routes or areas do not have the potential to capture surface run off and then deliver
sediment into a stream associated with California red-legged frog.

b. In suitable California red-legged frog habitat, routes avoid Riparian Reserve and Riparian
Conservation Areas except where necessary to cross streams. Crossing approaches get the
riders in and out of the stream channel and riparian area in the shortest distance possible
while meeting the gradient and approach length standards.

c. Routes or areas do not cross any stream or waterbody within 500 feet of known occupied
sites of California red-legged frog; and route or area is not within a distance of 500 feet
from wetlands (i.e. springs, wet meadows, ponds, marshes) — this design criteria was also
used in the effects analysis of the foothill yellow-legged frog, northwestern pond turtle
and mountain yellow-legged frog.

d. In habitat occupied by California red-legged frog, routes or areas do not have the
potential to capture or divert stream flow. The approaches to stream crossings are
downsloped toward the stream on both sides.

e. Areas are located outside of Riparian Reserve, Riparian Conservation Areas, meadows,
and wetlands within California red-legged frog habitat.

f. No route or areas are within Critical Aquatic Refuges for California red-legged frog.

3.6.3 Effects Analysis Methodology
3.6.3.1 Impacts Relevant to Aquatic Biota Include

Vehicle use on and off established routes has affected or has the potential to affect aquatic species,
including threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, by increasing human-caused mortality,
causing changes in behavior due to disturbance, and habitat modification.
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3.6.3.2  Assumptions Specific to the Aquatic Biota Analysis

In addition to the common assumptions mentioned in the introduction to Chapter 3, the
following assumptions apply to the aquatic biota:

All vehicle types result in the same amount of disturbance effect on aquatic dependent species
(unless there is local information enabling a separate analysis by vehicle type).

Aquatic species spend all or significant portions of their life cycles either in or moving through
riparian habitats.

Habitat is already impacted in the short term. In the long term, habitat will remain the same on
added trails, but will increase to at least some degree on non-added trails with ban of cross-
country travel and subsequent passive restoration (see Soils template for further
assumptions).

Occupancy is assumed in all non-surveyed suitable habitat.

Proposed designated trails determined to be “extreme” for resource concerns cannot be mitigated.

Ratings determined for soils and water resources effect water quality and the assumption is
similar effects to TES herpetofauna and thus the same rating applies.

3.6.3.3 Data Sources

1. GIS layers of the following information: routes; habitats; and ‘designated’ or important
aquatic areas (e.g., RCAs, CARs).

2. Site-specific surveys/assessment of any localized sensitive aquatic habitats with routes
proposed to be added to the NFTS (e.g., wet meadows, stream crossings, riparian corridors)

3.6.3.4 Aquatic Biota Indicators

3.6.3.4.1  Mountain Yellow-Legged Frog, California Red-Legged Frog, Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog and
Western Pond Turtle

Each indicator is designed to be calculated using the sources of information above, using Geographic
Information System (GIS) queries. They are focused on assessing the effects of adding facilities to the
NFTS. The effects of prohibition of cross-country travel and adding proposed designated trails to the
NFTS are assessed quantitatively and qualitatively as described below. Baseline conditions include all
existing National Forest System (NFS) roads, trails and areas on the PNF. The effects analysis
includes baseline plus all existing unauthorized routes (Alternative 1) to various levels of proposed
trail densities (Alternatives 2, 4 and 5) to no additional trails (Alternative 3). Forest-wide Riparian
Conservation Areas (RCA) and Zones of Influence (ZOls) for amphibians were determined by
buffering all perennial streams and perennial waterbodies by 300 feet (RCA) and 500 feet (ZOl), and
then breaking these RCAs and ZOls by elevation for species. For California red-legged, foothill
yellow-legged frogs and northwestern pond turtles, RCAs and ZOls from 4,500 feet and below are
identified as potential suitable habitat. For mountain yellow-legged (var. Sierrei); RCAs and ZOls,
3,500 foot and above elevation are identified as potential suitable habitat. Critical Aquatic Refuges
(CAR) across the Forest were analyzed via Geographic Information Systems (GIS). GIS analysis
included evaluation of the 300 and 500 foot buffers intersected with the five alternatives and their
respective trail locations. In addition, a 500’ buffer was placed around known occurrences of TES
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amphibians was intersected with the proposed OHYV routes to determine effects. The frequency of
perennial stream crossings within one mile* of each mountain yellow-legged frog (MYLF)
occurrence was also analyzed.

3.6.3.4.2 Route and Trail Density within Riparian Conservation Areas, “Larger” (500") Zone of Influence, and
Critical Aquatic Refuges

Native surface route and trail densities within RCAs, ZOls, and CAR’s were evaluated to compare the
overall effects of all motorized trails and open unauthorized routes for the alternatives and in addition,
within each 7th order watershed across the PNF. According to the Soil and Watershed Resources
Report, native surface routes and trails have the greatest potential for off-site sediment delivery into
streams and lakes. Therefore, this effects analysis includes the density of all native surface motorized
routes and trails. Density provides a relative index to measure the potential indirect effects to aquatic
species including TES amphibians, and northwestern pond turtles. Thresholds for density have not
been established, however, density provides a relative way to compare the effects of the alternatives.

Miles of existing, unauthorized routes and proposed designated trails within or adjacent to TES
aquatic biota habitat.

o  Density as a measure of habitat effectiveness at the 7th order watershed level.

o  Miles of proposed motorized trails at the forest-wide scale within the habitat for each

species.

The indicators for a species habitat that are affected by motorized routes (including a route plus a
biologically meaningful ‘zone of influence’ (e.g., 300 ft RCA, 500 ft ZOl ):

e  Miles of proposed designated trails within amphibian habitat at 300’ of perennial streams,
ponds and lakes above 3,500’ elevation.

e  Miles of proposed designated trails within amphibian habitat at 500’ of perennial streams,
ponds and lakes above 3,500’ elevation.

o  Miles of proposed designated trails within amphibian habitat at 300 of perennial streams,
ponds and lakes below 4,500’ elevation.

o  Miles of proposed designated trails within amphibian habitat at 500’ of perennial streams,
ponds and lakes below 4,500’ elevation.

e Number of stream crossings per HUC 7 (7" order) watershed within suitable species habitat.

o  Miles of proposed designated trails within 500° of TES amphibians.

e Number of perennial stream crossings within one mile of known MYLF occurrences

3.6.3.4.3  Stream Crossing Density within RCAs

The 7th order watersheds across the PNF were evaluated for the crossing density of native surface
motorized routes and trails within RCAs to compare direct, indirect and cumulative effects of
proposed motorized trails (Alternatives 2, 4 and 5) and open unauthorized routes (Alternative 1), and
the existing system trails (cumulative effects) for the project alternatives. Route crossing density
provides a way to measure the potential direct and indirect effects on hardhead minnows and

! MYLF Telemetry study by MGW (2007) determined MYLF moved linearly along streams as far as
approximately one mile.
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herpetofauna. Direct effects include potential TES aquatic species mortality as a result of use of
motorized crossings. Indirect effects include changes to channel and streambank characteristics and
changes in vegetation structure. Sediment delivery from motorized routes and trails is also a potential
indirect affect of stream crossings.

3.6.3.4.4  Hardhead Minnow

Site-specific Physical Impacts and Disturbance to Occupied Hardhead Streams

Proposed designated trails were evaluated to determine site-specific impacts to occupied hardhead
streams for each of the alternatives; by analyzing the number of proposed designated trail miles
within RCAs of occupied hardhead streams/lakes as well as the number of stream crossings within
occupied RCAs. Other indicators were evaluated forest-wide for all aquatic species.

Route Miles within Riparian Conservation Areas

Miles of proposed native surface trails within RCAs of known hardhead streams/lakes were evaluated
to compare the overall effects for each alternative. The number of proposed designated trail miles
within RCAs of occupied hardhead streams and lakes provides a relative index to measure the
potential indirect effects to hardhead habitat from increased sedimentation from trails.

Number of Stream Crossings within Riparian Conservation Areas

The number of proposed stream crossings within RCAs of known hardhead streams/lakes was
evaluated to compare the direct and indirect effects for each alternative. The number of proposed
stream crossings provides a relative index to measure the potential direct and indirect effects to
hardhead and habitat. Direct effects include potential hardhead mortality as a result of use of
motorized crossings of occupied streams. Indirect effects include changes to channel and streambank
characteristics and changes in vegetation structure.

3.6.3.5 Aquatic Biota Methodology by Action:

Geographic Scope of the Aquatic Wildlife Resource Analysis. All “general” locations of the
“action” alternatives have MYLF, FYLF and NWPT herptetofauna amphibian surveys completed to
protocol (Fellers and Freel). These surveys have been completed previously for Herger-Feinstein
Quincy Library Group (HFQLG) vegetation management projects or specifically for this EIS.
Proposed designated trails on ridges and in unsuitable habitat for amphibians have not been surveyed.
The focus of these amphibian surveys was to determine presence/absence of TES amphibians, to
determine suitability of habitat, and assess the condition of the routes to this habitat. The CRLF site
assessment surveys were completed to US Fish and Wildlife Protocol within the Jack’s CAR. CRLF
occupancy is assumed on all unsurveyed habitat at 4,500-foot elevation and below. In addition,
hydrological surveys on all new proposed NFS trails (Alternative 2 and 5) have been completed by
hydrologists and technicians to date. These two alternatives include all unauthorized routes that are
proposed to be added to the system under any of the action alternatives. The focus of these surveys is
to determine the risk for the potential effects to aquatic biota, soil and water resources due to each
individual unauthorized route. The goal of these surveys, and subsequent field visits and discussions,
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is to make one of four ratings for aquatic wildlife species? and soil and water impacts for each route.

These ratings are the same for all species (TES herpetofauna) with the exception of the increased

distance northwestern pond turtles travel away from streams (up to 500 feet) for egg laying. The

ratings are based on OHV stream crossings and the routes rated moderate to high would be mitigated
accordingly. The ratings are also based on the analysis made by the hydrologists, site conditions, and
the potential for sedimentation into the streams. In addition, the ratings are based on known and
potential populations of TES herpetofauna and suitability of habitat.

a. Low: The route was considered, a field visit was made and the aquatic wildlife and soil and
water resource effects will not be adverse (assuming routine maintenance of the trail).

b. Moderate: The route was considered, a field visit was made and aquatic wildlife and soil and water
resource effects are currently less than adverse. Site-specific mitigation is prescribed to
prevent future potential adverse effects to the aquatic wildlife, soil and water resource.
Site-specific mitigations may include addition or modification of route drainage features
(out-sloping, rolling dips, waterbars, or ditch relief culverts); addition or modification of
existing route stream crossing structures; relocation of short segments, a small distance
from the existing route; and designation of acceptable seasons of use and vehicle class.
These routes will be opened to the Public and mitigations have to be implemented
within five years.

c. High: The route was considered, a field visit was made and aquatic biota, soil and water
resource effects are currently adverse. Site-specific mitigations for these routes are
comprised of the same list of mitigations presented above for the Moderate rating.
However, mitigations for routes rated “High” are necessary to reduce current aguatic
wildlife, soil and water resource effects to less than adverse. The biologists and
watershed staff recommends that these routes may be added to the NFTS with this EIS
but not be legal for traffic until these critical mitigations are in place and proper
installation is verified by PNF staff.

d. Extreme: The route was considered, a field visit was made and a determination was made that the
aquatic wildlife and soil and water resource effects are currently adverse. The route is
not recommended by the biologists and watershed staff for inclusion on the NFTS. The
reason for this recommendation is that mitigations to reduce aquatic wildlife, soil and
water resource effects to less than adverse would not be economically feasible, meet
safety standards, or would not be effective due to physical constraints (such as the
route’s close proximity to streams, frequent stream crossings, steep slopes, or highly
erosive soils).

1. Direct/indirect effects of the prohibition of cross-country motorized vehicle travel.
Considerations: General discussion of direct/indirect effects if no action is taken and cross-country
travel continues (with continued concentrated use of existing unauthorized routes and continued route
proliferation in the long term). This includes likely degradation of riparian vegetation, increased bank

2 The assumption is that the ratings for soils and water resources reflect the effects to water quality and thus equal effects to TES
herpetofauna..

Plumas National Forest - 113



Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Management

erosion, nutrient loading, sedimentation, hydrocarbon pollution, which in turn increases metabolic
rate, respiration crushing, and oxygen demand of fish and amphibians (Jennings 1996). Sediment in
spawning gravel increased by 2.6 — 4.3 times in watersheds with more than 4.1 miles of road per
square mile (Cedarholm et al. 1981). Disturbance in aquatic systems is a particular problem for
anadromous fish holding and spawning, reducing spawning success (Moyle et al. 1996). When the
index of biotic integrity (IBI) was analyzed on 100 Sierra Nevada watersheds, IBI scores were
negatively correlated with the percentages of area containing roads associated with streams (Moyle
and Randall 1996). The IBI scores consisted of measures with six metrics e.g., native ranid frogs,
native fishes, native fish assemblages, anadromous fishes, trout and stream fish abundance.

General discussion for all the action alternatives on the benefits of stopping cross-country travel
and stopping future route proliferation. Include assumptions for passive recovery (increase in habitat)
(this should be linked to the discussion under vegetation/hydro/soils) in the effects assessment.

2. Direct/Indirect Effects of adding facilities (presently unauthorized routes and/or areas)
to the NFTS, including identifying seasons of use and vehicle class.

Short-term timeframe: 1 year.
Long-term timeframe: 20 years.
Spatial boundary: dependent on species biology.
Indicator(s): (1) Miles of trails/areas open for motor vehicle use within or adjacent to aquatic
resources; (2) Miles of trails/areas open for motor vehicle use with documented disturbances from
motor vehicles that resulted in damage to aquatic resources; (3) Density of trails open for motor
vehicle use potentially affecting aquatic TES; (4) Miles of trails/areas open for motor vehicle use
within riparian habitat, including meadows and streambanks; (5) Number of trails/areas open for
motor vehicle use within habitats of known or historically occupied by TES herpetofauna.
Methodology: GIS analysis of trails in relation to habitat and important/sensitive aquatic areas.
Rationale: Literature indicates that placement of trails in relation to habitat can affect aquatic species
through mortality, disturbance, and habitat modification (Moyle and Randall 1996, Trombulek and
Frissell 2000, USDA Forest Service 2000).

3. Cumulative Effects
Considerations: Cumulative effects should be discussed in reference to the 2 ‘benchmark’
alternatives (“No-action” and the “Cross-country ban only”). Cumulative effects discussion for all
alternatives should combine all direct/indirect effects of the alternatives with the existing system trails
(Table 1) and the past/present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (Table 31, Table 34, Table 40
and
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Table 43).

For aquatic dependent species, the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of each alternative are
analyzed. Direct and Indirect effects can be assessed together and should be assessed in both the short
term (within 1 year) and the long term (approximately 20 years). Cumulative effects are assessed only
in the long term (approximately 20 years) and incorporate past/present (the current situation) and
reasonably foreseeable future trails (quantitatively as much as possible), as well as a qualitative
discussion of other past/present and reasonably foreseeable future actions potentially affecting these
species (eg., timber sales, grazing, other recreational uses, etc.). The spatial boundary of these
analyses is all the proposed and existing system trails by alternative and the TES herpetofauna habitat
potentially affected within the Plumas National Forest. Analysis for each action alternative is
separately addressing the effects of each of the four action alternatives.

Short-term timeframe: not applicable; cumulative effects analysis will be done only for the long-
term time frame.

Long-term timeframe: 20 years.

Spatial boundary: Forest.

Indicator(s): (1) Miles of trails/areas open for motor vehicle use within or adjacent to aquatic
resources; (2) Miles of trails/areas open for motor vehicle use with documented disturbances from
motor vehicles that resulted in damage to aquatic resources; (3) Density of trails open for motor
vehicle potentially affecting aquatic TES; (4) Miles of trails/areas open for motor vehicle use within
riparian habitat, including meadows and streambanks; (5) Number of trails/areas open for motor
vehicle use within habitats of known or historically occupied by TES herpetofauna.

Methodology: GIS analysis of past/current, added, and future trails in relation to habitat and
important/sensitive aquatic areas and in context of other past/current and future management actions
affecting aquatic habitat.

Rationale: Literature indicates that placement of trails in relation to habitat can affect aquatic species
through mortality, disturbance, and habitat modification (Moyle and Randall 1996, Trombulek and
Frissell 2000, USDA Forest Service 2000).

3.6.4 Affected Environment

The PNF provides habitat for three species of TES amphibians and one Sensitive reptile (PNF Forest
Plan, 1988). There is currently one aquatic wildlife species listed as Threatened under the ESA and
three species listed as Forest Service Sensitive (Table 1). These species and their habitats on the PNF
are described in detail in the Biological Evaluation/Biological Assessment (BE/BA) for this EIS,
which can be found in the project record. In addition, there are two Aquatic Management Indicator
Species (MIS) on the PNF. These species and their habitats are described in detail in the MIS report
written for this EIS.

Existing information and knowledge about the distribution of the terrestrial and aquatic species
on the PNF were used to develop the list of species and to develop species groups. Federally listed
species, Forest Service Sensitive Species, MIS, and other species were selected and placed into
species groups based on the potential for these species or their habitats to be affected by motor
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vehicle use on the PNF. Local knowledge and sources included corporate databases including
distribution of special status species, vegetation maps, etc., which were used to develop species or
habitat groups. Table 24 provides a list of all the special status species described by status, habitat
indicator, and distribution on the PNF.
Riparian Conservation Areas and Critical Aquatic Refuges maintain riparian-dependent aquatic
and terrestrial processes around running and still waters, and could function as corridors for
movement of upland species. Riparian Conservation Areas are built around stream buffers that vary in
width with the nature of the stream. Perennial streams and lakes have 300-foot buffer or top of inner
gorge, whichever is greater, on each side of the stream. Seasonally flowing streams (intermittent and
ephemeral streams) have a 150-foot buffer on each side of the stream, measured for the bank full edge
of the stream. In addition, special aquatic features or perennial streams with riparian conditions
extending more than 150 feet from edge of streambank or seasonally flowing streams with riparian
conditions extending more than 50 feet from edge of streambank have a 300-foot buffer from the
edge of the feature or riparian vegetation, whichever width is greater. These Riparian Conservation
Areas and Critical Aquatic Refuges are the existing refugia for at-risk species, or are areas with high

water quality.

Table 24. List of Plumas National Forest special status aquatic species by habitat indicator and

distribution.
Species Federally Forest Management | Habitat Indicator Distribution on PNF
Listed Service Indicator
Threatened | Sensitive | Species
Pacific tree X Wet meadow and Forest-wide
frog freshwater emergent
wetlands
California X Cold water ponds and Suitable habitat on
red-legged stream pools with Westside on PNF
frog depths exceeding 0.7 below 4,500 feet;. two
meters (2.3 ft.) and known populations on
with overhanging PNF.
vegetation such as
willows, as well as
emergent and
submergent vegetation.
Foothill X Shallow, slow flowing Below 4,500 feet
yellow-legged water of rocky streams | elevation on the west
frog and rivers in a variety slope and transistion
of habitats including zone of the PNF.
riparian, mixed conifer,
and wet meadow types
below 6,000 feet
elevation on the west
slope of the Sierra
Nevada.
Hardhead X Great Valley and Known within isolated

Foothill belts, and in
larger west-slope
streams into the yellow
pine belt.

stretches of the North
Fork and Middle Fork
Feather River.
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Species Federally Forest Management | Habitat Indicator Distribution on PNF
Listed Service Indicator
Threatened | Sensitive | Species
Mountain X Low gradient (up to Locations above 3,500
yellow-legged 4%) perennial streams | feet on the PNF on the
frog and lakes above 4,500 | Feather River,
feet elevation. Beckwourth and Mt.
Hough Districts.
Northern X Springs, slow flowing No known detection on
leopard frog streams, marshes, the PNF. There will be
bogs, ponds, canals, no affect to this species
and reservoirs, usually | by Alternative 1-5 and
in permanent and will not be addressed
semi-permanent water | further in this analysis.
in many habitat types
and aquatic vegetation.
Northwestern X Ponds, marshes, Located on all Ranger
pond turtle rivers, and streams Districts.
with rocky or muddy
bottom and aquatic
vegetation/nest sites
consist of sandy to very
hard soil types, and
can be as much as 325
feet from water (Zeiner
et al. 1988).
Benthic X Riverine and lacustrine | Forest-wide.
Macro- habitats.
invertebrates®

A total of 7 species are included in the aquatic species group assessment. These include 4
amphibian species, 1 aquatic invertebrate groups, 1 fish species and 1 reptile species. These species
were divided into wildlife groups* (some species occurred in more than one group) as described in
Table 2. Species not included in this assessment are species whose habitat does not occur on the PNF

(anadromous fish and northern leopard frog).
Table 2. Wildlife group and species represented within groups

Wildlife Group

Species

Riparian and wetland species [including lacustrine
(lakes) and riverine habitat (rivers, streams)].

Bald eagle, great gray owl, greater sandhill crane, willow
flycatcher, hardhead, California red-legged frog, foothill
yellow-legged frog, mountain yellow-legged frog,
northwestern pond turtle, Sierra Nevada red fox,
western red bat, yellow warbler, aquatic
macroinvertebrates

3.6.5 Environmental Consequences - General Effects

3.6.5.1 Aquatic Riparian

Trail construction and use also affects adjacent vegetation. Reductions in vegetation along trails
resulting trail-associated recreation use may create edge effects that alter community structure due to
soil compaction and increased solar radiation and wind. Increases in soil compaction combined with

3 Benthic Macro-invertebrates are analyzed in the Management Indicator Species section of the FEIS.
* Additional Groups are described in the Terrestrial Wildlife Analysis Reports in the Project File
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increases in solar radiation have the potential to increase soil temperatures and decrease soil moisture,
reducing habitat suitability for aquatic, aquatic-dependent, and riparian-dependent species.
Potential trail associated impacts to aquatic and riparian associated species include:
e  Mortality or injury resulting from a motor vehicle running over or colliding with an animal.
e Loss or degradation resulting fragmentation of habitat due to the establishment of roads,
trails, or networks, and associated human activities. (Includes changes in sediment delivery,
changes in water temperature, changes in channel morphology, and changes in hydrologic
and vegetative condition of aquatic and riparian habitats, including streams, ponds, lakes,
meadows, springs, and fens, and the associated riparian vegetation).
e  Collection of live animals for use as pets (such as amphibians and reptiles) as facilitated by
the physical characteristics of roads or trails or by road or trail access.
e  Anphysical human-induced change in the environment that provides access for competitors
or predators that would not have existed otherwise.
o Displacement of individual animals from a specific location that is being used for
reproduction and rearing of young.

