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Appendix A — Public Involvement

Appendix A

Public Comment

Introduction

The ANF believes that a Forest Plan should be responsive to people’s needs, easily understood, and usable by
both natural resource managers and the public. The success of the Forest Plan revision depends on
collaboration between various stakeholders and the resolution of contentious issues to create a Forest Plan
that is realistic and adaptable to change. As a result of this collaborative effort, the ANF has received many
comments over the course of Plan revision.

Summary of Public Comments

This brief summary of public comments to date for the ANF’s Plan Revision includes the collaborative
learning workshops and written comments stemming from them, the compilation of comment to the Plan
Revision Notice of Intent completed by the Content Analysis Team (CAT), written comments received, and
non-formal sources of comment, such as letters to the editors of regional and local newspapers. Eight broad
topic areas are covered: vegetation management (timber); wilderness and special areas; recreation; water
quality, soils, and air quality; oil and gas management; roads and access concerns; habitat diversity and
wildlife; and the plan revision process. The order of the topics relates roughly to the level of contentiousness
and the volume of comments received.

Vegetation Management (Timber)

Public comment is unanimous that having a healthy forest is the highest priority for management of the ANF.
The problem, of course, is in the details of what this means and how it is attained.

To a significant group of timber industry and local and regional community leaders who have been consistent,
active, outspoken participants, a healthy forest yields timber harvest and regenerates species for future saw
timber. This healthy forest will sustain the regional economy, create employment opportunities for people,
and sustain rural, natural resource-based socio-cultural patterns.

Critics of the current plan, some of whom are active litigants against the ANF, have also been consistent,
energetic, vociferous participants and have submitted detailed, lengthy comments. Areas of greatest
divergence between them and some of the community leaders include: volume of timber harvest, ranging
from none to the 1986 Plan ASQ; location of suitable timber land, ranging from none on the ANF to rolling
back designated wilderness; species composition, ranging from restoration of the pre-Columbian forest to
maintenance of current patterns; harvest and regeneration methods, ranging from horse logging and no
herbicides to more expansive cuts; greater “flexibility” regarding threatened and endangered species
limitations; and the overall intensity of management.

The most noteworthy element of contention, as noted in the CAT analysis of NOI comments, is polarization
over black cherry, its abundance now and in the future forest.

There are participants whose comments lie between the extremes, who tend to be drowned out by the
polarized groups. For example, there is a regional industry group, which held its own forum on vegetation
management on the ANF and submitted a concise, detailed brief with very specific comments and
recommendations.
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Wilderness and Special Areas

In many ways, the pattern of comments here reflects the pattern in vegetation management (timber), with one
significant exception. There is a very effective, well-organized group, which has mobilized over 5,600 public
comments from individuals and groups in support of its position for recommendation for designation of 8 new
wilderness areas comprising about 10 % of the ANF, without opposition to logging in other areas. The two
main groups supporting wilderness and one loose coalition in opposition to greater wilderness have been
consistent, vigorous proponents of their positions at meetings, in formal comments, and in the local print
media.

Public comments at the start of plan revision were often off target relative to special areas and wilderness.
Staff spent a great deal of time working with the public to understand the nuances of the analyses required and
the distinctions among wilderness, national scenic areas, recreation areas, research natural areas, and wild and
scenic rivers. It appears that this education process has been successful and had a modulating effect on public
comment in recent months, except at the extremes. The disagreement now focuses on compromises of how
much and where.

Recreation

In general, public comment here has been in agreement on a desire for greater diversity of recreational
opportunities, for better management of recreation on the ANF, and for better access to those opportunities.
We have received comments on a wide range of concerns, which have become more focused as the process
has evolved.

One way to view comments relates to the primacy of one type of opportunity over another, the ultimate mix
of recreation offered, and, how these elements play out in space on the ANF. An initial split of comments
appeared to be between motorized and non-motorized recreation. This has become more clearly differentiated
into wheeled motorized and snowmobiles as distinct comment makers, equestrian groups as a third set, and a
fourth set, “other” non-motorized, which includes hikers, mountain bikers, cross-country skiers, and back
country campers, among others.

Wheeled motorized advocates, mostly All-Terrain Vehicle folks, want to “complete the system” to 350 miles,
as envisioned in the 1986 Plan, plus better parking, camping and other support of these trails, including
connectors to communities. The most salient concern for the snowmaobile groups has been termed either a
safety or a quality issue, i.e. having trails solely dedicated to snowmobile use, with connectors to local
communities and amenities. Both these motorized recreation groups have been consistent participants at
workshops and in written comments.

The same is true for the equestrian groups. Better facilities for parking, camping, and equestrian support are
sought. There is a concern regarding designated trails and restriction of cross-country riding. Most want
unrestricted cross-country riding to continue.

The “other” non-motorized advocates are not unified or organized and are less vigorous in providing
comments for more trails, better-maintained and better-marked trails, and some minimal facilities outside
wilderness areas.

The “rustic lodge” or motel/restaurant at Kinzua Beach is noteworthy more for the relative absence of formal
comments than anything else. While this continues to be a significant topic among elected officials and the
business community in Warren County, most of the comments have been in the local print media. This seems
to highlight the two philosophies of including tourism as a component of regional economic development:
develop recreation facilities on the ANF using public funds and private funds for tourism versus
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preserve/restore the ANF as an outdoor recreation site, with developed services provided by private
entrepreneurs on private land.

Interestingly, there was little comment in recreation on water-related activities, fees for services, fishing, or
hunting, which is commented on in habitat diversity.

Water quality, soils and air quality

Water quality was frequently mentioned at workshops and in written comments as a key element of the
original rationale for establishment of the ANF, and there is some frustration with the planning effort
“relegating this to a non-issue,” as one critic said at a workshop. Like the notion of a “healthy forest,”
abundant, clean water for urban use, recreation, and environmental integrity is something all parties can agree
on. This is approached from many perspectives, especially the concept of “riparian corridors.”

Soils are similarly commented on as fundamental to forest health, ecosystem integrity, and forest
productivity. Soils are connected with air quality in this region through acid rain and acid deposition. Most
comments advocate more attention through monitoring and treatment prescriptions, including liming and
leaving more woody debris.

Oil and Gas Management

There is some frustration among the public that oil and gas management on the ANF is not a major issue in
Plan Revision. Concerns center around actual ecological damage from spills and by-product dumping, road
impacts on the ecosystem and water quality in particular, noise interfering with recreation and affecting
wildlife, and the general visual quality, which is compromised by the industry’s access to their mineral rights.
This is an area where there generally have not been two sides, as the industry has not been a participant to any
extent in public workshops or comments. Industry critics and those wanting more government control over oil
and gas development and extraction by the ANF are consistent participants.

Roads

Several sets of comments relate to roads, and while they are a common topic with two sides on every element,
they do not form a hot button concern. Some want more roads, mostly for recreation access, and others want
fewer roads, including decommissioning. Road (gate) management is an additional access concern, with the
percentages cited in the 1986 Plan as the basis for some comments. Comments on the impact of roads on the
ecosystem, particularly on stream quality, are often voiced. Timber industry, recreation groups, hunting
groups and preservation groups all articulate concerns regarding roads, but with very different perspectives on
them.

Habitat diversity and wildlife

This broad topic area is obviously linked with many of the others above, e.g. vegetation management, water
quality and riparian corridors, and recreation. The topics mentioned above under these areas will not be
repeated here. There are several significant concerns that are voiced by the public: old growth and early
successional habitat; native species and non-native species; game species management; and corridors or
connectivity of habitat, including old growth. These are often closely related in pairs.

There is a good deal of comment about and support for more old growth habitat on the ANF. How old growth
is defined, i.e. the 1986 Forest Plan definition versus virgin forest, forms the basis of much discussion and
comment. Often old growth habitat is linked with landscape connectivity for species present on the ANF. Old
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growth stands are often linked with wilderness and special areas designation proposals in public comments, as
well, and are commented on consistently.

Early successional habitat is principally a concern of game species advocate groups, who are well represented,
consistent, and articulate in their comments. We have many longstanding agreements with some of these
groups and they are well versed in the process of comment making for projects and planning.

Native and non-native species concerns take a number of forms, some of which are better placed under
vegetative management, e.g. restoration of the forest to its pre-Columbian forest type of Hemlock-White Pine-
Beech-Sugar Maple. Associated with this position is the re-introduction of predator species. Comments on
non-native species, in addition to the vegetation management concern of Red Pine, tend to focus either on
desirable non-native (especially fauna) or invasive non-native (especially aquatic flora and fauna). These
comments generally come from organizations rather than individuals and are in written comments.

Deer herd management is a very contentious and high profile concern in Pennsylvania and the “big woods”
area of the northern tier of the Commonwealth. While this is played out very publicly, the public’s attention
has been focused on the Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC), the Kinzua Quality Deer Cooperative
(KQDC), of which the ANF is a very active member, and the Deer Management Assistance Program of the
PGC, which is a very valuable tool for the ANF. This has not been a significant source of comments in plan
revision.

Plan Revision Process

The ANF has used a collaborative learning approach throughout plan revision. The process itself has become
a topic of comments from the public. Most comments have been very positive, particularly regarding the use
of outside facilitators and the collaborative learning approach. In general, the public supports transparency
and openness in the process of plan revision, though some feel that the plan revision team has not lived up to
this standard on occasion.

There are criticisms among comments on the revision process. Some participants resented “being forced to
work with obstructionists” during workshops. A couple of very vociferous, consistent participants, from both
extremes of the vegetation management and wilderness issues, have seen the collaborative learning process as
manipulative and “forcing consensus.” Perhaps the most common comment by participants has been that the
scope of the process has been unnecessarily narrow, constrained to a few issues and channeled to
predetermined alternatives. Finally, some have commented that there is too little involvement of state and
local organizations and governments in the process, and that planning is taking place in isolation from them.

Citizen’s Proposals

Proposals were received from six citizen’s groups concerning the issues of the ANF. Their comments and
recommendations were all reviewed and analyzed. A summary follows.
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I. Allegheny Alive FPR proposal: “Multiple —Use and Sustained Yield”: The Correct Approach for
Allegheny National Forest Planning” (28 pages)

Recreation

1) Use information
2) Developed Recreation

3)

a)

b)

c)

d)

Resort and Cabin Recreation Center

i) Tap into conservation history

i) Tap into renown for research

iii) Near present and future recreation areas/accessible

iv) Allow for change in ownership or leasing of land

v) Near private land

vi) Build interpretive trails in proximity

Cabin Development

i) Create cabins for aging demographics

ii) Compare with similar facilities in other areas for feasibility, design, and usage
Longer Season

i) Extend camp use to year-round with advent of cabins

ii) Promote use to end of October for fall foliage- campsites and RV sites
RV Camping

i) Improve and update RV campsites

Dispersed Recreation

a)

b)

c)

Semi-primitive/non-motorized
i) Interpretive Trails - Create based on historical significance of an area- logging, oil, CCC camps,
Native American History, Flora/Fauna Education, and KQDC
ii) Rails to Trails
(1) Utilize more abandoned rail tracks for trails.
Semi-primitive/motorized
i) ATV/Motorcycle
(1) Continue with trail mileage and facilities from 1986 plan
(2) Build additional trail facilities above those mentioned in 1986 plan
(3) Open FR to ATV and motorcycle use, creating cross-country trails
(4) Add connector trails to private services
(5) Increase law enforcement
ii) Snowmobile
(1) Expand trail system to 500 miles
(2) Continue and increase joint use on Forest Roads
(3) Add connector trails to private services
(4) Add and improve trailhead services
(5) Use contract groomers in addition to FS personnel to groom trail system
(6) Increase law enforcement
(7) Plan trails around user desires and community locations
(8) Create and maintain a cross-country trail system
iii) Limited Access Campground
(1) Create a campground accessible only by motorcycle, ATV or Snowmobile at one location
where all three trail types meet.
Roaded Natural
i) School Group/Nature Tourism
(1) Develop and promote (advertise) nature tours for school curricula
(2) Create “Senior” friendly tours
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ii) Driving Tours
(1) Develop a series of driving tours based on existing trails and roads.
(2) Advertise these tours
d) Trail Development
(a) Develop a series of (non)motorized trails with links to communities.
(b) Focus on water trail development
4) Area for Concern
a) Concessionaires
i) Provide easily enforceable maintenance and operation standards while encouraging private
business development.

Timber Management

1) Do not reduce the ASQ or rezone MA’s for less land suitable for timber production

2) Do not discriminate against black cherry because of it’s value- continue with level of even-aged
management

3) Minimize budget concerns through timber harvest profits

4) Look at discrepancy between amount of mature and early-successional forest

5) ASQ of 69 MMBF based on information obtained from “Forest-Wide Fact Sheet for 2000 obtained from
FS

6) Complete the backlog of board feet allowed for in the 1986 Plan ASQ- this would bring ASQ for new
plan to 137 MMBF.

7) Timber management objectives in the 1986 plan were a failure. This failure needs to be remedied and
should be the primary topic in the revised plan.

8) Minimizing resource production, and consequent lowering of payments to States for resource production
on federal lands, goes against previous Congressional decisions. In essence this reduction of monies to
rural communities counteracts the relationship between forests and rural forest communities that had
previously been established through these payments.

Benefits to wildlife from practicing silviculture and active forest management

Uneven aged management does not show any benefit to wildlife and should not be considered as a form of
active vegetation management. Instead, active management should be used to create and maintain early-
successional, savannah, and second growth habitats, and silvicultural measures should be used to full
advantage of wildlife to ensure adequate and variety of habitat.

Private Oil and Gas Development

Oil, Gas and Mineral rights should not be purchased, as these rights and the harvesting of these natural
resources benefits a wide array of people.

Why NOT more Wilderness

As shown by usage data, there is no need for more Wilderness on the ANF. Other factors for this include:
definition of wilderness, percentage of wilderness compared to population density and land availability,
wilderness goes against the mandate of the Forest Service, varying perceptions of what comprises wilderness,
and lack of resource management will cause decay of wilderness and reduce monies to communities for
resource extraction.
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I1. Allegheny Defense Project FPR proposal: “Allegheny Wild!” (19 page summary by ANF FS
employee, 66 page proposal, 307 pages appendices and other information)

Several topics are mentioned consistently throughout the proposal in relation to all Issues. For the sake of
brevity, they are: Limit logging, no commercial logging/stop commercial logging, purchase oil and gas rights,
enact/improve on restoration programs of logging and oil and gas areas, phase out oil and gas facilities and
wells, and improve monitoring for Threatened and Endangered Species, oil and gas wells and facilities,
Management Indicator Species, and caves, decommissioning of roads throughout forest, to
improve/adjust/recognize or create Management Areas: distribution based on special features, for Wild and
Scenic River Corridors, Threatened and Endangered Species habitat, Wilderness Trout Stream Watersheds,
for water quality throughout ANF, develop landscape corridor/old-growth throughout ANF, eliminate even-
aged timbering, refine management indicator species to include/reflect/monitor: native avian species,
microhabitats of amphibians and reptiles, deer browse on herbaceous species in riparian and terrestrial
ecosystems.

Management Planning Issues

1) Commercial Logging
2) Oil and Gas Extraction
3) Wilderness
a) Adopt 45,000 acres of new wilderness
4) Special Areas Management
a) Congressionally designate new National Recreation Areas and administratively designate Research
Natural Areas, Scenic Areas, Historic Areas, and Recreation Areas.
5) Distribution of Management Areas
6) Roads Management
a) Convert roads to trails and incorporate a forest-wide roads-to-trails program
7) Desired Future Condition
8) State Threatened and Endangered Species and Forest Sensitive Species
a) Include State Threatened and Endangered Species with Federal Threatened and Endangered, and
Sensitive Species
i) Update species list
9) Standards and guidelines/One Integrated Plan
a) incorporate previously excluded provisions into the Forest Plan
b) Draft the Forest Plan in an easily amendable format
¢) The planning process should be deliberative and focus on meaningful outputs rather than time
constraints
10) Old Growth Management
11) Monitoring and Evaluation

Scientific Issues
1) Bio-Diversity
a) Allow for the development of mid-successional and late-successional stages, and reversing the trend
towards dominance by black cherry
b) Manage for interior forest habitat, and/or promote old-growth for habitat for deer and avian species
c) Work with the Pennsylvania Game Commission to refine efforts in predator control to control deer
populations.
d) Update sensitive and Threatened and Endangered species lists to include state listed fish species,
avian species, invertebrates, and mammals. Complete annual forest-wide surveys documenting
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distributions and populations of these species. Efforts should be made towards protecting the habitat
of these species. Specifically, manage bluebreast darter habitat in conjunction with recovery of the
endangered Northern Riffleshell mussel.

e) Manage the Millstone Creek Watershed as a specially protected habitat.

f) Implement management recommendations made by researches to improve management of aquatic
invertebrate species.

g) Initiate population recovery for endangered mussels in Tionesta Creek, with emergency viability
measures for the long-solid mussel.

h) Create and maintain habitat for reptile and amphibian species: downed logs, leaf litter composition,
standing symplastless, and streamside riparian zones. Create moist microclimates for species that
require it.

i) Complete forest-wide surveys for: terrestrial invertebrates, lichen, moss, and fungi. Develop
standards, guidelines, goals, and objectives for terrestrial invertebrates, lichen, moss, and fungi.

2) Forest Habitat Structure
a) Cease even-aged management associated herbicide and site-prep applications
b) Encourage mid and late-successional stands
i) Encourage development of snags by natural methods. Use girdling when best able to mimic
natural methods.

i) Emphasize down woody debris throughout the ANF, particularly areas that are managed for
logging.

iii) Allow natural succession on the forest, use this as an opportunity for large-scale research on
natural disturbance regimes.
c) Alien/Invasive/Pest Species
i) Respond to beech bark disease by utilizing gene-pools of resistant trees to ensure long-term
recovery, not reducing American beech.

ii) De-emphasize the development of black cherry and re-emphasize the development of Northern
hardwood trees to reduce the effects of cherry scallop moth.

iii) Prevent zebra mussel introduction by having portable wash stations at every boat launch and
work cooperatively with state and private launches for stronger protections.

d) Air Pollution
i) Do not manage for black cherry, a species sensitive to ground level ozone problems.

ii) Incorporate an acid deposition management plan.
iii) Be proactive in air quality management.

e) Soils Conservation

i) Restore essential elements to soils through retention of biomass and standing live/dead trees,
preservation of microclimates, and resistance to introducing new pollutants into the environment.

ii) Replace commercial fertilizers rich in Nitrogen with ones containing a better balance of essential
elements.

iii) Adopt more stringent limitations on soil disturbance: Limit multi-entry restoration activities,

f) Threatened and Endangered Species Management

i) ldentify/Adopt Standards and/or guidelines: for the Northern Riffleshell mussel and its associated
habitat, clubshell mussels and associated habitat, Tionesta Creek as a habitat for endangered
mussels, per conservation recommendations for the Bald Eagle, for Bald Eagle populations,
consistent with Endangered Species Act.

ii) Manage the Tionesta Creek watershed to maximize its quality.

iii) ldentify Cerulean warbler habitats and manage through old-growth or designated special area
management.

g) Recreation Management
i) Nonew ATV trails
ii) Standards and guidelines that provide ability to close trails if illegal use can not be controlled

A-8 Allegheny National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement



Appendix A — Public Involvement

iii) Roads-to-trails regulations for snowmobile trails
h) Watershed Management

i) As previously mentioned in regards to other activities/issues: Eliminate herbicide use.

ii) Identify standards and guidelines to ensure the use of high quality road surfacing, limit road
densities regardless of road jurisdiction, and discourage new road construction, limit road
construction to within 100 meters of stream courses.

i) Oil and Gas Management

i) Participate in permitting process for facilities and pollutant controls, and object to discharge of
production brines onto forest roads and soils.

ii) Enforce special use permitting on all proposals for rights-of-way access

iii) Remove areas from further oil and gas_development that are protected under the current plan

iv) Support the majority of Americans against oil and gas operations on national forests

) Wildlife Management
k) Wild and Scenic River Management

i) Amend the Forest Plan to consider further adoption of progressive involvement in river
management, including development of a Wild and Scenic River Management Plan for: Clarion
River, Kinzua Creek, Salmon Creek, Spring Creek, Sugar Run, and Big Mill Creek

I) Geological Issues

i) Purchase lands with significant cave sites

ii) Adopt a cave management plan to protect caves for archaeological and biodiversity concerns
while allowing limited recreational exploration

m) Timber Management
i) Establish a reasonable ASQ for non-commercial timbering

n) History
i) Identify and adopt specifically designated Historic Areas within the AFN
ii) Interpret historic sites for public education

0) Research Management

i) Incorporate research opportunities for research into standards, guidelines, and Management Area
direction

ii) Adopt new Research Natural Areas

iii) Consider opportunities for preservation of study opportunities of forest-based communities.

Socio-economic Issues

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Recreation Management- Distribution of Assets

a) Provide a better distribution of trails, campsites, and feature recreation areas throughout the ANF and
promote these areas in various communities surrounding and within the ANF.

Recreation Management- Scenic Area Management

a) Designate other areas, such as Bogus Rocks, as scenic areas

National Forest Economics

a) Restoration based program that emphasizes wildlife conservation and the sustenance of a viable, low-
impact recreation/tourism economy

Local Job Opportunities

a) Initiate forest restoration activities that will lead to job creation, such as road obliteration, stream
restoration, surface mine restoration, and well site restoration.

b) Enhance recreation opportunities that will lead to investments in local communities, leading to the
diversification of local economies.

Payments to States

a) The Forest Service should urge townships within the ANF to opt for the guaranteed payment method.

Recreation/Tourism

a) Increase public outreach toward low-impact recreation activities, provide interpretive stops for
travelers, and develop more hiking trails.
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7) Ecosystem Services
a) Provide long-term ecosystem services
8) Sustainable Forestry
9) Quality of Life Management
a) Promote community investment opportunities
10) Environmental Education
a) Increase public involvement and awareness
b) Schedule regular sessions that include discussions on management issues, public concerns and topics
of biological and conservation significance
11) Quiality Disability Experiences
a) Provide accessible trails at campsites and ranger stations
b) Provide access to roads that will remain open for hunting season
12) Public Health and Safety
a) Institute a public health and safety program for pesticides, ATV’s, excessive alcohol use by
motorized recreationists, resource extraction in recreation areas, and other necessary measures.

I11. Allegheny Hardwood Utilization Group (AHUG): “Comments on Vegetation Management for the
Allegheny National Forest Plan Revision” (7 pages)

The organization AHUG held a vegetation management forum, attended by over 40 groups, organizations,
business, and government agencies, to discuss issues relating to vegetation management for Forest Plan
revision. In a summary provided by the group, they discuss specific passages from the current forest plan and
suggested changes for those sections, based on current science, changes in philosophy, and changes in
government practice. The version provided by AHUG includes specific page numbers in the Current Plan for
the specific recommendations.