3.6.5.2 Fisheries

Increases in stream sediments have been correlated with decreased fry emergence, decreased juvenile
densities, loss of winter carrying capacity, and increased predation of fish. The effects of roads and
trails also include barriers to migration, changes in water temperature, and changes to streamflow
regime. Culverts that are placed in improper locations at stream crossings can reduce or eliminate
stream passage, and road crossings may be migration barriers to fish. Roads constructed adjacent to
streams can also cause adverse effects to stream condition. Loss of riparian vegetation affects stream
temperature and cover, which can have both negative and positive impacts on fish. Irregularly or
unpredictable streamflows has the potential to impact fish densities by affect reproductive success and
over wintering survival. High streamflow events following spawning can dislodge amphibian and fish
egg masses or displace tadpoles, metamorphs, and young fry, and therefore lead to increased mortality
to amphibian and fish populations.

Several studies have correlated road density or indices of roads to fish density or measures of fish
diversity (Gucinski, et al. 2001). Impacts to fisheries include sedimentation of fines, changes in
streamflow, changes in water temperature through loss of shade or changes in groundwater, migration
barriers, introduction of exotic fish and invasive bull frogs, changes in channel geomorphology, and
increased fishing pressure.

3.6.5.3 Aquatic Species and Habitat

Various studies have demonstrated that sediment delivery to stream channels in a forested
environment is correlated to road surface type, physical characteristics of the adjacent areas (e.g.,
litter depth, coarse wood), soils (erodibility), the steepness of slope below the road, and vehicle usage
(Chin and others 2004, Clinton and Vose 2003). Other factors that contribute to in-channel sediment
delivery include the number of stream crossings on a channel, the condition of the stream approach,
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and the road length draining into the stream channel crossing. The relationships of roads and trails

and effects to species are shown in the following table.
Table 25. Road and trail impact factors of aquatic species and their habitat.

Road and Trail — Activity Definition of Associated Factors
Associated Factors | Type

Collisions Harvest Mortality or injury resulting from a motor vehicle
running over or colliding with an animal

Habitat loss and Habitat Loss and resulting fragmentation of habitat due

fragmentation modification to the establishment of roads, trails, or
networks, and associated human activities

Edge effects Habitat Changes to habitat microclimate associated

modification with the edge induced by roads or trails
Snag or downed Habitat Reduction in density of snags and down logs
log reduction modification due to their removal near roads as facilitated by

road access

Collection Harvest Collection of live animals for use as pets (such
as amphibians and reptiles) as facilitated by the
physical characteristics of roads or trails or by
road or trail access

Route for Habitat A physical human-induced change in the
competitors and modification environment that provides access for
predators competitors or predators that would not have
existed otherwise
Disturbance at a Disturbance Displacement of individual animals from a
specific site specific location that is being used for
reproduction and rearing of young
Physiological Disturbance Increase in heart rate or stress hormones when
response near a road or trail or network of roads or trails

3.6.5.4 Herpetofauna

Potential road and trail associated risk factors to the suitable habitat for frogs, particularly California
red-legged frogs (CRLF), foothill yellow-legged frogs (FYLF), mountain yellow-legged frogs
(MYLF), and northwestern pond turtles (NWPT), can cause the modification or loss of habitat or
habitat components, primarily aquatic and adjacent riparian environments used for reproduction,
cover, foraging, and aestivation. Egg survival can be impacted by roads and trails through increases in
fine sediments within aquatic habitats and crush eggs in upland habitats (NWPT). Stream crossings
and roads and trails that are within close proximity to streams and ponds have the potential to impact
riparian vegetation, emergent vegetation, nutrient loading, and channel morphology and hydrology
that are important habitat components for frog species and NWPT.

The degree to which trails and roads affect frogs and NWPTs and their habitat depends on many
factors such as road density, road type, and traffic intensity. No studies have identified the impacts of
wheeled vehicle use of roads or trails on foothill yellow-legged frogs or NWPTs. Most studies on
road and trail associated factors address other amphibians (e.g., Fahrig et al. 1995, Mazerolle 2003).
Several studies have shown that amphibian densities are inversely related to road density and traffic
intensity (see Fahrig et al. 1995, Vos and Chardon 1998).

Direct impacts to frog populations and NWPTs from roads potentially include road mortality,
direct loss of habitat, or creation of barriers. Mass mortalities of other species of frogs have been
documented during dispersal where roads intersect natal/breeding habitat and non-breeding foraging
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habitat (Hine et al. 1981, Fahrig et al. 1995; Trombulak and Frissell 2000). Mortality from vehicles
can reduce population size and reduce movement between resources and conspecific populations
(Carr and Fahrig 2001). Road mortality is a considerable potential risk factor for foothill yellow-
legged frogs because roads are common over the areas encompassing their historic range on the PNF,
many of the roads presently have at least moderate traffic levels; and some observations suggest
upslope seasonal movements by frogs likely intersect roads (Mark, T personal communication).

Roads can also impact populations of frogs by affecting their riparian or terrestrial habitat.
Trombulak and Frissell (2000) identified eight physical characteristics of the environment that may be
altered by roads: soil density, temperature, soil water content, light, dust, surface-water flow, pattern
of run off, and sedimentation. The presence of roads is highly correlated with changes in the
hydrologic and geomorphic processes that affect aquatic and riparian systems (Trombulak and Frissell
2000). Roads can influence both peak flows (floods) and debris flows (rapid movements of soil,
sediment, and large wood stream channels) two processes, which have major influences on riparian
vegetation (Jones et al. 2000) as well as aquatic and riparian patch dynamics critical to stream
ecosystems (Pringle et al. 1988). California red-legged frogs, foothill yellow-legged frogs, and
mountain-yellow legged frogs breed in streams, which can be affected by fluctuations in the
frequency or magnitude of peak and debris flows of adjacent streams. Fluctuations causing reductions
or excesses in available water could severely affect recruitment. Hydrologic effects are likely to
persist for as long as the road remains a physical feature altering flow routing often long after
abandonment and revegetation of the road surface (Trombulak and Frissell 2000).

Increased sedimentation from roads also impacts riparian habitat used by frogs. The knowledge of
the impact of increased sediment load on amphibians is limited (Gillespie 2002). However, the
negative impacts of increased sediments on aquatic species, including fish, macroinvertebrates, and
periphyton, are well known (Power 1990, Newcombe and MacDonald 1991, Waters 1995). The
transfer of sediment to streams and other water bodies at road crossings is also a consequence of
roads and trails (Richardson et al. 1975). The surfaces of unpaved roads can route fine sediments to
streams, lakes, and wetlands, increasing turbidity of the water (Reid and Dunne 1984). This disrupts
stream ecosystems by inhibiting aquatic plants, macro-invertebrates, and fish. High concentrations of
suspended sediment may directly Kkill aquatic organisms and impair aquatic productivity (Newcombe
and Jensen 1996). The effects are heightened if the sediments contain toxic materials (Maxell and
Hokit 1999). Increased sedimentation may also reduce availability of important food resources for
tadpoles such as algae (Power 1990). Fine sediment deposits also tend to fill pools and smooth gravel
beds, degrading habitats (Forman and Alexander 1998) and possibly the availability of oviposition
sites or larval refugia (Welsh and Ollivier 1998). In addition, the consequences of past sedimentation
are long term and cumulative, and cannot be mitigated effectively (Hagans et al. 1986). The only data
addressing sedimentation effects on foothill yellow-legged frogs are from Oregon, where
sedimentation emerged as one of the variables affecting foothill yellow-legged frog occupancy
(Borisenko and Hayes 1999 in Mark’s, T., 2008).

The spread of chemicals is another way in which roads may impact frog and turtles. At least five
different general classes of chemicals are transferred into the environment from maintenance and use
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of roads: heavy metals, salt, organic molecules, ozone, and nutrients contribute (Trombulak and
Frissell 2000). The change of the chemical environment by roads may affect living organisms in
several ways. For example, chemicals found in road de-icers may kill (Doughtery and Smith 2006) or
displace frog life stages, or they may be accumulated in plants as toxins which, in turn, can depress
larval amphibian growth. Another example is the historic use of lead as a fuel additive that may have
affected foothill yellow-legged frogs because lead has been shown to have sublethal effects on growth
and behavior of northern leopard frog larvae (Chen et al. 2006). No data exist that specifically
addresses the effects of road associated chemicals on CRLF (Mark’s, T. 2008), MYLF, or WPT.

3.6.6 California Red-Legged Frog
3.6.6.1 Affected Environment

The California red-legged frog (CRLF) is federally listed as Threatened by the USFWS on the PNF.
Currently, there are two known breeding populations of CRLF on the PNF. One at Hughes Place in
the French Creek watershed, and one a Little Oregon Creek. There are no trails proposed within the
Little Oregon Creek watershed and therefore no direct or indirect effects to the CRLF or its habitat
will occur. Habitat site assessments (USFWS) are completed within the French Creek watershed. Al
known and potential CRLF habitat below 4,500’ and affected by the proposed designated trails will
either be surveyed to USFWS protocol (pers. comm., USFWS, 2008), or occupancy assumed.

The life history for CRLF dispersal habitats and distances can be found in the Federal Register:
May 23, 1996 (Volume 61, Number 101, Rules and Regulations [Pages 25813-25833], Department of
the Interior, 50CFR Part 17, RIN 1018-AC 34. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants;
Determination of Threatened Status for the California Red-legged Frog, Agency: Fish and Wildlife
Service, Interior. Action: Final rule).

The historic range of the CRLF was limited to the coastal ranges, central valley, and the western
slopes of the Sierra Nevada in California (Jennings 1996, Jennings and Hayes 1994). This proposed
project is within this historic range. The current range of the CRLF extends into Butte County, but
does not include Plumas County (USFWS 2000a, USDA-SNFPA, 2001). The PNF is not within
critical habitat as designated in the Final Rule for CRLF Critical Habitat (Federal Register 50CFR17,
Volume 71, No. 71, dated April 13, 2006). All federal land was excluded for critical habitat
designation because it was determined that the Standards and Guidelines from the Sierra Nevada
Forest Plan Amendment protected CRLF habitat (Federal Register 50 CFR17, pg. 19527).

Starting in 1995 to present the Plumas conducted amphibian surveys using “A Standardized
Protocol for Surveying Aquatic Amphibians (Fellers and Freel 1995)”. The Plumas conducted formal
amphibian surveys in 1996 (Fellers 1997) and red-legged frogs were not located. Surveys conducted
from 1997-1999 used the USFWS’s protocol, as described in U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s
Guidance on Site Assessment and Field Surveys for California Red-legged Frogs (USFWS 1997),
which requires two daytime and two night-time visits, as well as the Fellers protocol. These surveys
occurred in areas identified as having the highest potentially suitable habitat attributes. Formal
amphibian surveys were conducted for a land exchange in 1997, and a major breeding population of
California red-legged frogs was located in the French Creek watershed (Butte County). This was the
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first known breeding population in the Sierra Nevada. Formal amphibian surveys were conducted in
1998 and 1999 by California Academy of Science across the Forest (Vindum and Koo 1999) and
there were no confirmed sightings.

The emphasis for herpetofauna surveys on the Plumas were for “key” projects: Inventories have
occurred for hydropower relicensing (~50-60 miles of streams and lakes), cooperative agreements
with California Academy of Sciences (~85 miles) and a museum record search across the country for
herpetofauna records, inventories for vegetation management and stream restoration projects, range
allotments (~100 miles), and inventories for HFQLGFRA monitoring (~ 150 miles). Approximately
250-350 miles of habitat has been surveyed for herpetofauna on the PNF, resulting in only two
confirmed reproducing population of CRLFs in the French Creek watershed and the Slate Creek
Watershed. In 2000, CRLFs were found in Little Oregon Creek (Yuba County) on the Feather River
District of the PNF. Suspected occurrences have been reported in Pinkard Creek, Woodleaf, Howland
Flat area, Slate Creek, and East Branch Slate Creek, all of which are located on the Feather River
Ranger District. The abundance and distribution of this species is not fully known, but there appears
to be little optimally suitable breeding habitat across the Forest. Currently the Forest fisheries crew
has completed CRLF site assessments in the French Creek watershed and all suitable CRLF will
either be surveyed to USFWS protocol or assumed occupied.

3.6.6.2 Direct and Indirect Effects — All Alternatives

3.6.6.2.1  Route and Trail Miles within Riparian Conservation Areas and Zone of Influence

With implementation of Alternative 1 there is a very high number of miles existing trails and open
unauthorized existing routes on the PNF and thus a greater negative effect; 88 miles of routes fall
within 300 feet of perennial streams and 210 miles of routes are within the 500-foot buffer or ZOls at
4,500 foot elevation and below on the Plumas National Forest. These figures dramatically drop in
proposed designated trail miles with all other action alternatives. A moderate number of trail miles are
proposed for Alternative 2, with 20 miles within the 300-foot buffer and 53 miles within the 500-foot
buffer. This is approximately 25% of miles currently existing as unauthorized routes with an “open”
Forest (Alternative 1), and a moderate direct and indirect effect to the California red-legged frog. A
low number of trail miles are proposed with Alternatives 4 and 5 with 5 and 4 miles respectively,
within the 300’ buffer and 3 and 8 miles respectively within the 500 buffer below 4,500-foot
elevation (Table 26 and Table 27). This is 1-6% of the number of miles currently existing as
unauthorized routes with an “open” forest (Alternative 1) and a low direct and indirect effect to the
California red-legged frog with the implementation of Alternatives 4 and 5. No additional system
trails are proposed in Alternative 3.

Road miles are used as a relative index to measure the potential indirect effects to aquatic species
including the California red-legged frog. As discussed above in the general effects section that to
continue to allow open OHV travel throughout the Forest, may have a direct effect on the CRLF by
potentially crushing the frog, tadpole, or eggs by a vehicle. Indirectly, the loss of riparian cover, soil
compaction, increased access by predators due to lack of cover and habitat degradation are direct and
indirect effects of the implementation of Alternative 1.
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There is minimal impact to lakes and ponds by the No-action and all four action alternatives
within the PNF (Table 26 and Table 27) and therefore there will be no further analysis. The proportion
of a species habitat that is affected by motorized routes (including the routes plus a biologically

meaningful ‘zone of influence’ (e.g., 300 ‘RCA, 500" ZOl)
Table 26. Miles of open unauthorized routes (Alt. 1) or proposed trails (Alts 2-5) within amphibian
habitat at 300’ of perennial streams, ponds and lakes below 4,500’ elevation.

Habitat Acres Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5
Perennial 152,929 88 20.4 0 (10.6)5 2.7 4.25
Streams

Ponds 15,029 0.8 0.4 0(0.2) 0.1 0.02
Lakes

Table 27. Miles of open unauthorized routes (Alt. 1) or proposed trails (Alts 2-5) within amphibian
habitat at 500" of perennial streams, ponds and lakes below 4,500 elevation

Habitat Acres Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5
Perennial | 346,459 210 53.3 0 (26.7)6 2.7 8.3
Streams

Ponds 18,130 1.4 0.65 0(0.9) 0 0.2
Lakes

3.6.6.2.2  Route and Trail Miles within Critical Aquatic Refuges

There are four Critical Aquatic Refuges (CARs) that were developed for known and potential
populations of California red-legged frogs: Woodleaf, Pinkard, Oregon, and Jacks. Two populations
of California red-legged frogs are known within the Oregon and Jack’s CARs. There are no routes or
proposed trails in any alternative in the Oregon CAR and thus no direct or indirect effect to the CRLF
will occur and no additional analysis is required within this CAR. The Jack’s CAR is of concern due
to a breeding population and the number of trails proposed by the action alternatives within this CAR.
Alternative 1 has the greatest impact to the CRLF with 47 miles of existing trails and open
unauthorized routes in the Jack’s CAR with a known breeding population of CRLF (Table 28). The
high density of unauthorized routes within the Jack’s CAR shows the potential impact of no control of
the use of OHVs and the current open Forest situation. Currently, there are no existing designated and
unauthorized routes adjacent to the known CRLF population in the Jack’s CAR. Currently, within
Jack’s CAR there are no proposed designated trails in Alternative 4, 17 and 22 miles of proposed
trails in Alternatives 5 and 2 respectively, with a potential moderate direct and indirect effect to the
CRLF population. There are zero miles of proposed trails in Alternative 3, with a low direct and
indirect effect to CRLF and its population. With suitable CRLF habitat scattered throughout the
French Creek watershed there is a high potential of an OHV crushing a CRLF adult or metamorph
directly affecting the species. In addition, there are 2.4 miles of existing designated trails within the
Jack’s CAR. Only 0.4 miles of open unauthorized routes are included in Alternative 1 in the Woodleaf
CAR with minimal impact, and no miles of proposed trails by the action alternatives (2 thru 5). There
will be no direct or indirect effect to CRLF within the Woodleaf CAR. The Pinkard CAR was
developed for a suspected CRLF detection; however, since then only FYLF and one MYLF have been

° Figures in parenthesis are the miles of existing designated motorized OHYV trails on the Forest
6 Figures in parenthesis are the miles of existing designated motorized OHV trails on the Forest
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detected within this CAR. Four miles of existing and open unauthorized routes are proposed in
Alternative 1 and 0.5 mile is proposed in Alternatives 2 with zero miles proposed in Alternative 3 thru
5. There will be a potential minimal direct or indirect effect to CRLF within the Pinkard CAR by all
action alternatives. Overall there is minimal impact to the CAR for CRLF with Alternatives 3 and 4,
and moderate to high impact to the Jack’s CAR with the implementation of Alternatives 2 and 5, and
a very high impact to the Jack’s CAR with the implementation of Alternative 1.

Alternatives 3 and 4 are the only alternatives that meet the programmatic agreement with the
USFWS to reach a “No effect, not likely to adversely effect CRLF and their population”
determination. One of the criteria was to have zero miles of proposed designated trails within a
known, occupied CRLF population within a CAR (USDA Forest Service 2006a, US Fish and Wildlife
Service 2006). All action alternatives meet the Sierra Nevada Standards and Guidelines Forest Plan
Amendment (USDA, 2004). One of these Guidelines is to conduct a peer review for projects that
propose ground-disturbing activities in more than 15% of a CAR. All action alternatives affect only

0.1-0.3% of the Jack’s CAR.
Table 28. Miles of proposed designated trails within Critical Aquatic Refuges (CARs), Plumas National
Forest.

CARs Acres Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt5

Lone Rock 21,450 6.5 2.6 0 (0.9)’ 4.9 5.3
Boulder/Lowe 18,317 22 6.1 0(1.2) 1.9 2.6
Rowland 39,833 31.6 2.7 0 (0) 1.5 5.2
Lakes Basin 37,783 13 2 0 (3.6) 2.2 2.7
Pinegrove 28,483 39.3 215 0 (3.4) 10.0 13.0
Pinkard 12,035 4.3 0.5 0 (0) 0 0
Woodleaf 20,756 0.4 0 0 (0) 0 0
Oregon 26,443 0 0 0 (0) 0 0
Jacks 26,743 46.7 22.1 0 (2.4) 0 17.2
Willow 8,828 4.6 1.3 0 (0.6) 0 5
Rock 36,860 35 15.4 0(9.2) 7.6 10.0
Bucks 58,138 14.9 4.2 0 (1.4) 1.7 3.6

With the exception of Alternatives 3 and 4, all the other action alternatives will not meet all six of
the design criteria for CRLF found in the Programmatic Agreement between Region 5 and the
USFWS that was developed to minimize effects to a no effect or a may affect, not likely to adversely
affect. The Forest is currently in early consultation with USFWS and there is the potential to develop
mitigations to reduce the potential effects to CRLF and their habitat. Proposed mitigations include
stream crossings (small bridges, box culvert) seasonal closures, complete closures, implementation of
Best Management Practices (BMPs).

! Figures in parenthesis are the miles of existing designated motorized OHV trails on the Forest

124 —Plumas National Forest



Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Managment

3.6.6.2.3  Number of Stream Crossings within RCAs

Alternative 1 poses the greatest risk to the CRLF from native surface motorized crossing densities
with 221 perennial stream crossings (Table 29). Alternative 1 has the greatest chance of having a
direct effect by potentially crushing a CRLF, tadpole or egg mass. Alternatives 5 and 2 have a
potential for a moderate impact on CRLF and habitat with 33 and 64 perennial stream crossings,
respectively, proposed across the Forest. Alternative 4 has the potential for a moderate-low impact on
CRLF and its habitat with 17 perennial stream crossings proposed across the Forest. Alternative 3
proposes no new designated trails and therefore has only a cumulative impact by the existing

designated route.
Table 29. Number of stream crossings on open unauthorized routes (Alt. 1) and proposed trails (Alts 2-5)
by alternative on the Plumas National Forest.

Stream Type Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt5

Perennial 221 64 0 (27)8 17 33
Intermittent 706 179 0(94) 64 113
Total Crossings 927 243 | 0(121) 148 272

A 500-foot buffer was placed around every occurrence of TES herpetofauna on the Forest and
Table 30 displays the miles of route or trail that are within or adjacent to a known occurrence. Again
Alternative 1 has the greatest potential for direct or indirect effects to CRLF and its habitat with 1.4
miles of open unauthorized routes within the two occurrences of CRLF on the Forest. Alternative 2
has the potential for a moderate direct or indirect effect to CRLF and its habitat. Alternatives 3 thru 5
have no trails proposed within 500 feet of known CRLF and their habitat.

3.6.6.3 Cumulative Effects
3.6.6.3.1  Short vs. Long-term Effects

In the short term (1 year), Alternative 1 would continue to have the potential for the greatest direct
and indirect effect to CRLF and its habitat. In the long term (20 years), Alternative 1 would continue
to degrade occupied and suitable CRLF habitat from 4,500 and below with a range of 88-210 miles
(Table 27 and Table 28) of open unauthorized routes within the RCA and ZOI of the CRLF. With an
“open” Forest (Alternative 1) these unauthorized routes would continue to be used and there would be
no ability for the compacted, degraded soil and vegetative conditions to recover. There would be an
immediate reduced direct effect by the closure of any trails within 500 feet of CRLF occurrence,
reducing the chance for crushing any life stage of the CRLF. Alternative 1 would have a high
potential for a direct and indirect effect to individual CRLF and their populations.

In the short term, Alternative 2 would have a reduced potential for a direct effect to individual
CRLF’s by reducing the OHV trail density by 76%, therefore reducing the potential of crushing a

8 Figures in parenthesis are the miles of existing designated motorized OHV trails on the Forest
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CRLF by this same percentage. Indirectly, there would be a minimal change in the short term for
recovery of unauthorized routes. In the long-term (20 years), the closure of 68-208 miles of
unauthorized routes would have time to recover naturally and with OHV grants some could be
manually restored by putting the trail back to the natural contour of the land, mulching, and seeding.

In the short term (1 year), Alternatives 4 and 5 would have a reduced potential for a direct effect
to individual CRLF’s by reducing the OHV trail density by approximately 96% within the RCA and
Z0l, therefore reducing the potential of crushing a CRLF by this same percentage. Indirectly, there
would be a minimal change in the short term (1 year) for recovery of the approximately 84-205 miles
of the closed unauthorized routes within the RCA and ZOI of the CRLF. Again, in the long term (20
years), these 84-205 miles of unauthorized routes would have time to recover naturally and again
recovery could be enhanced by manual treatment.

Alternative 3 proposed to close the Forest and add no new OHV designated trails to the current
designated trail system; therefore, there would be a 100% reduction of unauthorized routes. There
would be a reduced potential for a direct effect to individual CRLFs by the 100% reduction of
unauthorized routes. Again, indirectly, there would be a minimal change in the short term (1 year) for
recovery of the 88-210 miles of unauthorized routes, yet within the long term (20 years) these closed
unauthorized routes would have time to recover naturally and again recovery could be enhanced by
manual treatment.

The Plumas National Forest currently has 130 miles of designated motorized OHV trails.
Cumulatively there are 10-27 miles of designated OHV trails within the RCA and ZOI’s of potential
habitat for the CRLF. Again, this adds cumulatively to direct, indirect and cumulative effects to the

CRLF by the action alternatives.
Table 30. Unauthorized route (Alt. 1) and proposed trail miles (Alts. 2-5) within 500 feet of a known
occurrence of a TES aquatic biota.

Species Number of Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt5
Known/Confirmed
Occurrences
California Red- 2 1.4 0.6 0 0 0
legged Frog

Past and current cumulative effects to riverine and lacustrine habitats include current and historic
livestock grazing; reduced suitability of habitat through catastrophic wildfires; mining activities; and
recreational activities including hunting, camping, and general recreation activities including all
forms of motorized use including 4-wheeled drive vehicles, ATVs, and motorcycles.

The PNF currently has 42 active livestock grazing allotments including both cattle and sheep.
Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines, as amended by the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment
(USFS 2004), for grazing are generally reducing the amount of grazing impacts on rangelands. There
are only three grazing allotments on the west side of the PNF; two are active. Suitable CRLF habitat
occur within these allotments, and grazing activities can lead to habitat degradation and have the
potential to contribute to cumulative effects to suitable CRLF habitat.

The California red-legged frog was once numerous and widely distributed in California. Initial
declines of the California red-legged frog are attributed to over-harvesting (Jennings and Hayes
1985), and then later to the introduction of the bullfrog, which have out-competed and predated on the
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CRLF. A variety of other past cumulative impacts to California red-legged frogs have affected the
distribution and abundance of the California red-legged frog on the PNF, including historic mining
and grazing; urban development and mining on private land; road building, water diversions;
recreation and non-native species introduction. All these activities have the potential to alter
California red-legged frog habitat through disturbance to vegetation, soils, hydrology, and the
potential for introduction of exotic species. Activities on private land that comprise a significant on
the PNF will continue to affect the species.

Although mining activities have the potential to adversely affect this species, suitable habitat has
been created for this species (i.e. Little Oregon Creek mining tailings).

Appendix C provides a list and description of present, and reasonably foreseeable projects on
Forest Service and private lands within the PNF boundary. Some, but not all, of these activities will
contribute to impacts to riverine or lacustrine habitats within the PNF boundary. Mining and dredging
activities have occurred and continue to occur on the Forest. Mining and dredging activities result in
sedimentation that affect CRLF habitat and decreases water quality. Between 1990 and 2007,
approximately 266,963 acres burned on the PNF, some of which have affected riverine and lacustrine
habitat through increased levels of sedimentation.

Currently, there is a high demand for recreational use on the PNF due to its close proximity to
urban centers (e.g. Oroville, Chico, Reno). The PNF provides a wide variety of recreational
experiences including developed and dispersed camping, hiking, fishing, hunting, wildlife viewing,
winter sports activities (downhill skiing, cross-country skiing, snowmobiling), summer OHV use, and
a variety of other non-motorized use (equestrian use and mountain biking). Recreational use on the
PNF has significantly increased compared to the past 20 to 30 years. Because of the proximity to
urban areas and population growth, increased recreational use on the PNF is expected to continue to
increase in the future including camping, hiking, fishing, wildlife viewing, hunting, and OHV use.
Generally, the increase in recreational use on the PNF has the potential to cause an increase in
negative interactions between humans and riverine and lacustrine habitats since most of the
recreational facilities are located adjacent to lakes, streams and rivers. Future increase in recreational
use on the PNF is expected, and therefore, increased disturbance to riverine and lacustrine habitat
would be expected, particularly during the summer months.

Table 31 lists all the reasonably foreseeable future actions, including fuels, vegetation, recreation,
range allotment plans, non-motorized trail development, and special use permit reissuances. Table 31
summarizes cumulative impacts from reasonably foreseeable projects and a description of the
potential impact to riverine and lacustrine habitat.
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Table 31. Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impact to riverine and lacustrine habitat from Reasonably
Foreseeable Future Projects

Project type

Number of
Projects

Riverine and lacustrine Direct
and Indirect Impact

Overall Cumulative Impact

Mining/Suction
Dredging

4 (Copper Penny,
Dredger’s delight,
Phat Chance,
Winkeye

Impacts from increased sediment
delivery, decrease in water
quality.

Mining/sution dredging add to
cumulative impacts by decreasing
habitat quality, mainly in riverine
systems.

Hazard tree
removal

Ongoing Forest-
wide

Minimal impact. Short-term
disturbance during harvest.
Reduction of LWD within riverine
habitats

None to minimal cumulative impact

Fish passage Ongoing , Short-term sediment disturbance | Short-term cumulative impacts from
construction proposals, during project implementation. sediment are minor.

project throughout Forest

Watershed Ongoing , Short-term sediment disturbance | Short-term cumulative impacts from
Restoration proposals, during project implementation. sediment are minor.

throughout Forest

Range Allotment
permit renewal

1 (Strawberry
Valley Allotment)

Stream bank trampling from
livestock resulting in increases in
sediment and decrease in water
surface shade from browsing
riparian shrubs.

Cumulative impacts from sediment
and water surface shade are
expected to be within forest plan
standards (<20%).

Temporary OHV
Forest Order

1 (Forest-wide)

Closed forest to cross-country
travel. Lessened disturbance to
habitat downstream of stream
crossings

Overall benefit to
macroinvertebrate habitat by
eliminating effects to habitat quality.

Backcountry Forest-wide Harrassment, collection, human Short and long-term cumulative

Discovery Trail disturbance, site degradation impacts on individuals and their
habitat.

Integrated Noxious | Forest-wide Toxicity and potentially reduced Short-term direct and indirect

Weed Control water quality. Individual frogs effects to individual CRLF, long-

Program could be killed. Potential loss of term enhancement of habitat by

individuals during Rx burn. maintenance of native plant

species.

Basin Group 20 miles SE of Potential sedimentation into Short-term sedimentation, long-

Selection Quincy, CA riverine and lacustrine habitats, term protection from wildfire

short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

through fuel reduction

Slapjack Project

Southwest of
Quincy, CAin the
vicinity of
Challenge, Clipper
Mills, Feather Falls,
Forbestown, and
Dobbins, CA

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Short-term sedimentation, long-
term protection from wildfire
through fuel reduction

Watdog

Southwest of
Quincy, CAin the
Fall River and
South Branch
Middle Fork
Feather River
watersheds

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Short-term sedimentation, long-
term protection from wildfire
through fuel reduction

Sugarberry Project

South and east of
Little Grass Valley
Reservoir, from

Gibsonville Ridge

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,

Short-term sedimentation, long-
term protection from wildfire
through fuel reduction
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Project type

Number of
Projects

Riverine and lacustrine Direct
and Indirect Impact

Overall Cumulative Impact

in the north to the
North Yuba River in
the south

long-term reduction of fuels.

Flea Hazardous
Fuels Reduction
Project

The Flea Project
Area is bounded by
the North Fork of
the Feather River
on the east and
Little Butte Creek
on the west, in the
Wildland Urban
Interface near
Paradise, Magalia,
Pulga, and
Concow, CA.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Short-term sedimentation, long-
term protection from wildfire
through fuel reduction

Lower Middle Fork
Feather River
Water Quality
Improvement
Projects

South Fork of the
Feather River

Meadow improvement, stream
stabilization, and road
improvments

Sedimentation and reduced water
quality. Long-term improved water
quality and aquatic species habitat

3.6.6.4 Summary of Effects
With analysis of route and trail miles within RCAs, ZOls, and CARs, stream crossings, route and trail
miles within 500’ of CRLF occurrences; Alternative 1 has the highest potential for direct, indirect and
cumulative effects to CRLF, Alternative 2 has a moderate to high potential for direct, indirect and
cumulative effects to CRLF’s, and Alternative 4 and 5 have a moderate to low potential for direct,
indirect and cumulative effects to CRLF’s. Again, past and current cumulative effects to riverine and
lacustrine habitats include current and historic livestock grazing; reduced suitability of habitat
through catastrophic wildfires; mining activities; and recreational activities including hunting,
camping, and general recreation activities including all forms of motorized use, including 4-wheeled
drive vehicles, ATVs, and motorcycles.

These activities along with others described above will add to the direct and indirect effects of
each alternative as described above.

3.6.6.5 Determinations

Alternatives 1, 2 and 5 may affect, and are likely to adversely affect individual California red-legged
frogs and their habitat. These alternatives do not follow the six criteria in the programmatic
agreement with USFWS (2006) to reach a no effect, not likely to adversely effect determination. This
determination is based on 1) a range of 12-88 miles of existing unauthorized routes within Riparian
Conservation Areas, and a range of 3-210 miles within the Zone of Influence (suitable CRLF habitat),
2) the 1.4 miles of route within 500 feet of the Hughes Pond CRLF population, 3) the range of 17-47
miles of route within Jacks Critical Aquatic Refuge that supports Hughes Pond CRLF population.
The existing condition under Alternative 5 includes 17 miles of proposed trails within the Jack’s
CAR (with known CRLF population) which have the potential to capture surface run-off and deliver
sediment into streams; there are proposed trails within Riparian Conservation Areas and Critical
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Aguatic Refuges and within 500 feet of known and “assumed occupied” habitat; there are routes
within “assumed occupied” habitat at 4,500 feet and below that have the potential to capture and
divert stream flow, one OHV use area is proposed adjacent to the South Fork Feather River just below
the dam at Sly Creek Reservoir and is within the RCA; and there are existing designated trails that
will contribute cumulatively within the Jack’s CAR which was developed for the CRLF.

Alternative 4 will not affect individual California red-legged frogs or their habitat. This
determination is based on 1) that Alternative 4 meets the six design criteria under the programmatic
agreement between Region 5 of the Forest Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and 2)
There are no proposed designated trails or existing system trails within 500 feet of a known CRLF
occurrence; and 3) There is a 96% reduction of existing unauthorized motorized trails within potential
CRLF habitat.

Alternative 3 would not affect the California red-legged frog or their habitat. This determination
is based on the following; 1) no additional routes would be added to the NFS motorized trail system.

3.6.7 Foothill yellow-legged frogs and Northwestern Pond Turtle
3.6.7.1 Affected Environment

3.6.7.1.1  Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog

The foothill yellow-legged frog historically occurred in foothill and mountain streams to 6,000 feet
(SNFPA 2001). Adults use both instream and riparian environments, though use of riparian areas and
adjacent uplands is poorly understood. This species is found in or near rocky perennial streams and
rivers in a variety of habitats, including riparian, mixed conifer and wet meadow types. It inhabits
areas with moving water but tends to avoid areas with steep gradients (Zweifel 1955). These frogs
prefer partial shade, shallow riffles, and cobble-sized or greater substrate (Hayes and Jennings 1988).
On the PNF, this species is found in a few of the larger riverine systems, such as lower portions of the
South Fork, Middle Fork and North Fork Feather River (NFFR), and Spanish Creek, but has also
been found in smaller tributary streams of these larger systems, such as Bean Creek in the Meadow
Valley Area.

Foothill yellow-legged frogs occur in most of the main drainages on the PNF up to approximately
4,500 foot elevation.

Key management activities, which the Forest Service can influence, are: dams and diversions,
mining, livestock grazing, recreation, vegetation management and mechanical fuel treatment, roads,
and locally applied chemical toxins (pesticides and herbicides); fire can directly affect amphibians
(SNFPA 2001).

Current Status (FYLF)

The FYLF is a Forest Sensitive Species and exists throughout the major drainages on the PNF in the
Westside and Transition Zones.
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3.6.7.1.2
On the PNF, occupied Northwestern pond turtle habitat exists primarily on the westside (Feather
River Ranger District) and central (Mt. Hough Ranger District) areas of the Forest, although a
sighting was recorded in Sierra Valley. The PNF database contains 61 records for pond turtles.

North Western Pond Turtle

Current Status (NWPT)

The Northwestern pond turtle is a Forest Sensitive Species and exists throughout the major drainages
on the PNF in the Westside and Transition Zones.

3.6.7.2 Direct and Indirect Effects-All Alternatives

Habitat for the Foothill yellow-legged frog is the same habitat as defined above for the CRLF, effects
analysis is very similar as stated above for these two species.

3.6.7.2.1

Effects to the foothill yellow legged frog and the Northwestern pond turtle are the same as CRLF as
discussed above. The only difference is there is a greater number of known occurrences of both
species than the CRLF and therefore more individuals and populations with potential direct and
indirect effects. Reference analysis above is related to Table 26 and Table 27 (miles of open routes or
proposed trails within amphibian habitat at 300 foot RCA and 500-foot ZOl).

Route and Trail Miles within Riparian Conservation Areas and Zone of Influence

Table 32. Miles of open unauthorized routes (Alt. 1) or proposed trails (Alts. 2-5) within amphibian
habitat at 300’ of perennial streams, ponds and lakes below 4,500 elevation

Habitat Acres Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5
Perennial 152,929 88 20.4 0 (10.6)9 5.1 4.25
Streams

Ponds 15,029 0.8 0.4 0(0.2) 0.1 0.02
Lakes

Table 33. Miles of open unauthorized routes (Alt. 1) or proposed trails (Alts. 2-5) within amphibian
habitat at 500’ of perennial streams, ponds and lakes below 4,500 elevation

Habitat Acres Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5
Perennial | 346,459 210 53.3 0(26.7)° |27 8.3
Streams

Ponds 18,130 1.4 0.65 0(0.4) 0 0.2
Lakes

3.6.7.2.2  Route and Trail Miles within Critical Aquatic Refuges

Alternative 1 poses the greatest risk to the FYLF and NWPTSs due to the greatest number of miles
open for motor vehicles. Critical Aquatic Refuges with known or suspected FYLF and NWPTs
occurrence are, Woodleaf, Pinkard, Oregon, Jacks, Willow, Rock, and Pinegrove (Table 34)
Alternative 1 has the greatest impact to the FYLF and NWPTs with 47 miles of open unauthorized
routes in the Jack’s CAR with a known breeding population of NWPTs.

o Figures in parenthesis are the miles of existing designated motorized OHYV trails on the Forest
10 Figures in parenthesis are the miles of existing designated motorized OHV trails on the Forest
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The following analysis emphasized the three CARs with the greatest impacts by the five
alternatives analyzed. The largest known populations of NWPTs occur in the Jack’s CAR in two
ponds. In the Jack’s CAR there are 47 miles of unauthorized routes available for use in Alternative 1.
There are zero proposed trails in Alternative 4, and a range of 17-22 miles proposed trails in
Alternatives 5 and 2 (respectively) with a potential moderate direct and indirect effect. There are zero
miles of proposed designated OHYV trails in Alternatives 3 and 4 with no direct and indirect effect to
FYLF and the NWPT and their populations.

The Rock CAR has FYLF at lower elevations (with mountain yellow-legged frogs in the upper
elevations) and known and suspected NWPT throughout in suitable habitat. There are 35 miles of
unauthorized routes available for use in Alternative 1 with a potential for a high direct and indirect
effect to both the FYLF and NWPT, there are approximately 15 miles of proposed trails in Alternative
2 with a high to moderate potential for a direct and indirect effect to the FYLF and NWPT. There are
7.5-10 miles of proposed trails in Alternative 4 and 5 for a moderate potential for a direct and indirect
effect to the FYLF and NWPT.

The Pinegrove CAR has FYLF at lower elevations (with MYLF in the upper elevation) and
suspected NWPT throughout in suitable habitat. There are 39 miles of unauthorized routes available
for use in Alternative 1 with the potential for a high direct and indirect effect to the FYLF and NWPT.
There are approximately 21.5 miles of proposed designated trails in Alternative 2 with the potential
for a high to moderate direct and indirect effect to the FYLF and NWPT. There are 10.0-13.0 miles of
proposed designated trails in Alternative 4 and 5 with the potential for a moderate direct and indirect
effect to the FYLF and NWPT. There are zero miles of proposed designated trails in Alternative 3
with a potential for no direct and indirect effect to the FYLF and NWPT.

Alternative 1 shows the resulting high density of undesignated OHV routes and the potential
impact of no control of the use of OHVs and open cross-country travel. With the known population
and suitable habitat scattered throughout the watershed there is a high likelihood of an OHV crushing
a FYLF and NWPTs (near the streams) adult or young, directly affecting the species. NWPTs are
known to travel up to 150 meters from perennial waterbodies. Overall there is minimal impact to the
Critical Aquatic Refuges for FYLF and NWPT with Alternatives 4 and 5 within the CARs.
Alternative 1 poses the greatest risk to the FYLF and NWPTs due to the greatest number of miles
proposed for designation. Alternative 2 has the potential for a moderate to high direct and indirect
effect to FYLF and NWPT within “key” CAR’s on the Plumas National Forest. Alternative 3 would
not have a direct or indirect effect on FYLF and NWPT in relation to miles of proposed trails within
CARs. A detailed analysis of the Critical Aquatic Refuges can be found in the Biological Assessment
and Evaluation in the project record.

132 —Plumas National Forest



Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Managment

Table 34. Miles of open unauthorized routes (Alt. 1) or proposed trails (Alts. 2-5) within Critical Aquatic
Refuges (CARs), Plumas National Forest.

CARs Acres Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3™ Alt 4 Alt 5

Lone Rock 21,450 6.5 2.6 0(0.9) 4.9 5.3
Boulder/Lowe 18,317 22 6.1 0(1.2) 1.9 2.6
Rowland 39,833 31.6 2.7 0 (0) 1.5 5.2
Lakes Basin 37,783 13 2 0 (3.6) 2.2 2.7
Pinegrove 28,483 39.3 215 0 (3.9 10.0 13.0
Pinkard 12,035 4.3 0.5 0 (0) 0 0
Woodleaf 20,756 0.4 0 0 (0) 0 0
Oregon 26,443 0 0 0 (0) 0 0
Jacks 26,743 46.7 221 0(2.4) 0 17.2
Willow 8,828 4.6 1.3 0 (0.6) 0 5
Rock 36,860 35 15.4 0(9.2) 7.6 10.0
Bucks 58,138 14.9 4.2 0(1.4) 1.7 3.6

3.6.7.2.3 Number of Stream Crossing within RCAs

Alternative 1 poses the greatest risk to the FYLF and the NWPT from native surface motorized
crossing densities, with 221 perennial stream crossings (Table 35). Alternative 1 has the greatest
chance of having a direct effect by potentially crushing a FYLF, tadpole or egg masses and NWPT
eggs and young. Alternative 2 has a potential for a moderate to high impact on FYLF and NWPT and
habitat with 64 perennial stream crossings proposed across the Forest. Alternatives 4 and 5 have the
potential for a moderate to low impact on FYLF and NWPT and habitat with 17 and 33 perennial
stream crossings, respectively, proposed across the Forest. Alternative 3 will not have a direct or

indirect effect on FYLF and NWPT in relation to stream crossings.
Table 35. Number of stream crossings created by open unauthorized routes (Alt. 1) and proposed trails
(Alt. 2-5) by alternative on the PNF

Stream Type Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt3% | Alt4 Alt 5
221 64 0 (27) 17 33
Perennial
706 179 0 (94) 64 114

Intermittent

927 243 0 (121) 148 272
Total Crossings

A 500 foot buffer was placed around every occurrence of TES herpetofauna on the Forest and
Table 33 displays the miles of route or trail that are within or adjacent.

u Figures in parenthesis are the miles of existing designated motorized OHV trails on the Forest
12 Figures in parenthesis are the miles of existing designated motorized OHV trails on the Forest
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Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog

There are 157 known occurrences (single and multiple frog sightings per occurrence) (Table 36).
Alternative 1 has the greatest potential for a moderate direct or indirect effect to FYLF and its habitat
with 4 miles of unauthorized routes within the 500 foot buffer of known occurrences. Alternatives 2
thru 5 have the potential for a low direct or indirect effect to FYLF and its habitat with a range of O-
0.5 miles proposed trails within 500 feet of known occurrences of FYLF.

Northwest Pond Turtle

There are 61 known occurrences (single and multiple pond turtle sightings per occurrence) (Table 36).
Again, in relation to known and confirmed NWPT; Alternative 1 thru 5 have the greatest potential for
a low direct or indirect effects to NWPT and its habitat with 0-1.6 miles of unauthorized routes within

the 500-foot buffer.

Table 36. Miles of proposed trails (Alts. 2-5) and unauthorized routes (Alt. 1) within 500 feet of TES
Amphibian and Reptile occurrences.

Species Number of Alt1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt5
Known/Confirmed
Occurrences
Northwestern 61 1.6 0.9 0 0 0.03
Pond Turtle
Foothill Yellow- | 157 4.2 0.2 0 0.5 0.5
legged Frog

3.6.7.3 Cumulative Effects
3.6.7.3.1  Short vs. Long-term Effects

In the short term (1 year), Alternative 1 would continue to have the potential for the greatest direct
and indirect effect to FYLF and NWPT and its habitat below 4,500 foot elevation on the Plumas
National Forest. In the long term (20 years), Alternative 1 would continue to degrade occupied and
suitable FYLF and NWPT habitat with a range of 88-210 miles (Table 32 and Table 33) of
unauthorized routes within the RCA and ZOI of the FYLF and NWPT. A minimum of 88-210 miles
of unauthorized routes would continue to be used and there would be no ability for the compacted,
degraded soil and vegetative conditions to recover. There would be immediately reduced direct effects
by the closure of any trails within 500 feet of FYLF and NWPT occurrences, reducing the chance for
crushing any life stage of the FYLF and NWPT.

In the short term; Alternative 2 would have a reduced potential for a direct effect to individual
FYLF and NWPTs yet a minimal change in the short term for recovery of the 68-157 miles of closed
unauthorized routes to recover. In the long term (20 years), these 68-157 miles of closed unauthorized
routes would have time to recover naturally and with OHV grants some could be manually restored
by putting the trail back to the natural contour of the land, mulching, and seeding.