General Summary
1. Black cherry should be a sustained and developed resource due to it’s value
2. A doable, realistic ASQ that will produce the desired future condition of the forest should be developed,
one that takes into account sustainable quantities of material for lumber.
3. The Forest Services’ ability to utilize silviculture and harvest methods that are the best for what is
intended,
4. The overall health of the forest, and
5. The need for greater age class diversity.
Specific Recommendations for Chapter 4 of the Current Plan
1) Forest Goals and Objectives
a) Timber- progress towards balancing age class distribution across the entire forest
b) Forest Standards and Guidelines
c) Timber-
i) Table 4-1 should include acres treated as a measure of progress under the timber management
output; continue measuring output by MMBF
i) Use even-aged management for Allegheny Hardwoods and other relevant forest types
iii) Amend language to include openings greater then specifically allowed in MA’s when needed for
regeneration
iv) Amend for salvage and reforestation activities after catastrophic events
v) Amend to allow natural regeneration in individual plots, while promoting species composition
diversity overall
vi) Continue the use of herbicides
vii) ldentify prescribed fire as a method of regeneration for certain species
viii)  Forest Pest Management-
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(1) Maintain existing language for integrated forest pest management
(2) Include implementation and use of a forest health monitoring program
(3) Include Hemlock Woolly Adelgid as a significant forest threat
(4) Maintain original defoliator pests for management emphasis
iX) Research
(1) Explicitly require coordination of research activities with the KEF
(2) Use language that requires utilization of GIS to monitor forest regeneration
d) Management Area acre assignment/timber management/planning
i) Acres assigned for timber output should be maintained in MA’s with timber management.
i) Management Area 1
(1) Timber Management-
(a) Maintain even-aged management as preferred and uneven-aged management as an option
(b) Allow for temporary openings larger than 10 acres if needed for regeneration
iii) Management Area 2
(1) Timber Management
(a) ldentify even-aged management as preferred system, maintaining uneven-aged
management as an option
iv) Management Area 3
(1) Timber Management
(&) Maintain even-aged management as preferred and uneven-aged management as an option
(b) Allow for temporary openings larger than 40 acres if needed for regeneration
(c) Identify prescribed method for regeneration of appropriate species
v) Management Area 5
(1) Land and Resource Management Planning
(a) Maintain language that allows vegetation management to protect adjacent property from
fire and pests
vi) Management Area 6.1
(1) Description of Management Area
(@) Allow creation of early successional forest to support wildlife species
(b) Maintain even-aged management as preferred and uneven-aged management as an option
(c) Allow for temporary openings larger than 20 acres if needed for regeneration
(d) Permit use of herbicides to encourage wildflower growth during regeneration and early
successional stage
(e) Require salvage and reforestation on acres impacted by catastrophic events and
significant tree mortality
vii) Management Area 6.2
(1) Timber Management
(&) Maintain even-aged management as preferred and uneven-aged management as an option
(b) Allow for temporary openings larger than 25 acres if needed for regeneration
(c) Require salvage and reforestation on acres impacted by catastrophic events and
significant tree mortality
viii)  Management Area 6.4
(1) Timber Management
(@) Allow salvage and reforestation on acres impacted by catastrophic events and significant
tree mortality

Other Comments

1)

2)

Deer impacts and their negative effect on regeneration-

a) Recommend holding deer at capacity supported by the habitat,
b) Continue using hunters as method of control,

Landowner education on

a) Forest health,
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b) Regeneration and succession,
c) Impact of deer, and
d) Need for wildlife habitat,
3) Wilderness-
a) Only on land not suitable for timber,
4) Certification-
a) They realize it is outside the scope of planning, but should be considered as a pilot project for the
Forest Service, and the ANF in particular
5) Social/economic issues relating to sustainability-
a) Economic stimulus to the region should be a priority,
b) Promote partnerships to promote good citizenship between FS and other groups/organizations and
good economy.

IV. Allegheny Trail-riders FPR proposal: “Recreation and the need to increase motorized recreational
opportunities on the Allegheny National Forest” (1 page proposal + 10 pages attachments)

Recreation and the need to increase motorized recreational opportunities on the ANF
1) 108 miles of motorcycle/ATV trail and 25,000 users per year
a) build 503 miles from 1986 plan
b) build requisite support facilities 1986 plan said the Forest can support, include trailhead camping
c) open forest roads to motorcycles and ATV’s
d) build additional trail to create cross country trails
e) build a series of motorized trails with links to communities to encourage the private development of
service amenities
f) build multifunctional campground accessible only by motorcycle and ATV at junctions where trail
systems intersect
g) increased law enforcement to curb illegal use/activities
h) use volunteers (individual and organizations)making improvements to reduce costs
i) Obtain grants from state and other government agencies to receive funding for improvements.

V. Friends of Allegheny Wilderness FPR proposal: “A Citizens’ Wilderness Proposal for
Pennsylvania’s Allegheny National Forest” (49 pages + 16 pages appendices)

Introduction

1) Wilderness on the ANF, the history of Wilderness and the Wilderness Act, timber harvest, climate, flora
and fauna, geology, human activity, hunting and fishing, the North Country National Scenic Trail, and
mineral rights.

2) Wilderness selection criteria

ANF Wilderness and Recreational Potential (all are proposed, not designated)
1) Allegheny Front Wilderness
a) 6,906 acres
b) Currently a National Recreation Area, management area 6.4- proposal includes all of the NRA except
utility corridors along Routes 62 and 337.
¢) inPleasant and Watson townships of Warren County; Bradford Ranger District
d) One road- FR 573, which is gated and closed. Recommend decommissioning of this road.
2) Chestnut Ridge Wilderness (officially known as Indian Run headwaters area)
a) 5,191 acres
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3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

b)

c)
d)

Management Area 6.1, includes more than a dozen informal pull-offs along FR’s 271 and 137 on
south and east boundaries of proposed area.

Corydon township in McKean County; Bradford Ranger District

A tract of mineral rights underlying the proposed wilderness is owned along State Route 321 across
from Tracy Ridge Campground, if wilderness is designated proposal includes purchase of all mineral
rights in proposed wilderness area.

Clarion River Wilderness

a)
b)

c)
d)
€)

f)

6,009 acres

Management Area 6.1

Ridgeway and Spring Creek Townships, EIk County; Marienville Ranger District

Bounded by Laurel Mill Road, Clarion River and Arroyo Road on three sides. Fourth side is bounded
by private property.

There is a power line and below-ground pipeline pass through the proposed wilderness area, language
should reflect need for continued maintenance of these if proposed area is designated.

On a willing seller basis, acquire a 452 acre private tract bordering proposed area.

Cornplanter Wilderness

a)
b)

c)
d)
€)

f)

3,0022 acres

National Recreation Area, Management Area 6.4

Elk Township, Warren County; Bradford Ranger District

Bounded by Warren-Onoville Road, Webb’s Ferry boat launch, Allegheny Reservoir, the Camp
Olmsted and the Camp Olmsted Road, and ANF proclamation boundary.

Recommend full cooperation with the Seneca Nation in their efforts to retain full access to the
Cornplanter Grant land.

Recommend proposed wilderness boundary at 1,365 feet in areas where proposed area is coterminous
with reservoir.

Hickory Creek Wilderness

a)
b)
c)
d)

1,780 acres

Management Area 6.1

Watson Township, Warren County; Bradford Ranger District

expansion of existing Hickory Creek Wilderness area, bounded by Hearts Content Road and State
Route 337

Morrison Run Wilderness

a)
b)
c)

d)

e)

6,887 acres

Management Areas 6.1 and 6.2

Corydon and Hamilton Townships, McKean County, Mead Township, Warren County; Bradford
Ranger District

Excludes: Morrison Run campground, Rimrock Drive and Overlook with a 50 foot boundary from
Rimrock Drive, Kinzua Beach Management Area 7.

Mineral Rights between Campbell Run, Morrison Run, Kinzua Bay, and between Chappel Bay and
Hemlock Run are within the proposed wilderness area and owned by the Forest Service. Recommend
purchasing of remainder of mineral rights in proposed area.

Tionesta Wilderness

a)
b)

c)
d)

€)

14,960 acres

Management Areas 3.0, 6.1 and 8.0- 4,110 acres recognized as National Natural Landmarks Tionesta
National Scenic Area and Tionesta Research Natural Area

Highland Township, EIk County, Hamilton and Wetmore Townships, McKean County, and Sheffield
Township, Warren County; Bradford and Marienville Ranger Districts

Boundaries: FR 258, FR 133, along the pipeline that crosses Martin Run, and the power line running

between Sheffield and Ridgeway.

Exclude: FR 443 for research and access purposes
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f) Purchase: several hundred acre tract of privately held timberland east of Tionesta Research Natural
Area, 5-acre tract of private land in Crane Run drainage

g) Permanently close 60 miles of existing Forest Roads, leave existing main thoroughfares

8) Tracy Ridge Wilderness

a) 9,705 acres

b) Management Area 6.4, National Recreation Area

c) Corydon Township, McKean County, Mead Township, Warren County; Bradford Ranger District

d) Surrounded by water on three sides, 3 miles across at widest point.

e) Exclude: Handsome Lake and Hopewell boat-to campgrounds, Tracy Ridge Campground and its
access road

National Recreation Areas
1) Allegheny national Recreation Area (addition)
a) 4,752 acres
b) Management Area 6.1
¢) Elk and Glade Townships, Warren County; Bradford Ranger District
2) Hearts Content National Recreation Area
a) 2,335acres
b) Management Area 6.1
c) Cherry Grove and Watson Townships, Warren County; Bradford Ranger District
d) allow snowmobile use on designated, existing trails
e) Recommend acquisition of remaining mineral rights in Heats Content National Recreation Area if
proposal is accepted. Do not lease out rights.
3) Minister Valley National Recreation Area
a) 7,390 acres
b) Management Area 6.1 and 6.2
c) Howe Township, Forest County and Cherry Grove and Watson Townships, Warren County; Bradford
Ranger District
d) Recommend purchase of the 90-acre tract of private land near FR 116 on willing seller basis.
e) Recommend established snowmobile trail remain open for access and use.

V1. The Nature Conservancy: “ANF Plan Revision Recommendations” (4 pages + cover letter)

The Nature Conservancy provided the ANF FPR team with a synopsis of their recommendations for FPR.
The major topics covered were:

Improving landscape connectivity and reserve design

1. Minimizing impacts and conflicting uses by establishing gradients of management activity

2. Aggregating like uses in a connected spatial pattern

3. Partnering with stakeholders that hold land within proclamation boundary to pursue sustainable
management on these adjacent, non-Forest lands

4. Pursuing acquisition of inholdings to create less fragmented ownership pattern

Limiting oil and gas development to preserve surface resource integrity

1. Pursuing all available avenues and exerting maximum authority to affect/influence placement and number
of new development sites

2. Aggressively removing and restoring inactive well sites

3. Acquiring sub-surface mineral rights
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Reducing the impact of deer herbivory on the ANF

1. Increasing/improving hunter access by opening gates on existing roads during deer hunting season

2. Pursuing science-based approach towards healthy deer herd management, including altering take limits in
appropriate areas

3. Reducing the amount of edge habitat and food sources created by even-aged management and other land
clearing activities

4. Exploring the viability of a sterilization program

5. Encouraging healthy balance of large predators

Promotion or restoration of native species composition, forest structure, and a mix of successional
stages that reflects what would occur naturally

1. Utilizing harvest practices with longer cutting cycles that more closely mimic natural disturbances

2. Utilizing current scientific literature and tools

3. Exploring restoration techniques to accelerate mid-successional stand to more mature natural structures

Additional comments reflecting the need for:

1. More wilderness,

2. Research Natural Areas, and

3. Meeting objectives set by the 2000 Eastern Regional Assessment regarding adequate representation by
alliance and possibly LTA.

Public Participation

1997 Forest Plan Revision

In 1997, the first effort at Forest Plan Revision began and the Need for Change was produced and released to
the public. A public listening session in September of 1997 and three public workshops held in October 1997
followed the release of the Need for Change (NFC) document. Over 600 comments were received in the form
of letters, phone calls, meetings with the public, and meetings with employees. The process was temporarily
suspended due to reallocation of funding. The information from these comments was reviewed and considered
when the next Forest Plan revision process began in 2003.

2003 Forest Plan Revision

Media Day — February 28, 2003

Forest Supervisor Kevin Elliott held a day with local media to discuss what a forest plan is, the current Forest
Plan, the Revision process, the mission of the FS, and the need to revise the current forest plan. He ended by
inviting the media to continue their participation with the FPR process on the ANF.

Collaborative Learning Meetings

Community Conversation — April 30, 2003 (Sheffield)

A meeting and training session was held with the public to discuss the collaborative learning process and the
rules of civil engagement for the Forest Plan Revision process. To facilitate the discussion and provide insight
on the collaborative learning process the ANF hired Dr. Susan Senecah, Dr. Gregg Walker, and Dr. Steve
Daniels.
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Concern and Interest Meetings — May 2, 2003 (DuBois) and May 3, 2003 (Bradford)

Public meetings were held regarding the “Need for Change” in the current forest plan. The three facilitators
from the Collaborative learning meetings were present to conduct the workshops. One portion of the meetings
detailed the Forest Plan Revision timeline and process, everything that would occur and needed to occur to
develop the new plan, and an overview of each major component: biodiversity, recreation, species viability,
timber, wilderness, economic values, ecological values, and social values, and how they need to work
together to create a plan that managers can utilize when moving the forest towards its desired future
condition.

Forest Plan Revision process and Public Involvement Meetings — August 14, 2003 (Erie), August 16,
2003 (Warren) and August 18, 2003 (State College)

The interdisciplinary team met with the public to discuss comments received thus far in the FPR process, and
how formal comments would be tracked and processed during FPR. Members of the public had the
opportunity to address other concerns regarding issues on the ANF. Overwhelming support was given for the
use of the facilitators at these meetings from the public.

Pre Notice of Intent Meetings - October 27, 2003 (Warren)

The public was provided an opportunity to speak with resource specialists regarding the NFC and NOI prior
to the November hearing. This hour long meeting was followed by a Collaborative Learning work session
leading towards the first steps of the Analysis of Management Situation.

Notice of Intent Meetings and Content Analysis Team: Public Comment Analysis — November 5, 2003

A formal public hearing regarding the Notice of Intent (NOI) and Need for Change (NFC) was held at State
College. A stenographer recorded a large number and wide variety of comments from the public regarding the
NOI.

Comments received during NFC-NOI comment period

The comments received during the comment period and those given during the public hearing were sent to the
Content Analysis Team. The ANF Forest Plan Revision team received a document that organized the
comments into specific topics. The public comment analysis was the result of 192 responses to the Notice of
Intent public comment period (September 25, 2003 to November 10, 2003) and NOI public hearing for Forest
Plan Revision. The respondents were self-selected and their responses ranged from preservation to emphasis
on natural resource extraction and multiple use; therefore their comments do not necessarily represent the
sentiments of the public as a whole. However, they do provide a fair representation of the wide range of views
submitted.

Draft AMS Field Tour and comment — June 3 and 5, 2004

Two public tours were held regarding work on the Allegheny National Forest Analysis of the Management
Situation (AMS). The tours were structured around the three major issues identified for Forest Plan Revision
(FPR); Recreation, Vegetation Management, and Habitat Diversity. The mornings of both days’ consisted of
presentations to the public discussing what was found during the analysis portion of writing the AMS in
regards to the three major issues. The afternoons of both days had short tours, consisting of two to three stops
where the public was presented with additional information for the AMS pertaining to issues as they related to
the stops Management Area or activities that occurred in that particular area. There were a plethora of
comments received during the meetings, but very few afterwards.
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Alternative Development Workshops — September 10 and 11, 2004

During the workshops, members of the public and ANF employees broke into groups and worked on
developing alternatives. The groups developed their alternatives by first reviewing the Draft Summary of the
Draft Analysis of Management Situation, and then summarizing a section for other members of the group.
This exercise led into a discussion of what each person wanted for the ANF and what principles they valued
most for the ANF. After making a list of principles, each group developed a method for deciding which
principles would be used to define the group’s desired forest conditions. Eventually groups developed their
principles into desired forest conditions. Using wall charts to keep track of thoughts and ideas, groups began
to develop their own alternatives based on their principles and desired forest conditions. As with the public
tours, there was much comment made during the meetings. However, in this instance there was much
comment given afterwards to the Draft Summary of the Draft Analysis of the Management Situation, and the
information contained therein.

Presentation of Preliminary Designs for the Draft Alternatives — June 2, 2005 (Warren) and June 4,
2005 (Brookuville)

The Allegheny’s planning staff reviewed: the six key decisions to be made in Forest Plan revision, the major
elements driving the design of the draft alternatives, and summarized how the public’s input was incorporated
into alternative design. Other Forest Plan revision elements being considered, but which are unlikely to vary
by alternative, were also discussed. Participants were asked to submit their questions for a period of question
and answer. Answers to all questions were posted to the ANF website. The participants then broke into
diverse groups to work collaboratively to provide the planning team with focused feedback on the design of
these draft alternatives.

Stakeholder Involvement

Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission (PFBC), Western Pennsylvania
Conservancy (WPC) — November 25, 2002

The ANF met with the PFBC and WPC in regards to the Clarion River. During this meeting it was agreed that
there would be meetings over the next years pertaining to the Clarion River Management Plan for the “Scenic
and Recreational” designation. The ANF also agreed to hold meetings regarding the ANF forest management
plan.

Seneca Nation of Indians — January 8, 2004

Forest Supervisor Kevin Elliott and Planning Staff Officer, Michael Hampton attended a meeting with several
members of the Seneca Nation of Indians. Several topics were discussed, including: Forest Plan Revision
process, Wilderness, special area designation and management, the Allegheny Reservoir cultural resource
survey and resource protection interest, botanical surveys and special forest products and the Federal Budget
process.

Ecosystem Management Advisory Committee (EMAC) — February 11, 2004

The meeting was held at State College and was attended by several representatives from the DCNR, State
College, Natural Lands organization, Pennsylvania Conservation group, University of Pennsylvania, Syracuse
University (ESF), and numerous other conservation groups. Michael Hampton provided a 30 minute synopsis
of the Forest Plan Revision process to EMAC.
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The Nature Conservancy — Correspondence — February 25, 2004 and October
5, 2004

Dates for this correspondence are February 25, 2004 and October 5, 2004. The letters from February relate to
a discussion that took place January 29, 2004 regarding areas where The Nature Conservancy and the ANF
had proposed to work cooperatively during plan revision. The areas include: The TNC providing one copy of
its eco-regional data set for the High Allegheny Plateau, provide comments on species, habitat and potential
habitat viability, offer assistance with species and habitat representation and developing an enduring feature
landscape model, a workshop for the enduring feature landscape model if the model is needed, assess and
make recommendations for habitat corridors and connectivity, and help organize and facilitate an ANF/TNC
workshop to review habitat/biodiversity/forest resource assessments at a to be decided date. The October
letter provided proposals and comments regarding Forest Plan Revision, which are summarized in the Citizen
Proposal section.

Local Township Resolutions

Between September 2005 and March 2006, resolutions were received from the following local townships,
boroughs, and cities:

Brokenstraw Township Supervisors (Resolution # 92605)
Cherry Grove Township Supervisors (No Resolution #, dated 12/12/2005)
City of Warren (Resolution # 2697)

Clarendon Borough Council (Resolution # 010206)
Conewango Township Supervisors (Resolution # 2005-15)
Conewango Township Supervisors (Resolution # 2005-8)
Deerfield Township Supervisors (Resolution # 2006-3)
Eldred Township Supervisors (Resolution # 1 of 2006)

Elk Township Supervisors (Resolution # 05-2005)
Farmington Township Supervisors (Resolution # 122005-1)
Freehold Township Supervisors (Resolution # 2006-01-17)
Glade Township Supervisors (Resolution # 436)
Johnsonburg Area School District (January 4, 2006)
Johnsonburg Area School District Board of Education
Jones Township Supervisors (Resolution # 05-05)
Limestone Township Supervisors (Resolution # 2005-2)
Limestone Township Supervisors (Resolution # 2006-1)
Mead Township Supervisors (Resolution # R 12-12-05)

North Central Pennsylvania Regional Planning and Development Commission (Resolution # 05-11-
672)

Pine Grove Township Supervisors (Resolution # 11-05)

Pittsfield Township Supervisors (Resolution # 1-1-06)

Pleasant Township Supervisors (Resolution # 05-11)

Pleasant Township Supervisors (Resolution # 05-7)

Ridgway Area School District (Requisite Planning Components)

Ridgway Township Supervisors (Resolution # 4-2005 and 2-2003)

Sheffield Township Supervisors (Resolution # 347)

Southern Tier West — Regional Planning & Development Board (January 9, 2006)
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e Spring Creek Township Supervisors (Resolution # 1306)
e Sugar Grove Borough Officials (Resolution # 01-03-06)
e Sugar Grove Township Supervisors (Resolution # 06-01-03)

All included some or all of the following points:

The ANF is encouraged to enter into an MOU with Warren County.

435,000 acres should be maintained in the manageable land base for timber management.

80 mmbf per annum is the desired minimum level of timber harvest.

Early successional habitat (0-20 years) must encompass no less than 100,000 acres (20%) across the

forest landscape at any one time.

Oak areas must remain open to various forms of forest management to ensure continued viability.

120,000 acres should be dedicated for intensive recreation use.

7. Adding additional Wilderness is not readily supported nor is the establishment of “de facto”
wilderness through the process of administration consideration.

8. Landscape corridors need not be part of any proposed use of the ANF.

9. The equine user should be accommodated in any trail strategy.

10. No fewer than 1,000 jobs should be directly linked to ANF activities with an annual value of
employment reaching in excess of $50M.

11. The planning and site selection for the inclusion of modern lodging facilities and the complimentary
amenities which would support it is critical toward the feasibility of placing such a complex on or
adjacent to the ANF.

12. A Shoreline Management Strategy (SMS) regarding the optimum utilization of the Kinzua Reservoir

and all contiguous areas should be considered as a compliment to the forest plan

rPoNPE

oo

County Government Meetings

Monthly meetings with the county commissioners began in May 2005. The meetings continue to be held to
allow open dialogue between the ANF and the counties. The counties are kept up-to-date on the revision
process. Issues and concerns are discussed.

Interim Meetings and Communications

Since the end of the 45 day comment period in 2003, the ANF has had hundreds of communications in the
form of phone calls, e-mails, letters and small meetings. Forest personnel met with groups such as Friends of
Allegheny Wilderness, Allegheny Defense Project, Erie County Environmental Coalition, Green Party of Erie
County, Allegheny Hardwood Utilization Group, The Nature Conservancy, Pennsylvania Fish and Boat
Commission, Western Pennsylvania Conservancy, Ecosystem Management Advisory Committee, Seneca
Nation of Indians, Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, local school boards, township
supervisors, and with several county and state agencies. The purpose of the meetings was to answer questions,
discuss concerns over draft documents, discuss timelines, and receive input. All of these communications
were aimed at allowing for an open planning process. The communications are documented in the project file.
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Appendix B. Description of the Analysis Process

Introduction

Appendix B describes the analysis processes used in the development of the DEIS. The appendix consists of
the following major sections:

e A discussion of the analysis of land tentatively suitable for timber production.

e A description of how the land area of the forest was stratified into various forest types and yields for
vegetation and timber characteristics were estimated.

e A description of the Spectrum model including a discussion of constraints applied to the model and
some results from the benchmark and alternative analyses.

e A description of the analysis of other resources including estimation of trail mileages for off highway
vehicles, scenery integrity objectives, and the disposition of management indicator species in the
1986 plan.

e A description of the economic efficiency analysis including the calculations of present net value with
market and non-market values.

e Some added detail describing the processes used in the economic impact analysis contained in
Chapter 111 of the DEIS.

Suitability for Timber Production

One of the decisions to be made during Plan Revision is an identification of lands considered suitable or
unsuitable for resource uses such as timber production. The first step in identifying land suitable for timber
production is to identify the forest and non-forest lands. The following categories of lands are then subtracted
from the forest lands to determine those lands considered tentatively suitable for timber production: (1)
forested lands withdrawn from timber production by Congress, the Secretary of Agriculture, or the Chief of
the Forest Service; (2) forested lands not capable of producing industrial wood; (3) forest lands that cannot be
regenerated with new trees within 5 years; (4) forest lands where technology is not available to ensure timber
production without irreversible resource damage to soils productivity or watershed conditions; and (5) forest
lands for which there is insufficient information to make a determination. These categories are summarized in
table b-1. Forest lands cover 442,672 acres on the ANF. A total of 34,423 acres have been withdrawn, with
408,249 remaining as available for timber production. Of the land available for timber production, 19,962
acres are not suited for timber production based on categories 2 through 5 listed above, resulting in a total of
388, 287 acres tentatively suitable for timber production.

The following table outlines the land suitability classes.
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Table B-1. Timber land suitability classes.

Category | Sub-category Acres
Total ANF Land 516,845
Water Water 11,155
Shrub or Grass Openings 16,000
Non-forested Land Developed for Other Uses 47,018
Total Non-forested Land 74,173
Total Forest Land 442,672
Hickory Creek and Allegheny Island Wilderness (MA 5.0) 8,740
Allegheny National Recreation Area (MA 6.4 and 8.2) 20,118
Forest Land — Withdrawn Tionesta Scenic Area (MA 8.0 and 8.3) 1,849
from Timber Production Tionesta Research Natural Area (MA 8.0 and 8.5) 2,062
Hearts Content Scenic Area (MA 8.0 and 8.3) 107
Kane Experimental Forest (MA 8.0 and 8.6) 1,547
Total Forest Land Withdrawn 34,423
Forest Land Available 408,249
Forest Land- Not Capable of | n/a 0
Producing Crops of
Industrial Wood
Forest Land - Physically Not Irreversible Damage likely to occur 0
Suited Not restockable within 5 years 19,962
Forest Land — Inadequate n/a 0
Information
Forest Land Not Physically Suited 19,962
Tentatively Suitable Forest Land 388,287

The following is a more detailed breakdown of the unsuitable lands.

1. Water (11,155 acres)
a. Water (includes the following)

2. Non Forest

Allegheny Reservoir and Allegheny River.

Cartographic Feature Files Double line streams and rivers located within the Forest
Proclaimed boundary and surrounded by National Forest lands.

All water bodies (lakes, ponds other reservoirs) identified in the GIS coverage
where the water body was surrounded by National Forest lands.

a. Non Forest (16,000 acres)

Opening — this include areas classified as forest type 99 (open) in the timber stand
database .

Upland brush — this included areas classified as forest type 98 (upland shrub) in the
timber stand database.

Lowland brush — this included areas classified as forest type 97 (lowland shrub) in
the timber stand database.

NLCD wetland — used the National Land Cover Dataset to augment exiting
information for large wetland inclusion .

NLCD opening - used the National Land Cover Dataset in conjunction with the
timber stand database to identify stands that were greater that 40 percent open.

B-2
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vi.  Islands —islands within the major two-line stream that were predominantly void of
forest.

b. Developed Areas (47,018 acres)

i.  Roads - Road centerlines from the GIS coverage were buffered to estimate the area
not forested to support the road right of way (ROW). The buffer distances varied
according to road system type and road CFF class. The forest engineer in charge of
road management provided buffer widths for each road class. The following chart
outlines the buffer distances used.

System Type CFF/RDGEO code Width

Municipal 100 100
Forest System FR262 100
Municipal 101 60
Municipal 102 60
Municipal 103 50
Forest System FR454 50
Forest System FR492 50
Municipal 105 45
Forest System 518 35
Forest System 515 30
Forest System 517 30
Forest System 519 30
Unknown Non-System 105 30
Unknown Non-System 106 30
Unknown Non-System 107 20

ii.  Utility — Utility corridors were identified using Digital Orthophoto Quads (DOQ's)
that combine the image characteristics of a photograph with the geometric qualities
of a map. The DOQ’s used were at a 1-meter ground resolution, quarter-quadrangle
(3.75-minutes of latitude by 3.75-minutes of longitude) image. The utility locations
were captured at a scale of approximately 1:6000. At this scale only corridors that
created a measurable break in forest canopy were digitized.

iii.  Oil and Gas development — Oil and Gas roads located on National Forest Land
were included in the road portion of the developed area analysis. Items included in
this portion are the following:

1. OQil and gas well sites — The well locations were buffered to occupy
approximately 0.25 acres per well site.

2. Tank farms — Tank farms located on National Forest land were included if
they where not already included as openings in the non-forest coverage.
Areas were digitized from DOQ’s.

3. Warehouse and equipment storage sites — Oil and gas warehouse and
equipment storage areas were digitized if they were not already included in
the Non-forest coverage from above. Source for the digitizing was the 1
meter DOQ’s.
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Developed recreation and administrative sites — Developed recreation sites and
administrative sites such as recreation sites, trailheads, overlooks, campgrounds,
offices, and other points of interest on the Allegheny National Forest were obtained
from the GIS coverage. This category also includes the 5 Recreational Residence
areas (Camp Run, Camp Nine, Hoffman Farm, Seldom Seen A and Seldom Seen
B), Camp Olmstead Boy Scout site, and Birdsall eddy Girl Scout camp. Several
additional non-recreational administrative sites, such as warehouse, sewage waste
processing facility, and work sites were digitized from DOQ’s.

Stone borrow pits — Data was obtained from digitized coverage of known borrow
pits. DOQ's were used as the source for digitizing the polygons. Several known
pits were either developed after the effective date of the DOQ’s or were to small to
locate on these photos. For these areas an average size of 2 acres was used.

3. Forest Lands Physically Not Suited (19,962 acres)
a. lrreversible Damage Likely to Occur

Steep Slopes— Areas with slopes greater the 40%. The steep slope sites were
located by using 10 meter digital elevation model (DEM’s). Areas with calculated
percent slope greater that 40 were classified as areas where irreversible damage
may occur.

b. Regeneration Difficulty

Low stocked with site limits — Sites that were identified as having low stocking
during the previous planning cycle and continue to have low stocking were selected
from TM stand database. In addition a spatial relationship was conducted between
these areas and the areas where soils were classified as having severe equipment
limitation as identified in Use and Management of Soils in the county soil survey.
Soils listed as having severe equipment limitation are: Armagh, Atkins, Brinkerton,
Cavode, Cookport, Gilpin, Hartleton, Hazelton, Leck Kill, Nolo, Palms Muck,
Rexford, and Wayland. These areas were tagged as being low stocking with site
limits.

Low stocked with no site limits - Sites that were identified as not being low
stocking during the previous planning cycle and are now classified as having low
stocking were selected from TM stand data base. These areas were tagged as being
low stocking with no site limits.

c. Inadequate Information

Moderately stocked with site limits - Sites that were identified as moderate stocked
now and were also classed as being moderately stocked in the previous planning
cycle were selected from TM stand data base. The spatial relationship was
conducted between these areas and the areas where soils were classified as having
severe equipment limitation. These areas were tagged as being moderately stocked
with site limits.

The process is exclusionary. That is, once an acre of land is classified into one of the excluded classes, it is no
longer carried forward. Therefore no acre of land is double counted in the unsuitable land base.

The second part of this process is to determine which lands are appropriate for scheduled timber production,
based on management area designations and land use allocations that further refine land use. The alternatives
provide a range of intensities across resource allocations. They were formulated to provide a diverse mix for

analysis and review.
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This table is not meant to show management area allocations. These are additional acreages that would be
removed from the “suitable timber base” with each alternative.

Table B-2. Inappropriate timber land by management area.

Forest Land Not Appropriate for Timber | Alt A AltB AltC AltD
Production by Alternative

MA 5.0 Wilderness Study Areas 0 0 4,906 13,299
MA 6.3 Buzzard Swamp 456 456 456 456
MA 7.1 Developed Recreation Areas 294 273 24 24

MA 7.2 Remote Recreation Areas 0 4,268 18,864 | 26,729
MA 7.3 Interpretive Recreation Areas 0 3,030 0 0

MA 8.1 Wild & Scenic River Corridor 0 5,376 5,376 5,376
MA 8.4 Historic Area 156 156 156 156
MA 8.6 Experimental Forest Expansion | 0 1,432 1,432 1,432
MA 9.1 Minimal Management 786 0 0 0
Corridor along Wilderness, Remote, 0 1,255 1,255 1,255
And Class A Wild Trout Streams

Total in Inappropriate MA’s 1,692 16,246 | 32,469 | 48,727
Total Unsuited and Inappropriate 130,250 | 144,804 | 161,027 | 177,285
Suited and Appropriate 386,595 | 372,041 | 355,818 | 339,560

Analysis Unit Mapping and Assigned Characteristics

The ANF is partitioned into areas of like vegetation called stands. Areas with no vegetative cover are also
partitioned. The ANF maintains a tabular listing of these areas and their characteristics in a database called
“Combined Data System” (CDS). The “STAND” table in this database lists stand characteristics. The ANF
also maintains a GIS map coverage of the geographic locations of these stands. The analysis units used in the
plan revision process are derived in part from these sources.

The stand characteristics in CDS are maintained over time by district personnel. As new field inventories are
taken, vegetative treatments are applied or other ground disturbing events occur, updates are made to the
mapping and information assigned to each. This data becomes outdated in areas where a long time has past
since the last inventory or in areas of management inactivity. Updating this data is part of the actions taken in
preparation for plan revision.

Updating Percent Stocking

There are additional acreages that lack either a current enough inventory to be useful or have had some
significant event to warrant such inventory obsolete. As they grow, the interaction of living trees favors
some and they get larger, while others can stagnate or die. Insects or diseases can also affect stand dynamics
causing reduced growth or increased mortality.

A measure of how tightly trees are packed into a stand, percent stocking is an important characteristic used in
the analysis of tree interactions. An update to percent stocking was applied where needed to account for both
recent growth and mortality. All analysis units were assigned either low, medium, high or “all”” stocking. The
“all” category was used in cases where stocking could not be determined or guaranteed.
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Adjustments for Normal Growth

FIA plot data collected on the ANF was used to model the effects of normal growth on relative density. The
new reference year (survey year) for these stands after adjustment is 2001. Using the most current data
available at the time, growth effects on relativity density were calculated by looking at differences in the 1979
and 1989 FIA measurements. These effects were modeled using Forest Type, Age and Initial Relative
Density as predictive variables. Stand characteristic were updated by using a multi-variable equation model.
Following were the criteria used to select stands for update:

Areas outside of those with major mortality and a survey year prior to 1999
Within the major mortality areas, survey year prior to 1999 and a cut treatment has occurred since 1988

Within the major mortality areas, survey year prior to 1989 and where no cut treatment has occurred since
1988

Adjustments for Mortality

Inventories collected on the ANF were used to model the effects of recent major mortality events on relative
density. Inventories collected in 2003 expressly for this purpose and others collected since 1989 were
evaluated to find paired surveys from the same stand. Paired surveys used for this modeling exercise were
selected where one survey occurred before the mortality [1989-1995] and another after the mortality [1999-
2003].

Growth and mortality effects on relative density were calculated and modeled using Forest Type, Age, Initial
Relative Density, Total Basal Area and proportion of the stand in each of five landform classes (bottom, foot
slope, shoulder slope, side slope and plateau top) as predictive variables. Stand characteristic were updated
by using a multi-variable equation model. Stand selected for update were within the areas of major mortality,
had not been surveyed since the mortality (prior to 1989) and where no cut treatment has occurred since 1988.
The new reference year (survey year) for these stands after adjustment is 2001.

Filling in Special Management Areas

Prior to 2002, areas designated under the current plan for special management had not been partitioned on a
map into individual forest stands. There were few if any recent vegetative inventories taken in these areas.
These areas are: the National Recreation Areas, Wilderness, Tionesta Research Natural Area, Tionesta Scenic
Area and Kane Experimental Forest.

In 2002 the National Recreation Areas and Wilderness were stratified using aerial photo interpretation,
landform, aspect and satellite imagery. A subset of stands was then inventoried. Stands not inventoried were
assigned stand level characteristic using the Most Similar Neighbor Program methodology (Crookston et al.
2002).

Inventories collected by the Northeast Forest Experiment Station were obtained for the Tionesta Research
Natural Area, Tionesta Scenic Area and Kane Experimental Forest. Stands not inventoried directly were
assigned characteristics using photo interpretation and professional judgment.
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Estimating Yields

One aspect of forest management planning involves forecasting vegetation development over time. The
development of yield estimates for the ANF Land and Resource Management Plan revision includes
simulation models. The Spectrum decision support model utilizes these yield profiles. The Spectrum model
allocates resources defined in the yield profiles to best address management issues.

Stored in files called Yield Tables, vegetation yield profiles often specify stand metrics such as the number of
trees per acre, stand basal area, average tree diameter and height, and merchantable volume. Classification
variables taken from the yield tables describe forest health conditions and stand structure dynamics.

Modeling Software

Yield Table Development incorporates the use of The USDA Forest Service Forest Vegetation Simulator
(FVS) suite of computer programs. The Forest Management Service Center located in Fort Collins,
Colorado. developed and maintains the FVS programs.

FVS requires plot and tree level data. Important variables include site species and site index for the plot, and
tree species and diameter breast height (DBH) for the individual trees. Ten-year intervals define the projected
cycle length.

The FVS model contains modules for growing trees, predicting mortality, establishing regeneration,
simulating damage reductions due to insects and disease, performing management activities, calculating tree
volumes, and producing reports.

Yield tables relate time in decades and area in acres. These tables typically include timber volumes and stand
condition values. Output values take the form of either averages or most common condition in the strata
being analyzed at that point in time. Examples of the values used in this exercise are:

Stratum Code

Planning Decade

Age

Net Timber Volume per Acre
Basal Area per Acre

Trees per Acre

Average Diameter

Average Canopy Cover

Most Common Dominant Layer

The ANF worked directly with the Management Service Center to modify and calibrate the FVS Variant for
the Northeastern United States, to more closely represent conditions and stand dynamics observed on the
ANF. The following list contains species specific information that the ANF provided and the Service Center
used in this effort:

seedling height growth projections
diameter growth projections
diameter/height relationships

site index curves

relative shade tolerance

species average budwidths
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Data Sources

Forested stand inventories extracted from the ANF’s “Combined Data System” (CDS) database make up the
major source of tree measurement data used in the timber yield analysis. Northeastern Research Station
publications and data sets, “Forest Inventory and Analysis” (FIA) data and “Forest Health Monitoring”
(FHM) program data from the ANF provide a way to fill gaps in the information available from CDS. For
example, an analysis of 168 Forest Health Monitoring plots on the Allegheny collected between 2000 and
2001 provides estimates of forest wide average Site Indexes by Forest Type Groups.

The collection and preparation of supplemental stand inventories for use in plan revision started as far back as
1998. A series of tree mortality events occurred across the ANF just prior to this time. A post mortality
inventory project collected data on 5,655 acres spread across the ANF. Inventories focused on stands where
inventories collected prior to the mortality provide comparison. An analysis of stands comparing conditions
before and after mortality data provides a way to predict current conditions in other stands that have no recent
surveys.

Few surveys existed for young stands on the ANF. An inventory, in 1999 and 2000, on 4,097 acres focused
on stands between 10 and 40 years of age.

Several large blocks of the ANF totaling about 30,000 acres have not been inventoried within the last few
decades. An inventory, in 2002, focus on these blocks by randomly selected stands totaling 6,531 acres.
These areas are: the National Recreation Areas and Wilderness. Other surveys collected by the Forestry
Science Lab provide an opportunity to characterize the Tionesta Research Natural and Scenic Areas. This
project used the Most Similar Neighbor Program methodology (Crookston et al. 2002) to assign stand level
characteristic to stands not inventoried.

During the period leading up to the “Notice of Intent”, data checks and corrections fixed missing values and
errors in the data stored in the CDS database. Evaluation of stand inventories insured overall quality. This
evaluation looked for missing critical information and illogical relationships between two or more items.

A separate electronic storage location, created in May of 2004, contains the data used for the Forest Plan
Revision analysis. This data derives from information copied from the Allegheny’s production CDS
database, operationally “frozen-in-time”. This information includes stand level characteristics for all stands
identified on the Allegheny and any associated stand level inventories.

Population Stratification

Stratification of stand inventories follows that used to classify all forested areas across the ANF. This
approach allows yield results to be assigned to corresponding analysis area acres used in the Spectrum
decision support model. This stratification segments the population of inventories based on Forest Type, Age
Class and Stocking Class. It does not use Suitability Class, Management Area or Riparian Class.

Forest Type Groups
A string of five characters makes up the Coding of each stratum. The first two characters of the strata’s code

indicate the forest type group. The forest type, calculated directly from a stand’s tree list, determines the
forest type group assignment. The table below lists the Forest Type Groups and their codes:
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Table B-3. Forest Type Group Codes

FOREST TYPE GROUP YT - CODE
characters 1 + 2

Allegheny Hardwood AL
Aspen AS
Conifer CF
Hemlock HM
Northern Hardwood NR

Oak OK
Upland Hardwood UpP

Age Groups

The third character of the strata’s code indicates the assigned Age Group (in years). The Age Group includes
a range of stand effective ages. The NE Experimental Station in their “SILVAH” stand analysis system®
provides the methodology to calculated effective age. The calculation of a tree’s effective age uses diameters
from a stand’s tree list and estimates the years for a tree to grow its current diameter. The calculation of a
stand’s effective age of a stand averages the effective age of all trees in the stand. The table below lists the
Age Groups and their codes.

Table B-4. Age Group Codes

AGE GROUPS YT - CODE
(Years) DESCRIPTION character 3
00-50 young-3rd growth Y
51-180 established-2nd growth E

181 + old-1st growth 0
Stocking Groups

The fourth character of the strata’s code indicates the assigned stocking group. Calculated directly the stand’s
tree list, Relative density provides an estimate of how close a stand is to an average maximum density (100
percent), regardless to tree size or species composition. SILVAH provides the methodology for calculating
relative density. The table below lists the Stocking Groups and their codes:

! Marquis, David A.; Ernst, Richard L.; Stout, Susan L. 1992 Prescribing silvicultural treatments in hardwood
stands of the Alleghenies. (Revised). Gen. Tech. Rep. NE-96. Broomall, PA: U. S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Northeastern Forest Experimental Station. 101 p.
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Table B-5. Stocking Group Codes

STOCKING YT - CODE
GROUP DESCRIPTION character 4
00-16 Low L
17 - 44 Low L
45 - 60 Moderate M
6174 Moderate M
75+ High H

Stocking Stagnation Issues

The fifth character of the strata’s code indicates a stand’s Stocking Stagnation designation. This designation
depends whether a stand’s low to moderate stocking is due to its location on unsuitable lands. The table
below lists the Stocking Stagnation codes:

Table B-6. Stocking Stagnation Codes

STOCKING YT - CODE
STAGNATION DESCRIPTION character 5
low to moderately

stocked on

unsuitable lands Yes Y

not the above No N

Tree List Selection

Selection of an inventory for use in yield table development depends on the initial strata assignment. The
target of selecting 15 inventories randomly from within distinct 10 year age groups promotes an even
distribution of samples. Selection of all stands in an age group occurs if there are less than 15 inventories in
that 10 year age class. Due to an unintended quirk in the program used to select stands, the selection resulted
in 16 stands in some categories.

Yield Table Strata Collapse

The collapse of initial strata, into larger populations, reduces the number of strata to analyze. The symbol “+”
replacing one or more characters of the final coding indicates more than one original sub-population being
collapsed to make up the new strata. An “A” replacing a character of the final coding indicates all sub-
populations are collapsed to make up the new strata. The table below documents how strata are collapsed.
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Table B-7. Collapsed Strata Codes

Final Initial Forest Type Groups Age Stocking Stagnation
YT Coding YT Coding Range Range Values
No Change ALEHN AL 051 180 | 75+ N
No Change ALELN AL 051 180 | 00 44 N
No Change ALYAN AL 000 050 | ALL N
No Change NRYAN NR 000 050 | ALL N
No Change OKYAN OK 000 050 | ALL N
No Change UPYAN UP 000 050 | ALL N
++ELN OKELN NR, OK, UP 051 180 | 00 44 N
++ELN NRELN NR, OK, UP 051 180 | 00 44 N
++ELN UPELN NR, OK, UP 051 180 | 00 44 N
++ELY ALELY AL, NR, OK, UP 051 180 | 00 44 Y
++ELY NRELY AL, NR, OK, UP 051 180 | 00 44 Y
++ELY OKELY AL, NR, OK, UP 051 180 | 00 44 Y
++ELY UPELY AL, NR, OK, UP 051 180 | 00 44 Y
ASAAN ASEHN AS ALL ALL N
ASAAN ASELN AS ALL ALL N
ASAAN ASEMN AS ALL ALL N
ASAAN ASYAN AS ALL ALL N
CFAAN CFEHN CF ALL ALL N
CFAAN CFELN CF ALL ALL N
CFAAN CFEMN CF ALL ALL N
CFAAN CFYAN CF ALL ALL N
HMAAN HMEHN HM ALL ALL N
HMAAN HMELN HM ALL ALL N
HMAAN HMEMN HM ALL ALL N
HMAAN HMOHN HM ALL ALL N
HMAAN HMYAN HM ALL ALL N
NR+HN NREHN NR 51+ 75+ N
NR+HN NROHN NR 51+ 75+ N
UP+HN UPEHN UpP 51+ 75+ N
UP+HN UPOHN UpP 51+ 75+ N
OKE+N OKEHN OK 051 180 | 45+ N
OKE+N OKEMN OK 051 180 | 45+ N
OKE+N OKEMY OK 051 180 | 45+ N
ALEMA ALEMN AL 051 180 | 45 74 ALL
ALEMA ALEMY AL 051 180 | 45 74 ALL
NREMA NREMN NR 051 180 | 45 74 ALL
NREMA NREMY NR 051 180 | 45 74 ALL
UPEMA UPEMN UP 051 180 | 45 74 ALL
UPEMA UPEMY UP 051 180 | 45 74 ALL
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Controlling Stand Dynamics

In FVS simulations, software commands control interactions between trees. These commands adjust FVS
outputs to reflect a range of stand conditions observed locally. The following list shows the factors
incorporated into this modeling:

Site Index and Site Species by Forest Type

Maximum diameter and height by tree species

Maximum basal area by Forest Type Group

Diameter Distribution Control

Mortality rates by diameter and species

Ingrowth of small diameter trees by Forest Type Group

Mortality and sprouting patterns expected from American beech trees responding to Beech Bark
Disease

Utilization, Product and Value Class Assignments

The Eastern Region of the Forest Service uses the cubic foot as its official unit of measure for the volume of
wood. A cubic foot constitutes a block of wood 12 inches on a side. Loading of volumes into Spectrum
include only Thousands of cubic feet (MCF).

Total net merchantable MCF of wood that exists at a given moment of time defines the standing inventory.
Rates of defect used in the simulation come from those observed on ANF timber sales. During harvest, not
all trees are cut; the total net MCF of wood for trees cut make up the harvest volume.

The net merchantable MCF varies based on utilization standards. Utilization standards built into the
simulations are simplified from the actual ANF standards.

The value class assignment for each species depends on several levels of classifications. The first level is
non-commercial versus commercial. If commercial, then can the species produce pulpwood only, or produce
both sawtimber and pulpwood.

The final classification assigns a value group. Value groups break down by historic bid prices. They differ
by their averaged selling price over several years. Volume outputs are calculated by these categories and
included in the yield tables.

Defects Assignments
An analysis of timber sale cruise tree measurements provide defect values by 5 inch diameter class. Cruise

tree defects are measured by eight foot log segments. A conversion of these defect measurements provide
values in terms of whole tree defects.

Computed Variables
Canopy Cover
The assignment of habitat structural stages in Spectrum depends on the relationship of two dependant

variables (canopy cover and dominant layer). Stand percent canopy cover relates the percentage of the
ground area that is directly covered with tree crowns. Tree diameter provides a basis for estimating crown
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radius. Crown area calculations use the formula for a circle. In each model period, for each simulated stand,
canopy closure estimates are calculated for all trees and for five ranges of tree diameter. These calculations
take into account the expected overlap of crowns in a forest canopy.

Calculated Canopy Covers characterize each stand. Canopy layers disaggregate into five inch diameter
classes. Canopy cover is calculated for each layer. Each period of a simulation has its own calculated
average total and average per layer canopy cover for all stands modeled in that period. The table below lists
the tree diameter ranges for each layer:

Table B-8. Canopy Layer Tree Diameter Ranges

Minimum Maximum

Layer Diameter Diameter
1 0 5

2 6 10

3 11 15

4 16 20

5 21 99

Dominant Layer

The assignment of habitat structural stage in Spectrum requires a second dependant variable called Dominant
Layer. The Dominant Layer class assignment for each simulated stand, in each modeling period, reflects the
layer with the greatest canopy cover. Each period of a simulation receives its designation based on the most

common Dominant Layer observed for all stands modeled in a period.

Prescription Design

Not all prescriptions proposed for use in an alternative considered as part of plan revision get modeled.
Modeling selection include both even-aged (IH and RH) and uneven-aged prescriptions. (R2). The following
list shows the prescriptions simulated to develop yield tables:

Measured Condition (MC)

Natural Growth (NG)

Regeneration Harvest (RH)

Intermediate Harvest (IH) followed by regeneration
Accelerate/Restore Understory Mature Forest Condition (R2)

The MC simulations include only one ten-year cycle. Their results provide estimates of existing stand
conditions. The MC simulations, when compared against other local sources of information, confirm that
FVS simulation outputs are reasonable. Comparison of differences provides adjustment factors, used in the
Spectrum model to modify yields.

The NG simulations include 15 ten-year cycles. These simulations estimate stand growth, but unlike the rest
of the simulations, do not include harvesting. These simulations calculate stand conditions over the entire
planning horizon for stands with no cutting.