In the short term (1 year) Alternatives 4 and 5 would have a reduced potential for a direct effect to
individual FYLF and NWPTs yet, with a short term for recovery of the approximately 84-207miles of
unauthorized inventoried OHV trails. Again, in the long term (20 years), these 84-207 miles of closed
unauthorized routes would recover naturally and again recovery could be enhanced by manual
treatment.
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In Alternative 3, the short and long term 1,109 miles of unauthorized inventoried trails would
have to recover naturally and again recovery could be enhanced by manual treatment.

The Plumas National Forest currently has 130 miles of designated motorized trails. Cumulatively
there are 10-27 miles of designated OHYV trails within the RCA and ZOI’s of potential habitat for the
FYLF and NWPT. Again, this adds cumulatively to direct, indirect and cumulative effects to the
FYLF and NWPT and their populations by the action alternatives.

General discussion for the past and current cumulative effects to riverine and lacustrine habitats
are described above in the CRLF section. Specific actions that effect the FYLF and NWPT are
described in Table 37 lists all the reasonably foreseeable future actions, including fuels, vegetation,
recreation, range allotment plans, non-motorized trail development, and special use permit re-

issuance. The cumulative impacts from reasonably foreseeable projects and a description of the

potential impact to riverine and lacustrine habitat are described for each action.
Table 37. Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impact to riverine and lacustrine habitat from Reasonably
Foreseeable Future Projects

Project type

Location

Riverine and lacustrine Direct
and Indirect Impact

Overall Cumulative Impact

Mining/Suction
Dredging

(Copper Penny,
Dredger’s delight,
Phat Chance,
Winkeye

Impacts from increased sediment
delivery, decrease in water
quality.

Mining/suction dredging add to
cumulative impacts by decreasing
habitat quality, mainly in riverine
systems.

Hazard tree
removal

Ongoing Forest-
wide

Minimal impact. Short-term
disturbance during harvest.
Reduction of LWD within riverine
habitats

None to minimal cumulative impact

Fish passage Ongoing , Short-term sediment disturbance | Short-term cumulative impacts from
construction proposals, during project implementation. sediment are minor.

project throughout Forest

Watershed Ongoing , Short-term sediment disturbance | Short-term cumulative impacts from
Restoration proposals, during project implementation. sediment are minor. Long-term

throughout Forest

improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Range Allotment
permit renewal

(Strawberry Valley
Allotment)

Stream bank trampling from
livestock resulting in increases in
sediment and decrease in water
surface shade from browsing
riparian shrubs.

Cumulative impacts from sediment
and water surface shade are
expected to be within Forest Plan
standards (<20%).

Temporary OHV
Forest Order

(Forest-wide)

Closed Forest to cross-country
travel. Lessened disturbance to
habitat downstream of stream
crossings

Overall benefit to
macroinvertebrate habitat by
eliminating effects to habitat quality.

Backcountry Forest-wide Harrassment, collection, human Short and long-term cumulative

Discovery Trail disturbance, site degradation impacts on individuals and their
habitat.

Integrated Noxious | Forest-wide Toxicity and potentially reduced Short-term direct and indirect

Weed Control water quality. Individual frogs effects to individual CRLF, long-

Program could be killed. Potential loss of term enhancement of habitat by

individuals during Rx burn. maintenance of native plant

species.

Basin Group 20 miles SE of Potential sedimentation into Short-term sedimentation, long-

Selection Quincy, CA riverine and lacustrine habitats, term protection from wildfire

short-term micro-climate change,

through fuel reduction
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Project type

Location

Riverine and lacustrine Direct
and Indirect Impact

Overall Cumulative Impact

long-term reduction of fuels.

Slapjack Project

Southwest of
Quincy, CAin the
vicinity of
Challenge, Clipper
Mills, Feather Falls,
Forbestwon, and
Dobbins, CA

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Short-term sedimentation, long-
term protection from wildfire
through fuel reduction

Watdog

Southwest of
Quincy, CAin the
Fall River and
South Branch
Middle Fork
Feather River
watersheds

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Short-term sedimentation, long-
term protection from wildfire
through fuel reduction

Sugarberry Project

South and east of
Little Grass Valley
Reservoir, from
Gibsonville Ridge
in the north to the
North Yuba River in
the south

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Flea Hazardous
Fuels Reduction
Project

The Flea Project
Area is bounded by
the North Fork of
the Feather River
on the east and
Little Butte Creek
on the west, in the
Wildland Urban
Interface near
Paradise, Magalia,
Pulga, and
Concow, CA.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Short-term sedimentation, long-
term protection from wildfire
through fuel reduction

Lower Middle Fork
Feather River

South Fork of the
Feather River

Meadow improvement, stream
stabilization, and road

Sedimentation and reduced water
quality. Long-term improved water

Water Quality improvements quality and aquatic species habitat
Improvement

Projects

Mabie DFPZ South of Highway Potential sedimentation into Potential sedimentation into

70 and west of
highway 89 near
the communities of
Graeagle, Portola,
Clio, and
Blairsden.

riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Freeman Project

West of Lake Davis
up to Grizzly Ridge

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Camp 14 Salvage
and Reforestation
Project

The project is
located
approximately 12
miles northeast of
Taylorsville, CA,
about 2 miles east
of Antelope Lake

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.
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Project type

Location

Riverine and lacustrine Direct
and Indirect Impact

Overall Cumulative Impact

Sulphur - Barry
Stream Restoration
Project

Middle Middle Fork
Feather River HUC
5 Watershed

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Clark's Creek
Aspen Restoration
and Ecosystem

Situated in Clark's
Creek, a 10,000
acre tributary

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,

Enhancement watershed to Last long-term reduction of fuels. long-term reduction of fuels.
Project Chance Creek,

which flows to the

North Fork of the

Feather River.
Mills Peak Trail Lakes Basin Short-term sediment disturbance | Short-term cumulative impacts from

Recreation Area
Beckwourth Ranger
District PNF

during project implementation.

sediment are minor. Long term
improvement to water quality

Smith Lake and Mt
Elwell trails
reroutes

Lakes Basin
Recreation Area

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water quality

Grizz Project

Along Grizzly
Ridge,
approximately 5
miles from Spring
Garden and 3.5
miles from
Cromberg

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Jackson Project
(old name Happy
Jack Project)

Approximately 4-11
miles northwest of
Portola and 1-7
miles north of
Graeagle.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Ingalls DFPZ

Approximately 3
miles north of Lake
Davis

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Last Chance Water
Quality
Improvement
Projects

Last Chance
watershed, Roads
25N66, 25N72,
25N78, 25N08,
25N65, 25N65A,
25N03

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Red Clover Water
Quality
Improvement
Projects

Red Clover
watershed, Roads
24N03Y, 22N22Y,
25N05

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Frenchman Water Frenchman Short-term sediment disturbance | Short-term cumulative impacts from
Quality watershed during project implementation. sediment are minor. Long-term
Improvement improvement to water storage
Projects capacity and improved water
quality

Lake Davis Water Lake Davis Short-term sediment disturbance | Short-term cumulative impacts from
Quality watershed during project implementation. sediment are minor. Long-term
Improvement improvement to water storage
Projects capacity and improved water

quality
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Project type

Location

Riverine and lacustrine Direct
and Indirect Impact

Overall Cumulative Impact

Nelson-Onion
Water Quality
Improvement
Projects

Nelson-Onion
watershed

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Sulphur Creek and
Barry Creek
Meadow
Restoration

Sulphur and Barry
Creek at their
confluence

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Red Clover and
Poco Creeks
Meadow
Restoration

Red Clover and
Poco Creeks

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Dotta Canyon
Meadow
Restoration

Dotta Canyon

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Last Chance
(Meadowview) and
Little Last Chance
(Rowland Creek)

Meadowview and
Rowland Creeks

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Middle Fork
Whitetop Project

Middle Fork
Feather River

Toxicity and potentially reduced
water quality. Individual frogs
could be killed. Potential loss of
individuals during Rx burn.

Short-term direct and indirect
effects to individual CRLF, long-
term enhancement of habitat by
maintenance of native plant
species.

Phat Chance
Mining Claim

Near Haskins
Valley

Impacts from increased sediment
delivery, decrease in water
quality.

Mining decreases habitat quality,
mainly in riverine systems.

Winkeye Mining
Claims

Six miles northeast
of LaPorte, CAin
the Howland Flat
area

Impacts from increased sediment
delivery, decrease in water
quality.

Mining decreases habitat quality,
mainly in riverine systems.

South Fork Feather
River Water Quality
Improvement
Projects

South Fork Feather
River

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Empire Vegetation
Management
Project

North of Quincy,
California

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Meadow Valley
Defensible Fuel
Profile Zone and
Group Selection

Surrounding the
community of
Meadow Valley,
CA

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Moonlight Road
Relocation Project

The project is
located about 10
miles north of
Taylorsville,
California on Forest
Service Road

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water quality
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Project type Location Riverine and lacustrine Direct Overall Cumulative Impact
and Indirect Impact
28N03
Moonlight Project Proposed Potential sedimentation into Potential sedimentation into
Amendment operations are in riverine and lacustrine habitats, riverine and lacustrine habitats,
the area of short-term micro-climate change, | short-term micro-climate change,

Moonlight Valley

long-term reduction of fuels.

long-term reduction of fuels.

Dredger's Delight
and High Grade
Placer Claims

Quincy Highway,
on Thompson
Creek

Impacts from increased sediment
delivery, decrease in water
quality

Mining decreases habitat quality,
mainly in riverine systems.

Corridor Wildland
Urban Interface
(WUI) Fuels
Reduction Project

The project is
located adjacent to
the community of
Quincy within the Y4
mile WUI of
Chandler Road and
Highway 89.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Keddie Hazardous
Fuels Reduction
Project

Keddie Project is
within the vicinity of
Keddie Ridge,
Round Valley
Reservoir, and Mt.
Jura. Communities
within include
Greenville,
Crescent Mills, and
Taylorsville,
California.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Moonlight and
Wheeler Fires
Recovery and
Restoration Project

The project area is
located northeast of
Greenville and
north of Taylorsville
in the Lights Creek
and surrounding
drainages.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Upper Indian Creek
Water Quality
Improvement
Projects

Upper Indian Creek
watershed, Roads
27N25Y, 27N19Y,
27N20Y, 27N22Y,
29N43

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

3.6.7.4 Summary of Effects

With analysis of route and trail miles within RCAs, ZOls and CARs, stream crossings, route and trail
miles within 500’ of FYLF and NWPT occurrences; Alternative 1 has the highest potential for direct
and indirect effects to FYLF and NWPTs, Alternative 2 has a moderate to high potential for direct and
indirect effects to FYLF and NWPTs, and Alternative 4 and 5 have a low potential for direct and
indirect effects to FYLF and NWPTs. Alternative 3 has no potential for direct and indirect effects to
FYLF and NWPTs. Again, past and current cumulative effects to riverine and lacustrine habitats
include current and historic livestock grazing; reduced suitability of habitat through catastrophic
wildfires; mining activities; and recreational activities including hunting, camping, and general
recreation activities including all forms of motorized use, including 4-wheeled drive vehicles, ATVs,
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and motorcycles. These activities along with others described above would add to the direct and
indirect effects of each alternative as described above.

3.6.7.5 Determinations

3.6.7.5.1  Foothill yellow-legged frog

Alternative 1 may affect individuals and is likely to result in a trend toward listing or loss of viability
for the foothill yellow-legged frog. This determination is based on (1) the allowance of cross-country
travel and the potential proliferation of additional unauthorized routes within RCAs, ZOls and within
500 feet of known FYLF occurrences, (2) the magnitude of effects is greater in every category for
Alternative 1, including miles of route within RCA’s, ZOls, stream crossings, and route miles within
known occurrences.

Alternatives 2, 4 and 5 may affect individuals, but are not likely to result in a trend toward listing
or loss of viability for the foothill yellow-legged frog. This determination is based on (1) cross-
country travel and the potential for proliferation of additional motorized routes are eliminated, (2)
Miles of proposed designated trails are relatively low within CARs that contain FYLF, and (3) The
miles of proposed designated trails within 500 feet of known occurrences are very low (< 1 mile).

Alternatives 3 would not affect the FYLF. This determination is based on (1) cross-country travel
and the potential for proliferation of additional motorized routes are eliminated, there are no proposed
designated trails.

3.6.7.5.2  Northwestern Pond Turtle

Alternative 1 may affect individuals, and is likely to result in a trend toward listing or loss of viability
for the Northwestern Pond Turtle. This determination is based on (1) the allowance of cross-country
travel and the potential proliferation of additional motorized routes within RCAs, ZOls and within
500 feet of known NWPT occurrences, (2) the magnitude of effects is greater in every category for
Alternative 1, including miles of route within RCAs, ZOls, stream crossings, and route miles within
known occurrences.

Alternatives 2, 4 and 5 may affect individuals, but are not likely to result in a trend toward listing
or loss of viability for the Northwestern Pond Turtle. This determination is based on (1) cross-country
travel and the potential for proliferation of additional motorized routes are eliminated, (2) Miles of
proposed designated trails are relatively low within CARs that contain NWPT, and (3) The miles of
proposed designated trails within 500 feet of known occurrences are very low (< 1 mile).

Alternative 3 would not affect the NWPT. This determination is based on 1) cross-country travel
and the potential for proliferation of additional motorized routes are eliminated, 2) there are no
proposed designated trails.

3.6.8 Mountain Yellow-Legged Frogs
3.6.8.1 Affected Environment

Mountain yellow-legged frogs in the Sierra Nevada occupy aquatic habitats for almost all their
seasonal life history; they breed, rear, and overwinter in aquatic habitat. The northern species, R.
sierrae, appears to occupy stream habitats more frequently, whereas the southern species, R. muscosa,
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often occupies lake habitats. Because mountain yellow-legged frog larvae overwinter at least one
year, perennial aquatic habitats that do not freeze in the winter are needed for breeding and rearing.
The species generally are thought to use perennial aquatic sites for overwintering, though this is not
well-studied. Larvae and metamorphs to some level support a segment of the high-elevation food
web: for example between invertebrates and garter snakes (Thamnophis spp.). Benthic invertebrates
appear to be the primary food source of postmetamorphic life stages (juveniles and adults) in lake-
dwelling populations. Postmetamorphic stages, known to move among aquatic sites seasonally, can
rapidly colonize unoccupied habitat. Such movements may maintain proximate clusters of occupied
sites that may function as metapopulations.

3.6.8.1.1  Prior to 1980

Historic mountain yellow-legged frog data for the PNF and vicinity are sparse. Prior to 1980,
mountain yellow-legged frogs have been recorded from 6 general localities.

No data exist prior to the 1940s. In 1943, Margaret Storey collected mountain yellow-legged
frogs from 3 localities in Sierra County: At the bridge over Slate Creek [CAS-SU 8602-8604]; 1 km
north of Scales [CAS-SU 8611]; and Howland’s Flat [CAS-SU 8612]). In 1947, D. V. Brown
collected a juvenile mountain yellow-legged frog at Camp La Porte, the Boy Scouts of America camp
at La Porte (CAS-SU 9528).

One collection dates from the 1950s; Walter Howard and Ed Jameson, Jr. collected a juvenile
mountain yellow-legged frog 11.2 km north of Quincy in 1950 (CAS 218482).

The only other pre-1980 records from the vicinity of the PNF date from the 1960s. In 1960, 8
mountain yellow-legged frogs were collected from near LaPorte (CSUC 1115, 1253-1259). In 1961, 5
mountain yellow-legged frogs were collected from Big Grizzly Creek (CSUC 1107-1111; Koo and
Vindum 1999).

3.6.8.1.2 1980 to Present

Based on re-survey of historically occupied sites, Jennings and Hayes (1994) indicated that the
species appeared extirpated from several localities. Plumas National Forest surveys conducted from
1990 through 2004 have generally followed the Fellers and Freel (1995) protocol, but significant
variation in survey effort has been applied. A handful of these surveys have recorded mountain
yellow-legged frogs at 1-3 locations, and most observations have been of individual frogs; sites with
even 2 or 3 individuals are rare (Twedt and Evans 1993; USFS 1994, 2000a; Fellers and Freel 1995;
Fellers 1997b; Koo and Vindum 1999, 2002; Foster Wheeler 2001; Williams 2004). A number of
surveys within the appropriate elevation range and habitat have failed to detect mountain yellow-
legged frogs (Fellers 1996; Ganda 2001a, 2001b, 2001c, 2001d, 2001e; Ecosystems West 2001, NSR
2001, Klamath WR 2003, MandA 2004).

Based on surveys during the 1990s, analysis of amphibian survey data, and collected positive
sightings from the PNF, 54 known sites currently have mountain yellow-legged frogs, but data on
numbers of individuals are largely lacking (C. Davidson, pers. comm., 2001). Nine of these sites, all
in Plumas County, are specimen-documented: meadow on Pinkard Creek (CAS 203170); tributary to
Rock Creek (CAS 206093); small pond north of Pine Grove Cemetery (CAS 209668); Faggs
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Reservoir (CAS 209370-209377); Silver Lake (CAS 209386); Rock Lake (209404) and its effluent
(CAS 227668); outlet of Gold Lake (CAS 227259); upper Lone Rock Creek (CAS 227639); and
Boulder Creek at Lowe Flat (CAS 227640).

Based on the most recent entries into the PNF Amphibian Database, between 2000 and 2003, of
over 80 surveys conducted that included mountain yellow-legged frog as a target species, 34 surveys
across 26 different sites recorded the species. Except for 1 site at which ca. 100 mountain yellow-
legged frog larvae were found, 1 to 12 mountain yellow-legged frogs (various life stages) were
recorded across remaining sites. The species appears to have disappeared from some of the relatively
few historic sites on the PNF and species abundance now seems low.

From 2003 to 2006, the USFS SNAMP surveyed 9 watersheds on the PNF containing 50 sites.
No sites had evidence of mountain yellow-legged frog breeding, and adults or juveniles were located
at 2 (4 percent) of the sites surveyed. Only 1-2 mountain yellow-legged frogs were found on a given
survey.

Also over the interval 2003-2006, CDFG conducted 86 surveys (see detail of survey approach in
Status section) of 78 different sites with potential mountain yellow-legged frog habitat. Mountain
yellow-legged frogs were detected at 16.7 percent (n = 13) of surveyed sites. The collective recent
data indicate that mountain yellow-legged frogs are sparsely distributed on the PNF.

Athree-year MYLF telemetry study began in July 2003 and ended in September of 2007. The
objective of the study is to determine the dispersal behavior of the MYLF in relation to steams and
adjacent terrestrial habitat. From this telemetry study, current findings include that the frogs are only
associated directly within the drainage or just adjacent (23 meters away from stream); in the summer
months each adult frog has been located very close to the same pool/territory; and in the fall, as
temperatures decline, female frogs have been found to be moving downstream within the stream
channel towards male frogs (Vance, personal com. 2004).

3.6.8.1.3  Current Status

Mountain yellow-legged frogs in the Sierra Nevada occur on both sides of the mountain axis between
the headwaters of the Feather River and the headwaters of the Kern River between 1,100 m (3,609 ft.)
and 3,810 m (12,500 ft.), but their eastside distribution appears to be restricted to the Tahoe Basin
southward. Rana sierrae occupies the northern and central Sierra Nevada south to the vicinity of
Mather Pass (Fresno County), whereas R. muscosa occupies the Sierra Nevada south of this area.

3.6.8.2 Direct and Indirect Effects

Habitat for the mountain yellow-legged frog is the same habitat as defined above for the CRLF,
effects analysis is very similar as stated above for these two species.

3.6.8.2.1  Route and Trail Miles within Riparian Conservation Areas and Zone of Influence

With Alternative 1 (No-action Alternative) there is a very high number of miles on the PNF and thus a
greater negative effect (Table 38); 196 miles of open routes are proposed within 300 of perennial
stream and 411 miles of open routes within the 500’ buffer. These figures dramatically drop in
proposed trail miles with all action alternatives. A moderate humber of miles are proposed with
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Alternative 2 having 47 miles within the 300’ buffer and a range of 103 miles within the 500 buffer.
This is approximately 1/8 — 1/4 the number of miles that would continue to be used if the Forest
remained open, and a moderate direct and indirect effect to the mountain yellow-legged frog. A low
number of proposed designated route miles are proposed with Alternatives 4 and 5 with a range of 9-
14 miles within the 300’ buffer and a range of 32-51 miles within the 500° buffer above 3,500 foot
elevation (Table 38 and Table 39) with the potential of a low direct and indirect effect to the MYLF
and its habitat.

Road miles are used as a relative index to measure the potential indirect effects to aquatic species
including the MYLF. As discussed above in the general effects section, to continue to allow open
OHYV travel throughout the Forest, may have a direct effect on the MYLF by potentially crushing the
frog, tadpole, or eggs by a vehicle. Indirectly, the loss of riparian cover, soil compaction, increased
access by predators due to lack of cover and habitat degradation are direct and indirect effects of the
implementation of Alternative 1.

There is minimal impact to lakes and ponds by the No-action and all four action alternatives
within the PNF (Table 38 and Table 39). Again, there will be no further analysis of effect to ponds.

The proportion of a species habitat that is affected by motorized routes or trails (including the

routes or trails plus a biologically meaningful ‘zone of influence’ (e.g., 300 ft. RCA, 500 ft. ZOlI)
Table 38. Miles of proposed trails (Alts. 2-5) and open unauthorized routes (Alt. 1) within amphibian
habitat at 300’ of perennial streams, ponds and lakes above 3,500’ elevation.

Habitat Acres Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5
Perennial 219,792 196 47 0 (26) 9.1 14.0
Streams

Ponds 5,565 0.8 0.4 0(0.9) 0 0.2
Lakes

Table 39. Miles of proposed trails (Alts. 2-5) and open unauthorized routes (Alt. 1) within amphibian
habitat at 500’ of perennial streams, ponds and lakes above 3,500 elevation

Habitat Acres Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5
Perennial 488,617 411 103 0 (57.6) 14.7 255
Streams

Ponds 8,388 1.4 0.65 0(1.3) 11 .02
Lakes

3.6.8.2.2 Route and Trail Miles within Critical Aquatic Refuges

Alternative 1 poses the greatest risk to the MYLF due to the greatest number of miles proposed for
designation. Critical Aquatic Refuges with known or suspected MYLF occurrence are, Lone Rock,
Boulder/Lowe, Rowland, Lakes Basin, Pinegrove, Pinkard, Willow, Rock and Buck’s. Alternative 1
has the greatest impact to the MYLF with a range of 4-40 miles of unauthorized routes available for
use in these CARs. The largest known populations of MYLF occur in Lone Rock, Boulder/Lowe,
Lakes Basin, Rock, and Buck’s CARs. The miles of unauthorized routes within these CARs range
from 6.5-35 for Alternative 1 with a high direct and indirect effect to MYLF and its habitat. This
shows the potential negative impact of no control of the use with the current open Forest situation for
OHVs. With the known population and suitable habitat scattered throughout the watershed there is a
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high likelihood of an OHV crushing a MYLF (near the streams) adult or metamorph directly affecting
the species. MYLF are known to travel up to 23 meters from perennial waterbodies (MGW, 2007).