Allegheny National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement B-13



Appendix B. Description of the Analysis Process

The RH, IH and R2 simulations also include 15 ten-year cycles. Different management intensities for each
prescription vary by the number of intermediate harvests (thinnings). The table below lists a list of the base
simulations conducted.

Table B-9. Base Simulations

Rx Silvicultural Applicable Forest

Type System Thins Type Groups Description

MC n/a 0 All The Measured Condition

NG n/a 0 All Natural Growth
Even-aged 1 ALNR,OK,UP Intermediate Harvest, Regeneration

IH Harvests follow 1 thinning
Even-aged 2 AL,HM,NR,OK,U | Intermediate Harvest , Regeneration

IH P Harvests follow 2 thinnings
Even-aged 4 CF Intermediate Harvest , Regeneration

IH Harvests follow 4 thinnings

Even-aged 0 AL,NR,OK,UP Regeneration Harvest , Regeneration
RH Harvests with no thinning
Uneven-aged 1 AL,NR,OK,UP Restore Mature Character , Group Selection
R2 follow 1 thinning
Uneven-aged 0 AL,NR,OK,UP Restore Mature Character , Group Selection
R2 with no thinning

Variations on the base simulation differ by increasing the age at which treatments are implemented. Each
variant changes the treatment age in increments of 10 years. These changes affect all commercial harvest
treatments. The base simulation receives a timing option the label 00. The subsequent timing option labels
indicate the number of 10 year increments added to the base simulation ages. For example, timing option 02
adds 20 years to the age at which each treatment initiates. The table below lists Timing Options used by
Prescription Type.

Table B-10. Timing Options by Prescription Type

Rx

Type Thinnings | Timing Options
MC 0 n/a

NG 0 n/a

IH 1 00, 01

IH 2 00, 01

IH 4 00, 01

RH 0 00, 03, 06, 09

R2 1 00, 01, 02, 03

R2 0 00, 01, 02, 03, 04

Setting various software command variables determines the Harvest sequences within a simulation. The list
below contains examples of these variables:

Stand age after which a treatment may occur

Stand Density Index that indicated the need for a treatment

Target Stand Density Index as the result of a treatment

Maximum Stand Density Index reduction allowed through a treatment
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e Percent of the stand affected by the treatment
o Retention or cutting preference for individual species during treatment
e Species, amount and size of seedlings added after mortality or treatment

Agency Direction Related to Culmination of Mean Annual Increment

The analysis of the NG simulation by strata indicates the age at which culmination of mean annual increment
(CMAI) of growth is reached. For a tree or stand of trees, the average annual increment reaches it maximum
at the CMAI. CMAI coincides precisely with the age at which the current annual increment equals the mean
annual increment of the stand and thereby defines the rotation of a fully stocked stand that yields the
maximum volume growth. Basing minimum rotation age on when volume production equivalent to at least
95 percent of the CMAI meets current manual direction.

Manual direction (FSM1921.17f) states:

NFMA requires that even-aged stands of trees scheduled for regeneration harvest during the planning
period have generally reached culmination of mean annual increment of growth (16 U.S.C. 1604
(m)(1)). This requirement applies to regeneration harvest of even-aged stands on areas identified as
generally suitable for timber harvest. The culmination of mean annual increment of growth
requirement does not apply to:

1. Cutting for experimental or research purposes
2. Non-regeneration harvests, such as thinning or other stand improvement measures
3. Management of uneven-aged stands or to stands under uneven-aged silvicultural systems, or

4. Salvage or sanitation harvesting of timber stands.

A plan must identify categories of activities that are exceptions to the culmination of mean annual
increment if necessary to meet resource objectives such as wildlife habitat enhancement, visual
enhancement, or riparian area improvement. Exceptions to the culmination of mean annual increment
requirement and the reasons for these exceptions must be specifically disclosed during the public
collaboration and participation process when developing, amending, or revising plans.

Handbook direction (FSH2409.13, 32.1) states:

Rotation ages must meet the requirement that all even-aged stands scheduled for harvest generally
will have reached the culmination of mean annual increment (CMAI) of growth. Permit the harvest
of trees or stands before CMAI for: (1) sound silvicultural practices such as thinnings or other stand
improvement measures; (2) salvage or sanitation harvesting of stands substantially damaged by fire,
windthrow, or other catastrophes, or stands that are in imminent danger from insect or disease attack;
(3) experimental and research purposes; and (4) removal of particular species of trees, after
consideration of the multiple-use objectives of the forest plan alternative.

Base the determination of CMAI on the yield from regeneration harvest and any additional yields
from intermediate harvests, consistent with the selected management prescription. In general, base
minimum rotation age on the length of time required to achieve volume production equivalent to at
least 95 percent of CMAI as expressed in cubic measure.
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Generally, final even-aged regeneration occurs after the indicated minimum rotation age. CMAI
requirements do not apply in some situations. Regenerating of low stocked stands returns suitable land to full
stocking, through salvage harvests. Regenerating aspen stands meet other Forest Plan objectives. Uneven-
aged prescriptions have an explicit exemption. The table below summarizes the pattern of identified
minimum rotation ages for each Forest Type Group for different strata and different harvest intensities.

Table B-11. Minimum Rotation Ages for Even-Aged Prescriptions

Unthinned Thinned?
Forest
Type Age Age Age Age
Group Group | Group | Group | Group

E Y E Y
AL 60 60 70 80
AS® n/a n/a n/a n/a
CF 50 n/a 90* n/a
HM 60 n/a 70° n/a
NH 60 60 80 80
OK 70 60 80 80
UP 70 50 70 80

Stand Density Index

The publication by Reineke, L. H. 1933. Perfecting a stand density index for even-aged forests. Journal of
Agricultural Research 46(7):627-638 introduced the concept of Stand Density Index (SDI). SDI conveys a
measure of stand stocking, in terms of an equivalent number of 10 inch diameter trees per acre. SDI
calculates transform individual tree measurements, no matter what their diameters are, to a measure that is
used to compare one stand to another.

Interpolating trees per acre values from appropriate stocking charts determines the assignment of Upper and
lower stocking levels (in terms of SDI), by Forest Type Group. The SDI used to trigger a commercial
thinning corresponds to the A-level on a given chart. The SDI used as the target stocking for partial cuts
corresponds to the B-level.

2 More than one thinning pushes final harvest age out by 10 years for existing, 20 years for regenerated and northern
hardwood stands.

® The listed rotation ages for aspen stands accomplish landscape wildlife habitat objectives for a young aspen
component.

* Conifer assumes four thinnings occur.

> Hemlock assumes two thinnings occur.
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Table B-12. SDI Cutting Targets by Forest Type Group

Forest Type A- B- Stock Chart/Guide Reference
Group level | level
SDI SDI
AL® 310 180 Roach, Benjamin A. 1977. A stocking guide for Allegheny hardwoods

and its use in controlling intermediate cuttings. USDA For. Serv. Res.
Pap. NE-373, 30 p. Northeast. For. Exp. Stn., Broomall, Pa.

CF 350 160 Benzie, John W. 1977. Manager's handbook for red pine in the north-
central states. General Technical Report NC-33. St. Paul, MN: U.S.
Dept. of Agriculture, Forest Service, North Central Forest Experiment
Station.

HM 305 200 McManus, Katherine A.; Shields, Kathleen S.; Souto, Dennis R. 1999.
Proceedings: Symposium on Sustainable Management of Hemlock
Ecosystems in Eastern North America. Gen. Tech. Rep. NE-267.
Durham, NH: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service,
Northeast Research Station.

NR 225 120 Leak, William B.; Solomon, Dale S.; DeBald, Paul S. 1987.
Silvicultural guide for northern hardwood types in the Northeast
(revised). Res. Pap. NE-603. Broomall, PA: U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Northeastern Forest Experiment Station.

OK 215 120 Roach, B.A.; Gingrich, S.F. 1968. Even-aged silviculture for upland
central hardwoods. Agric. Handbook 355. Upper Darby, PA: U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Northeastern Forest
Experiment Station.

upP’ 270 160 Roach, Benjamin A. 1977. A stocking guide for Allegheny hardwoods
and its use in controlling intermediate cuttings. USDA For. Serv. Res.
Pap. NE-373, 30 p. Northeast. For. Exp. Stn., Broomall, Pa.

Maximum Thinning Percent

In the case of overstocked stands, thinning down to the identify target SDI may be too severe. The practical
application of thinning limits cutting to no more that 35% of the standing live stocking, as measured by
relative density. Simulations limit thinning to no more than 35% of the standing live stocking, as measured
by SDI.

Species Retention

In certain Forest Type Groups, the stocking of critical tree species should not decrease during even-aged
treatments (IH and RH prescriptions) to a point that would change the Forest Type of the stand. Simulations
conducted on the AL, NR and UP Forest Type Groups control Black Cherry stocking. Simulations on the
HM group control Eastern Hemlock stocking. Simulations on the OK Group control the total stocking of all
oaks. And, simulations on the CF Group control the total stocking of all conifers.

Cutting Preference by Species
Each simulation includes removal preference for certain species. These preferences affect the order in which

trees are selected for removal during harvest. Trees records with the highest removal priority go first,
followed by those of lower priority until the objectives of the cutting are reached. If a preference is not

® Stocking on average includes 60 % cherry-ash-poplar

" Stocking on average includes 30 % cherry-ash-poplar
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explicitly set, the default value is 0 (zero). A positive value increases the chance for tree removal and a
negative value increases the chance for tree retention.

Seedling Response in Groups for the R2 Prescription

The R2 is the only uneven-aged prescription simulated. Even-aged simulations end at the point of
regenerated, and therefore do not add seedlings. In contrast, Uneven-aged simulations include the
introduction of seedlings.

Regeneration in uneven-aged simulations does not occur all at once. After each group selection cut, seedlings
are added to the simulation.

Using Simulation Output in Spectrum

For the IH and RH prescriptions, the initial yield tables generated during the base simulations do not go
directly into Spectrum. An analysis of their results provides the proportion of the standing inventory volume
harvested, in each step of an even-aged regeneration harvest sequence.

The tables actually used in Spectrum for these prescriptions are called “Run-out” yield tables. “Run-out”
yield tables contain standing inventory and thin volumes were appropriate, but not final harvest volumes.
Spectrum uses these tables to provide flexibility in selecting final harvest times. When the minimum
allowable age is reached, Spectrum can then calculate yields for the final harvest for any period by applying
the proportion to the standing inventory volume.

Copies of the NG simulation tables for each Forest Type Group are used as “run-out” tables for the even-aged
prescription without thins (RH). Customized simulations, that include only the thinning treatment(s), provide
“Run-out” tables for the other even-age prescriptions (IH).

The base and timing option simulations for the R2 prescription load directly into Spectrum. Standing
inventory volumes and harvest volumes are listed separately, and used were applicable.

Comparing FVS Volume Output to Other Sources

The table below lists the standing cubic feet per acre at age 100 for some of the major stratum taken from the
MC simulations as loaded into the Spectrum decision support model.

Table B-13. Standing Inventory Volumes at Age 100 from FVS Simulations

Stratum Code MCF at Age 100

ALEHN 4558
CFAAN 3984
HMAAN 3784
NR+HN 3639
OKE+N 3893
UP+HN 4130

An analysis of MC simulations provides an estimate of how well FVS calculates timber volumes. The ANF
has extensive experience analyzing its stand inventories with the SILVAH software program and feels
comfortable with its ability to predict volumes. The same stand inventories simulated in FVS are run through
the SILVAH software. A comparison of the two sets of simulations shows similar relationships between
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stand age and live volume. The table below lists the average fractional difference between calculated cubic
volume from FVS and SILVAH. The Spectrum model uses these values as volume modifiers for each forest

type group.

Table B-14. Differences Between FVS Simulations and SILVAH Simulations

Forest Type Group Average Fractional Difference
AL 1.04
CF 1.45
HM 1.04
NR 0.95
OK 0.88
UP 0.91

The table below lists recent volumes (cubic feet per acre) from ANF non-salvage timber sales, broken out by
treatment type.

Table B-15. Harvest VVolumes by Average Stand Diameter from Timber Sales

Cutting Type Total of

Stand Average Overstory Shelterwood All Cut
Diameter Removal Seed Cut Thinning Types
14 700 500 1200

15 3100 681 900 4681

16 2100 751 880 3731

17 2317 876 700 3893

18 2013 767 2780

19 1673 1673

20 1150 1150

Recent cut volumes do not directly compare to the standing volume figures taken from the MC simulation. If
you add the harvest volumes from a standard sequence of treatments (thinning, seed cut then removal cut),
then it is reasonable to conclude that these harvest volumes can result from treating stands with the listed
initial standing volumes. This fact adds credence to the stand volumes generated by the FVS simulations.

Yield Table Substitutions, Modifications and Adjustments

An evaluation of FVS generated yield tables determined if their results look reasonable. Comparison on
simulations run for the entire planning horizon with the MC simulations other provides one measure. This
comparison shows reasonable stand characteristics are maintained over time.

In some cases, the ANF modified FVS generated yield tables to adjust dependent variables that do not look
reasonable. Modifications include the removed Asymmetrical variates by normalization of the relationship
between dependant and independent variables. Modifications made to some dependent variables act to
maintain their relationship with another variable after modification of that variable.

Some times, the application of simple factors adjusts yield table values. In other cases where little or no data
is available for the stratum, one stratum’s yield table substitutes for another. For some cases, substitution of a
table is followed by an adjustment, to reflect reasonable stand characteristics for the new population.
Modifications of both standing inventory and harvest values for dependent variables like cubic volume, board
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foot sawtimber volume, canopy cover and dominant layer are included as part of these changes. Several
examples of these changes to yield tables are:

Since there is almost no inventory data available for the analysis of Aspen stands, a yield table
developed for the Upland Hardwood Forest Type Group act as surrogate. A “run-out” table for the
Upland Hardwood young growth stratum (UPYAN), based on the NG simulation yield table, stands
in for the Aspen clearcut prescription.

The NG simulations for Moderately Stocked (45%-74%) stands do not adequately portray local
conditions. Therefore, High Stocked (75%+) tables from the same Forest Type Group substitute for
Moderately Stocked (45%-74%) yield tables, after being adjusted downward using a factor to account
for the lower stocking.

Canopy Cover and Dominant Layer values in the R2 Prescription simulations do not reflect the
midstory and overstory canopy dynamics of interest when trying to evaluate habitat structural stages.
Manual changes to these yield tables eliminate the unwanted influence of seeding canopy cover on
these variables.

FVS Simulation Board Foot of Sawtimber to Cubic Foot Relationships

To simplify the complex process of setting up the Spectrum decision support mode, the ANF only loads MCF
wood volume values directly into the Spectrum decision support model. The local timber industry uses
Thousands of board feet (MBF) as another measure of volume. The ANF estimates MBF of sawtimber within
Spectrum by converting total MCF. An analysis of MC simulations provides a set of conversion factors. The
analysis also provides factors for each combination of Dominant Layer and Forest Type Group combination.
The table below lists the results.

Table B-16. Calculated MCF to MBF Conversion Factors

DOM LAYER AL CF HM NR OK UP ++
1(07-5" No Data | NoData | No Data | No Data | No Data | No Data | No Data
2(67-10" 1.312 1.644 | No Data 1.299 1.994 1.691 | No Data
3(117-15") 3.124 3.981 3.520 3.087 2.843 3.215 3.686
4 (16” - 20") 4.305 | NoData | NoData | No Data | No Data | No Data 4.294
5 (> 20" 4.897 5.555 5.521 5.019 4.471 4.909 | No Data

Spectrum needs a complete set of conversion factors. Certain combinations of Dominant Layer and Forest
Type Groups do not occur in the data representing the measured condition. The table below lists values for
the missing combinations (No Data) based on interpolation and professional judgment, for use in Spectrum.
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Table B-17. Assigned MCF to MBF Conversion Factors

DOM LAYER AL CF HM NR OK uP ++
1(0"-5" 0.000 |  0.000 0.000 |  0.000 0.000 |  0.000 0.000
2(6”-10”) 1.600 1.500
3 (117 - 15”)

4 (16” - 20”) 5.000 5000 | 4300 | 4.000|  4.300

5 (> 207 5.000

The table below lists recent ANF sawtimber board feet to total merchantable cubic feet ratios from non-
salvage timber sales:

Table B-18. MCF to MBF Ratios from Timber Sales

Stand Average Forest Type Group

Diameter AL CF NR OK UP
16 3.599 3.676 2.753 3.507 3.361
17 4.197 4.482 4,701 4.263
18 4,782 4.426 4.820 4.368
19 4772 4.849 4,735
20 5.119

Recent cut sawtimber board feet to total cubic feet ratios compare well to the proposed conversion factors
calculated from the FVS simulations. This too adds credence to the stand volumes generated by the FVS
simulations.

FVS Simulation Board Foot Equivalents to Cubic Foot Relationships

Normally, measures of MBF do not include pulpwood volume, since lumber can not be cut from it. When
talking about Allowable Sale Quantity for Forest Planning purposes, it can be misleading to talk only of
sawtimber MBF volumes. This value does not account for the pulpwood volume in the same way that MCF
does.

Board feet equivalents displays merchantable volume using one number, as does MCF. To calculate MBF-
equivalents from MCF, the ANF uses an average ratio observed between MBF and the MCF of sawtimber.
An analysis of the MC simulations indicates a ratio across all forest type groups of approximately 6.3 MBF
equivalents for each MCF. The table below lists Total Board Foot Equivalents to Cubic Foot Ratios from
recent ANF non-salvage timber sales.

Table b-19. MBF to MCF Ratios from Non-Salvage Timber Sales

Forest Type Groups Ratio
AL 6.50
CF 6.27
NR 6.57
OK 6.56
UpP 6.46
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The Board Foot Equivalents to Cubic Foot Ratios from ANF sales are higher than those observed in the FVS
simulations. If the FVS ratio is used to predict MBF equivalents, it will be a conservative estimate.

Shelterwood Seed Cut and Removal Proportions

Base on an analysis of post harvest leave tree surveys, 10 percent of initial standing volume prior to the
Shelterwood Seed Cut remains as residual volume, after the Shelterwood Removal. This assumption is based
on five percent of an average cut unit remains in reserve areas. The basal area stays unchanged in these
reserve areas. However, if you re-calculate this basal area in terms of the total area in the cut unit, you get 6.8
square feet per acre. Outside of reserve areas, the basal area of individual reserve trees left in the cut unit
averages 11.6 square feet. If you add the two types of reserve trees together, there are about 15 trees/acre left
across the entire cut unit. Reserve areas contain 37 percent of that total.

Analyzing outputs from full RH simulations show approximately 11 percent of the initial live cubic volume
left in reserve trees, prior to regeneration treatments. Proportions used in Spectrum for Shelterwood Seed and
Removal cuts, assumes 90 percent of the live volume removed by the two entries together.

RH simulations of fully stocked stands show a 30/70 percent split of the total harvested volume between the
Shelterwood Seed and Shelterwood Removal cut harvest volumes. Distributing these harvest volume
percents by the percent volume removed generates a 27/63 percent split. Shelterwood Seed Cuts take twenty-
seven (27) percent of the initial standing volume. Removal Cuts take another 63 percent. This leaves 10
percent in reserve trees.

Spectrum Model Overview
Forest planning analysis problem is stated as follows:

Given a fixed area of land, what activities should be allowed on each land unit over the next 150 years to
achieve the desired future conditions and still meet all physical, operational and regulatory constraints?

To do this, Forest land area is divided into smaller homogeneous areas called analysis units. The planning
horizon of 150 years is divided into fifteen 10-year decades. A computer program called SPECTRUM
analyzes forest-planning alternatives.

SPECTRUM is a decision support model, developed and supported by the USDA, Forest Service, which can
simultaneously analyze trade offs between many goals, constraints, management activities, timing options and
land types, which are necessary to manage a large forest. SPECTRUM uses a linear program software
package to generate a matrix, and another software program called C-Whiz solves the matrix. Output files are
created and those output files are used to generate the reports. Figure b-1 provides a process flow diagram of
the timber harvest schedule modeling process.

The Allegheny National Forest utilized a Model 2 configuration of SPECTRUM. The primary difference
between a typical Model 1 configuration and a Model 2 configuration is the ability to transfer acreages to new
decision variables with different attributes. In a Model 1 configuration an acre of land retains the attributes
(with the exception of age) it starts with throughout the planning horizon; however, in a Model 2
configuration, the original or existing acreage with the original attributes lasts only for the life of the stand,
and then it is transferred to a new transfer class with new defined attributes.

Prior to SPECTRUM analysis considerable work was done to prepare data for input into the SPECTRUM
model. This work included the following:

= identification of lands tentatively suitable for timber harvest (per 36 CFR 219.14);
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= analysis unit development;

= timber yield table development using the Forest Vegetation Simulator (FVS);
= schedule of timber harvest;

= reforestation activities;

= economic information development;

= management prescription development; and

= determination of suitable acreage within each alternative.

The current and draft revised Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines (S&G) provides a framework for
constraints, design of analysis units and development of possible timber management actions. Costs
associated with various harvest activities and revenue from timber sales by product were additional inputs to
the model. Outputs from the timber harvest schedule model included an allowable sale quantity (ASQ) for
each alternative, timber management schedules to achieve each ASQ, and some indicators to track specific
types of wildlife habitat. The analysis uses acreage figures derived from Geographic Information System
(GIS) data.

Figure B-1 - Timber Harvest Schedule Model - Process Overview
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Common Assumptions Used
The model(s) were “built” based on several Assumptions:

The Forest Land Management Plan (Plan) will be a strategic Plan that will guide broad land-based decisions
to implement certain Goals and Objectives.

“On-the-ground” decisions will utilize standards and guidelines of the Plan and implementation guides to
meet goals and objectives of the strategic Forest Plan.

Models used in this analysis are sufficient for strategic planning.

Each alternative would use the same standards and guidelines and that only the area of land allocated to a
Management Prescription would vary. Each alternative uses the same suitable timberlands for the Timber
Harvest Scheduling analysis.

Model Layers

Model layers were dictated by the GIS analysis units and yield tables, and the associated attributes were
developed for the model to provide consistency with the GIS and yield table data. Six layers were used in
each model Alternative as well as the Bench Mark Spectrum Runs. Layer 1 is the forest or land type, Layer 2
is the Age Class, Layer 3 is the Stocking Class, Layer 4 is Suitability Class, Layer 5 is the Management Area,
and Layer 6 is the Riparian Class. Any unique combination of these layers defines an analysis unit. The layers
and important attributes used in the Bench Mark and Alternatives are tabulated in Tables b-20 through b-25.
Although groups of the attributes were often used within the model, they are not specified here.

The following tables and acreages are the model inputs. They include all suitable timber land (they may not
total due to rounding errors). The actual land base is adjusted based on management area designations in the
model. This is reflected in model outputs, not here.

Suitable timber land has been grouped into eight forest type groups. They are defined as having greater than
fifty percent of its basal area in the major species of that group. The mixed group catches those that don’t fall
into any other category.

Table B-20 — Layer 1, acres of suitable forest by forest type

CLASS ATTRIBUTE | ACRES MAJOR SPECIES
Allegheny Hardwoods | AL 123013 | Black cherry, yellow-poplar, white ash
Aspen AS 2535 | Bigtooth and quaking aspen
Conifer CF 9819 | All conifers except hemlock
Hemlock HM 9021 | Eastern hemlock
Mixed (NR, OK, UP) | MIX 8690 | All others
Northern Hardwoods | NR 69398 | Sugar maple, beech, yellow birch, hemlock
Oak OK 72874 | All oak species
Red maple, black cherry, yellow-poplar, white ash,
Upland Hardwoods UP 147318 | Basswood, cucumbertree, black birch

Futher, these lands were categorized by age class into ten year increments. Where available data represented
other than the base year, age was adjusted to reflect the current condition. The model will continue to grow
each stand until a final harvest resets it to zero.
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Table B-21 —Layer 2, acres of suitable forest by age class

AGE ATTRIBUTE 1 | ATTRIBUTE 2 ACRES
0-10 0-10 AC1 10280
11-20 11-20 AC2 22948
21-30 21-30 AC3 10518
31-40 31-40 AC4 12827
41-50 41-50 AC5 3178
51-60 51-60 AC6 7939
61-70 61-70 AC7 29028
71-80 71-80 AC8 76604
81-90 81-90 AC9 110867
91-100 91-100 AC10 100705
101-110 110 AC11 41777
111-120 120 AC12 9025
121-130 130 AC13 2376
131-140 140 AC14 659
141-150 150 AC15 84
151+ * AC16 3312
Age Classes were expanded to 310+ in 10 year increments
Stocking levels are assigned to one of four categories (all, low, moderate. high).

Table B-22— Layer 3

Layer 3 — Stocking Class ATTRIBUTE ACRES
All 0-75+% 79490
Low 0-44% 15429
Moderate 45-74% 105548
High 75+% 242202

Each analysis unit was further delineated by existing suitability. Non-forest areas include water, developed

recreation sites, etc. The non-suitable category includes those areas currently withdrawn by Congress, the

Secretary of Agriculture or the Chief of the Forest Service and those acres not physically suited. Everything
else is deemed to be suitable forest land.

Table B-23 — Layer 4

Layer 4 - Suitability ATTRIBUTE | ACRES

Non -Forested NF 74173
Non - Suitable Forested NSF 54386
Suitable Forested SF 388282
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Table B-24 — Layer 5

Layer 5 - Management Area Attribute
MAL.0 MAL.0
MA2.1 MA2.1
MA2.2 MA2.2
MA3.0 MA3.0
MAG.1 MAG.1
MAG.2 MAG.2

Note: Other management areas are carried in the models; however, since they are not part of the
suitable land base, they are assigned to a minimum prescription.

The “riparian — no harvest” category removes a corridor along wilderness, remote and class a wild trout
streams from timber management actions. The rest of the riparian areas (33,526 acres) are available subject to
the applicable standards and guidelines. The non-riparian acres are not constrained by this attribute.

Table B-25 — Layer 6

Layer 6 — Riparian Class ATTRIBUTE ACRES

Riparian - no harvest RNC 1255

Riparian - allocated to harvest RC 33526

Non-Riparian NR 407887
ACTIVITIES

Activities in the models generally fall into two categories, reforestation and tracking. Reforestation activities
that were scheduled and accounted for in the model included: Site Preparation, Sale Administration, Sale
Preparation, Controlled Burning, Herbicide Treatment, Fencing, Pre-Commercial Thinning, Scarification,
Stocking Surveys and Fertilization. Reforestation activities in all cases had specific economic cost
information associated with them which varied by forest type and harvest treatment prescriptions. Tracking
activities were used to identify age classes and harvested acres. The activities and model attributes used in the
Bench Mark and Alternatives are tabulated in Tables b-26 through b-29.

Table b-26 Age Class

AGE CLASS ATTRIBUTE AGE CLASS ATTRIBUTE
age class 0-10 AC1 age class 81-90 AC9
age class 11-20 AC2 age class 91-100 AC10
age class 21-30 AC3 age class 101-110 AC11
age class 31-40 AC4 age class 111-120 AC12
age class 41-50 AC5 age class 121-130 AC13
age class 51-60 AC6 age class 131-140 AC14
age class 61-70 AC7 age class 141-150 AC15
age class 71-80 ACS8 age class 151 + AC16
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The reforestation activities table lists all available activities for areas that need to be regenerated. The model utilizes
various combinations of these activities based on prescription, forest type and the desired future condition.

Table B-27 — Reforestation Activities

REFORESTATION

ACTIVITY ATTRIBUTE
Controlled Burning BURN1
Fencing FENCE
Fertilization FERTILIZE
Herbicide Treatment HERBICIDE
Planting PLANT
Pre-Commercial Thinning PRETHIN
Release RELEASE
Sale Planning SALEPLAN
Sale Preparation SALEPREP
Sale Administration SALE ADM
Scarification SCARIFY
Site Preparation SITE PREP
Stocking Surveys STOCKSURVEY

Outputs

Outputs from the ANF models generally fall into these three categories: timber oriented, Indiana Bat habitat, and
Tracking . Components of commodity oriented outputs (Table b-28) are Timber volumes, Inventory, Annual Sale
Quantity, Stand Average Volume, and Long Term Sustained Yield. Timber volumes were analyzed using Harvest Board
Foot Equivalents, Harvest Board Foot — Saw Timber, and Millions of Cubic Feet.

Table B-28 — Commodity Outputs

COMMODITY OUTPUTS ATTRIBUTE

Harvest Board Foot Equivalents (MBF) HBd-Eq

Harvest Board Foot Saw TIMBER (MBF) | HBd-St

Inventory INV

Live Board Foot LBd

Long Term Sustained Yield LTSY

Stand Average Volume SAV

Annual Sale Quantity ASQ

Timber (MCF) ALL

Acres of Indiana Bat Habitat (Table b-29) for Non-Suitable, Optimal, and Satisfactory were effects that were
also tracked. Optimum Indiana Bat habitat is specified in the models as having a 50-80% canopy closure and
a dominant layer of 2-5. Suitable plus Optimal Indiana Bat Habitat is specified in the models as having 20-
100% canopy closure and a dominant layer of 2-5. Non-Suitable Indiana Bat Habitat was specified in the
model as having a Canopy Closure of less than 20 % and a dominant layer of 0-1.
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Table B-29 — Wildlife Outputs

WILDLIFE OUTPUTS ATTRIBUTE
Optimum Indiana Bat Habitat O-IBAT
Optimum + Satisfactory Indiana Bat Habitat S+0O_IBAT
Non-Suitable Indiana Bat Habitat NOT_IBAT
CONDITIONS

Conditions used in the models are the structural stages. Structural stages are defined in the model as: stage 0
has a canopy closure of 0-40% and a dominant layer of 1-5, stage 1 has a canopy closure of 40-100% and a
dominant layer of 0, stage 2 has a canopy closure of 40-100% and a dominant layer of 1, stage 30 has a
canopy closure of 70-100% and a dominant layer of 2, stage 3S has a canopy closure of 40-69% and a
dominant layer of 2, stage 4 has a canopy closure of 40-100% and a dominant layer of 3, stage 5 has a canopy
closure of 40-100% and a dominant layer of 4, stage 60 has a canopy closure of 60-100% and a dominant
layer of 5, stage 6S has a canopy closure of 40-59% and a dominant layer of 5, stage ALL has a canopy
closure of 0-100% and a dominant layer of 0-5, and stage OPEN has a canopy closure of 0-40% and a
dominant layer of 0. Early structural stages include canopy closures of 0-40% with a dominant layer of 0-5,
and 40-100% canopy closure with a dominant layer of 1 - 2. Mid structure stages have a canopy closure of 40-
100% with a dominant layer of 2 — 4, and late structure stages have a canopy closure of 40 — 100% with a
dominant layer of 5. The conditions and model attributes used in the Bench Marks and Alternatives are
tabulated in table b-30.

Table B-30 — Structural Stages

CANOPY
Structural Stages CLOSURE DOMINANT LAYER
Early Stage 0-40% 0-5
Mid Stage 40-100% 2-4
Late Stage 40-100% 5

Treatment types

Treatment types are used in the model to describe the different types of vegetation manipulation that can
occur. Several different types of treatments were used in the models dependent on forest type. Clear-cutting
was used for Aspen, Shelter-woods were used for all other forest types. Allegheny Hardwoods and Hemlock
were modeled as a one-step shelter-wood that has the seed-cut and the over-story removal occurring in the
same decade. All other forest types use a two-step shelter-wood with the seed-cut occurring in one decade
followed by the over-story removal in the next decade. Three two-step shelter-wood options are available by
forest type. A no-thin option which consists of a seed-cut followed by over-story removal, a one-thin option
followed by a seed-cut followed by the over-story removal, a two-thin option that is followed by a seed-cut
and over-story removal, and a four-thin option followed by the seed-cut and subsequent over-story removal.
The four-thin option is only used for the Conifer (Red Pine) forest type.  Regeneration occurs following the
over-story removal. Clear-cutting, one-step shelter-woods, and two-step shelter-woods access even-age
dependent yield tables. Time dependent un-even age yield table are accessed by the two other un-even aged
treatments. Two options are available for uneven age management treatments. The first is the un-even aged
transition cut followed by a group selection cut, and the second is a one thin option of the first. The treatments
and model attributes used in the Bench Marks and Alternatives are tabulated in table b-31.
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Table B-31 — Treatments

TREATMENT ATTRIBUTE
Clear-cut the existing stands CC-EX
Clear-cut the regenerated stand CC-Rgn
Over-story removal of the existing stand — 2 step shelter-wood — Final harvest OverE2
Over-story removal of the regenerated stand — 2 step shelter-wood — Final harvest OverR2
Prep-cut of the existing stand — 2 step shelter-wood PrepE2
Prep-cut of the existing stand — 2 step shelter-wood PrepR2
The first entry of selection cuts Sel-F
Latter entries of selection cuts Sel-L
Thinning in the existing stand ThnEst
Thinning in the regenerated stand ThnReg
Prep-cut and over-story removal of the existing stand— 1 step shelter-wood PO-Est
Prep-cut and over-story removal of the regenerated stand - 1 step shelter-wood PO-Reg
Group of all commercial treatment types ALLHAR
Group consisting of clear-cut existing and clear-cut regenerated stands CCEXRG
Group consisting of CC-EX, CC-Reg, PO-Est, PO-Reg, PrepE2, PrepR2 and Sel-F Econl
Group consisting of CC-ex, CC-Reg, overE2, OverR2, and Sel-L Econ2
Group consisting of OverE2, OverR2, PO-Est, and PO-Reg F Har
Group consisting of CC-EX, CC-Reg, PO-Est, PO-Reg, PrepE2, PrepR2, and Sel-F Harl
Group consisting of PO-Est, and PO-Reg PrepOV
Group consisting of CC-EX, CC-Reg, OverE2, OverR2, PO-Est, and PO-Reg Regen

Transfer Classes

Model 2 Transfer Classes are defined as forest stands that an existing forest type converts to upon
regeneration harvest. The Mixed Forest type composed of low stocked Northern Hardwoods, Oak, and
Upland Hardwoods is expected to convert to 25% Allegheny Hardwoods, 25% Northern Hardwoods, 25%
Oak, and 25% Upland Hardwoods. Allegheny Hardwoods are expected to convert to 90% Allegheny
Hardwoods and 10% Upland Hardwoods. Northern Hardwoods are expected to convert to 10% Northern
Hardwoods, 70% Upland Hardwoods, and 20% Allegheny Hardwoods. Oak is expected to convert to 90%
Oak, 5% Upland Hardwoods, and 5% Allegheny Hardwoods. Upland Hardwoods are expected to convert to
80% Upland Hardwoods, and 20% Allegheny Hardwoods. Hemlock is expected to convert to 20% Hemlock
and 80% Upland Hardwoods. Conifers and Aspen are not expected to convert.
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Table-B-32 Model 2 Transfers

Transfer Transfer
Existing | Class Proportion Existing | Class Proportion
MIX AL 0.25 UP UP 0.8
NR 0.25 AL 0.2
OK 0.25
UP 0.25
AL AL 0.9 HM HM 0.2
uUpP 0.1 UP 0.8
NR NR 0.1 AS AS 1.0
up 0.7
AL 0.2
OK OK 0.9 CF CF 1.0
UP 0.05
AL 0.05

Management Action Definitions

Management actions definitions are composed of two components. The first is the management emphasis, and
in the ANF models the emphasis corresponds to the Management areas definitions as specified in Layer 5 of
the models. The second component is the intensities or the levels of activities undertaken to accomplish the
management emphasis. The emphasis used in the models are a MIN that is a minimum intensity or more
specifically natural growth without a harvest, an RH intensity that is the two-step shelter-wood seed-cut
followed by over-story removal, a CC or clear-cut intensity, an IH or one thin two-step shelter-wood, an IH2
or two thin two-step shelter-wood, an 1H4 or four thin two-step shelter-wood, an R2 that is an un-even aged
transition cut followed by group selection, and a UT emphasis that is a thinning followed by an un-even aged
transition cut followed by group selection.

Forest types and Management Emphasis’ were assigned intensities in the model as specified in table b-33.
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Table B-33 — Management Actions

MANAGEMENT EMPHASIS FOREST TYPE INTENSITY
MAL1.0 Allegheny Hardwoods MIN, RH
Aspen MIN, CC
Conifer MIN, IH4
Hemlock MIN, IH2
Mixed MIN, RH
Northern Hardwoods MIN, RH
Oak MIN, RH
Upland Hardwoods MIN, RH
MA2.1 Allegheny Hardwoods MIN, R2, UT
Aspen MIN, CC
Conifer MIN, IH4
Hemlock MIN, IH2
Mixed MIN, RH
Northern Hardwoods MIN, R2, UT
Oak MIN, R2, UT
Upland Hardwoods MIN, R2, UT
MAZ2.2 Allegheny Hardwoods MIN, R2, UT
Aspen MIN, CC
Conifer MIN, IH4
Hemlock MIN, IH2
Mixed MIN, R2, UT
Northern Hardwoods MIN, R2, UT
Oak MIN, RH, IH, IH2
Upland Hardwoods MIN, R2, UT
MA3.0 Allegheny Hardwoods MIN, RH, IH, IH2
Aspen MIN, CC
Conifer MIN, IH4
Hemlock MIN, IH2
Mixed MIN, RH
Northern Hardwoods MIN, RH, IH, IH2
Oak MIN, RH, IH, IH2
Upland Hardwoods MIN, RH, IH, IH2
MAG6.1 Allegheny Hardwoods MIN, RH, IH, IH2
Aspen MIN, CC
Conifer MIN, IH4
Hemlock MIN, IH2
Mixed MIN, RH
Northern Hardwoods MIN, RH, IH, IH2
Oak MIN, RH, IH, IH2
Upland Hardwoods MIN, RH, IH, IH2
MAG.2 Allegheny Hardwoods MIN, RH, IH
Aspen MIN, CC
Conifer MIN, IH4
Hemlock MIN, IH2
Mixed MIN, RH
Northern Hardwoods MIN, RH, IH
Oak MIN, RH, IH
Upland Hardwoods MIN, RH, IH

Allegheny National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement
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Constraints

SPECTRUM uses two types of constraints: implicit constraints and explicit constraints. Implicit land
accounting constraints ensure that each acre of land in the model is assigned to a management emphasis or
management area. All land areas assigned to Management Areas were directly input into the model as
implicit constraints of this nature. Explicit constraints in the model are user defined constraints. The user
defined constraints generally used in the ANF models are of two principal types: allocation constraints that
force or limit allocation of land to certain types of management intensities and schedule constraints that force
or limit harvest activities or other outputs that vary over time. Constraints are associated with forest
conditions of the analysis units such as Forest type, Age, Suitability, Management Area, and Riparian
Condition previously discussed and in some cases, intensities and treatments. Most of the constraints do not
vary by alternative but apply specific controls to either the allocation of intensities by management area
(Allocation Constraints) or scheduling of timber harvest by management areas(Schedule constraints).

HARL is the harvest treatment aggregate most often used in scheduling constraints. HARL is the acreage
treated with the initial harvest of a shelter-wood, a clear-cut, or the first entry of an un-even age prescription.
HARZ1 does not include thins, overstory removals or subsequent uneven-aged entries; it is used to control the
scheduling of the initial phase of regeneration timber harvests. The following discussion summarizes the
constraints used in the analysis of the alternatives:

MANAGEMENT AREA (MA) CONSTRAINTS THAT DO NOT VARY BY ALTERNATIVE
MA 1.0

MAL.0 emphasizes the maintenance of young forest habitats and in particular aspen. It is designed to
use short rotations to retain these habitats for wildlife. NFMA allows deviation from harvest
dispersion requirements and minimum rotation requirements for such purposes. For this reason, there
are no constraints of this type that are present in MA3.0

ALLOCATION CONSTRAINTS

1. Implementation experience of the ANF has indicated that in all harvest planning and implementation
a portion of the forest land cannot be scheduled for harvest due to the presence of springs, seeps,
vernal ponds and other areas where timber harvest must be deferred to comply with the Standards and
Guidelines of the plan. Based on this, the ID Team felt that the model should defer at least 10% of all
suitable acres from any scheduled harvest. Although applicable to all MAs that schedule harvest,
only MA 1.0, 2.1 and MA 3.0 actually apply this constraint as other management areas have other
scheduling constraints that defer harvest of at least 10% of their lands beyond the time period
analyzed in the model (150 years).

SCHEDULE CONSTRAINTS

2. MAL’s primary purpose is to provide for younger forest. To accomplish this harvest scheduling was
designed to insure that at least 10% of the suitable acres within this MA were scheduled for
regeneration harvest in each decade and that no more than 20% of the MA could be harvested. This
constraint levels were established through a series of model runs that sought to achieve a relatively
even flow of regeneration harvest within this MA. HAR1 must be less than or equal to 20% of the
suitable forest acres in MAL.0 in each decade

3. To maintain forest health and restore understory conditions in the riparian areas of the forest, it was
determined that riparian areas should remain part of the suitable base and that a limited timber harvest
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program was appropriate. Based on discussions with the forest hydrologist, a constraint was applied
limiting HARL1 in suitable riparian forest to be less than or equal to 3.3% of the suitable riparian forest
acres in MAL1.0 in each decade.

MA2.1 ALLOCATION CONSTRAINTS

MA 2.1 is designed to provide continuous forest cover through uneven-aged management across the
forest.

1. At least 10% of all suitable forest land is assigned to minimum (no cut) intensity to account for
springs, seeps, and other areas of deferred harvest. (See discussion MA 1.0 constraint #1)

2. To provide comparable riparian harvest schedules for uneven-aged MAs (MAs 2.1 and 2.2), to the
even-aged management areas, half of the suitable riparian areas were assigned Minimum (No Cut)
intensity. Since the commitment of a stand to uneven-aged management means a continuing series of
harvest entries throughout the entire 150 year time horizon, the assumption that a maximum of half of
the riparian areas would receive uneven-aged treatments is roughly equivalent to the same acreage of
an even-aged area being harvested at a rate of 3.3% per decade for 15 decades.

SCHEDULE CONSTRAINTS

3. To develop practical experience with this uneven-aged management and to insure that basic
dispersion requirements and that no more than a quarter of this area would lack continuous canopy,
HARZ1 treatment was required to be less than or equal to 25% of the suitable forest acres in MA2.1 in
each of the first four decades.

MA2.2

MAZ2.2 is intended to be an area managed for continuous old forest. This does not mean that it will
only consist of only old forest, or that no timber harvest is appropriate. Instead a certain amount of
limited harvest is expected of two types: uneven-aged for most major forest types (Allegheny
hardwoods (AL), upland hardwoods (UP) and northern hardwoods(NR) and even-aged for oak (OK),
hemlock (HM), conifers (CF) and aspen(AS)).

ALLOCATION CONSTRAINTS

1. To provide a balance between uneven-aged management versus no active management; for each of
these forest types: AL, NR, and UP; the acres assigned to Minimum (No Cut) intensity must be
greater than or equal to half of the suitable acres in MA2.2. The balance would have the uneven-aged
management intensity.

2. This MA was designed to conserve remote areas that include riparian habitat. For each of these forest
types: AL, NR, and UP; the acres of suitable riparian forest area assigned to Minimum (No Cut)
intensity must be greater than or equal to 75% of the acres of suitable riparian forest area.

SCHEDULE CONSTRAINTS

3. For each of these forest types: AL, NR, and UP; the amount of HAR1 must be less than or equal to
13% of the suitable forest acres in each type in each decade from 1-4. This is the same constraint
described in MA2.1 (#3) to phase in uneven-aged management treatments over the first four decades,
but is at a smaller level in this MA since the assumption is that only half of the acres of these forest
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5.

MA 3.0

types will need to be actively managed in the 150 years of the model.

To insure that some active management is scheduled in this MA using uneven-aged methods so that
the ANF can develop greater experience with uneven-aged management, at least 1000 acres of HAR1
must be scheduled in each decade 1-4 in the uneven-aged forest types.

Active regeneration of oak forest types is also a priority in this MA. To insure some steady
regeneration of oak forest types, the amount of HAR1 in oak types must be greater than 1% of the
suitable forest land in oak type in MA2.2 in each decade.

To maintain continuous forest canopy in OK, CF and HM forest types in this MA, the HAR1 amount
must be less than or equal to 4% of the suitable forest land in each type in MA2.2 in each decade.
The range of 1-4% is based on fire regime condition class (FRCC) work estimated for oak forest

types.

MA 3.0 is the primary MA for maintenance of mid and early structural forest conditions, along with
some late structural conditions. All requirements applicable to lands managed for timber production
apply to this MA.

ALLOCATION CONSTRAINTS

At least 10% of all suitable forest land is assigned to minimum (no cut) intensity to account for
springs, seeps, and other areas of deferred harvest. (See Discussion MAL.0 constraint #1)

Depending on the alternative a specific set of areas within MA 3.0 were identified as old growth to be
retained. The specific amount varies from by alternative. Each alternative has a set of specific acres
assigned to Minimum (No Cut) intensity based on mapped old growth areas. These areas of
ecological value are specifically identified and retained in the new plan. The total amount varies from
4,161 acres in alternatives A and B, to 2,771 acres in alternative C, and 1,282 acres in alternative D.
The amount decreases from A to D as more of these areas are no longer located in MA3.0.

SCHEDULE CONSTRAINTS

NFMA regulations (CFR 219.27d) established limits on the size of created openings. Before a new
opening can be created adjacent to an existing opening, that older opening must be considered to be
closed or forested. For the ANF, a created opening is considered closed when it has been restocked
and trees have reached 15 feet in height. This is assumed to occur 15 years after the final removal of
timber. To represent this as a constraint, it is assumed that a maximum 25% of the landscape can be
in an open condition without exceeding unit size restrictions. This suggests that a 60 year rotation (4
x 15) would be the shortest rotation that could comply with this requirement. This is represented in
the model as a constraint requiring that HAR1 must be less than or equal to 17% of the suitable forest
acres in MA3.0 in each decade.

Similar to constraint #3, to limit the creation of large openings in a single forest type, a similar
constraint was applied to limit harvest (HAR1) to no more than 20% of the suitable forest in any one
forest type in a single decade. The 17% constraint was relaxed to 20% based on the fact that the
forest types are dispersed across the forest and that it could be possible to harvest 20% of a single
type without violating opening size requirements.
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MA 6.1

5.

2.

HARZ1 in suitable riparian forest must be less than or equal to 3.3% of the suitable riparian forest
acres in MA 3.0 in each decade. (See MAL1.0 constraint #3)

OTHER CONSTRAINTS FOR MA3.0 VARY BY ALTERNATIVE

This MA emphasizes sustaining late structural habitat with a managed approach using even-aged
management for regeneration of a limited number of stands in each decade.

NO ALLOCATION CONSTRAINTS ONLY SCHEDULE CONSTRAINTS

The basic management assumption for this MA is that regeneration harvest (HAR1) in each forest
type (AL, CF, HM, NR, OK, UP) must be less than or equal 3.3% of suitable forest acres in that type
in each decade from 1-15. This is equivalent to a 300 year rotation.

HARZ1 in suitable riparian forest must be less than or equal to 3.3% of the suitable riparian forest
acres in MA 6.1 in each decade from 1-15. Although this matches the assumption for MAG6.1, it is
also based on the rationale described for MA 1.0 constraint #3.

MA 6.2 (Alternative A only)

This MA included four separate spatial areas each consisting of approximately 5,000 acres. The
existing plan direction assumed that one harvest entry would occur each decade in one of these four
areas and harvest up to 25% of suitable land.

SCHEDULE CONSTRAINTS

To complete the harvest of all four of the MA 6.2 areas would require 160 years as each of the four
areas can only be harvest once every 40 years. A constraint was applied to limit HARL1 to less than or
equal to 6% of the suitable forest acres in MAG.1 in each decade (160 year rotation).

HARZ1 in suitable riparian forest must be less than or equal to 3.3% of the suitable riparian forest
acres in MAG.2 in each decade. (See discussion on MAL.0 constraint #3)

CONSTRAINTS THAT VARY BY ALTERNATIVE

ALTERNATIVE A

ALLOCATION CONSTRAINTS

1.

The current forest plan contained direction that 5% of MA 3.0 would be retained for creation of old
growth. To achieve this, constraints were applied to both age classes and forest types requiring that the
acres assigned to Min (No Cut) intensity must be greater than or equal to 5% of the corresponding
suitable forest in MA3.0. This is in addition to other constraints requiring min intensity.