A detailed analysis of the Critical Aquatic Refuges can be found in the Biological Assessment and
Evaluation written for this EIS, located in the project record. The Rowland, Pinegrove, Boulder/Lowe
and Rock CARs are of concern to remain open (No-action) with such a high density of use in
Alternative 1 with a range of 22-39 miles of open routes available for use , and therefore the potential
for a very high direct and indirect effect. Pinegrove and Rock would have a high direct and indirect
effect with the implementation of Alternatives 2 with a range of 15-22 miles of proposed designated
trails available for use, with the implementation of Alternatives 4 and 5. Boulder/Lowe is of some
concern of a moderate direct and indirect effects by the implementation of Alternatives 2, 4 and 5
with a range of 2-6 miles proposed trails. Alternatives 3 would have no direct or indirect effect on
MYLF and its habitat within all the CARs with known or suspected MY LF populations. Overall,
there is a predicted moderate to high direct and indirect effect to the Critical Aquatic Refuges for

MYLF with all of the action alternatives (Table 40).
Table 40. Miles of proposed trails (Alts. 2-5) and open unauthorized routes (Alt. 1) within Critical
Aquatic Refuges (CARs), PNF

CARs Acres Alt1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt5
Lone Rock 21,450 6.5 2.6 0(0.9 4.9 5.3
Boulder/Lowe | 18,317 22 6.1 0(1.2) 1.9 2.6
Rowland 39,833 31.6 2.7 0 15 5.2
Lakes Basin 37,783 13 2 0 (3.6) 2.2 2.7
Pinegrove 28,483 39.3 215 0 (3.4 10.0 13.0
Pinkard 12,035 4.3 0.5 0 0 0.5
Woodleaf 20,756 0.4 0 0 0 0
Oregon 26,443 0 0 0 0 0
Jacks 26,743 46.7 22.1 0(2.4) 0 17.2
Willow 8,828 4.6 1.3 0 (0.6) 0 0.5
Rock 36,860 35 15.4 0(9.2) 7.6 10.0
Bucks 58,138 14.9 4.2 0(1.4) 1.7 3.6

3.6.8.2.3 Number of Stream Crossings within RCAs

Alternative 1 poses the greatest risk to the MYLF from native surface motorized crossing densities
with 221 perennial stream crossings and 706 intermittent stream crossings (Table 41). Alternative 1
has the greatest chance of having a direct effect by potentially crushing a MYLF, tadpole or egg
masses with a potential very high impact. Alternatives 2 has a potential for a high to moderate impact
on MYLF and habitat with a range of a 64 perennial stream crossings and 179 intermittent stream
crossings proposed across the Forest. Alternatives 4 and 5 have the potential for a moderate to low
impact on MYLF and its habitat with a range of 17-33 perennial stream crossings and 64-113
intermittent stream crossings proposed across the Forest.
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Table 41. Number of stream crossings created by unauthorized routes (Alt. 1) and proposed trails (Alts.
2-5) by alternative on the Plumas National Forest.

Stream Type Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt3® | Alt4 Alt 5
Perennial 221 64 0 (27) 17 33
Intermittent 706 179 0 (94) 64 113
Total Crossings | 927 243 0 (121) 81 146

'8 Figures in parenthesis are the miles of existing designated motorized OHV trails on the Forest

A 500-foot buffer was placed around every occurrence of TES herpetofauna on the Forest and
Table 27 displays the miles of route or trail that are within or adjacent. There are 154 known
occurrences (single and multiple frog sightings per occurrence) (Table 42). Alternative 1 has the
greatest potential for a moderate direct or indirect effect to MYLF and its habitat with 4 miles of
unauthorized routes and proposed designated trails within the 500 foot buffer. Alternatives 2 thru 5
have the potential for a low direct or indirect effect to MYLF and its habitat with a range of 0-1.2

miles proposed designated trails within 500 feet of know occurrences of MYLF.

Table 42. Miles of proposed designated trails and unauthorized routes within 500 feet of mountain
yellow-legged frog occurrences.

Species Number of Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5
Known/Confirmed
Occurrences
Mountain 154 4.0 0.8 0 0.5 0.5
Yellow Legged
Frog

The Plumas National Forest completed a three-year telemetry study on MYLF on Bean Creek
(~10 miles South West of Quincy, CA). The maximum linear movement along the stream of a MYLF
was just under one mile. To determine a potential effect of an OHV crossing a stream a one mile
buffer was placed around every occurrence of MYLF herpetofauna on the Forest. Table 19 displays
the number of routes that cross perennial and intermittent streams within one mile of known MYLF
occurrences. There are 154 known occurrences (single and multiple frog sightings per occurrence
(Table 42). Alternative 1 has the greatest potential for a moderate direct or indirect effects to MYLF
and its habitat with 16 perennial and intermittent stream crossings of open unauthorized routes within
one mile of known MYLF occurrences. Alternatives 2 has a low direct or indirect effect to MYLF and
it’s habitat with 5 perennial and intermittent stream crossings of proposed motorized trails within one
mile of known MY LF occurrences. Alternatives 4 and 5 have a low direct or indirect effect to MYLF
and its habitat with 1 perennial and intermittent stream crossing of proposed motorized trails within
one mile of known MYLF occurrences. Alternative 3 has no direct or indirect effect on MYLF and its
habitat.
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Table 43. Number of open routes (Alt. 1) or proposed trails (Alts 2-5) that cross perennial and
intermittent streams within one mile of MYLF occurrences.

Species Number of Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5
Known/Confirmed
Occurrences
Mountain 154 16 5 03" 1 1
Yellow Legged
Frog
3.6.8.24  Temporal Effects

Short-term (1 year) Alternative 1 would continue to have the potential for the greatest direct and
indirect effect to MYLF and its habitat. In the long-term (20 years), Alternative 1 would continue to
degrade occupied and suitable MYLF habitat from 3,500 and above. A minimum of 1,109 miles of
unauthorized inventoried OHYV trails would continue to be used and there would be no ability for the
compacted, degraded soil and vegetative conditions to recover. There would be an immediate reduced
direct effect by the closure of any trails within 500 feet of MY LF occurrence, reducing the chance for
crushing any life stage of the MYLF. In the short term; Alternatives 2 and 5 would have a reduced
potential for a direct effect to individual MYLFs, yet a minimal change in the short term for recovery
of the 719-750 miles of closed unauthorized routes to recover. In the long term (20 years); these 719-
750 miles of closed unauthorized routes would have time to recover naturally and with OHV grants
some could be manually restored by putting the trail back to the natural contour of the land, mulching,
and seeding. In the short term (1 year), Alternatives 3 and 4 would have a reduced potential for a
direct effect to individual MYLF’s, with a short term for recovery of the 846-1,109 miles of closed
unauthorized routes. Again, in the long term (20 years); these 846-1,109 miles of closed unauthorized
routes would have to recover naturally and again recovery could be enhanced by manual treatment.

3.6.8.3 Cumulative Effects

General discussion for the past and current cumulative effects to riverine and lacustrine habitats are
described above in the CRLF section. Specific actions that affect the MYLF are described in Table 44
which lists all of the reasonably foreseeable future actions, including fuels, vegetation, recreation,
range allotment plans, non-motorized trail development, and special use permit re-issuances. Table 44
summarizes cumulative impacts from reasonably foreseeable projects and a description of the

potential impact to riverine and lacustrine habitat.
Table 44. Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impact to riverine and lacustrine habitat from reasonably
foreseeable future projects.

Riverine and lacustrine Direct
and Indirect Impact

Project type Location Overall Cumulative Impact

Mining/Suction
Dredging

(Copper Penny,
Dredger’s delight,
Phat Chance,
Winkeye

Impacts from increased sediment
delivery, decrease in water
quality.

Mining/sution dredging add to
cumulative impacts by decreasing
habitat quality, mainly in riverine
systems.

Hazard tree
removal

Ongoing Forest-
wide

Minimal impact. Short-term
disturbance during harvest.
Reduction of LWD within riverine
habitats

None to minimal cumulative impact

13 Figures in parenthesis are the miles of existing designated motorized OHV trails on the Forest
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Project type Location Riverine and lacustrine Direct Overall Cumulative Impact

and Indirect Impact
Fish passage Ongoing , Short-term sediment disturbance | Short-term cumulative impacts from
construction proposals, during project implementation. sediment are minor.
project throughout Forest
Watershed Ongoing , Short-term sediment disturbance | Short-term cumulative impacts from
Restoration proposals, during project implementation. sediment are minor. Long term

throughout Forest

improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Range Allotment
permit renewal

(Strawberry Valley
Allotment)

Stream bank trampling from
livestock resulting in increases in
sediment and decrease in water
surface shade from browsing
riparian shrubs.

Cumulative impacts from sediment
and water surface shade are
expected to be within Forest Plan
standards (<20%).

Temporary OHV
Forest Order

(Forest-wide)

Closed Forest to cross-country
travel. Lessened disturbance to
habitat downstream of stream
crossings

Overall benefit to
macroinvertebrate habitat by
eliminating effects to habitat quality.

Backcountry Forest-wide Harrassment, collection, human Short and long-term cumulative

Discovery Trail disturbance, site degradation impacts on individuals and their
habitat.

Integrated Noxious | Forest-wide Toxicity and potentially reduced Short-term direct and indirect

Weed Control water quality. Individual frogs effects to individual CRLF, long-

Program could be killed. Potential loss of term enhancement of habitat by

individuals during Rx burn. maintenance of native plant

species.

Basin Group 20 miles SE of Potential sedimentation into Short-term sedimentation, long-

Selection Quincy, CA riverine and lacustrine habitats, term protection from wildfire

short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

through fuel reduction

Slapjack Project

Southwest of
Quincy, CAin the
vicinity of
Challenge, Clipper
Mills, Feather Falls,
Forbestwon, and
Dobbins, CA

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Short-term sedimentation, long-
term protection from wildfire
through fuel reduction

Watdog

Southwest of
Quincy, CAin the
Fall River and
South Branch
Middle Fork
Feather River
watersheds

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Short-term sedimentation, long-
term protection from wildfire
through fuel reduction

Sugarberry Project

South and east of
Little Grass Valley
Reservoir, from
Gibsonville Ridge
in the north to the
North Yuba River in
the south

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Flea Hazardous
Fuels Reduction
Project

The Flea Project
Area is bounded by
the North Fork of
the Feather River
on the east and
Little Butte Creek
on the west, in the

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Short-term sedimentation, long-
term protection from wildfire
through fuel reduction
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Project type

Location

Riverine and lacustrine Direct
and Indirect Impact

Overall Cumulative Impact

Wildland Urban
Interface near
Paradise, Magalia,
Pulga, and
Concow, CA.

Lower Middle Fork
Feather River

South Fork of the
Feather River

Meadow improvement, stream
stabilization, and road

Sedimentation and reduced water
quality. Long-term improved water

Water Quality improvments quality and aquatic species habitat
Improvement

Projects

Mabie DFPZ South of Highway Potential sedimentation into Potential sedimentation into

70 and west of
highway 89 near
the communities of
Graeagle, Portola,
Clio, and
Blairsden.

riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Freeman Project

West of Lake Davis
up to Grizzly Ridge

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Camp 14 Salvage
and Reforestation
Project

The project is
located
approximately 12
miles northeast of
Taylorsville, CA,
about 2 miles east
of Antelope Lake

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Sulphur - Barry
Stream Restoration
Project

Middle Middle Fork
Feather River HUC
5 Watershed

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Clark's Creek
Aspen Restoration
and Ecosystem

Situated in Clark's
Creek, a 10,000
acre tributary

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,

Enhancement watershed to Last long-term reduction of fuels. long-term reduction of fuels.
Project Chance Creek,

which flows to the

North Fork of the

Feather River.
Mills Peak Trail Lakes Basin Short-term sediment disturbance | Short-term cumulative impacts from

Recreation Area
Beckwourth Ranger
District PNF

during project implementation.

sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water quality

Smith Lake and Mt
Elwell trails
reroutes

Lakes Basin
Recreation Area

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water quality

Grizz Project

Along Grizzly
Ridge,
approximately 5
miles from Spring
Garden and 3.5
miles from
Cromberg

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Jackson Project
(old name Happy

Approximately 4-11
miles northwest of

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
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Project type

Location

Riverine and lacustrine Direct
and Indirect Impact

Overall Cumulative Impact

Jack Project)

Portola and 1-7
miles north of
Graeagle.

short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Ingalls DFPZ

Approximately 3
miles north of Lake
Davis

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Last Chance Water
Quality
Improvement
Projects

Last Chance
watershed, Roads
25N66, 25N72,
25N78, 25N08,
25N65, 25N65A,
25N03

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Red Clover Water
Quality
Improvement
Projects

Red Clover
watershed, Roads
24N03Y, 22N22Y,
25N05

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Frenchman Water Frenchman Short-term sediment disturbance | Short-term cumulative impacts from
Quality watershed during project implementation. sediment are minor. Long-term
Improvement improvement to water storage
Projects capacity and improved water
quality

Lake Davis Water Lake Davis Short-term sediment disturbance | Short-term cumulative impacts from
Quality watershed during project implementation. sediment are minor. Long-term
Improvement improvement to water storage
Projects capacity and improved water

quality

Nelson-Onion
Water Quality
Improvement
Projects

Nelson-Onion
watershed

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Sulphur Creek and
Barry Creek
Meadow
Restoration

Sulphur and Barry
Creek at their
confluence

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Red Clover and
Poco Creeks
Meadow
Restoration

Red Clover and
Poco Creeks

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Longterm
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Dotta Canyon
Meadow
Restoration

Dotta Canyon

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved waterquality

Last Chance
(Meadowview) and
Little Last Chance
(Rowland Creek)

Meadowview and
Rowland Creeks

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Middle Fork
Whitetop Project

Middle Fork
Feather River

Toxicity and potentially reduced
water quality. Individual frogs
could be killed. Potential loss of
individuals during Rx burn.

Short-term direct and indirect
effects to individual CRLF, long-
term enhancement of habitat by
maintenance of native plant

Plumas National Forest - 149




Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Management

Project type

Location

Riverine and lacustrine Direct
and Indirect Impact

Overall Cumulative Impact

species.

Phat Chance
Mining Claim

Near Haskins
Valley

Impacts from increased sediment
delivery, decrease in water
quality.

Mining decreases habitat quality,
mainly in riverine systems.

Winkeye Mining
Claims

Six miles northeast
of LaPorte, CAin
the Howland Flat
area

Impacts from increased sediment
delivery, decrease in water
quality.

Mining decreases habitat quality,
mainly in riverine systems.

South Fork Feather
River Water Quality
Improvement
Projects

South Fork Feather
River

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from

sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Empire Vegetation
Management
Project

North of Quincy,
California

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Meadow Valley
Defensible Fuel
Profile Zone and
Group Selection

Surrounding the
community of
Meadow Valley,
CA

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Moonlight Road
Relocation Project

The project is
located about 10
miles north of
Taylorsville,
California on Forest
Service Road

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats

Short-term cumulative impacts from

sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water quality

28N03
Moonlight Project Proposed Potential sedimentation into Potential sedimentation into
Amendment operations are in riverine and lacustrine habitats, riverine and lacustrine habitats,
the area of short-term micro-climate change, | short-term micro-climate change,

Moonlight Valley

long-term reduction of fuels.

long-term reduction of fuels.

Dredger's Delight
and High Grade
Placer Claims

Quincy Highway,
on Thompson
Creek

Impacts from increased sediment
delivery, decrease in water
quality.

Mining decreases habitat quality,
mainly in riverine systems.

Corridor Wildland
Urban Interface
(WUI) Fuels
Reduction Project

The project is
located adjacent to
the community of
Quincy within the Y4
mile WUI of
Chandler Road and
Highway 89.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Keddie Hazardous
Fuels Reduction
Project

Keddie Project is
within the vicinity of
Keddie Ridge,
Round Valley
Reservoir, and Mt.
Jura. Communities
within include
Greenville,
Crescent Mills, and
Taylorsville,
California.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Moonlight and
Wheeler Fires
Recovery and

The project area is
located northeast of
Greenville and
north of Taylorsville

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
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Project type

Location

Riverine and lacustrine Direct
and Indirect Impact

Overall Cumulative Impact

Restoration Project

in the Lights Creek
and surrounding
drainages.

long-term reduction of fuels.

long-term reduction of fuels.

Upper Indian Creek
Water Quality

Upper Indian Creek
watershed, Roads

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term

Improvement 27N25Y, 27N19Y, improvement to water storage

Projects 27N20Y, 27N22Y, capacity and improved water
29N43 quality

Ingalls DFPZ Approximately 3 Potential sedimentation into Potential sedimentation into

miles north of Lake
Davis

riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Dixie Valley and
Little Dixie Sheep
Allotments

10 to 14 miles
north-northeast of
the city of Portola,
California

Stream bank trampling from
livestock resulting in increases in
sediment and decrease in water
surface shade from browsing
riparian shrubs.

Cumulative impacts from sediment
and water surface shade are
expected to be within Forest Plan
standards (<20%).

Red Clover and
Poco Creeks
Meadow
Restoration

Red Clover and
Poco Creeks

Short-term sediment disturbance
during project implementation.

Short-term cumulative impacts from
sediment are minor. Long-term
improvement to water storage
capacity and improved water
quality

Canyon Dam Fuel
Treatment Project

8—10 miles North
of Greenville,
California

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Potential sedimentation into
riverine and lacustrine habitats,
short-term micro-climate change,
long-term reduction of fuels.

Copper Penny and
Two Penny mining
Plan of Operation

On or near Lights
Creek, on the Mt.
Hough Ranger
District; the nearest
town is Greenville

Impacts from increased sediment
delivery, decrease in water
quality.

Mining/suction dredging add to
cumulative impacts by decreasing
habitat quality,

3.6.8.4 Summary of Effects

With analysis of route and trail miles within RCAs BSAs, and CARs, stream crossings, route and trail
miles within 500’ of MYLF occurrences; Alternative 1 has the highest potential for direct and indirect
effects to MYLF, Alternative 2, 4 and 5 have a low potential for direct and indirect effects to MYLFs.
Alternative 3 has no direct or indirect effects to MYLF. Again, past and current cumulative effects to
riverine and lacustrine habitats include current and historic livestock grazing; reduced suitability of

habitat through catastrophic wildfires; mining activities; and recreational activities including hunting,

camping, and general recreation activities including all forms of motorized use, including 4-wheeled
drive vehicles, ATVs, and motorcycles. These activities along with others described above would add
to the direct and indirect effects of each alternative as described above.

3.6.8.5 Determinations

Alternative 1 may affect and is likely to adversely affect the mountain yellow-legged frog. This
determination is based on (1) the allowance of cross-country travel and the potential proliferation of
additional motorized routes within RCAs, BSAs and within 500 feet of known MYLF occurrences,
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(2) the magnitude of effects is greater in every category for Alternative 1, including miles of route
within RCAs, ZOls, stream crossings, and route miles within known occurrences.

Alternatives 2, 4 and 5 may affect individuals, but are not likely to adversely affect the mountain
yellow-legged frog. This determination is based on (1) cross-country travel and the potential for
proliferation of additional motorized routes are eliminated, (2) Miles of proposed designated trails are
relatively low within CARs that contain MYLF, and (3) The miles of proposed designated trails
within 500 feet of known occurrences are very low (< 1 mile).

Alternative 3 will not affect the MYLF. This determination is based on (1) cross-country travel
and the potential for proliferation of additional motorized routes are eliminated, (2) there are no
existing system trails within 500 feet of known occurrences for MYLF, (3) system trail densities
within RCA’s and ZOl’s are very low and insignificant ranging from 0.5 to 0.08 miles per square
mile.

3.6.9 Hardhead Minnow
3.6.9.1 Affected Environment

Hardhead minnow (Mylopharodon conocephalus) are listed as Sensitive on the Region 5 Forester’s
Sensitive Species List (USDA Forest Service 1998). Hardhead are a cyprinid species endemic to
California and are native to the Sacramento-San Joaquin system, Russian River and Napa River
(Moyle 2002).

On the PNF, hardhead are known to inhabit the North Fork Feather River from Lake Oroville to
the confluence with the East Branch North Fork Feather River, East Branch North Fork Feather River
to the confluence of Rush Creek, Indian Creek from confluence with Spanish Creek to Flournoy
Bridge, portions of Spanish Creek, portions of Greenhorn Creek, Middle Fork Feather River from
Lake Oroville to the confluence of Humbug Creek near Portola, and South Fork Feather River from
Ponderosa Reservoir to a natural migration barrier approximately 2 miles upstream. Hardhead are
also known to inhabit Butt Valley Reservoir and Ponderosa Reservoir. Hardhead inhabit
approximately 142 miles of stream on the PNF.

Route associated risk factors: Potential road and trail associated risk factors to hardhead include
the immediate loss of individual fish at stream crossings and increases in sedimentation leading to the
following: changes in water quality, changes in prey base, and changes to potential spawning bed
capacity.

3.6.9.2 Direct and Indirect Effects

3.6.9.2.1  Site-Specific Physical Impacts and Disturbance to Occupied Hardhead Streams

Alternative 1 poses the greatest risk to hardhead where unauthorized routes and cross-country travel
have the potential to impact occupied hardhead habitat. Cross-country travel has the potential to cause
direct and indirect effects to hardhead habitat if streams are crossed by motor vehicles and if vehicles
travel within the RCAs. Direct effects include potential hardhead mortality; indirect effects include
increased sedimentation and changes to channel, stream bank characteristics and vegetation structure.
The remaining action alternatives indirectly affect occupied hardhead streams by the potential to
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deliver sediment to streams, but the indirect effects are likely limited due to low mileage of proposed
trails.

3.6.9.2.2  Route and Trail Miles within Riparian Conservation Areas

Table 45 shows the miles of open unauthorized routes and proposed trails within RCAs of known
occupied hardhead habitat by alternative. Alternative 1 has the most miles of unauthorized routes
within RCAs and poses the greatest risk to hardhead. Alternatives 4 and 5 have the least miles of
proposed trails within RCAs. In Alternatives 2, 4 and 5 the effects would be limited to the Middle
Fork Feather River. Alternative 3 has slightly more miles of proposed trails within RCAs than
Alternative 2. Alternative 3 has more than double the miles of proposed trails within RCAs than
Alternatives 4 and 5. In Alternative 3, there are portions of trails within RCAs of each occupied
stream. Alternatives 4 and 5 pose the least risk to hardhead. Alternative 3 poses a slightly higher risk

than Alternatives 2, 4, and 5, but Alternative 3 poses lesser risk to hardhead than Alternative 1.