The acres of suitable riparian forest in age classes 61-150 assigned to the Min (No Cut) intensity in MA
3.0 must be less than or equal to 5% of the total suitable riparian acres in MA3.0. This in addition to
other constraints requiring min intensity.

To insure regeneration of oak forest types in this alternative, a constraint required that the amount of

HARZ1 occurring in oak forest types in MA3.0 must be greater than or equal to the 7% of the total amount
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of HAR1. The 7% represents the proportion of oak forest types in MA3.0.
ALTERNATIVE B
NO ALLOCATION CONSTRAINTS ONLY SCHEDULE CONSTRAINTS

1. To insure regeneration of oak forest types in this alternative, a constraint required the amount of
HARZ1 occurring in oak forest types in MA3.0 must be greater than or equal to the 9% of the total
amount of HARL. The 9% represents the proportion of oak forest types in MA3.0.

ALTERNATIVEC
NO ALLOCATION CONSTRAINTS ONLY SCHEDULE CONSTRAINTS

1. To provide harvest of all major forest types in approximate proportion to their occurrence in MA 3.0,
the amount of HAR1 occurring in each of the following forest types must be less than or equal to the
following percents of the total amount of HAR1: AL: 38%, NR: 15%, OK: 9% and UP: 38%.

ALTERNATIVE D

Fire Regime Condition Class Models estimated that historically 4% of the ANF would be in early
structural habitat (approximately 0-20 years of age). To represent this level of disturbance in the
model both minimum and maximum constraints were applied:

1. The amount of AC1 (Acres in age class 0-10) must be greater than 4426 acres in each decade from 2-
15. (This is based on 1% of the entire forested area on the ANF: 442,650).

2. The amount of AC1 (Acres in age class 0-10) must be less than 13,280 acres in each decade from 2-
15. (This is based on 3% of the entire forested area on the ANF: 442,650). The effect of these two
constraints is to bound the amount of the 0-20 year age class to between 2-6% of the forested acres on
the ANF. The constraints were not applied until the 2" decade as the model would not be able to
produce these results in the first decade.

3. In MA2.1 80% or greater of the suitable forest land must be assigned to the R2 intensity. This was to
ensure that the MA2.1 area would have uneven-aged intensities assigned.

ALTERNATIVE B+
1. All constraints applied to Alternative B

2. Volume flow constraint set to harvest 80 million board feet in decades 2 and 3. This was done to
structure a limited departure in the earliest feasible decade to convert older Allegheny Hardwoods to
younger stands as soon as practicable to avoid accelerating tree mortality.

Benchmarks

Benchmark analysis is specified in the NFMA regulations in 36 CFR 219.12(e) as part of the Analysis of the
Management Situation. Selection of which benchmarks to develop is dependent upon revision topics.
Benchmarks estimate the Forest’s physical, biological, and technical capabilities to produce goods and
services and assist in defining the range within which alternatives can be constructed. Benchmarks do not
constitute alternatives because alternatives are designed to consider integrated management of all resources.
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Five benchmarks are relevant to the timber revision topic. They are:

1. Maximizing present net value of the timber program — no harvest constraints
2. Maximizing timber production in the first decade — no harvest constraints

3. Maximizing present net value of the timber program — with NDY and LTSY harvest
constraints

4. Maximizing timber production in the first decade — with NDY and LTSY harvest
constraints

5. Minimizing timber production

The tentatively suited land base had benchmark scenarios applied to show the “maximum biological
capability” of the Forest’s timber resource. The suited timber base acres had the same scenarios applied
including a constraint that allowed for a maximum of 1200 acre of riparian acres suitable for harvest in each
decade. Comparisons, shown in Figures b-2 and b-3, show differences or “trade offs” of implementing harvest
constraints to meet minimum regulatory requirements as set in Forest Service direction. These harvest
constraints are coarse assumptions applied to maintain habitat for some Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive
(TES) species, clean water requirements, etc.

Analysis on tentatively suited lands shows the effect of implementing the NFMA constraint of Non-Declining
Yields. For ASQ in the objective function maximize decade 1 runs, it creates a drop of 7039 MCF or 4 %
reduction in the first decade outputs. The effect of adding the Long Term Sustained Yield constraint creates a
further reduction of 25056 MCF or 14 %, but resulting yields for each decade are very similar to the first
decade. Eliminating these large swings in decade outputs is the main reason for the required NFMA
constraints.

Maximizing the Present Net Value (PNV) produces positive numbers in all cases. The effect of adding the
non-declining yield and Long Term Sustained Yield harvest constraints creates a reduction of 15,996 MCF or
9.8%. The minimum level benchmark for timber shows no commercial timber production or an ASQ of zero.
The PNV for timber is zero, since there would be no costs incurred (for timber) and no revenues generated.
Growth for the minimum objective function becomes negative between decades 11 and 12 illustrating
mortality as the natural growth forest ages. Figure b-4 illustrates the effect.

Figures b-9 shows allowable sale quantity (ASQ) for the present net value (PNV) objective function and the
max timber (ASQ) objective function for decades 1 -15. The effects of the harvest constraints are also shown.
All PNV calculations share a common annual discount rate of 4% per year (Row, C. et al., 1981).
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Figure B-2 - Benchmark Comparison, Objective function maximize first decade
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PNV = Present Net Value; ASQ = Allowable Sale Quantity; NDY = Non-Declining Yield; LTSY = Long Term Sustained
Yield

NHC = No Harvest Constraints

Figure B-3 - Benchmark Comparison, Objective function maximize decades 1-15
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NHC = No Harvest Constraints
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Figure B-4 - Benchmark Objective function minimize ASQ decades 1-15
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Figure B-5 - Benchmark Objective function maximize PNV decades 1-15 Structural Stages

BENCHMARK MAX PNV STRUCTURAL STAGES
ACRES

300000
250000
200000
150000
100000/
50000
0

EARLY MID LATE

Allegheny National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement B-39



Appendix B. Description of the Analysis Process

Figure B-6 — Benchmark Objective function maximize ASQ decades 1-15

BENCHMARK MAX ASQ STRUCTURAL STAGES
ACRES

450000
400000
350000
300000
250000
200000
150000

100000
0 .

EARLY MID LATE

Figure B-7 - Benchmark Objective function maximize ASQ decades 1-15 Indiana Bat Habitat
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Figure B-8 - Benchmark Objective function maximize PNV decades 1-15 Indiana Bat Habitat
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Results of Alternative Modeling

1. Benchmark scenarios were used to model Alternatives A, B, B+, C, and D as a check of both the
model and benchmark assumptions. Results and trends were similar to the first benchmark runs.
Next, all Plan constraints by Alternative were applied to the models including harvest constraints
of non-declining flow, and LTSY, and all the Alternatives models were run with a maximize
PNV function for decades 1-15. Results are displayed in figures b-9 through b-11.

Figure B-9 - SPECTRUM Modeling — Comparison of Alternatives (MCF)
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Figure B-10 - SPECTRUM Modeling - Comparison of Alternatives (MBF - Eq)
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Figure B-11 - SPECTRUM Modeling - Comparison of Alternatives (MBF-St)

COMPARISON OF ASQ (MBF-St)

600000

500000

400000 -

300000 -

MBF-St

200000 -
100000 -

o

ALT A ALTB ALTC ALTD ALT B+

B-42 Allegheny National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement



Appendix B. Description of the Analysis Process

Table B-34 - Volume Output (MCF) by Alternative by decade

ALTERNATIVE UNITS PD1 PD2 PD3 PD4-15

ALT A MCF 96624 110111 110112 110112
ALTB MCF 102582 102582 102582 102582
ALTC MCF 88906 88906 88906 88906
ALTD MCF 40078 40078 40078 40078
ALT B+ MCF 103367 126383 126383 101287

Volume Analysis Results:

Alternative B+ showed the highest volume in decades 1, 2, and 3.
Alternative A shows the highest volumes in decades 4 — 15.
Alternatives B and C were in the middle of rankings for volume.
Alternative D was consistently the lowest volume producer.

LTSY

The long-term sustained-yield is defined as “the highest uniform wood yield from lands being managed for
timber production that may be sustained under a specified management intensity consistent with multiple use
objectives” (USDA FS 1982 — CFR 219.3). The five model alternatives that were evaluated calculated the
ASQ as a function less than or equal to the LTSY. LTSY in alternative A has an ASQ less than the LTSY in
decadel and equal to the LTSY in decades two through fifteen. Alternatives B, C, and D all have an ASQ for
decades one through fifteen that equals the LTSY.

Table B-35 — Long-Term Sustained Yield

ALTERNATIVE | UNITS LTSY

ALT A MCF/Year 11011
ALT B MCF/Year 10258
ALTC MCF/Year 8890
ALTD MCF/Year 4007
ALT B+ MCF/Year 10128

Structural Stages by Alternative
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Figure B-13 — Alternative A Structural Stages
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Figure B-14 — Alternative B Structural Stages
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Figure B-15 — Alternative C Structural Stages
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Figure B-16 — Alternative D Structural Stages
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Figure B-17 — Alternative B+ Structural Stages
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Analysis of Structural Stages

Structural stages for Alternatives A, and C show similar values.
The early structural stage is the lowest in all Alternatives.
Structural stages for Alternatives B and B+ are similar.

The mid structure stage for Alternative D is higher than the late structure stage in the beginning of the
planning horizon; but, the late structure stage is higher at the end of the planning horizon for Alternative D.

Indiana Bat Habitat by Alternative

Figure B-18 — Alternative A Indiana Bat Habitat
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Figure B-19 — Alternative B Indiana Bat Habitat
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Figure B-20 — Alternative C Indiana Bat Habitat
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Figure B-21 - Alternative D Indiana Bat Habitat

ALT D INDIANA BAT HABITAT

400000
350000 -
300000
250000 -
200000
150000 -
100000
50000 -
0 -

ACRES

LESS SUITABLE SUITABLE OPTIMUM

Figure B-22 — Alternative B+ Indiana Bat Habitat
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Analysis of Indiana Bat Habitat

The Less suitable habitat is the lowest in all Alternatives
Optimum Indiana Bat habitat is the highest within each Alternative in all Alternatives.
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Forest Composition Predictions

This section describes the assumptions used to analyze changes in forest composition over time. Forest
composition is described in terms of the major forest types on the ANF: Allegheny hardwoods (AL), upland
hardwoods (UP), northern hardwoods (NR), oak types (OK), hemlock (HM), conifer (CF), aspen (AS), and
mixed low-stocked areas (M1X). The process of analysis included use of the SPECTRUM model for stands
with even-aged regeneration harvests, while this discussion describes assumptions used for areas managed
using uneven-aged methods, or where no active management occurred.

Forest Type Composition Resulting from Even-aged Management

Forest type conversions were estimated for even-aged regeneration harvests using the transfer classes
(regenerated forest type and proportions) shown in the following table. Following even-aged regeneration
harvest, existing stands of one type transferred into another forest type based on the proportions shown in the
table. These transfer class assumptions are based on the tree species dominating each forest type (including
their shade-tolerance, preference by deer, and regeneration potential), anticipated site conditions that would
be created through even-aged final harvest or overstory removal, reforestation activities, research conducted
on the Allegheny Plateau (Marquis et al. 1994), and past experience on the ANF. Spectrum modeling
calculated forest compositional outcomes based on these assumptions and associated transfer classes for even-
aged regeneration harvests.

Table B-36: Forest composition anticipated with even-aged regeneration harvests

Existing Existing

Forest Regenerated Forest Regenerated

Type Forest Type Proportion Type Forest Type Proportion

MIX AL 0.25 UP UP 0.8
NR 0.25 AL 0.2
OK 0.25
UP 0.25

AL AL 0.9 HM HM 0.2
UP 0.1 UP 0.8

NR NR 0.1 AS AS 1.0
UP 0.7
AL 0.2

OK OK 0.9 CF CF 1.0
UP 0.05
AL 0.05

Forest Type Composition Resulting from Uneven-aged Management
Short-term Changes

In all alternatives, it was assumed no forest type conversions would occur as a result of uneven-aged
management in the next 20 years (decades 1 & 2). This is because only one entry would have been made to
areas managed using uneven-aged management by decade 2. This would result in only about 20 percent of
the treated stands regenerated- not enough to cause a change in tree species composition sufficient to change
the forest type.
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Long-term Changes

SPECTRUM modeling did not track forest type conversions that would be anticipated over a period of 6
decades as a result of uneven-aged management. Some degree of forest type compositional changes would
likely occur following 6 decades of active uneven-aged management, as several commercial entries would
have been made in many areas managed under this system, regenerating portions of treated areas. Forest
composition assumptions for uneven-aged management are based on the tree species dominating each forest
type (including their shade-tolerance, regeneration potential, and preference by deer), anticipated site
conditions that would be created through uneven-aged management including group sizes used, reforestation
activities, potential tree seedling species composition, research conducted on the Allegheny Plateau (Marquis
et al. 1994), and past experience on the ANF. In all alternatives, it was assumed that group selection would be
the regeneration method applied in areas managed using uneven-aged methods. Mixed (low stocked), conifer,
aspen, and hemlock forest types were not modeled under uneven-aged prescriptions.

Alternative A

Forest type conversions were manually calculated for uneven-aged harvest acres based on the following
transfer classes in Alternative A, which would utilize group sizes of less than 0.5 acres.

Table B-37: Forest composition anticipated by Decade 6 (2065) with uneven-aged regeneration harvests in
Alternative A

Existing Existing
Forest Regenerated Forest Regenerated
Type Forest Type Proportion Type Forest Type Proportion
AL AL 0.60 uUpP uUpP 0.95
UP 0.40 NR 0.05
NR NR 0.75 HM n/a
UP 0.25 AS n/a
OK OK 0.55 Mix n/a
UP 0.45 CF n/a

Alternatives B, C, D

Forest type conversions were manually calculated for uneven-aged harvest acres based on the following transfer classes
in Alternatives, B, C and D, which would utilize group sizes of 1-3 acres, depending on the forest type.

Table B-38: Forest composition anticipated by Decade 6 (2065) with uneven-aged regeneration harvests in
Alternatives B, C, and D

Existing Existing

Forest Regenerated Forest Regenerated

Type Forest Type Proportion Type Forest Type Proportion

AL AL 0.75 OK OK 0.85
UP 0.25 UP 0.15

NR NR 0.55 UP UP 0.90
UP 0.40 AL 0.10
AL 0.05 HM n/a

CF n/a AS n/a
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Forest Type Composition Resulting from No Active Management
Short-term Changes

Due to the natural disturbance regime affecting the ANF, including disturbance frequency, it was assumed the
structure and density of forest overstories on the ANF would remain fairly stable in the next 20 years.
However, it is acknowledged that individual tree mortality and death of groups of trees due to age, decline
and mortality, insect and disease infestation, or natural disturbances would occur to some extent. For the
purposes of this exercise, it was assumed that forest type conversions in unmanaged areas would not occur to
any great extent in decades 1 and 2 of Plan implementation.

Long-term Changes

SPECTRUM modeling did not track forest type conversions that would be anticipated over a period of 6
decades as a result of no active management. It was assumed overstory mortality would result in small (<0.5
acre) gaps in the forest canopy over the next 6 decades as individual or small groups of trees could naturally
fall out of the overstory due to age, decline and mortality, insect and disease infestation, or natural
disturbances. As a result of a number of factors influencing tree seedling regeneration on the ANF, including
interfering vegetation and deer browsing impacts, some change in tree species composition could occur due to
the tree species that were assumed to have the capability to become established on the forest floor in the
absence of management. Data on tree seedling species composition on the ANF has been collected in several
types of forest-wide surveys, each conducted within a specific time-frame during the past 12 years (USDA-
FS, ANF, 1995, Appendix L and Appendix M; Morin et al. 2001; Morin, et al. 2006). In general, the
conclusion of these surveys is that current overstory species distribution is not being maintained. The
understory tree seedling composition determines the future overstory tree composition that would occur in the
even of a disturbance to the overstory trees. Based on existing understory conditions on much of the ANF, it
was assumed there would be changes in forest type over time as stands develop following natural disturbance
in the absence of management,.

Forest type conversions were manually calculated for acres that were not managed based on the following
transfer classes. These transfer class assumptions are based on the tree species dominating each forest type
(including their shade-tolerance, regeneration potential, preference by deer), anticipated site conditions
resulting from mortality of individual or small groups of trees, potential tree seedling species composition,
research conducted on the Allegheny Plateau (Marquis et al. 1994), and past experience on the ANF.

Table B-39: Forest composition anticipated by Decade 6 (2065) where no active management occurred

Existing Existing
Forest Future Forest Forest Future Forest
Type Type Proportion Type Type Proportion
AL AL 0.60
UP 0.40 UP UP 0.95
NR NR 0.75 NR 0.05
UP 0.25 HM HM 0.95
OK OK 0.55 UP 0.05
UP 0.45 AS AS 0.50
CF CF 0.75 UP 0.50
UP 0.25 Mix n/a
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Other Resource Analysis

Other Analysis Used to Develop Alternatives - Other information key to the results of the analysis is shown
here for roads, recreation, scenery, and wildlife.

Roads Future access planning was accomplished using GIS. Knowledge from the Forest-wide Roads
Analysis (2003) and subsequent project level roads analysis was utilized as well as experience from laying out
roads on the ANF for 20+ years. Based on the MA direction and allocation, a potential road system was
developed for each alternative that will provide access for the proposed management activities (see Table b-
41) Projected System by alternative and management area). The following criteria were used in developing
this potential road system:

e Minimize the number of perennial and intermittent stream crossing.

¢ Minimize the length of road crossings on group 3 soils.

o  Utilize existing corridors as much as possible (often private OGM roads)
e Minimize the use of ROWSs

e Minimize crossing management areas that exclude roads to access management areas that require
additional access.

With hunter access being the primary tool to manage the annual deer harvest and the knowledge that this will be a long
term access need, the MA direction was revised for local roads. Future road management under the DRFP for
Alternatives B thru D is projected to be 1/3 open, 1/3 restricted, and 1/3 closed. The road management for Alternative A
continues the current Forest Plan direction of 20% open, 20% restricted, and 60% closed. These objectives were for a 50
year time frame and did not recognize the log term needs for hunter access to maintain the deer herd.

Recreation A landscape capability analysis was preformed to delineate suitable ATV/OHM intensive use
areas (IUA) and Equestrian Use Areas (EUA). This analysis was also used to project the potential miles for
ATV/OHM trail development by area (See Table 3-91, in DEIS).

Introduction and Methodology

The following material summarizes the Intensive Use Area (IUA), Equestrian Use Area (EUA), and
Equestrian Open Riding Area inventory and development analysis. Both IUAs and EUAs identify areas
where trails are generally acceptable to build based on a broad scale evaluation of social, physical, and
biological characteristics.

Since the implementation of the 1986 Land Management Plan the forest has been managed under the
Intensive Use Area Concept (IUA). Five IUAs were located throughout the forest totaling approximately
118,500 acres. The forest plan restricted ATV and trail bike use to designated trails within these IUAs.
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Table B-40. Intensive use areas.

Intensive Use Area Acreage
Bluejay/Duhring 46,576
Westline 25,650

Twin Lakes/Highlands/Owls Nest 18,956
Marshburg/Stickney 18,163
Grunderville/Chapman 9,180

Total 118,525 Acres

Equestrian trails were not addressed in the current plan. Historic use has been recorded from about the mid
1950’s in several areas of the forest. Riding is allowed cross country and is restricted from system hiking
trails. Riding on ATV trails and snowmobile trails is permitted. Documented impacts to soil and water
resources were addressed in a project level analyses (Spring Creek EIS - 2004) resulting in a yet to be
constructed 42 mile dedicated trail system

Analysis techniques involved the use of Geographic Information Systems (GIS) to evaluate all lands within
the ANF proclamation boundary for their suitability as either an IUA or EUA. The analysis methodology was
essentially the same for both uses and involved determining land masses that met minimum physical,
biological, and social criteria. The criterion chosen to evaluate suitability is based on resource capability and
ecosystem management principles. The analysis results provide an overall forest wide suitability evaluation
that requires confirmation at project level scale to determine ultimate feasibility.

To establish geographic placement of IUAs exclusionary criteria were applied to forest lands within the
proclamation boundary to determine any suitable area for development. Areas directly adjacent to the
existing IUAs were evaluated first for logical addition. Similarly, areas without trail development in the IUAs
that have some, many, or all the exclusionary criteria were also located for potential elimination from the
IUAs. Lastly, other areas not contiguous to the existing IUAs were evaluated for consideration as new IUAs.
Ground level information and resource specialist expertise was also used in the final evaluation.

A similar exercise was undertaken with the development of the EUAs and Equestrian Open Riding Areas.
However, since none currently exist an initial investigation was made using local knowledge of the historic
use areas. Once the boundaries were determined the same analysis methodology used above was applied
which resulted in the first iteration of EUAs. A second run was then made to determine the suitability other
areas within the proclamation boundary. The results of both exercises were used to develop a range of
alternatives.

NOTE: EUAs were initially evaluated as described above. Due to further development of the issue it was
varied by alternative. In subsequent meetings with equestrian groups a clearer determination of the actual
extent of the EUAs was made (compared to the initial now displayed in Alternative D). The net result of these
meetings was the reduction in size of the original EUAs for Alternatives B and C. These EUAS (the same size
for both alternatives) are now much smaller (totaling 10,567 ac instead of 47,225 ac as displayed in
Alternative D).
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ANF Data sources

GIS data used for this analysis resides in the forest GIS database. Some data (e.g. fragmentation) was
developed for other uses but through professional judgment was determined to be helpful in the evaluation.

ATV Trail Exclusionary Criterion
« Private lands
0 Source — land.surf_own
« OGM well
0 density >20/sg. mile
0 Source — data8/anf/wells_sgmi
« Fragmentation
o >13
0 Source — data7/project/projectl/jhickey/fragment/fragment
. MAS5.0/6.4/8.0/6.3
0 Source — disk6/planning/plan_data/mal12
« Reconfigured IRA (Remote Recreation Areas)
0 Source — data7/work/roadless/ira_reconf
« Floodplains
0 Source — data8/anf/elt_data
0 Query —elt="fp2” or “fp3”
« Slopes
0 >45%
0 Source - data8/anf/elt_data
0 Query —slope = ““over 45 percent”

o (minimal crossing)

0 Source — data8/anf/nwi

0 Query — attribute = not ““0”
« Riparian

0 (minimal crossing)

0 Source — data8/anf/elt_data

0 Query —elt="fpl” or “t1” or “t2” or “t3”
« Class 3 soils

o0 (minimal crossing)

0 Source — data8/anf/elt_data

0 Query —drainage = ““3”
« Landscape Linkages

0 (minimal crossing)

0 Source — data6/planning/1300_analysis/shapefiles/land_corr.shp
« Perennial Streams

o0 (minimal crossing)

0 Source — data8/anf/elt_data

0 Query —cff-codel = ““402” or “403”
o Intermittent Streams

0 (minimal crossing)

0 Source — data8/anf/elt_data

0 Query — cff-codel = “405
« Special Status Streams

0 Source —spcdesstrm111
o 13% Watershed
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0 Source - watrshd_13

Alternative Development Criterion

A range of alternatives were developed to address the range of public comments received. Three primary
action alternatives included high development, moderate development (approximately the same as what is
existing), and low development. The analysis output varied on the emphasis placed on the criteria below.

Alternative B - Consider areas with minimal resource concerns

« Private lands- exclude all

. MAS5.0/6.4/8.0/6.3 — exclude all

« No IRA/RRA development

« Floodplains - exclude concentrations

« NWI - exclude concentrations

« Riparian — avoid but consider if it doesn’t dissect

« Streams — Special status streams (no crossings)

« Group 3 soils — Avoid concentrated areas

« Slope - exclude >30% and <5%

« Landscape linkages — no new trails in MA 2.2

o Trails —already existing ATV

o 13 % Watershed - avoid

« municipal watersheds - avoid

« Rattlesnake dens/Raptors - avoid concentrations

o DS3ELT - Depressed areas/perched areas (avoid if significant)
« Road densities — Use ROS to determine experience/avoid RM and SPM
« Public input — do not develop previously identified areas

Alternative C — Consider some areas with resource concerns
Same criterion as Alternative B with the following exceptions:

« Breakout IRA/RRA separately/some development
« Landscape linkages (MA 2.2) — trail/road density not to exceed present densities
« Public input — develop previously identified areas

Alternative D — Consider all available areas
Same criterion as Alternative B with the following exceptions:

« Develop all IRA/RRA if feasible

« Riparian —include all areas

« Streams — Special status streams (no more than 1 crossing/2 miles)

« Slope - exclude >45% and <5%

« Landscape linkages (MA 2.2) — trail/road density not to exceed present densities
« Public input — develop previously identified areas
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Results
Results of the analysis indicate acres of suitable National Forest lands available. The purpose of this forest

level planning effort is to determine the appropriate location and balance of lands available for this activity.
Future project level planning will determine feasibility and amount of trail within the JUAs and EUAs.