Table 45. Miles of proposed trails (Alt. 2-5) and open unauthorized routes (Alt. 1) within 300” of known
occupied Hardhead Minnow habitat on the PNF

Habitat Strm Miles/ Acres w/in Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3t Alt 4 Alt 5
Lake Acres RCA

Perennial 141.8 18,565 10.05 0.43 0(0.75) | 0.30 0.30

Streams

Ponds 2,074 623 0.02 0 0 0 0

Lakes

! Alternative 3 has no proposed trails. The number of miles of existing motorized trails is in parentheses.

3.6.9.2.3 Number of Stream Crossings within RCAs

Table 46 shows the number of streams crossings by alternative for PNF. There are no stream crossings
within RCAs of hardhead occupied streams in any of the alternatives. However, Alternative 1 allows
cross-country travel, which could result in stream crossings which poses the greatest risk of direct

impacts to hardhead.

Table 46. Number of stream crossings created by open routes (Alt. 1) and proposed trails (Alts. 2-5) by
alternative on the Plumas National Forest.

Stream Type Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5
Perennial 221 64 0 (27) 17 33
Intermittent 706 179 0 (94) 64 113
Total Crossings 927 243 0(121) 81 146

! Alternative 3 has no proposed trails. The number of miles of existing motorized trails is in parentheses.

3.6.9.3 Cumulative Effects

Past and current cumulative effects to hardhead include change of habitat and water quality due to
pollution and sediment inputs from past logging and mining, loss of connectivity by hydropower
projects, and competition with non-native species. Appendix C provides a list and description of
present and reasonably foreseeable projects on the Forest and private lands within the PNF boundary.
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Alternative 1 poses the greatest risk of adding direct and indirect impacts to existing cumulative
impacts to hardhead from unauthorized routes and cross-country travel that may directly and
indirectly affect streams currently occupied by hardhead. Alternative 1 has the highest number of
route miles within RCAs. Under Alternative 1, unauthorized route proliferation would likely continue
and increase at an accelerated rate in the future, potentially increasing sediment delivery and
alteration of stream bank vegetation and hydrologic condition, which may affect the abundance of
hardhead within localized areas in the future. Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 would slightly increase
cumulative impacts to hardhead within the Middle Fork Feather River watershed. Alternative 3 would
slightly increase cumulative impacts to hardhead within all occupied streams. Unmanaged cross-
country travel would continue to occur and increase at an unknown rate under Alternative 1 where
impacts to fisheries resources are uncertain. Under all other alternatives, cross-country travel would
be prohibited. Over time, benefits to fisheries would be realized once unauthorized routes are closed
and obliterated.

3.6.9.4 Summary of Effects

Analysis of route and trail miles within RCAs, ZOls, and CARs, stream crossings, route and trail
miles within 300’ of hardhead occupied streams show the following: Alternative 1 has the highest
potential for direct and indirect effects to hardhead; Alternative 2 has low to moderate potential for
direct and indirect effects to hardhead; Alternative 3 has no potential for direct and indirect effects to
hardhead; and Alternatives 4 and 5 have very low potential for direct and indirect effects to hardhead.
Past and current cumulative effects to riverine and lacustrine habitats include current and historic
livestock grazing; reduced suitability of habitat through catastrophic wildfires; mining activities; and
recreational activities including hunting, camping, and general recreation activities including all
forms of motorized use, including 4-wheeled drive vehicles, ATVs, and motorcycles. These activities
along with others described above will add to the direct and indirect effects of each alternative as
described above.

3.6.9.4.1 Determination

Alternatives, 1, 2, 4 and 5, may affect individuals, but are not likely result in a trend toward Federal
listing or loss of viability for hardhead minnow. Alternative 3 will not affect the hardhead minnow.

3.6.10 Summary of Effects Analysis of All Alternatives

Table 47. Summary of effects analysis across all alternatives.

Indicators — Aquatic Biota Rankings of Alternatives for Each Indicator!
Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5

Miles of unauthorized routes within or adjacent to TES 1 2 5 4 3

aquatic biota habitat.

Density of motorized routes and trails as a measure of 1 2 5 4 3

habitat effectiveness at the 7" order watershed level.

Miles of motorized routes and trails and acres of areas 1 2 5 4 3

at forest-wide scale and within the habitat for each

species.

The proportion of a species habitat that is affected by 1 2 5 4 3

motorized routes and trails (including the routes or trails
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Indicators — Aquatic Biota Rankings of Alternatives for Each Indicator!
Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5

plus a biologically meaningful ‘zone of influence’ (e.g.,
300 ft.).

Number hydrologically sensitive areas within 300 ft. 1 2 5 4 3
(RCA width) of an added route or area.

Average for Aquatic Biota 1 2 5 4 3

! A score of 5 indicates the alternative is the best for aquatic biota related to the indicator; A score of 1 indicates the alternative
is the worst for aquatic biota related to the indicator.

3.6.11 Summary of Determinations of All Alternatives

Table 48. Summary of Effects of Proposed Action on Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, and
Sensitive Animal Species that Potentially Occur on the Plumas National Forest.

Species Alternative 3 Alternative 2-,4 | Alternative 1

and 5 No-action

FISH
Hardhead Minnow (Mylopharodon WNA MAI MAI
conocephalus)
AMPHIBIANS

California red-legged frog (Rana aurora NE MALAA (Alt 2 MALAA
draytonii) and 5)

MANLAA (Alt. 4)
Foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana boylii) WNA MAI LRTTFL
Mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa) NE MALAA MALAA

REPTILES

Northwestern pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata WNA MAI LRTTFL

marmorata)

Determinations: WNA = Will Not Affect, MAI = May Affect Individuals, but in not likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing
or loss of viability, LRTTFL = May affect individuals, and is Likely to Result in a Trend Toward Federal Listing or loss of viability.

NE = No Effect, MALAA = May Affect, Likely to Adversely Affect, MANLAA = May Affect, Not likely to Adversely Affect.

3.6.11.1.1 California red-legged frog

Alternatives 1, 2 and 5 may affect and is likely to adversely affect the California red-legged frogs and
their habitat. Alternative 4 meets all the criteria to lead to a “May affect, not likely to adversely
affect” determination for the CRLF. Alternatives 3 will not affect the California red-legged frog or its
habitat. This determination is supported by the USFWS Biologist’s informal discussions to the PNF
Trail Designation Analysis (in process, 6/2008).

In addition, impacts will be avoided or mitigated by complying with the Aquatic Management
Strategy and assuring that all guidelines and RMOs are followed and met (Appendix A, SNFPA-
ROD, 2004), Interdisciplinary Team agreed upon mitigation measures and terms and conditions
(SMR’s), implementation of the limited operating period and best management practices.

3.6.11.1.2 Foothill yellow-legged frog

Alternative 1 may affect individuals and is likely to result in a trend toward Federal Listing of the
Foothill yellow-legged frog and its habitat. Alternatives 2, 4 and 5 may affect individuals, but is not
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likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing or loss of viability for the foothill yellow-legged frog.
Alternative 3 will not affect FYLF.

3.6.11.1.3 Northwestern Pond Turtle

Alternative 1 may affect individuals and is likely to result in a trend toward Federal Listing of the
Northwestern Pond Turtle and its habitat. Alternatives 2, 4 and 5 may affect individuals, but is not
likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing or loss of viability for the Northwestern pond turtle.
Alternative 3 will not affect the NWPT.

3.6.11.1.4 Mountain yellow-legged frog
Alternatives 1, 2, 4 and 5 may affect and is likely to adversely affect the mountain yellow-legged frog
and its habitat. Alternatives 3 will not affect MYLF.

3.6.11.1.5 Hardhead Minnow

Alternatives 1, 2, 4 and 5 may affect but is not likely to adversely to result in a trend towards Federal
listing or loss of viability for the Hardhead minnow. Alternative 3 will not affect the Hardhead
Minnow.

3.6.12 Compliance with the Forest Plan and Other Direction

Compliance with the Forest Plan as amended (SNF ROD, 2004) would be met. Mitigations would be
developed to mitigate any adverse conditions by the proposed alternatives for the CRLF.
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3.7 Terrestrial and Riparian Species

3.7.1 Introduction

Management of wildlife species and habitat and maintenance of a diversity of animal communities is
an important part of the mission of the Forest Service (Resource Planning Act of 1974, National
Forest Management Act of 1976). Management activities on National Forest System (NFS) lands
must be planned and implemented so that they do not jeopardize the continued existence of threatened
or endangered species or lead to a trend toward listing or loss of viability of Forest Service Sensitive
species. In addition, management activities should be designed to maintain or improve habitat for
Management Indicator Species (MIS) to the degree consistent with multiple-use objectives
established in each Forest Plan. Management decisions related to public motorized travel can affect
wildlife by increasing human-caused mortality, causing changes in behavior due to disturbance and
habitat modification (Gaines et al. 2003, Trombulak and Frissell 2000, USDA Forest Service 1998). It
is Forest Service policy to minimize damage to vegetation, avoid harassment to wildlife and avoid
significant disruption of wildlife habitat while providing for motorized public use on NFS lands (FSM
2353.03(2)). Therefore, management decisions related to public motorized travel on NFS lands must
consider effects to wildlife and their habitat.

3.7.2 Analysis Framework: Statute, Regulation, Forest Plan and Other Direction

Direction relevant to the alternatives and their effects to terrestrial biota includes:

Endangered Species Act (ESA). The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC 1531 et seq.)
requires that any action authorized by a federal agency not be likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of a threatened or endangered (TE), or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
habitat of such species that is determined to be critical. Section 7 of the ESA, as amended, requires
the responsible federal agency to consult with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
and the National Marine Fisheries Service concerning TE species under their jurisdiction. It is Forest
Service policy to analyze impacts to TE to ensure management activities are not be likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of a TE, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
habitat of such species that is determined to be critical. This assessment is documented in a Biological
Assessment (BA) and is summarized or referenced in this Chapter.

Forest Service Manual and Handbooks (FSM/H 2670). Forest Service Sensitive species are animal
and plant species identified by the Regional Forester for which population viability is a concern. The
Forest Service develops and implements management practices to ensure that rare plants and animals
do not become threatened or endangered and ensure their continued viability on National Forests. It is
Forest Service policy to analyze impacts to sensitive species to ensure management activities do not
create a significant trend toward federal listing or loss of viability. This assessment is documented in a
Biological Evaluation (BE) and is summarized or referenced in this Chapter.

Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA). The Record of Decision (ROD) for the 2004
Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment identified the following Standards and Guidelines applicable
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to motorized travel management and terrestrial biota, which will be considered during the analysis
process:

o California spotted owl and northern goshawk: Evaluate proposals for new roads, trails, off-
highway vehicle routes and recreational and other developments for their potential to disturb
nest sites (Management Standard and Guideline #82).

o Pacific fisher and American marten: Evaluate proposals for new roads, trails, off-highway
vehicle routes and recreational and other developments for their potential to disturb den sites
(Management Standards and Guidelines #87 and #89).

¢ Riparian habitat (Management Standards and Guidelines #92):

e Bog and fen habitat (Management Standards and Guidelines #118): Prohibit or mitigate
ground-disturbing activities that adversely affect hydrologic processes that maintain water
flow, water quality, or water temperature critical to sustaining bog and fen ecosystems and
plant species that depend on these ecosystems. During project analysis, survey, map and
develop measures to protect bogs and fens from such activities as trampling by livestock, pack
stock, humans and vehicles.

3.7.3 Background

In recent years, the increasing demand for motorized recreational opportunities on National Forest
System (NFS) lands has lead to controversy over the potential effects of this use on wildlife. Several
scientific papers and literature reviews have been written on the interaction between the motorized
roads and trails on terrestrial and aquatic wildlife species. The majority of the literature and reviews
describe the interactions between wildlife and roads rather than wildlife and trails. Most of the
research has focused on wide-ranging carnivores and ungulates (hoofed animals). Most commonly,
interactions included displacement and avoidance where animals were reported as altering their use
patterns in response to roads. Disturbance at specific sites are also commonly reported, such as
disruption at breeding or wintering sites. Collision with vehicles is another common report. Edge
effects and habitat fragmentation, especially in regard to late-successional forests is another
commonly identified impact of roads.

The broad general impacts of motorized roads and trails to wildlife and aquatic species are
described below (Trombulak and Frissell 2000):

1. Increased terrestrial and aquatic species mortality from collision with vehicles.

2. Madification of animal behavior.

3. Alteration of the terrestrial and aquatic habitat.

4. Increased alteration and use of habitats by humans.

3.7.3.1 Mortality from Collision with Vehicles

Animal mortality or injury from collision with vehicles is well documented in the literature.
Trombulak and Frissell (2000) reported animal mortality from vehicle collisions included a wide
array of wildlife including deer, wolves, bear, hawks, owls, songbirds, snakes, lizards and
amphibians. Road associated mortality generally increases as traffic volume and speed increases.
There is less concern for vehicle related mortality or injury on unpaved Forest roads for large
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mammals than for other wildlife species. However, amphibians may be especially vulnerable to road
collision mortality because their life history involves movement between wetland and upland habitats,
and they are inconspicuous and sometimes slow moving (Trombulak and Frissell 2000). Raptors may
also be vulnerable to collisions on Forest roads and trails because of their foraging behavior (Loos
and Kerlinger 1993); however, most reports of raptor mortality are in association with highways.

Road and trail corridors may act as habitat sinks for wildlife that are attracted to corridors
(Jalkotzy et al. 1997). Direct mortality of animals from vehicle collisions has been documented
primarily in relation to paved roads and highways. Little scientific information is available about
vehicle collisions on Forest roads or motorized trails, though some mortality from use of Forest roads
and motorized trails is to be expected depending on the type of trail and the amount of use a trail
receives. Indirect mortality along roads and trails is associated with human access. Wildlife
populations of hunted and trapped species are subject to increased mortality due to better access by
humans. Interior-forest birds breeding adjacent to roads and trails may receive higher nest predation
by a variety of bird and mammal predators, and some songbird species have shown to have increased
brown-headed cowbird parasitism rates.

3.7.3.2 Modification of Animal Behavior

Aroad or trail may modify the behavior of animals positively or negatively. Behavior modifications
include changes or shifts in home range, changes in movement patterns, loss of reproductive success,
flight or escape response and changes in physiological condition. Some wildlife species are more
sensitive to well-traveled roads as opposed to motorized roads and trails that are only used by high
clearance 4-wheel drive, motorcycle and all-terrain vehicles (ATVs). Other wildlife are more sensitive
to the latter. In general, all roads and trails depending on the type of vehicle and the amount of use
have some type of positive or negative impact to wildlife.

The most common interaction identified in literature between motorized roads and trails and
wildlife species were displacement and avoidance, which altered habitat use (Kasworm and Manley
1990, Mace et al. 1996 In Gaines et al. 2003). Wildlife often avoid habitats in the vicinity of roads
because of repeated disturbances along the corridor (Jalkotzy, et al. 1997). Studies indicated both
black bears and grizzly bears shifted their home ranges away from areas of high road density to areas
of lower road densities (Brody and Pelton 1989, McLellan and Shackelton 1988). Road avoidance
may vary seasonally. Both grizzly and black bears tended to avoid roads less in the spring than in the
fall. Elk also avoided roads less in the spring and more in the fall.

Roads may affect the reproductive success of some species. Bald eagles in Oregon and Illinois
showed declines in nesting productivity the closer nests were to roads. Bald eagle nests were
preferentially selected away from roads (Trombulak and Frissell 2000).

Havlick (2002) documented numerous studies that show wildlife, including birds, reptiles and
large ungulates, respond to disturbance with accelerated heart rate and metabolic function and suffer
from increased levels of stress. These factors can lead to displacement, mortality and reproductive
failure. Wildlife was also reported to avoid areas with high levels of disturbance.
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The impacts of motor vehicles to terrestrial wildlife can include disturbance from noise generated
by OHVs. Determining the effects of noise on wildlife is complicated because responses vary
between species. The variation in responses is based upon the type of noise and its duration,
frequency, the magnitude, location, the species life history characteristics, habitat type, season,
activity at time of exposure and whether other environmental stresses are occurring coincident to
exposure of noise (Busnel 1978 In Radle 2002, Steidl and Powell 2006). Effects of noise can cause
physiological responses in wildlife including increased heart rate, altering metabolism and hormone
balance. Behavioral responses can include head raising, body shifting, short distance movements,
flapping of wings (birds) and escape behavior. Together these effects potentially can lead to bodily
injury, energy loss, decrease in food intake, habitat avoidance and abandonment and reproductive
loss. The vast majority of studies conducted on wildlife effects from road and trail-associated noise
has been done for bird species.

Many studies have reported interactions between roads and ungulates, particularly elk and deer.
Some of the studies are contradictory. Rost and Bailey (1979) reported that elk and mule deer avoided
roads within a 200-meter distance. Thomas et al. (1979) indicated that roads open to vehicular traffic
will adversely affect the use of an area by elk and, to a lesser extent, by deer.

3.7.3.3 Alteration of the Terrestrial and Aquatic Wildlife Habitat

Forest roads and trails change the biological and physical conditions on and adjacent to them, creating
edge effects with influences beyond the extent of the road prism (Trombulak and Frissell 2000).
Trombulak and Frisell (2000) describe eight physical characteristics that are altered by roads: soil
density, temperature, soil water content, light, dust, surface-water flow, pattern of runoff and
sedimentation.

Long term use of roads causes soil compaction that lasts long after road use is discontinued.
Increases in soil density on decommissioned roads can persist for decades.

3.7.3.3.1  Some Potential Effects of Habitat Alteration to Aquatic Species Habitats

Trombulak and Frisell (2000) report that surface temperature of a road increases as water vapor
transport decreases. Heat stored on the road surface is released in the atmosphere at night, creating
heat islands around roads. Small birds and snakes are attracted to warm roads and increase their risk
of mortality from vehicle collision.

Road crossings may fragment stream habitat by acting as barriers to movement of fish and
amphibians. Long-term barriers can prohibit migration and create isolation in aquatic species and
ultimately reduce distribution and productivity of a population. Stream crossings may also degrade
stream and riparian habitat depending on the location of the crossing and the type of substrate.

Roads can change the hydrology of slopes and stream channel characteristics, which result in
changes to surface-water habitats that may be detrimental to aquatic dependent species. Roads in
floodplains may redirect water, sediment and nutrients, causing degradation to wetland and riparian
habitats. Roads may alter surface or subsurface flow and can destroy and create wetland habitats.
Erosion through channel down cutting, gully formation or head cuts may result when high
concentrations of runoff on hill slopes is caused by changes in routing of shallow groundwater and
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surface flow. These processes can be detrimental to aquatic species far downstream for a long period
of time. In addition, chronic effects from fine sediment transported from unpaved roads to streams,
lakes and wetlands, increases turbidity, reducing productivity and survival or growth of fishes.

Bury (1980) reported that motor vehicles crossing creeks pose some risk of gas and oil leaks into
the creek. Oil and gas have been shown to have negative effects to the growth and survival in several
frog species (Pollet and Bendell-Young 2000; Irwin et al. 1998, Lefcorte et al. 1996).

3.7.3.3.2  Some Potential Effects of Habitat Alteration to Terrestrial Wildlife Habitats

Forest roads and trails can both enhance and decrease habitat for wildlife (Jalkotzy et al. 1997). The
road or trail creates edge habitat for species that are habitat generalists, particularly for some mammal
species (e.g., coyote and deer mice) and some songbird species. Ravens are more common along
roads since carrion is more available along these corridors. For habitat specialists, such as interior
dwelling species that require intact, undisturbed patches of habitat such as the American marten and
the spotted owl, roads can fragment habitat. Roads and trails can also fragment or disrupt habitat
indirectly by introducing exotic or noxious weeds (See Noxious Weeds section for further explanation
of the effects). In addition, roads can increase pollutants like dust and vehicle emissions that can
contaminate roadside vegetation that wildlife feed upon.

3.7.3.3.3 Increased Alteration and Use of Habitats by Humans

Several studies have indicated that high road densities result in adverse impacts on certain wildlife
species. Impacts from high densities include excessive harvest including legal and illegal,
disturbance/harassment from noise and habitat alteration. Brocke et al. (1988) reported that high road
densities can elicit a variety of negative impacts of certain wildlife species. These effects include
human disturbance. In Adirondack counties, the black bear population density index (based on the
number of legal Kill) showed a ten-fold decrease when road density increased by ten times. Other
studies were cited as showing similar sensitivity to road density for other large predators and
ungulates.

3.7.4 Effects Analysis Methodology

The Plumas National Forest (PNF) is one of ten National Forests within the Sierra Nevada Bioregion.
The varied landscapes of the Sierra Nevada support a rich diversity of plant and animal species, some
of which are found only in the Sierra Nevada. Species vary greatly in abundance and distribution,
from very abundant and widespread to extremely rare and locally distributed and all combinations in
between. More than 550 vertebrate species have been identified in the Sierra Nevada Bioregion,
including approximately 30 amphibian, 35 reptile, 130 mammal, 270 bird and 95 fish species (SNFPA
2001, Appendix R).

The species assessment presented here is organized by Species Groups divided along major
habitat associations or life zones (for example terrestrial or aquatic). Projected effects of motor
vehicle travel management on sets of species in these major groupings are described. In addition,
individual species assessments are presented for federally listed species, Forest Service Sensitive
Species and Management Indicator Species. More detailed information is also found in the Biological
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Evaluation and Project-Level Management Indicator Species project report and the Sierra Nevada
Management Indicator Species report.

The major habitat associations or life zones for each species utilizes the California Wildlife
Habitat Relationships (CWHR) Model—a system developed jointly by the California Department of
Fish and Game that classifies forest stands by dominant species types, tree sizes and tree densities and
rates the resulting classes in regard to habitat value for various wildlife species or guilds. The table
below shows trees size and canopy cover classes.

Table 49. CWHR Conifer Size and Canopy Closure definitions:

CWHR Tree Size CWHR Canopy Cover
CWHR Conifer Crown | dbh CWHR WHR Closure Ground Cover
Class
1 Seedling Tree <1”|s Sparse Cover 10-24%
2 Sapling Tree 1-6” | p Open Cover 25-39%
3 Pole Tree 6-11" | m Moderate Cover 40-59%
4 Small Tree 12-24” | p Dense Cover 60-100%
5 Medium/Large >24”
Tree
6 Multi-layered Size class 5
Tree over size class
4 or 3 trees w/
a 60% CC

This assessment consists of 4 steps: (1) identify wildlife species and groups; (2) identify road and
trail associated factors for each group; (3) develop and apply assessment processes and GIS analysis
to evaluate the influence of road and trail associated factors on each group; and (4) analyze the effects
of the alternatives based on outputs and analyses.

Step 1. Identify wildlife species and groups: Existing information and knowledge about the
distribution of the terrestrial and aquatic species on the PNF were used to develop the list of species
and to develop species groups. Federally listed species, Forest Service Sensitive Species,
Management Indicator Species and other species were selected and placed into species groups based
on the potential for these species or their habitats to be affected by motor vehicle use on the PNF.
Local knowledge and sources included corporate databases including distribution of special status
species, vegetation maps, etc., which were used to develop species or habitat groups. Table 50
provides a list of all of the special status species described by status, habitat indicator and distribution
on the PNF.

A total of 29 species are included in the species group assessment. These include five amphibian
species, one fish species, one reptile species, 13 bird species and nine mammal species. These species
were divided into wildlife groups (some species occurred in more than one group) as described in
Table 51. The Swainson’s hawk and greater sandhill crane are not included in this assessment as there
are no records of these species nesting on the PNF, they are considered a rare occurrence and impacts
for route designation are very unlikely. Analysis for Swainson’s hawk and greater sandhill crane can
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be found in the project level BA/BE. For more detailed discussion of turtles, frogs and fish, see the

Aquatic Biota Section of this EIS.

Table 50 List of PNF special status species by habitat indicator and distribution (Aquatic species, such as

turtles, frogs and fish are discussed in the Aquatic Biota Section).

Species Federally Forest Management | Habitat Indicator Distribution
Listed Service Indicator on PNF
Threatened Sensitive Species
American marten X Mature and late- Exclusive to
successional conifer the Lakes
forest Basin
Recreation
Area on the
Beckwourth
District(BKRD).
Bald eagle X Mature conifer forest Nests near
near large bodies of large
water reservoirs
across the
Forest
Fox sparrow X Shrubland (west slope Forest-wide
chaparrel types) within indicator
habitat
Yellow warbler X Riparian Forest-wide
within indicator
habitat
Sooty (blue) X Late seral open canopy In transition
grouse coniferous forest (5, S, zone to east
P) side of Forest
within indicator
habitat
Northern flying X Late seral closed Forest-wide
squirrel canopy coniferous forest | within indicator
(5M, 5D, 6) habitat
Mountain quail X Early and mid seral Forest-wide
coniferous forest within indicator
habitat
Pacific tree frog X Wet meadow Forest-wide
within indicator
habitat
California spotted X X Mature and late- Forest-wide
owl successional conifer
forest
California X Mature and late- No confirmed
wolverine successional conifer detections on
forest the PNF..
Great gray owl X Mature and late- Several recent
successional conifer detections on
forest adjacent to the west side
meadows of Lake Davis
on the BKRD
Greater sandhill X Wet meadow, shallow No known
crane lacustrine and fresh breeding
emergent wetland populations

habitat

occur on the
PNF
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Species Federally Forest Management | Habitat Indicator Distribution
Listed Service Indicator on PNF
Threatened Sensitive Species
Swainson’s hawk X Prairies and farmland. Not known to
Nests in isolated trees. nest on the
PNF.
Northern goshawk X Mature and late- Forest-wide
successional conifer
forest
Mule deer X Early and mid-seral Forest-wide
stage, all forest types,
especially in hardwood
and hardwood/conifer
forest types
Pacific fisher X Mature and late- Suitable
successional conifer habitat only,
forest PNF falls
within
identified fisher
distribution
gap
Sierra Nevada red X Mature subalpine conifer | Suitable
fox forest and habitat, no
riparian/montane known or
meadow verified
detections
Willow flycatcher X Riparian shrub (willow) Occurs at
and wet meadow discreet
willow/meadow
habitat
throughout the
PNF.

Table 51. Wildlife group and species represented within groups from Table 50

Wildlife group

Species

Wide-ranging carnivores

wolverine, Sierra Nevada red fox

Ungulates

Mule deer

Coniferous forest associated species (early, mid, and late
seral)

California spotted owl, northern goshawk, great gray owl,
American marten, Pacific fisher, sooty grouse, N. flying
squirrel, mountain quail.

Riparian and wetland species [including lacustrine (lakes)
and riverine habitat (rivers, streams)]

Bald eagle, great gray owl, greater sandhill crane, willow
flycatcher, hardhead, California red-legged frog, foothill
yellow-legged frog, mountain yellow-legged frog,
northwestern pond turtle, Sierra Nevada red fox, pacific
tree frog, Western red bat, yellow warbler, aquatic
macroinvertebrates

Step 2. Identify road and trail-associated factors: Several studies have identified a
classification or conceptual model of responses from wildlife to road and trail-associated activities
(Knight and Cole and Liddle In Gaines, et al. 2003). The causal factors were grouped by impact to
wildlife into disturbance, habitat modification and harvest/mortality. (1) Disturbance is when an
animal sees, hears, smells, or otherwise perceives the presence of a human but no contact is made and
it may or may not alter its behavior. (2) Habitat modification occurs when habitat is modified through
creation of a path, presence of food, or removal of vegetation. (3) Harvest/mortality is human-induced

164 - Plumas National Forest




Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Management

where there is a direct and negative impact on the animal such as hunting, fishing, collision with
vehicles and other incidental contact which results in impacts similar to those from hunting.

Based on a review of literature and local knowledge of selected species on the PNF, these three
broad disturbance classifications were used for this assessment. Table 52 lists the road and trail-

associated factors along with their disturbance type, activity type effects and affected wildlife groups.

Step 3. Processes and analyses: The assessment process to analyze the effects of motorized
travel routes (road and trails) on the PNF was done in two primary steps: 1) the cumulative effects of
travel routes to species groups were assessed based on a similar process completed by Gaines et al.
2003 and 3) the relative environmental risk of roads and trails to aquatic habitats was determined.

Table 52. Road and trail-associated factors with disturbance and activity type and affected wildlife group

Road and trail— Activity Definition of Associated factors Wildlife group affected
associated factors® | Type?
Hunting and Harvest Mortality from hunting or trapping as Wide-ranging carnivores
trapping facilitated by road and trail access Ungulates
Poaching Harvest Increased illegal take of animals as Wide-ranging carnivores
facilitated by trails and roads Ungulates
Collisions Harvest Mortality or injury resulting from a motor Wide-ranging carnivores
vehicle running over or colliding with an Late successional species
animal Aquatic-Riparian species
Ungulates
Habitat loss and Habitat Loss and resulting fragmentation of Wide-ranging carnivores
fragmentation modification | habitat due to the establishment of roads, Late successional species
tral_ls_, or networks and associated human Aquatic-Riparian species
activities
Ungulates
Edge effects Habitat Changes to habitat microclimate Late successional
modification | associated with the edge induced by
roads or trails
Snag or downed Habitat Reduction in density of snags and down Wide-ranging carnivores
log reduction modification | logs due to their removal near roads as Late successional species
facilitated by road access
Collection Harvest Collection of live animals for use as pets Late successional
(such as amphibians and reptiles) as Agquatic-Riparian species
facilitated by the physical characteristics
of roads or trails or by road or trail access
Route for Habitat A physical human-induced change in the Wide-ranging carnivores
competitors and modification | environment that provides access for Late successional
predators competitors or predators that would not

have existed otherwise

Aquatic -Riparian species

Disturbance at a
specific site

Disturbance

Displacement of individual animals from a
specific location that is being used for
reproduction and rearing of young

Wide-ranging carnivores
Late successional
Aquatic-Riparian associated
Ungulates

Physiological
response

Disturbance

Increase in heart rate or stress hormones
when near a road or trail or network of
roads or trails

Ungulates

Late successional
Aquatic-Riparian associated
Wide-ranging species

'Based in part on Wisdom et al. 2000 In: Gaines et al. 2003
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“Disturbance occurs when an animal sees, hears, smells, or otherwise perceives the presence of a human but no contact is
made and it may or may not alter its behavior. Habitat modification is when habitat is changed in some way. Harvest involves
human actions in which there is direct and damaging contact with the animal

Step 4. Analysis of effects: The information generated in step 3 was used to analyze the direct,
indirect and cumulative effects of the alternatives on the wildlife groups. The analysis of the project
alternatives focuses on the effects of two actions: (1) the prohibition of cross-country motor vehicle
travel (Alternatives 2-5) and (2) adding facilities (unauthorized roads, trails and/or areas) to the
National Forest Transportation System (NFTS).

3.7.4.1 Wildlife Analysis Assumptions

o All vehicle types result in approximately the same amount of disturbance effect to wildlife.

o The location of the route is equal to disturbance effects from that route (e.g., assume all trails
provide the same level of disturbance.)

o Habitat is already impacted in the short term. In the long term, habitat will remain the same on
proposed trails added to the NFTS; but will improve, at least to some degree on unauthorized
routes that are not proposed for addition to the NFTS, with the prohibition of cross-country
travel and subsequent passive restoration (under Alternatives 2-5).

o Alternative 1 is considered the worst case scenario, due to the fact that it allows unregulated
cross country travel to continue, and that Alternatives 2-5 will improve habitat conditions over
time by prohibiting cross country travel and designating use on a formal designated
transportation system.

e The focus is on suitable habitat (the assumption is that site-specific species wildlife surveys
have not been conducted). Therefore, suitable habitat is assumed occupied.

3.7.4.2  Wildlife Sources of Information

GIS layers of the following wildlife resources were used for analysis:

1. Bald Eagle — nesting territory sites.

2. California Spotted Owl — nest sites, Activity Centers, Protected Activity Centers, Home
Range Core Areas, CWHR habitat types 4M, 4D, 5M, 5D and 6.

3. Northern Goshawk — nest sites, Protected Activity Centers, CWHR habitat types 4M, 4D,
5M, 5D and 6.

4. Forest Carnivores (marten, fisher, Sierra Nevada red fox and wolverine) — Draft Plumas
Forest Carnivore Network, CWHR habitat types 4M, 4D, 5M, 5D and 6).

5.  Other wildlife species (e.g. MIS) — appropriate CWHR habitat types.

3.7.4.3 Analysis Indicators

GIS queries were utilized to assess each indicator using the sources of information mentioned above.
They are focused on assessing and disclosing the effects of each alternative presented in this EIS. The
effects of prohibition of cross-country travel and addition of routes and facilities are assessed as
described below.
o Miles of motorized routes and acres of areas to measure potential disturbance (at Forest-wide
scale and within the habitat for each species group).
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o Zone of influence [acres of a species (or species group’s) key habitat that is affected by
motorized routes].

3.7.5 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

by Species Groups
This section describes both the affected environment and environmental consequences of the
alternatives arranged by species groups: wide-ranging carnivores, ungulates, forest associated species
and riparian associated species. Selected species represented within each group include Threatened,
Endangered, Proposed, and Sensitive (TEPS) species and MIS are included. While not all of the
species within the groups are necessarily analyzed in detail, each species group analysis provides
enough information to infer impacts.

3.7.5.1 Affected Environment Description

The Affected Environment discussion focuses on pertinent literature available for selected species
within the wildlife groups and does not represent an exhaustive or comprehensive literature summary
on wildlife and road interactions. For some species represented in the group, little information may be
available on wildlife interaction with roads and trails. Known information on the distribution and
status of the species on the Plumas National Forest is also presented in the Affected Environment
Section for each selected species, particularly species with special status (threatened, endangered,
sensitive or management indicator species).

3.7.5.2 Environmental Consequences Description

3.7.5.2.1 Directand Indirect Effects Boundary

Direct and indirect effects of each alternative are analyzed on National Forest System (NFS) lands
within the boundary of the Plumas National Forest (PNF). The analysis area includes motorized roads
and trails, collectively referred to as routes. Routes include existing system routes and unauthorized
routes (unclassified or user created routes and historic routes).

3.75.2.2  Cumulative Effects Boundary (Space and Time)

The cumulative effects analysis includes all motorized routes that occur within the boundary of the
PNF on NFS lands. This cumulative effects geographic boundary pertains to all species groups.

The NFS lands encompass 1,204,225 acres and non-NFS lands encompass 273,308 acres within
the boundary of the PNF. The total NFS and non-NFS lands within the boundary of the PNF
comprises 1,477,533 acres. All NFS lands within the boundary of the PNF is an appropriate scale to
analyze cumulative effects of terrestrial and aquatic species for activities associated with motorized
roads and trails, since this area is sufficiently large to encompass wildlife habitat, movement patterns
and home ranges for the groups of species being analyzed within the project area including old forest
associated species, wide-ranging species, riparian associated species and others.

Within the cumulative effects boundary, cumulative effects are analyzed on the accumulation of
all past, present and future actions including the existing NFTS (130 miles), existing unauthorized
routes (1,109 miles) and any future routes that would be created within the next 20 years within the
boundary of the PNF (NFS lands). Twenty years is a reasonable timeframe for estimating cumulative
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impacts of motorized routes in the reasonably foreseeable future. Past actions include routes that were
created within the last 50 to 100 years and will be incorporated into the existing condition, such as
roads that are closed or decommissioned. In addition, the timeframe for analyzing past cumulative
effects for other activities such as timber harvest, grazing and non-motorized recreation is
approximately 20 years prior.

3.75.2.3  Analysis Measures or Indicators

Indicators or measures are presented in the Environmental Consequences Section to compare and
contrast the effects of the project alternatives. Measures or indicators were selected for project effects
based on a thorough review of literature on the interaction between wildlife and motorized routes.
Two primary analysis measures were used to compare project effects of each alternative: miles of
routes proximal to a specific site (reproductive site or species presence) and Zone of Influence of
motorized routes.

Density of Roads, Motorized Trails and Open Routes for Habitat Effectiveness

Road and/or motorized trail and route density has often been used as a surrogate to estimate habitat
effectiveness or the direct and indirect effects of motorized travel on terrestrial wildlife. Road and/or
trail and route density thresholds for wildlife have not been established on the PNF and thresholds for
wildlife in the literature can vary by season and by geographic location. Therefore, road/trail density
“thresholds” will not be used to determine effects of the project alternatives, but rather the density of
roads, trails and open unauthorized routes is used for a relative comparison of the alternatives (Table
53). The density was determined at the scale of 7" order watershed, since this scale is sufficiently
large to accurately estimate the road and trail densities. Road/trail densities at a larger scale could
potentially mask effects and therefore, underestimate effects to wildlife species. Route densities at
any smaller scale may actually be amplified and therefore overestimate the effects to wildlife.

Table 53. Percent of PNF acreage with road, open unauthorized route and motorized NFS trail densities
from 0->6 miles per square mile (averaged by 7" order watershed).

Alternatives |AitL [Ait2 [Ats |Aita |Aits

Wildlife

Motorized Route | 0 Miles/Square Mile 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Density 0-2 Miles/Square Mile 21% |30% |35% |30% | 30%

Category

(Percent of 2-4 Miles/Square Mile 59% 58% 59% 62% 58%

Forest Total) 4-6 Miles/Square Mile 19% | 12% | 6% 8% 12%
>6 Miles/Square Mile 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Miles of Motorized Routes to Measure Potential Disturbance

Use of motorized routes has the potential to affect wildlife in a number of ways. Effects to wildlife
may range from behavioral changes, increased stress or changes in reproductive success, as described
previously. The number of miles of motorized routes is used to measure relative disturbance potential
to terrestrial wildlife species on the PNF.
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Forest-wide Miles of Motorized Routes

Overall miles of motorized routes on the PNF are used to compare differences in disturbance potential
of motorized use between alternatives.

Miles of Motorized Routes (Species-specific Disturbance Potential at a Specific Site)

The number of miles of motorized routes within a particular distance to a species reproductive site
can be used to determine the potential disturbance to wildlife species. The distance from a site used to
analyze disturbance potential varies by each species disturbance threshold based upon literature
review. Species-specific disturbance potential of motorized routes were compared for California
spotted owl and the northern goshawk reproductive sites (nests or activity centers). In addition, the
number of miles of motorized routes occurring within spotted owl Protected Activity Centers (PACs)
and Home Range Core Areas (HRCAS) and for goshawk Protected Activity Centers (PACs) were also
compared by alternatives.

Zone of Influence [Amount of a Species (or Species Group’s) Key Habitat that is Influenced by Motorized
Routes]

Motorized routes have a Zone of Influence within which habitat effectiveness or suitability is reduced
and wildlife population densities are lower (Trombulak and Frissell 2000, Gaines, et al. 2003). The
effects to wildlife extend beyond the immediate road prism itself, into what can be referred to as a
Zone of Influence adjacent to motorized roads and trails. The degree of effect of the various factors
associated with roads and trails can be evaluated more effectively when considering the amount of a
given species habitat that occurs within this Zone of Influence of motorized routes. Wildlife species
behaviors and habitats are modified within various distances from motorized routes. The distances of
the Zone of Influence for individual species that are used in the analysis of effects are based upon the
best available science in the literature. Because there are limited data and studies for many species,
assumptions and generalizations were made for some species where no data were available. The Zone
of Influence is a relative index of habitat effectiveness that is used to compare alternatives.

3.7.5.3 Wide-ranging Carnivores

Large and mid-sized carnivores are unique in their response to human-induced habitat changes due to
their large spatial habitat needs and their sensitivity to landscape patterns, including road edge effects
and road density. (Buskirk and Zielinski 2003). The wolverine and the Sierra Nevada red fox may be
considered to be sensitive to the presence of humans and human activities (Claar et al. 1999, Grinnell
et al. 1937). Two species were included in the wide-ranging carnivore habitat assessment group-the
wolverine (Gulo gulo) and the Sierra Nevada red fox (Vulpes vulpes necator).

The following is a summary of some of the potential trail and road associated effects to wide-
ranging carnivores (Gaines et al. 2003):

e Increased illegal poaching of animals as facilitated by trails and roads.

o Mortality or injury resulting from a motorized vehicle running over or hitting an animal.

o Displacement of individual animals from a specific location that is being used for reproduction

and rearing of young.
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e Change in behavior and/or increased mortality of animals (euthanasia or shooting) due to
increased contact with humans, as facilitated by road and trail access including recreational
sites, such as campgrounds.

o Interference with dispersal or other movements as posed by a road or trail itself or by human
activities on or near roads, trails, or networks.

e Loss and resulting fragmentation of habitat due to the establishment of roads, trails, or
networks and associated human activities.

¢ A physical human-induced change in the environment that provides access for competitors or
predators that would not have existed otherwise.

o Increase in heart rate or stress hormones when near a road or trail or network of roads or trails.

3.7.5.3.1  Effects Common to All Wide-ranging Species

Changes in Class of Vehicles

Responses to motor vehicle use varies by species and depends upon the type of vehicle, the intensity,
timing, speeds and amount of motor vehicle use. For this analysis, it is assumed that all vehicle types
result in the same disturbance to wildlife. Therefore, changes in the class of vehicles would not vary
in their effects to wide-ranging wildlife species for all of the alternatives.

3.7.5.3.2 Cumulative Effects Boundary in Space and Time for Wide-ranging Species

The geographic boundary for analyzing cumulative effects to wide-ranging species (wolverine, Sierra
Nevada red fox) are lands that fall within the boundary of the PNF including all NFS lands and non-
NFS lands (private). The PNF boundary is sufficiently large to encompass the home ranges of wide-
ranging species located on the PNF. In addition, the Forest boundary encompasses a wide variety of
habitats used by these species -from early seral to late seral forests, subalpine and alpine habitats,
meadows and riparian habitats. The timeframe for analyzing cumulative effects for wide-ranging
species is approximately twenty years into the past and the into the future. Twenty years into the
future is a reasonable amount of time to estimate potential cumulative impacts to wide-ranging
species from future foreseeable activities.

3.7.6 Wolverine and the Sierra Nevada Red Fox: Affected Environment

The wolverine and the Sierra Nevada red fox are wide-ranging carnivores that use a variety of
vegetation types, but appear to select areas that are relatively free from significant human disturbance.
Both the wolverine and the Sierra Nevada red fox are designated by the Regional Forester in the
Pacific Southwest Region of the Forest Service as Sensitive. In the Sierra Nevada, wolverine are
known from over 4,000 feet elevation to over 10,000 feet elevation.

According to Aubrey et al. (2007), wolverine natal den sites are highly correlated with subalpine
and alpine regions that have late persistent snow during April and May. Until recently, there have
been no verified sightings of wolverine documented within the State of California since the 1920s,
though several anecdotal wolverine observations have been reported throughout the Sierra Nevada. In
February and March 2008, verified wolverine photographic detections were taken from remote
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controlled camera stations on the Tahoe National Forest between the towns of Truckee, California and
Sierraville, California. Wolverine photographs were documented from four separate baited camera
locations. Genetic results indicate the DNA evidence that has been collected to date is from a single
individual and is a male. DNA testing also indicates this individual is not related to the wolverine
population from the southern Sierra Nevada region, and it is also not related to wolverine populations
in the Cascades region of Washington state (Mike Schwartz, personal communication). DNA results
indicate that this particular wolverine has haplotype A, which is ubiquitous and shared with wolverine
populations in the Rocky Mountains, Canada and Alaska. At this time, the origin of this individual is
unknown. Given the results of DNA testing, three possibilities remain of this wolverine’s origin: 1) it
escaped from captivity, 2) it dispersed from the nearest known populations in the Rocky Mountains or
3) it is from a native northern Sierra Nevada population that was previously undetected by Grinnell, et
al (1937).

Wolverines are known to be sensitive to humans and road associated factors, but are not
necessarily affected by summer recreation trails (Gaines et al. 2003). Gaines et al. (2003) reported
that wolverines may be displaced from natal dens in subalpine cirques as a result of winter recreation
activities. Road and trail-associated factors that may affect wolverine include reduction in down logs,
trapping, disturbance at a specific site and vehicle collisions. Road density can be used as a relative
measure of human influence on the wolverine, though no empirical data exists which correlates
motorized route density with wolverine population numbers due to the scarcity of research, the low
population numbers and overall difficulty in studying this species that encompasses large home
ranges. Studies indicate that home ranges in North America may vary from less than 38.6 square
miles to over 347.5 square miles.

The current distribution and population status of the Sierra Nevada red fox is uncertain (CDFG
2004). A small population of Sierra Nevada red fox occurs in the Lassen Peak vicinity and represents
the only verified detections of the subspecies in recent years. (Perrine 2005, Perrine et al. 2006). The
Sierra Nevada red fox has not been verified to occur on the PNF, though habitat for this species
occurs within subalpine conifer habitats interspersed with meadows. The nearest known population of
the native Sierra Nevada red fox is the one located in the Lassen Peak vicinity (Lassen National Park
and Lassen National Forest). Road construction and increased human settlement in the Sierra Nevada
has the potential to facilitate the dispersal of non-native red foxes into the historic range of the Sierra
Nevada red fox, by providing access to areas previously unavailable to the exotic foxes. Roads
provide a potential travel corridor for valley foxes to move into Sierra Nevada red fox habitat.
Although the tolerance of Sierra Nevada red fox to the presence of humans is unknown, it is evident
that the non-native red foxes thrive in human-altered environments (Lewis et al. 1999, Kamler and
Ballard 2002). In addition, urban development within the range of Sierra Nevada red fox may pose a
risk to the species through an increased risk of predation from domestic pets, disease transmission,
automobile collisions and other human-wildlife conflicts.
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3.7.7 Wolverine and the Sierra Nevada Red Fox:
Environmental Consequences

Route Density: Route density provides a relative measure of habitat effectiveness. Many literature
references indicate that wolverine and red fox are primarily associated with remote, secluded areas
and may be sensitive to human presence. Therefore, it would follow that as route density increases,
human presence may also increase, which reduces “security habitat” for wolverine and red fox. To
compare alternatives, route density categories from 0 to >6-miles/square mile are presented (see Table
53).