Table B-42. Alternative Comparison Table

Element Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D
ATV/ATV/OHM Trail Riding 98,974 ac 113,019 ac 97,475 ac 40,519 ac
Opportunity (IUAS)

Equestrian Trail Riding 0 10,567 ac 10,567 ac 49,934 ac
Opportunities (EUAS)

Equestrian Open Riding Areas 492,536 ac 470,084 ac 442,995 ac 0

Scenery An important component of the Scenery Management System is the Concern Level Inventory. The
following table was completed in 2006 for the Forest Plan Revision analysis. A Scenery Management
Implementation Guide will be completed as a separate step to guide project level analysis.

Concern levels measure the importance placed by the public on the forest landscapes as viewed from
travelways and use areas.

Concern levels are broken into three categories:
o Concern Level 1 — Nationally or regionally important locations associated with recreation and tourism

use with a high interest in scenery.

e Concern Level 2 — Locally important locations associated with recreation and tourism use with a
moderate interest in scenery.

e Concern Level 3 — Locations associated with a lower interest in scenery. (All remaining locations of the
forest)

The following inventory of roads, trails, use areas, rivers and streams is based on the public preferences for
scenery as observed by resource specialists on the Allegheny National Forest.

Allegheny National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement B-57



Appendix B. Description of the Analysis Process

Table B-43. Concern Level Inventory

Concern Level Corridors for Roads, Trails, Use Areas, & Rivers & Streams

Concern Level 1 Concern Level 2

Roads:

6, 36, 59, 62, 66, 219, 321, 346 (W of 127, 346 (E of SR321), 2001, 2003,
State Routes: SR321), 666, 770, 948, 1003, 1013, 2002, | 2010, 2012, 3002 (parts), 3004, 3005,
2005, 2006, 3002 (parts), 3005, 3006, 3018, 3020, 4002, 4004, 4006, 4010.
3022.

Chapman, EJO361, EMI301, ERI307, CFA, EJO359, EMI302, EMI304,
Township Roads: ESP301, ESP307, FJE358, FKI345 EMI518, ESP314.1, FGR392, FHA384,
FHI357, FIE327, FKI357, FKI396,
MWE301, MWE311.1, WBR444,
WBR466, WEK615, WLM416,
WME154,WPL405

FR100 (Tidioute Overlook) 116,119, 122, 123, 124, 130, 133, 136,
FR131 (Loleta Grade) 137, 141, 143, 145, 150, 152, 154, 160,
FR133e (Tionesta Scenic Area) | 173, 176, 185, 186, 195, 223, 227, 237,
FR157 (Buzzard Swamp) 244, 259, 271, 279, 282, 321, 339, 377,
FR191 (Twin Lakes) 378, 395, 403, & 507 (Devils Elbow).

FR193.1 (Hearts Content Rec
Area) ( Non System Roads

FR193.1 (Hearts Content Day NS19341, NS27668, NS27669, NS27670

Use Area)

FR200 (Buckaloons)
FR201 (Bean Fields)
FR203 (Dewdrop)

FR207 (Minister)

FR270 (Tracy Ridge)
FR282 (Beaver Meadows)
FR284 (Loleta)

FR290 (Twin Lakes)
FR319 (Buckaloons Launch)
FR366 (Loleta Rec Area)
FR492 (Jakes Rocks)
FR503 (Kiasutha)

FR509 (Elijah Boat Launch &
Bank Fishing Pathways)
FR596 (Wolf Run Marina)
FR602 (Willow Bay)
FR604(Kinzua Pt Info Ctr)
FR605 (Kinzua Beach)
FR610 (Red Bridge)
FR611 (Red Bridge Bank
Fishing)

FR615 (Roper Hollow)
FR701 (Webbs Ferry)

Forest Roads:

Forest Roads: (cont.)

e SR59 (from FR262 to SR321)
Longhouse National Scenic e FR262 (Longhouse Scenic
Byway: Drive)

e SR321 (from SR59 to FR262)

B-58 Allegheny National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement




Appendix B. Description of the Analysis Process

Pedestrian Trails/Trailheads

All Congressionally Designated
Hiking Trails/ Trailheads:

Black Cherry National
Interpretative Trail

North Country National Scenic
Trail

Tracy Ridge Hiking Trail
(National Recreation Area
(NRA))

Other Hiking & Cross Country
(X-C) Ski Trails/Trailheads:

Other Hiking & Cross Country
(X-C) Ski Trails/Trailheads:
(cont.)

Handsome Lake Trail (Pathway
-NRA)

Hooks’ Brook Pathways
Hopewell (Pathway)

Hearts Content Interpretive Trail
Hearts Content X-C Ski Trail
Hickory Creek Wilderness Trail
Hopewell Trail (NRA)

Jakes Pathways

Johnnycake Trail (NRA)
Kiasuatha Pathways

Land of Many Uses
Interpretative Trail (NRA)
Loleta Pathways

Minister Creek Trail

Morrison Boat To and Pathways.
Morrison Trail &TH (FR515)
Rimrock X-C Ski Trail

Seneca Trail (Buckaloons)
Tanbark Trail

Tionesta Scenic Area
Interpretive Trail & TH

Tracy Ridge X-C Ski Trail
(NRA)

Twin Lakes Pathways

Webb’s Ferry Pathways

Amsler Springs TH

Beaver Meadows Hiking Trail
Brush Hollow X-C Ski/Hiking
Trail & Trailhead (TH-FR851)
Buzzard Swamp Hiking Trail &
TH (FR376)

Campbell Mill Interpretative
Trail (Dewdrop)

Deerlick X-C Ski Trail &
Road(WSH324, FR139,620)
Irwin Run Boat Launch (FR852)
& Bank Fishing Pathway
Laurel Mill X-C Ski/Hiking
Trail and Trailhead (FR848)
Little Drummer Interpretive
Trail & TH (FR685B)

Loleta Hiking Trail

Longhouse Trailhead
Longhouse Interpretative Trail
(Kiasutha)

Mill Creek Trail

Songbird Soujourn
Interpretative Trail

Tidioute Riverside Trail
Timberdoodle Flats Interpretive
Trail & TH(FR879)

Twin Lakes Trail

Westline X-Country Ski Trail &
TH (FR855)

Equestrian Trails/Trailheads

Spring Creek Trails

Motorized Trails/Trailheads

All ATV/OHM
Trails/Trailheads:
ATV + Snowmobile

Allegheny Snowmobile Loop
(ASL)

ASL Snowmobile Connector
#2-28(except 13 & 27),
Chapman & Grayhbill
Marienville ATV Trail &
TH(FR225 & FR395)
Marienville Bike Trail
Rocky Gap ATV Trail &
TH(FR155)

Timberline ATV Trail & TH
(FR232), Pigs Ear, & Buehler.
Willow Creek ATV Trail
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Use Areas:

Developed Recreation Areas
+

Administrative Sites

+
Scenic Areas
(These areas are represented by
a point or arc for the GIS
model)

Developed Recreation Areas
(cont.)

Administrative Sites

Scenic Areas (cont)

Developed Recreation Areas including
Management Areas (MA 7.0):

e Beaver Meadows Rec Area
Big Bend
Buckaloons Rec Area
Chapman State Park
Dew Drop Rec Area
Elijah Run Boat Launch
Handsome Lake Boat Access
Campground
Hearts Content Day Use
o Hearts Content Rec Area
Hooks Brook Boat Access
Campground
Hopewell Boat Access Campground
Jakes Rocks Overlook
Kiasuatha Rec Area
Kinzua Beach
Kinzua Point Information Center
Kinzua Wolf Run Marina
Loleta Rec Area
Minister Creek Campground
Morrison Campground
Pine Grove Boat Access
Campground
Red Bridge Rec Area
Rimrock Overlook
Roper Hollow Boat Launch
Tidioute Overlook
Tionesta Boat Access Campground
Tracy Ridge Rec Area
Twin Lakes Rec Area
Webbs Ferry Boat Launch
Willow Bay Rec Area
All Admin Sites (MA7.1)
Lab (FR496)
Bradford RD (FR653)
Marienville RD (FR702)
Supervisors Office, Warren, PA
Ridgeway RD —(FR281)
Sheffield Admin Site -pt
Mead Street House (FR372)
Marienville Admin Bldgs (4 bldgs)
All Scenic Areas (MA8.3)

o Hearts Content Scenic Area

e Tionesta Scenic Area

Other Developed Recreation Areas:
e Bear Creek Campground

Big Rock Overflow

Birdsall Eddy

Camp Nine Camp Area

Camp Olmsted

Camp Run Rec Res Area

Dunkle Corners

Farnsworth Admin Site

Hall Residence (Bat Barn)

Hoffman Farm Camp Area

Irwin Run Canoe Launch

Kelly PinesCampground

Old Powerhouse

PA Field Trial

Red Mill Campground

Seldom Seen Rec Res Area

Seneca Pumped Storage

Reservoir.

e Sugar Bay Dispersed Area

Rivers & Streams

Allegheny River & Reservoir

Clarion River

Kinzua Creek

Morrison Run (Remote Trout Stream)
Tionesta Creek

Tionesta Lake

Bear Creek
Big Mill Creek
Blue Jay Creek
Brown Run
Camp Run
Chappel Run
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Rivers & Streams (cont.)

East Br. Millstone Creek
East Fork Run

East Hickory Creek
Farnsworth Branch
Fourmile Run

Hedgehog Run

Hunter Creek

Kinzua Creek

Kinzua Creek -So Branch
Martin Run

Meade Run

Millstone Creek & W. Br.Millstone Ck
Minister Creek — 3 branches
Queen Creek

Salmon Creek

Six Mile Run

Spring Creek

Sugar Run

Tionesta Ck — East Branch
Tionesta Ck - South Br.
Tionesta Ck - West Br.
Two Mile Run

Willow Creek

Wolf Run - Jenks Twp
Wolf Run - Highland Twp
State Wilderness Trout Streams
Arnot Run

Crane Run

East Hickory Creek .
Fourmile Run

Wildcat Run

So. Branch Kinzua Creek,
Remote Trout Streams
East Fork Run

Pell Run

Tracy Run

Source: Allegheny National Forest resource specialists with district approval.

Wildlife Management Indicator Species (MIS) are expected to reflect the effects of forest management on
ecological communities of interest. The following 4 habitats and the management indicators were selected:

e Remote deciduous forest with minimal human disturbance (Timber rattlesnake)

e Mature mixed deciduous/conifer forest (Goshawk)

e Mid-late structural oak forest with some canopy gaps (Cerulean Warbler)

o Water quality in Forest streams (Aquatic Invertebrate Diversity)

The disposition of MIS from the 1986 Forest Plan is provided in table b-44.
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Table B-44. Disposition of the 1986 Forest Plan management indicator species

Management
Indicator Species

Habitat Component
(as defined in 1986 Forest Plan)

Disposition

White-tailed deer Regenerating Deciduous Not maintained as a management indicator. Habitat is
tracked by FACTS, FSVEG, & GIS
American Permanent openings/Regenerating Not maintained as a management indicator. Habitat
Woodcock deciduous tracked in FACTS, FSVEG, GIS, FAUNA
Magnolia Warbler | Regenerating Hemlock Not maintained as a management indicator. Habitat is
tracked by FACTS, FSVEG, & GIS
Beaver Regenerating Deciduous (aspen) Not maintained as a management indicator. Habitat is
tracked by FACTS, FSVEG, & GIS
Black-throated Mature mixed hemlock-deciduous Not maintained as a management indicator. Habitat
green warbler tracked by Northern goshawk.
Hermit thrush Mature mixed hemlock deciduous Not maintained as a management indicator. Habitat
with dense understory tracked by Northern goshawk and FSVEG
Barred Owl Old-growth mixed hemlock- Not maintained as a management indicator. Habitat
deciduous tracked by Northern goshawk and FSVEG
Great Blue Heron Old-growth mixed hemlock- Not maintained as a management indicator. Habitat

deciduous

tracked by Northern goshawk. Colonies tracked in

FAUNA

Ruffed Grouse

Regenerating deciduous

Not maintained as a management indicator. Habitat is

tracked by FACTS, FSVEG, & GIS

Red-shouldered
Hawk

Mature deciduous

Not maintained as a management indicator.

Habitat

tracked by northern goshawk and FSVEG. Nests tracked

in FAUNA
Yellow-bellied Mature deciduous Not maintained as a management indicator. Habitat
sapsucker tracked by Northern goshawk
Pileated Old growth deciduous Not maintained as a management indicator. Habitat
Woodpecker tracked by Northern goshawk and FSVEG.

Timber rattlesnake

Regenerating deciduous

Maintained as a indicator of remote and/or connected mid-
late structural habitat. Den sites tracked in FAUNA.

Brook trout Cold water habitat Not maintained as a management indicator. Habitat
tracked by Aquatic invertebrates
Walleye Cool water habitat Not maintained as a management indicator. Habitat

tracked by Aquatic invertebrates

Small mouth bass

Warm water habitat

Not maintained as a management indicator. Habitat

tracked by Aquatic invertebrates

Economic Efficiency Analysis

Economic efficiency and financial efficiency analysis evaluate how well the alternatives compare in
producing benefits relative to costs. Each alternative was analyzed and compared for financial efficiency and
economic efficiency. Financial efficiency examines only those items that are financial in nature in a
comparison of the estimated expenditures of the ANF compared to the estimated revenues. Economic
efficiency analysis considers not only the costs and revenues, but also the benefit values of certain goods and
services that are not currently exchanged in the financial transactions of the ANF. This section contains a
brief description of the cost data used, the revenue data used, and the estimation of nonmarket values
(primarily recreation).
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Costs

Two processes were used to evaluate costs for the ANF analysis. Costs related to silvicultural activities
associated with vegetation management were included in the planning model. They were developed from the
forest’s financial records. These costs included the following activities:

Activity Cost (2005 dollars) per acre
Prescribed Burning $280
Fencing $1282
Fertilization $75
Herbicide Application $265
Planting $1315
Pre-commercial thinning $205
Release $215
Scarification $100
Site Preparation $205
Stocking Survey $35

Model results for these activities were used to estimate the costs of these in the alternatives.

A second category of costs included costs involved with harvest sale planning, preparation and
administration. These costs were estimated by comparing the average harvest volume sold and harvested in
the past five years with the costs associated with timber management (Budget Line items: SSSS, NFTM, and
TPSP). From this calculation an average cost of $233.32 per MBF was identified for these costs of timber
harvest.

The third category of costs were the other costs included in the ANF budget over the past 5 years excluding
the costs associated with silvicultural activities and timber management. Costs associated with these fund
codes (CWKYV, RTRT, NFVW, SSSS, NFTM, and TPSP) were removed from the ANF budget to estimate all
other costs. These other costs were converted into 2005 dollars and then averaged for the five year period to
identify the current level.

Since the ANF has obtained a considerable amount of funding for capital construction that would likely
exceed the annual amount of the plan, construction expenses in the All-Other budget category were further
adjusted. The total amount of the capital construction were removed from the five year average and then
$300,000 was added back in to represent a more likely level of capital construction expected under full plan
implementation. In calculating the budget levels for the alternatives this All-Other amount was added to the
amounts for silviculture and timber. The results of all three categories displaying the average annual
anticipated budgets for the first two decades are shown below:
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Table b-45. Implementation costs by alternative.

Cost item Current Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D
Decade 1

Timber $4,712,281 | $14,255,852 | $15,142,468 | $13,135,916 $5,902,996
Silviculture $2,488,145 $3,377,570 $5,920,710 $5,856,360 $1,953,336
All Other $9,613,797 $7,869,392 $7,869,392 $7,869,392 $7,869,392
Total-1 $16,814,223 | $25,502,814 | $28,932,570 | $26,861,668 | $15,725,724
Decade 2

Timber $21,764,724 | $18,641,548 | $16,252,866 $7,664,041
Silviculture $5,502,320 $3,499,080 $3,116,950 $1,761,045
All Other $7,869,392 $7,869,392 $7,869,392 $7,869,392
Total-2 $35,136,436 | $30,010,020 | $27,239,208 | $17,294,478

Note that for the economic impact analysis, these costs for the plan period were estimated by averaging 10 years of first
decade costs and 5 years of second decade costs.

Revenues

Timber revenues were initially built into the model for each forest type and dominant stand layer. The results
represented an estimate of revenues that would be received by the ANF for harvests in each forest type with
the indicated dominant stand layer. These revenues are represented in dollars per thousand cubic feet
($/MCF)

Table b-46. Revenues by dominant stand layer.

Forest Type Dominant Layer 3 Dominant Layer 4 Dominant Layer 3
(10-15 DBH) (15-20 DBH) (20+ DBH)

Allegheny Hardwoods $7,332 $9,119 $9,846
Aspen $28 $28 $28
Conifer $1,744 $1,597 $1,598
Hemlock $1,265 $567 $568
Northern Hardwoods $2,688 $2,823 $2,824
Oak $1,436 $2,324 $2,325
Upland Hardwoods $3,973 $5,875 $5,876

All Low Stocking $279 $279 $279

When the initial analysis from the model was completed, it was observed that both the financial values and
sawtimber percentage seemed to be substantially higher than recent average cut and sold reports would
indicate. Average cut values have been $6329/mcf and average sold values have $5668/mcf over the 2001-
2005 period. The model results suggested sawtimber percents of approximately 65% whereas the cut
sawtimber percentage for the 2001-2005 period was 55.6%. These discrepancies may have occurred for
several reasons. One is that the model schedules the most valuable stands for harvest in the first decade that
may have higher percentages of sawtimber and higher values than the ANF has recently experienced. Much
of the ANF’s recent harvest has come from salvage volume and this may have reduced recent average prices.

Nonetheless, to present a more realistic estimate of possible future revenue that appeared reasonable, an
adjustment to the model timber value results was made. This adjustment recomputed the value based upon
changing the sawtimber percentage from 65% to 55.6% and assuming that the remaining volume was in pulp
or fuelwood valued at average prices for these products for 2001-2005 period. This had the effect of reducing
the model values by about 20%. This yielded annual average timber revenues for each alternative as follows:
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Table b-47. Annual timber reciepts by decade and alternative.

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D
Decade 1 $67,153,771 $67,999,568 $58,182,861 $29,140,721
Decade 2 $70,643,235 $62,193,707 $49,294,759 $27,035,952
Decade 3 $63,849,179 $67,868,982 $59,482,555 $24,191,446
Decade 4 $53,258,476 $52,451,683 $48,959,878 $18,942,879
Decade 5 $48,100,580 $48,753,018 $45,279,676 $17,274,716
Decade 6 $55,808,614 $51,696,790 $47,502,589 $18,491,016

In addition to the timber revenues, the ANF receives revenues for minerals and special uses. Over the 2001-
2005 period, this averaged $95,259. This was also included as average annual revenue in each decade for
efficiency analyses.

Nonmarket Values

Economists have long considered a variety of other goods and services to be of economic value even when
they are not directly exchanged in financial markets. Most of the other resources provided by the ANF such
as recreation, water, wildlife, and other values associated with natural places are not exchanged in markets.
To provide some estimation of these nonmarket values, a set of nonmarket values has been established for a
12 hour recreational visitor day or RVD for certain recreational activities. The following table shows the
amount of RVDs estimated for each of these activities on the ANF, the original 1989 value for these RVDs
and the adjusted value for 2005.

Table b-48. Recreational visitor days and value by recreation type for 1989 and 2005.

ANF RVDs | Value per RVD Value per RVD

Recreation Activity 1989 2005

Camping Picnicing Swimming 921,290 $14.02 $19.43
Mechanized travel and viewing scenery 56,514 $10.53 $14.59
Hiking, Horseback Riding, and water travel 53,211 $16.27 $22.55
Winter Sports 18,749 $42.62 $59.07
Wilderness 47,402 $20.94 $29.02
Other Recreation (except wildlife & fish) 19,814 $61.43 $85.14
Hunting 262,488 $45.05 $62.44
Fishing 246,082 $76.20 $105.61
Nonconsumptive Wildlife Uses 239,051 $43.60 $60.43

To identify variations in the projected amount of this recreation, a number of basic assumptions were used
relative to what factors in the alternatives would influence specific activities. Each of the RPA value
categories is made up of a number of more specific activities. Each of these component activities was
examined to evaluate how they could be affected by the alternatives under consideration. Only four activities
(Backpacking in unroaded areas, Off highway vehicle travel, horseback riding, and bicycling) were
considered to directly vary as a result of the alternatives. Each of these activities could have opportunities
expanded or limited as a result of the alternative.

A number of activities varied indirectly as a result of wilderness study recommendation. Wilderness
recreation activities are treated separately from all other recreation activities; or no matter what the recreation
activity is, if it occurs in wilderness it is counted as a wilderness visit or RVD. In order to account for the
change in recreation and wilderness recreation that could occur in the alternative, a number of basic
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accounting adjustments were done. These adjustments first determined if the activity could occur on lands
that could become wilderness and if the activity was also consistent with wilderness designation. Each of
these recreational activities was then estimated on a per acre basis for the forest. As area recommended for
wilderness increased, the wilderness recreational use increased based on the per acre estimate and decreased
by the same amount elsewhere.

The following lists the aggregate RPA activities, their component activities and an indication of how these activities
varied by alternative. Recreational activities shown with a W varied as part of the wilderness accounting. Activities
shown with a * varied on some other basis.

Camping, Picnicing and Swimming
Camping in developed sites: did not vary

W Primitive camping: varied only as wilderness accounting

W* Backpacking, camping in unroaded areas: varied based on unroaded areas
Picnicing and family day gatherings: did not vary

W Other non-motorized activities: varied only as wilderness accounting
Mechanized Travel and Viewing Scenery

W Viewing natural features on NFS lands: varied only as wilderness accounting
* Off highway vehicle travel: varied based on the potential miles of trail

Driving for pleasure on roads: did not vary
Motorized water travel: did not vary
Other motorized activities: did not vary

Hiking, horseback riding, and non-motorized water travel

w Hiking or walking: varied only as wilderness accounting

W* Horseback riding: varied based on opportunities for horse use
Non-motorized water travel: did not vary

Winter Sports
Snowmobiling: did not vary

Downhill skiing: not present on ANF
W Cross country skiing and snowshoeing: varied only as wilderness accounting
Wilderness: varied only as wilderness accounting

Other non-wildlife recreation

w Visiting historic and prehistoric sites: varied only as wilderness accounting
W General relaxing, hanging out: varied only as wilderness accounting

* Bicycling: varied based on suitable areas

W Gathering forest products: varied only as wilderness accounting

Hunting: varied only as wilderness accounting
Fishing: varied only as wilderness accounting

Non-consumptive wildlife activities
w Viewing wildlife, birds and fish: varied only as wilderness accounting

Once new base levels were estimated for each of these recreational activities, the projected increase in these
levels was identified for each of the alternatives. Two projection sets were used. One is based upon
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Projections of Qutdoor Recreation Participation to 2050 by Bowker, English and Cordell 1999. These
projections suggest an overall increase of recreational activity of about 11% until 2010 and another 11% until
2020. The second is based upon these projections for different activities, but assumes that growth in
recreational opportunities will occur much more slowly on the ANF given local trends of a stable or declining
population. This is described in the Recreation section of the EIS. This projection assumes that overall
recreational activity will increase by .28% until 2010, .66% until 2020, and .73% thereafter. The national
rates for each individual activity were adjusted to reflect these overall local rates of change. The local
projection is regarded as the more appropriate for the ANF.

Other nonmarket values applicable for the ANF have not been calculated. These are difficult to estimate and
are not likely to show substantial variation among the alternatives.