Zone of Influence: The Zone of Influence within 200 meters of routes was used as a measure for
analyzing habitat fragmentation within mature to late-successional forest habitat as classified by 4M,
4D, 5M, 5D, and 6 CWHR types within the PNF. Furthermore, additional analysis of habitat
fragmentation is presented within Old Forest Emphasis Areas (OFEAs) and within the Draft PNF
Forest Carnivore Network which is presented in the section for Late-successional Forest Associated
Species Group.

Disturbance to a Specific Site: The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (2004) directs (in
Standard and Guideline #32 on p. 32 of the ROD) that upon detection of a verified wolverine or
Sierra Nevada red fox, management activities within 5 miles of the verified detection be analyzed.
Activities associated with motorized routes represent potential direct disturbance to Sierra Nevada red
fox or wolverine that may be using the area. However, no Sierra Nevada red fox or wolverine
detections have occurred anywhere on the PNF. The recent Tahoe wolverine detections are more that
50 miles from the southern PNF boundary and no specific site disturbances are expected as a result of
PNF management activities.

3.7.7.1 Direct and Indirect Effects

Route Density. Route density thresholds for wolverine and Sierra Nevada red fox have not been
established and are hard to determine because of the rarity of these species and their elusive behavior
patterns. Therefore, route densities across the PNF provides a relative measure of habitat
effectiveness and/or the amount of security habitat available to the wolverine and the Sierra Nevada
red fox at the broad landscape scale for which to compare the alternatives. The route density within
7" order watersheds was determined for all motorized routes including those on NFS lands and non-
NFS lands. Since the wolverine is known to avoid areas within high concentrations of human
presence, High security habitat and Moderately high security is best provided for where route
densities are the lowest (e.g. 0 mi/sq mile or 0-2 mi/sgq mile)(see Table 6). In addition, route densities
are compared within mature and late-successional habitat types (CWHR types 4M, 4D, 5M, 5D and
6), Old Forest Emphasis Areas and within the Draft PNF Forest Carnivore Network (See Late-
successional Forest Associated Species Section).

Error! Reference source not found. provides data on the percent of lands within the PNF with
motorized road, trail and open route densities that range between 0 (High Security) and > 6-
miles/square mile (Least Security). Alternative 1 has the lowest percentage of land (21%) in the High
and Moderately high security categories, and the highest percentage of land (20%) in the Lower and
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Least security categories. For the Moderate security category, Alternative 1 is similar to all of the
action Alternatives at 59%. However, since Alternative 1 would allow cross country travel to
continue, it poses the greatest direct and indirect risk to wolverine and Sierra Nevada red fox for all
five alternatives.

All of the action alternatives (2-5) improve habitat conditions for the wolverine and Sierra
Nevada red fox over Alternative 1 in that they provide a higher percentage of land in the High and
Moderately High security level categories, and would also prohibit cross-country travel. Alternatives
2 and 5 are identical in their percentage of land base in the High and Moderately high security levels
(30%), Moderate Security Level (58%) and in the Lower and Least security categories (12%).
Alternative 4 maintains a similar percentage of land base in the High and Moderately high security
levels (30%) as Alternatives 2 and 5. However, Alternative 4 is slightly better than Alternatives 2 and
5 in that it maintains more habitat in the Moderate security level category (62%), and less land base in
the Lower and Least security categories (8%). Alternative 3 presents the least direct and indirect risk
to wolverine and Sierra Nevada red fox of the five alternatives evaluated. Alternative 3 provides the
highest percentage of land base (35%) in the High and Moderately High security levels for the
wolverine and Sierra Nevada red fox. For the Moderate security level, Alternative 3 is similar to the
other four alternatives with 59%. However, Alternative 3 contains the lowest percentage (6%) of land
base within the Lower and Least security levels for all five of the alternatives.

Table 54. Percent of PNF with road, motorized trail and route densities between 0 and >6-miles/square
mile

Motorized Route Density Security Level Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt4 | Alt5
Category

0 Miles/Square Mile High Security 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
0-2 Miles/Square mile Moderately High Security 21% 30% 35% 30% 30%
2-4 Miles/Square mile Moderate Security 59% 58% 59% 62% 58%
4-6 Miles/Square mile Lower Security 19% 12% 6% 8% 12%
>6 Miles/Square mile Least Security 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%

3.7.7.2 Cumulative Effects: Sierra Nevada Red Fox and Wolverine

3.7.7.2.1  Cumulative Effects of Motorized Routes
The geographic boundary for analyzing cumulative effects to wolverine and the Sierra Nevada red
fox are lands that fall within the boundary of the PNF including all National Forest System (NFS)
lands and non-NFS lands (private). The PNF boundary is sufficiently large to encompass the home
ranges of the wolverine and Sierra Nevada red fox located on the PNF. In addition, the Forest
boundary encompasses a wide variety of habitats used by the wolverine and red fox—a variety of
forested habitats, subalpine meadow habitats and riparian streamside habitats. The timeframe for
analyzing reasonably foreseeable cumulative effects for the wolverine and Sierra Nevada red fox is
approximately 20 years into the past and into the future, which is a reasonable amount of time to
estimate potential cumulative impacts to these species from future foreseeable activities.

The cumulative effects to wolverine and Sierra Nevada red fox are evaluated by analyzing the
effects of the alternatives in terms of route density, habitat fragmentation from past, present and
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reasonably foreseeable actions (Table 55). Past and present route densities are combined to represent
the current existing condition. Since no thresholds of route density for these species have been
established, route density is only used to compare the relative differences between the alternatives.
Route densities categories >4 miles/square mile are used as a metric to compare relative route
densities of the alternatives where human impacts of routes may render habitat less suitable and/or
secure to wolverine and red fox.

Overall Cumulative Effects to California Wolverine and Sierra Nevada Red Fox from Past, Present
and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions

The PNF currently has 42 active livestock grazing allotments including both cattle and sheep. The
Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines, as amended by the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment
(USFS 2004), for grazing are generally reducing the amount of grazing impacts on rangelands.
Improved range conditions as a result of implementing the revised grazing Standards and Guidelines
should benefit prey species for both the wolverine and red fox, especially as sight specific allotment
management plans are developed.

Since the year 2000, more than 73,345 acres of vegetation management activities have occurred
on the PNF. These activities primarily thinned, masticated and/or burned vegetation to reduce the
potential for catastrophic wildfires. It is uncertain how vegetation treatments actually affect the
wolverine as no empirical data exists on how vegetation management affects habitat quality for both
the wolverine and the red fox. In general, management treatments which maintain or enhance habitat
for deer should benefit the wolverine.

3.7.722

Table 55. Cumulative effects to Wolverine and Sierra Nevada Red Fox from Route Density, Habitat
Fragmentation and Disturbance to a Specific Site

|Alternatives Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alts |
| Present and Past Effects ‘
Route Density - Total 20% 12% 6% 8% 12%
Combined Percent of PNF

with route densities

categories of 4to 6

Miles/square mile (lower

security) and >6

miles/square mile (least

security habitat)

Habitat Fragmentation - 14% 5% 3% 3.5% 4.6%
Total Percent of Forest

within 200 meters of

existing and proposed

motorized routes

(approximate percentage,

some overlap on routes

may occur)

Future Effects
Potential for route High Low potential |Low potential |Low potential |Low
proliferation contributing to |potential for |(for increased |for increased |for increased |potential for
route density and habitat |increased route density [route density |route density |increased
fragmentation into the route density |and habitat |and habitat and habitat  |route density
future and habitat |fragmentatio |fragmentation |fragmentation|and habitat
fragmentatio |n— Cross- — Cross- — Cross- fragmentatio

174 - Plumas National Forest



Plumas National Forest Public Motorized Travel Management

Alternatives Alt1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt5
nin the country route |country route |country route |n— Cross-
future due to |proliferation |proliferation |proliferation |country
unmanaged |would be would be would be route
cross-country |prohibited prohibited prohibited proliferation
travel would be

prohibited
Cumulative Effects

Overall Cumulative Effect |Highest Moderate Lowest Low Moderate

of past, present and future |cumulative |cumulative |[cumulative Cumulative  [cumulative

motorized routes to effect from |effects of effects of effects of effects of

wolverine and red fox route density |route density [route density |route density |route density
and percent |and habitat |and habitat and habitat [and habitat
of Forest fragmentatio |fragmentation. |fragmentation|fragmentatio
fragmented |n. (similar to n (similar to
by routes Alt 5) Alt 2)

Vegetation and fuels treatments generally do not increase forage quality and quantity for deer
(wolverine prey species) because they do not usually result in reducing the canopy cover below 40%
which would not necessarily increase the production of understory species important for deer
foraging. These treatments may result in the short-term reduction in cover for the California
wolverine and the Sierra Nevada red fox, though it is expected that in the longer term, habitat will be
protected by reducing wildfire risk. Between 1990 and 2007, approximately 266,963 acres burned on
the PNF, some of which have removed forested habitat for wide-ranging species.

On the PNF, present and past recreational impacts to the wolverine and red fox are far reaching.
The impact of humans from commercial harvest and trapping of wolverine during the turn of the
century likely significantly contributed to the decline (and potential extirpation) in wolverine
compared to historic conditions in the Sierra Nevada. The PNF recreation activities includes many
forms of recreation including both passive and active recreation. Summer recreation, which includes
fishing, hiking, camping at developed and dispersed sites, hunting, off-highway motor vehicle use and
wildlife viewing. Winter recreation includes cross-country skiing and over-snow recreation. It is
unknown how these recreational activities affect the distribution and abundance of wolverine and the
red fox, although, no scientific studies are available that show how these activities impact these
species.

The wolverine and the red fox are considered to be primarily associated with areas with low
human influence, such as remote wilderness and roadless areas. Increased recreational use on the PNF
in the near future has the potential to impact wolverine if den sites at high elevation subalpine and
alpine areas are disrupted during the breeding period (January to June 30). Increases in recreational
activities associated with motorized routes are generally not likely to affect subalpine and alpine areas
considered to be suitable for wolverine and red fox denning habitat when they are covered by snow.

After considering all of the cumulative effects of past, present and reasonably foreseeable future
impacts from vegetation/fuels projects, wildfires and recreation, the five alternatives are ranked in
order of highest to lowest cumulative effect.

Alternative 1 poses the highest cumulative effect to the wolverine and red fox based on two
primary factors; 1) the allowance of cross country travel and the potential for proliferation of
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additional routes across of the forest, and 2) provides the highest percentage (20%) of lower (route
density category 4-6 mi/sg. mi.) and least (route density category >6 mi/sg. mi.) security level habitat
on the PNF.

Alternatives 2 and 5 pose a moderate cumulative effect and improve habitat conditions for the
wolverine and red fox compared to Alternative 1. This is based on two primary factors; 1)
Alternatives 2 and 5 would prohibit cross country travel and the proliferation of additional routes
across the forest, and 2) would reduce the percent of habitat in the lower and least security levels from
20% under Alternative 1 to 12%, and increase the amount of habitat in the High and Moderately High
security levels from 21% under Alternative 1 to 30% under Alternatives 2 & 5.

Alternative 4 poses a low cumulative effects and improves habitat conditions for the wolverine
and red fox compared to Alternative 1. This is based on two primary factors; 1) Alternative 4 would
prohibit cross country travel and the proliferation of additional routes across the forest, and 2) would
reduce the percent of habitat in the lower and least security levels from 20% under Alternative 1 to
8%, and increase the amount of habitat in the High and Moderately High security levels from 21%
under Alternative 1 to 30% under Alternative 4.

Alternative 3 poses the lowest cumulative effects and improves habitat conditions for the
wolverine and red fox compared to Alternative 1. This is based on two primary factors; 1)
Alternative 3 would prohibit cross country travel and the proliferation of additional routes across the
forest, and 2) would reduce the percent of habitat in the lower and least security levels from 20%
under Alternative 1 to 6%, and increase the amount of habitat in the High and Moderately High
security levels from 21% under Alternative 1 to 35% under Alternative 3.

3.7.7.2.3  Sensitive Species Determinations

Alternative 1 — This alternative may adversely affect, and is likely to result in a trend toward federal
listing and a loss of viability for the California wolverine or the Sierra Nevada red fox. This
determination is based on the rationale that cross country travel would continue in the future and lead
to additional loss of habitat, an increase in habitat fragmentation, and result in an increase in the
percent of habitat within the lower and least security level habitat categories over time.

Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5 - These alternatives may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect or
result in a trend toward Federal listing or loss of viability for the California wolverine or the Sierra
Nevada red fox within the planning area of the Plumas National Forest. This determination is based
on the rationale that the action alternatives would prohibit current and future cross-country travel
across the PNF, that habitat fragmentation and route densities would be considerably reduced
compared to Alternative 1 (No-action), and that a higher percentage of habitat would be maintained at
the High and Moderately High security level categories.

In the absence of a range wide viability assessment, this viability determination is based on local
knowledge of this species as discussed previously in this evaluation and professional judgment.
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3.7.8 Forest Associated Species (Late successional): Affected Environment

The late-successional forest group is comprised of the California spotted owl (Strix occidentalis
occidentalis), northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis), great gray owl (Strix nebulosa), American
marten (Martes americana) and Pacific fisher (Martes pennanti). These species are associated with
late-successional forests that can be impacted by activities associated with trails and roads. Gaines et
al. (2003), conducted a literature review where 71 late-successional forest associated wildlife species
were identified that were negatively impacted by a variety of road and trail-associated factors. These
impacts include habitat loss and fragmentation, road avoidance or displacement, harassment and
others. Growing concern over habitat fragmentation for late-successional associated species has been
expressed by individuals, environmental groups and agency biologists. In addition, studies have
shown that species within this group are sensitive to disturbance.

According to the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (2004), which amended the PNF Forest
Plan (1988), habitat types that are important for late-successional/old forest associated species (e.g.
spotted owl, goshawk, marten and fisher.) are California Wildlife Habitat Relationship (CWHR) 4M,
4D, 5M, 5D and 6 vegetation types (stands of trees >11” dbh with >40% canopy cover). In addition,
the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment provides broad management direction for Old Forest
Emphasis Areas where they are “managed to maintain or develop old forest habitat in areas
containing the best remaining large blocks or landscape concentrations of old forest and areas that
provide old forest functions (such as connectivity of habitat over a range of elevations to allow
migration of wide-ranging old-forest-associated species.”

Finally, the PNF developed a Draft Carnivore Network based on suitable and potential suitable
habitat for marten and fisher that provides another way of evaluating impacts to late-successional
species and their habitats.

Summary of trail and road associated impacts to late-successional forest species (Gaines, et al.
2003):

o Mortality or injury resulting from a motorized vehicle running over or colliding with an

animal

o Loss and resulting fragmentation of habitat due to the establishment of roads, trails, or

networks and associated human activities

¢ Changes to habitat microclimate associated with the edge induced by roads or trails

o Collection of live animals for use as pets (such as amphibians and reptiles) as facilitated by the

physical characteristics of roads or trails or by road or trail access

e A physical human-induced change in the environment that provides access for competitors or

predators that would not have existed otherwise

o Displacement of individual animals from a specific location that is being used for reproduction

and rearing of young

o Increase in heart rate or stress hormones when near a road or trail or network of roads or trails
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3.7.9 Forest Associated Species (Late-successional): Environmental
Consequences

3.7.9.1 Effects Common to All Late-successional Species

3.79.1.1 Changes in Class of Vehicles

Responses to motor vehicle use vary by species and depend upon the type of vehicle, the intensity,
timing, speeds and amount of motorized vehicle use. For this analysis, it is assumed that all vehicle
types result in the same disturbance to all late-successional species. Therefore, changes in the class of
vehicles would not vary in their effects to late-successional associated species for all of the
alternatives.

3.7.9.2 Analysis Measures for Direct and Indirect Effects

Two primary metrics will be used to evaluate the effects of the alternatives to late-successional forest
species as follows:

1. Zone of influence: the Zone of Influence is analyzed for each alternative to measure habitat
fragmentation and other zonal effects associated with motorized routes and trails including
noise disturbance, avoidance, edge effects, mortality, etc. The distance from routes used to
calculate the Zone of Influence for selected species in the group was determined from a
thorough review of available literature. For all species in this group, a Zone of Influence of
200-meters encompasses a greater array of potential route associated effects to old forest
species including edge effects, habitat fragmentation and habitat effectiveness.

2. Disturbance at a specific site: Disturbance at a specific site was analyzed for California
spotted owl and northern goshawk by determining the number of miles of proposed trails
within Protected Activity Centers. Also, the number of miles occurring within %-mile of a
reproductive site (nest site or nest grove) were evaluated by alternative under the species
discussions for California spotted owl and northern goshawk, since disturbances within Y-
mile of a reproductive site have been shown to disrupt or cause reproductive failure to these
species.

3.7.9.3 Analyzing for Cumulative Effects

This analysis of cumulative effects focuses on the cumulative effects associated with roads and trails
including motorized on NFS lands. Other cumulative effects to old forest associated species include
cumulative effects of vegetation management, fuels reduction, catastrophic wildfires, recreation,
grazing and others. These cumulative effects are complex and difficult to quantify over space and
time.

For this analysis, cumulative effects are simply the sum total of direct and indirect effects of the
project alternatives plus the past and reasonably foreseeable future impacts of the existing NFS
motorized trails. Adverse cumulative impacts include all of the unauthorized routes proposed for
addition to the NFTS as trails and the existing NFS motorized trails. This analysis assumes all
motorized routes or trails have the same impact on old forest species. Reasonably foreseeable impacts
from motorized use are considered by assessing the potential for motorized route proliferation for
each alternative.
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3.7.9.3.1  Cumulative Effects Boundary

The boundary of the PNF (NFS lands only) is the geographic boundary used for analyzing cumulative
effects of motorized vehicle routes on late-successional forest associated species. This area is
sufficiently large enough to include home ranges for the species occurring within this group and
includes an array of forest vegetation types important to old forest species from low elevations to high
elevations including mixed conifer types, true fir types, yellow pine types, lodgepole pine and
subalpine conifer types. The temporal scale used for analyzing is all past and present routes which
comprise the current motorized route situation and future routes that may develop within the next 20
years out into the future. This timeframe sufficiently analyzes any foreseeable future routes on the
Forest.

3.7.9.4 Late-successional Forest Habitat (CWHR types 4M, 4D, 5M, 5D and 6)

Zone of Influence: For each of the alternatives, the Zone of Influence within late-successional forest
habitat (CWHR 4M, 4D, 5M, 5D, 6) was determined to be 200 meters (

Table 56). In general, a 60-meter Zone of Influence represents habitat fragmentation to old forest
species as it relates to habitat components, such as snag and down log removal along routes for public
fuelwood and public safety hazards. Delaney et al. (1999) found that old forest species, such as the
spotted owl, were shown to be sensitive to noise disturbance generated by helicopters within a
distance of 100 meters, therefore a 100-meter Zone of Influence can represent habitat effectiveness
for old forest species. Gaines et al. (2003) reported that brown creepers and other forest interior bird
species avoided an area within 200 meters of motorized routes. Potential impacts within a 200-meter
Zone of Influence to late-successional associated species includes potential negative impacts
including avoidance due to noise disturbance or edge effects, habitat fragmentation, introduction of
invasive species (i.e. brown-headed cowbirds), microclimate changes and others. A 200-meter Zone
of Influence will encompass all three distance scales.

Zone of Influence may vary by species and by species responses to route type, level of use and
intensity. Since absolute thresholds of concern for any given species are difficult to determine due to
limited research on effects of routes, a 200-meter Zone of Influence was selected that would represent
the array of responses that route-associated factors might influence fitness or distribution of species in
the group. Species-specific discussion in relation to the 200-meter Zone of Influence will be discussed
in detail.

3.7.9.5 Direct and Indirect Effects

3.7.9.5.1  Zone of Influence at 200 meters

Comparing the Zone of Influence at 200 meters of routes/proposed trails within mature and late-
successional forest as classified by CWHR types 4M, 4D, 5M, 5D and 6, provides a relative
indication of how the alternatives affect habitat effectiveness for many late-successional forest
associated species, such as forest carnivores (i.e. marten and fisher). As indicated above, a study by
Gaines et al. 2003 indicated that forest interior bird species avoided an area within 200 meters of
motorized routes. Potential impacts within a 200-meter Zone of Influence to late-successional
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associated species includes; avoidance due to noise disturbance or edge effects, habitat fragmentation,
introduction of invasive species (i.e. brown-headed cowbirds), microclimate changes and others.

Table 8 displays the direct and indirect effects of the five alternatives analyzed and the amount of
late-successional forest habitat that would be impacted by open unauthorized routes or proposed trail
additions to the transportation system. Alternative 1 contributes considerably to reduced habitat
effectiveness for old forest species where 126,276 acres of late-successional forest habitat would be
negatively influenced by unauthorized routes. The amount of habitat affected would be expected to
increase over time since cross country travel would be allowed to continue under Alternative 1. All
the action alternatives (2-5) are expected to improve habitat effectiveness for late successional forest
species compared to Alternative 1 due to the prohibition of cross country travel and the significantly
reduced acres affected by each alternative. Alternatives 2 reduces habitat effectiveness for old forest
associated species on approximately 38,431 acres, an improvement of 87,845 acres when compared to
Alternative 1. Alternative 5 reduces habitat effectiveness for old forest associated species on
approximately 27,451 acres, an improvement of 98,825 acres when compared to Alternative 1.
Alternative 4 reduces habitat effectiveness for old forest associated species on approximately 16,741
acres, an improvement of 109,535 acres when compared to Alternative 1. Alternative 3 would not
contribute to a direct or indirect reduction in habitat effectiveness for late-successional forest
associated species at 200 meters as no unauthorized routes would be added to the system.

Table 56. Acres of CWHR 4M, 4D, 5M, 5D and 6 (Late-successional Forest) that lie within 200-meters of
proposed trail additions or open unauthorized routes.

Altl Alt 2 Alt3 | Alt 4 Alt5

Acres of late-successional forest (CWHR 4M, 4D, 126,276 38,431 0 16,741 27,451
5M, 5D and 6) within a 200-meter Zone of Influence

3.7.9.6 Cumulative Effects -

3.7.9.6.1  200-meter Zone of Influence

Appendix C provides a list of Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions and descriptions of
their project location and the actions involved that may be occurring on NFS lands within the PNF
boundary. Some, but not all, of these activities will contribute to impacts to late-successional
associated species within the cumulative effects boundary. See overall cumulative effe