Results of the Analysis

Table b-49 shows the results of the analysis assuming a discount rate of 4% is used for the calculation. This
rate has been established nationally for use in national forest planning. The Present Net Value or PNV is
identified for each alternative for a 100 year period. The first row shows the present net value with only ANF
costs and revenues taken into account. The second shows the present net value with ANF costs and revenues
and the values of recreation using with the local projection. The third shows the present net value with the
ANF costs and revenues and the values of recreation using the national projection.

Table B-49. Present net value of the alternatives (thousands of 2005 dollars).

Efficiency Measure Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D

Z\Dllzzket Only/Financial) $596,619 $646,110 $544,435 $235,298

PNV
(Market & nonmarket) $2,603,881 $2,662,204 $2,544,935 $2,213,971
(Local projection)

PNV
(Market & nonmarket) $2,968,013 $3,029,416 $2,903,372 $2,560,836
(National projection)

A review of the table indicates that alternative B has the highest PNV with any of the three measures,
followed by alternative A and alternative C. Alternative D is lower primarily of less efficiency in producing
market goods.

Economic Impact Analysis

The results of the economic impact analysis is presented in the Chapter 111 section of the DEIS on Economic
Conditions. This section briefly describes the data and methods used in the economic impact analysis. The
section describes the IMPLAN/FEAST model and the determination of the values used in the economic
impact analysis for recreation, wildlife, timber, federal expenditures, payments to local governments and oil
and gas. Much of this information has already been covered in the preceding section on economic efficiency
analysis, so rather than repeat that information in this section, there will be appropriate cross references

One of the significant changes that occurred recently was a redefinition of the basic economic sectors that are
being used by the federal government to track various activities. Prior to 2002, economic statistics were
collected for Standard Industrial Classifications or more commonly SIC codes. This system identified various
types of businesses with a specific code that could be collapsed into more aggregated codes. Beginning in
2002, a different structure for organizing this information was implemented that is called the North American
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Industry Classification System or NAICS. While the two systems are similar, NAICS offers a different
structure for reporting than SIC. In the presentation of the economic conditions in Chapter I11 of the EIS,
economic data that describes the conditions of different sectors prior to 2002 is based on the SIC
classification, while data after 2002 and the results of the alternatives are based on the NAICS structure.

IMPLAN/FEAST Model

The primary tool used for estimating the contribution of the ANF to the four county economic region of EIk,
Forest, Mckean and Warren counties of Pennsylvania is IMPLAN. IMPLAN (Impact Analysis for Planning)
is a software package for personal computers that uses the latest national input-output tables from the Bureau
of Economic Analysis (BEA). The software was originally developed by the Forest Service and is nhow
maintained by the Minnesota IMPLAN Group, Inc (MIG). Data used for the impact analysis was from the
most recent secondary data for the four county ANF economic region. County data is aggregated in the
model to develop one IMPLAN model for the four county ANF economic region.

Input-output analysis gives estimates of employment and labor income for an increase or decrease in final
demand on certain sectors or industries within an economy. Three types of economic impacts are estimated:
1) direct impacts such as increased demand in sawmills to process timber sold by the ANF, 2) indirect
impacts such as purchases of machinery by the sawmill, and 3) induced impacts such as spending from wages
earned through the direct and indirect impacts. Impacts include all those industries that sell the final product
as well as all of the industries involved in the processing of intermediate products (e.g. logging company to
sawmill). Thus, the impact assumes an increase or decrease in demand is made on the economy and estimates
what this change in final demand will mean in employment and labor income. Impacts are only generated to
the extent that industries are present in the ANF region. If they are not present, the impact is assumed to be
on the broader economy outside the ANF region.

A result from this model is the identification of response coefficients for each resource or activity in the ANF
economic region. These impact response coefficients provide a per unit estimate of the economic impact of a
change in the level of a resource or activity. The response coefficients generated within IMPLAN have been
extracted and used in the Forest Economic Analysis Spreadsheet Tool (FEAST). The FEAST/IMPLAN
information has traditionally been the professionally accepted means of analyzing effects of Forest Plan
alternatives. It provides for an area-wide view of relative differences of alternatives in employment and labor
income. The ANF analysis represents an annual average impact for essentially the midpoint of the plan period
(approximately 2012) that assumes full implementation of the alternative.

Information used in IMPLAN is specific to Pennsylvania from the year 2002 based upon NAICS data.
Employment and income data was derived from the US Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic
Analysis (BEA) regional economic projections from 2002. Basic assumptions of IMPLAN do not include
fundamental restructuring of the economy, nor does it predict the specific future of industry related to the
opening or closing of businesses.

Estimating Recreation Impacts

The section on Nonmarket values in the preceding Economic Efficiency section described how base levels of
recreation were identified for each of the alternatives. The same basic approach was used to estimate base
levels of recreation for the impact analysis; so a discussion on determining base recreation levels will not be
repeated here. For the economic impact analysis there were four major differences in the estimation of
recreation impacts as compared to estimation of recreation values in the efficiency analysis. These are
described here.
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The first difference is that the efficiency analysis used recreation estimates in RVDs or recreational visitor
days, the impact analysis is based upon the economic impact associated with a visit. Using the information
prepared in Spending Profiles of National Forest Visitors (Stynes and White, May 2005), spending profiles
were developed per visit for each of the recreational activities in the National Visitor Use Monitoring. These
spending profiles are used in IMPLAN/FEAST to estimate the impacts of these recreational activities on
specific economic sectors.

The second difference is that only recreation visitors from outside the four county ANF economic region are
assumed to create an impact upon the region. Since residents within the ANF economic region would be
spending for basic goods and services whether or not they were actively recreating on the ANF, their
recreational expenditures do not create a new impact upon the ANF economic region. It is the spending of
outside visitors that generates the local economic impact. For purposes of the impact analysis, 39% of the
recreational visits to the ANF are estimated to be visitors outside the ANF economic region.

The third difference is that the individual recreational activities are again aggregated into different groups to
focus on their impact on the local economy. The nonlocal visits of each of the specific activities were
estimated consistent with approach described in the previous section on Nonmarket values in the Economic
Efficiency section. These groups and their component individual activities are:

Developed Camping

Primitive Camping

Includes primitive camping and Backpacking/Camping in unroaded areas
OHV use
Horseback Riding
Fishing
Hunting
Bicycling
Snowmobiling
Hiking or walking

Water Travel
Includes motorized water travel and non-motorized water travel

General Day Use

Includes picnicing/family gatherings, viewing wildlife, viewing natural features,
And driving for pleasure

Wilderness

Other
Includes viewing prehistoric/historic sites, general relaxing/hanging out, other
motorized activities, cross country skiing and snowshoeing, other non-motorized

activities, and gathering forest products
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The fourth difference is that the economic impact analysis is for only plan period not for the 100 year time
horizon for the economic efficiency analysis. The base levels of each of these recreation impacts are
estimated for 2003 midpoint of the 2001-2005 period for estimation of the current level and secondly to the
midpoint of the plan period (2013) for estimation of the impacts of the alternatives. The projection is based
on the local adjustment of the national projections described in the Recreation section of the DEIS. The local
projections assume that overall non-local recreation visits will increase by .28% until 2010 and by .66% from
2010 to 2020. The estimated breakdown of recreational visits used in the analysis is shown in the following
table:

Table b-50. Recreational activity by type and alternative.

Activity Group Current Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D

Developed Camping 25,563 25,678 25,678 25,678 25,678
Primitive Camping 39,280 39,457 41,408 41,577 41,353
OHV use 8,105 13,645 17,490 13,042 6,182
Horseback Riding 3,741 3,758 3,795 3,821 3,382
Fishing 65,467 65,762 65,762 63,937 61,880
Hunting 69,831 70,146 70,146 68,199 66,005
Bicycling 623 626 624 606 586
Water Travel 12,470 12,526 12,526 12,526 12,526
Snowmobiling 4,988 5,010 5,010 5,010 5,010
Hiking and Walking 149,638 150,313 150,313 146,141 141,439
General Day Use 157,120 157,828 157,828 155,151 152,134
Other 86,665 87,056 87,056 84,761 82,176
Wilderness 14,319 14,384 14,384 31,896 51,632

Estimating Timber Impacts

The impact of timber harvest on the local economy begins with the estimation of the stumpage value and the
quantity of timber estimated to be produced. The preceding section under Economic Efficiency Analysis
provided a description of how stumpage values for ANF timber were estimated for the alternatives. See this
section to understand the calculation of stumpage values. This same basic information was used for the
impact analysis. There are two differences in the way that the timber values were represented in the impact
analysis as compared to the efficiency analysis.

The first was that the impact analysis broke down the total value of timber into three component parts. These
were the sawtimber, pulpwood, and fuelwood. Based upon historic average prices from 2001-2005,
pulpwood value has been $29.43 (in 2005 dollars) per MCF and fuelwood has been $64.95 per MCF. The
remaining timber values as previously described in the Economic Efficiency section were assigned to the
sawtimber.

The second is that the impact analysis estimated the annual average timber volume and values for the plan
period by averaging 10 years of the first decade volumes with 5 years of the second decade volumes to
estimate the average for the 15 year plan period. The Current level is an average of the 2001-2005 period.

Despite the fact that the ANF has a small softwood component in hemlock and conifer stands, approximately
98.5 % of the volume sold by the forest has been hardwood. Therefore, all timber impacts are represented as
softwood impacts. The resulting inputs to the IMPLAN/FEAST analysis including the current level of the
past 5 years and the annual average for the midpoint for the alternatives are shown below:
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Table b-51. Forest product impacts by type and alternative.

Item Current Alt. A Alt B. Alt C Alt. D

Sawtimber MMCF 1822 5619 5700 4945 2222
Pulpwood MMCF 1067 3749 3804 33,00 1482
Fuelwood MMCF 268 738 749 649 292
Sawtimber M$ 17,740 64,674 62,033 49,155 26,973
Pulpwood M$ 34 110 112 97 44
Fuelwood M$ 15 48 49 42 19

Estimating Federal Expenditures

The section on Costs in the preceding Economic Efficiency Analysis section described the methods used to
estimate the level of the ANF budget for both the current level and for the alternatives. Refer to that section
for this information. For the economic impact analysis there is only one substantial difference.

For the economic impact analysis, the ANF budget level is represented as an average of the 2001-2005 ANF
budgets and the alternatives are represented as an average for the plan period (10 years of decade one
estimates averaged with 5 years of decade two estimates). The inputs used to represent federal expenditures
in thousands of 2005 dollars for the FEAST/IMPLAN analysis are shown below:

Table b-52. Expenditures by alternative.

Current Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D

ANF Expenditures M$ 16,814 28,714 29,292 26,987 16,247

Estimating Payments to Local Governments

Payments to local governments were not included in the economic efficiency analysis as it is considered to be
a sharing of revenues between the federal and local governments. The payments to these governments are
included as part of the overall revenue totals. Since all of the alternatives project higher revenues than the
average of the past 5 years (2001-2005), it is assumed that all of the counties will opt for payment with the
25% fund when full plan implementation is in place. Therefore, the calculation of the level of payments to
local governments was a straightforward 25% share of the total federal revenues anticipated for the ANF
during the plan period. The current level is the actual average of payments to the local governments between
2001-2005. Of these payments approximately 52% has been distributed to school districts and 48% has been
distributed to townships for road projects. This same breakdown is assumed to continue in the future. The
inputs used to represent payments to local governments in 2005 dollars for the FEAST/IMPLAN analysis are
shown below:

Table b-53. Payments to local governments by alternative.

Current Alt. A Alt. B Alt.C Alt. D

Payments to Govt. M$ 5,619 16,232 15,572 12,348 6,783
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Oil and Natural Gas

The cumulative effects section in Chapter 111 provides some basic estimates of the economic contribution
from the development of the ANF subsurface for oil and gas production. Since these subsurface development
rights are not held by the ANF, private companies are developing these rights. The discussion in Chapter 111
estimates the current contribution made by oil and gas and future contribution based on the most likely
scenario identified in Appendix F that describes the oil and gas resource of the ANF. This section contains a
basic description of the analysis and some more detailed results of this analysis.

The Appendix identified the historic drilling on the ANF over the past 20 years. This indicated that in the
past 5 years (2001-2005) an average of 357 wells were drilled for oil and natural gas. It also identified a most
likely projection for the future of 512 new wells drilled each year during the plan period. This considers that
the recent changes in energy prices and availability will stimulate increased development and production from
the ANF subsurface.

One of the first assumptions to make for an economic impact analysis of oil and natural gas development is an
estimation of future prices. Historically, prices for both commodities have been extremely volatile and
variable. This has been true for the recent 5 year period. In both cases, it was assumed that a recent five year
average would understate the prices of these commodities, but that the most recent high prices experienced at
the end of 2005 were not likely to persist throughout the plan period. Prices for both commodities have
shown some decline since the end of 2005. Thus a price for each was selected in the high end of the recent
range of prices. For oil this was $50 a barrel of crude oil and for gas $8.00 per MCF.

Secondly, estimates of production for ANF wells were needed. An average well on the ANF provides most of
its production in the first five years of operation. An annual production average based upon average
production rates for the state of Pennsylvania suggest that each well produces 2000 barrels of oil and 4.2
million cubic feet of gas per year for the first 5 years. For 25 years following this, production drops to 550
barrels of oil per year and 2.2 million cubic feet of gas per year. Following this oil production essentially
ceases and gas production declines to about 1 million cubic feet or less per year. The cost of developing a
well for the ANF was identified as $60,000 per well.

Using this basic production information and comparing this to the current well situation and the projected
future situation suggests that the projected increase in well development will also increase production from
the ANF subsurface. The following table summarizes the estimated levels of well drilling and production for
the midpoint of the plan period (2013).

Table b-54. Current and projected oil and gas development.

Item Current Level Future Level
Wells drilled 357 512

Gas Production (MMCF) 19,756 28,153
Oil Production (Barrels) 6,524,075 8,724,700

These estimates were then applied to the FEAST/IMPLAN model to estimate the current and projected
contribution of the ANF’s subsurface Oil and Gas to the ANF region’s employment and labor income (as
shown in thousands of dollars). The results by sector are shown in the following table:
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Table b-55. Oil and gas developments contribution to the local economy.

Current Projected Current Labor Projected Labor
Industry Jobs Jobs Income Income
Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing 3 5 $12.4 $17.2
Mining 977 1,346 $31,637.9 $43,693.3
Utilities 3 4 $252.4 $347.9
Construction 2 3 $100.6 $139.0
Manufacturing 13 18 $674.8 $938.4
Wholesale Trade 7 9 $302.8 $420.5
Transportation & Warehousing 12 17 $492.6 $683.8
Retail Trade 60 83 $1,286.4 $1,778.6
Information 6 8 $227.1 $315.8
Finance & Insurance 13 18 $477.9 $661.8
Real Estate & Rental & Leasing 7 9 $223.4 $310.3
Professional, Scientific,

& Technical Services 18 24 $647.3 $894.7
Management of Companies 4 5 $378.0 $528.9
Administration, Waste

Management & Removal

Services 7 10 $157.2 $217.7
Educational Services 6 9 $139.2 $192.2
Health Care & Social Assistance 53 73 $1,766.7 $2,440.3
Arts, Entertainment, and

Recreation 16 23 $184.3 $260.1
Accommodation & Food Services 32 44 $341.4 $471.6
Other Services 29 41 $552.2 $763.2
Government 53 73 $2,412.2 $3,323.8
Total Forest Management 1,321 1,823 $42,266.7 $58,399.2
Percent Change from Current 38.0% 38.2%
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Appendix C. Roadless Area Inventory and Wilderness Evaluation

APPENDIX C
ROADLESS AREA INVENTORY/WILDERNESS EVALUATION

INTRODUCTION

The National Forest Management Act and the 1982 Planning Rule require an evaluation of potential
wilderness designation during Forest Plan revision. According to the Eastern Wilderness Areas Act of 1975,
areas in the East are considered for potential “wilderness study area” designation. Any area designated as a
wilderness study area is subsequently “studied” as to its suitability or non-suitability for preservation as
wilderness and submitted to congress within ten years from the date of designation as a wilderness study area.

The evaluation of potential wilderness study areas consists of two steps. The first step is to identify and
inventory all roadless, undeveloped areas that satisfy the definition of wilderness found in section 2(c) of the
1964 Wilderness Act and they must meet established inventory criteria found in FSH 1909.12, Chapter 7.
The second step is to evaluate the inventoried roadless areas from the first step for consideration as
congressionally designated wilderness study areas. The evaluation considers, in detail, the potential addition
of roadless areas to the National Wilderness Preservation System to determine the mix of land and resource
uses that best meet public needs.

This appendix displays the process used to conduct a roadless area inventory and wilderness evaluation and
the results of that analysis. The planning record document in which the entire roadless inventory and
Wilderness evaluation is located is titled, “Allegheny National Forest - Forest Plan Revision Roadless Area
Inventory and Wilderness Evaluation.”

This document is divided into two parts:

e Part One describes the inventory process. It displays authorities and requirements, criteria used during
inventory, and a detailed description of steps taken on the Allegheny National Forest to accomplish the
roadless inventory. All areas inventoried during the RARE Il process (Roadless Area Review and
Evaluation of 1979), as well as all other Allegheny National Forest System lands were considered in the
inventory process. Part One gives the results of the inventory. It lists each area that met criteria during
the inventory process and summarizes results of the inventory criteria measures. Four areas continued
into evaluation as wilderness study areas. Three of these are RARE Il inventoried areas and were also
mapped as roadless areas in the Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation Final Environmental Impact
Statement.

e Part Two describes the wilderness evaluation process, including an overview of the process and the
detailed wilderness evaluation for each of the areas that met inventory requirements, as listed in Part One.
Part Two discusses in detail the capability, availability and need for wilderness and includes a summary
of the current congressionally designated Wilderness on the Allegheny National Forest.
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PART ONE: THE ROADLESS AREA INVENTORY

PURPOSE

The primary purpose of the roadless area inventory and wilderness evaluation is to determine which areas on
the Forest have the best potential for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. Potential
areas are included in the range of alternatives for recommended wilderness study in the Draft EIS.
Recommended wilderness is one of the 6 planning decisions to be made in the Forest Plan revision.

For the inventory process, the Forest reviewed all National Forest System lands which would potentially
qualify as wilderness under the Wilderness Act of 1964 and the Eastern Wilderness Act of 1975. These areas
included:

e RARE Il roadless areas
e Roadless Area Conservation Rule roadless areas

e Additional areas requested by the Friends of Allegheny Wilderness and the Allegheny Defense
Project.

The updated roadless area inventory is replacing roadless inventories of the past (RARE I, RARE Il, Roadless
Conservation Rule areas). It is an inventory used primarily to determine which roadless areas have the best
potential for wilderness recommendation. Therefore, criteria related to wilderness attributes are part of the
inventory process, as described by the Forest Service Handbook and Regional direction.

PREVIOUSLY INVENTORIED ROADLESS AREAS

In 1972 the Forest Service initiated a review of National Forest System roadless areas known as the Roadless
Area Review and Evaluation (RARE) to determine their suitability for inclusion in the National Wilderness
Preservation System (NWPS). No areas were identified on the ANF in this review. The second review
process, (RARE I1), resulted in a nationwide inventory of roadless areas that included 34,358 acres of
Allegheny National Forest land. Since that time, no other roadless areas have been identified in the current
Forest Plan or in any other unit plans. The RARE Il inventory included the following nine areas:

Hickory Creek 9,337 acres
Allegheny Islands 368 acres
Tracy Ridge 9,188 acres
Cornplanter 3,012 acres
Clarion River 3,440 acres
Allegheny Front (North & South) 7,424 acres
Minister Valley 1,375 acres
Hearts Content 200 acres
Verbeck Island 14 acres
34,358 acres

The Pennsylvania Wilderness Act of 1984 established the Hickory Creek and Allegheny Islands Wilderness
Areas and the Allegheny National Recreation Area (NRA) which is comprised of Tracy Ridge, Cornplanter
and Allegheny Front RARE Il areas. National recreation areas or other designated special areas such
as scenic areas, research natural areas, or wild and scenic rivers are not exempt from the roadless
area inventory. These other special areas may be recommended for designation as wilderness
provided they meet inventory and evaluation criteria. Since Hickory Creek and the Allegheny Islands have
been designated as wilderness, the following RARE 11 areas will be inventoried to determine if they still meet
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roadless criteria. If these RARE Il areas do not meet the minimum inventory criterion, they will be
eliminated from the Roadless Area Inventory and they will not be evaluated for possible recommendation to
Congress as wilderness.

Tracy Ridge 9,188 acres
Cornplanter 3,012 acres
Clarion River 3,440 acres
Allegheny Front 7,424 acres
Minister Valley 1,375 acres
Hearts Content 200 acres
Verbeck Island 14 acres
24,653 acres

INVENTORY CRITERIA

The criteria used to inventory roadless areas for potential designation as wilderness follows direction found in
FSH 1909.12 and the R9 Guidelines for Completing Roadless Area Inventories During Forest Plan Revision
(August 1997). FSH 1909.12, “Land and Resource Management Planning Handbook, WO Amendment
1909.12-92-1 Effective 8/3/92” provides in Chapter 7 the criteria for roadless inventory as follows:

7.11 - Inventory Criteria. Roadless areas qualify for placement on the inventory of potential wilderness if,
in addition to meeting the statutory definition of wilderness, they meet one or more of the following
criteria:

1. They contain 5,000 acres or more.
2. They contain less than 5,000 acres but:
a. Due to physiography or vegetation, they are manageable in their natural condition.
b. They are self-contained ecosystems such as an island.
c. They are contiguous to existing wilderness, primitive areas, Administration-endorsed
wilderness, or roadless areas in other Federal ownership, regardless of their size.
3. They do not contain improved roads maintained for travel by standard passenger-type vehicles,
except as permitted in areas east of the 100th meridian (sec. 7.11b).

Section 7.11 states that in addition to meeting the roadless criteria “roadless areas qualify for placement on
the inventory of potential wilderness if they meet the statutory definition of wilderness”. As defined in
Section 2c of the Wilderness Act of 1964, the definition of wilderness is:

(c) A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his own works dominate the landscape,
is hereby recognized as an area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man,
where man himself is a visitor who does not remain. An area of wilderness is further defined to mean
in this Act an area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval character and influence,
without permanent improvements or human habitation, which is protected and managed so as to
preserve its natural conditions and which (1) generally appears to have been affected primarily by
the forces of nature, with the imprint of man's work substantially unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding
opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation; (3) has at least five
thousand acres of land or is of sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation and use in an
unimpaired condition; and (4) may also contain ecological, geological, or other features of scientific,
educational, scenic, or historical value.
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7.11a - Criteria for Including Improvements. Roadless areas may qualify for inventory as potential
wilderness even though they include the following types of areas or features.

1. Airstrips and heliports.

2. Cultural treatments involving plantations or plantings where the use of mechanical equipment is not
evident.

3. Electronic installations, such as televisions, radio, and telephone repeaters, and the like, provided
their impact is minimal.

4. Areas with evidence of historic mining (50+ years ago). Do not include areas of significant current
mineral activity, including prospecting with mechanical earth-moving equipment. The inventory may
include areas where the only evidence of prospecting are holes that have been drilled without access
roads to the site. Inventoried roadless areas also may include:

a. Areas that otherwise meet the inventory criteria if they are covered by mineral leases having
a "no surface occupancy" stipulation.

b. Areas covered by mineral leases that otherwise meet inventory criteria only if the leasee has
not exercised development and occupancy rights. If and when these rights are exercised,
remove the area, or portion, affected, from the inventory unless it is possible to establish
specific occupancy provisions that would maintain the area in a condition suitable for
wilderness.

5. National Grasslands. National Grasslands may have structures or evidence of vegetative
manipulation resulting from past management practices. National Grassland roadless areas
containing the following features may be inventoried:

a. Vegetation type conversions that are reverting to native vegetation with minimal evidence of
cultivation.

b. Less than 1 mile of interior fence per section.

6. Areas of less than 70% Federal Ownership, if it is realistic to manage the Federal lands as
wilderness, independent of the private land.

7. Minor structural range improvements (FSM 2240.5) such as fences or water troughs. Exclude areas
where nonstructural range improvements are readily visible and apparent. Areas with spray or
burning projects are permissible if there is little or no evidence of the project.

8. Recreation improvements such as occupancy spots or minor hunting or outfitter camps. As a general
rule, do not include developed sites. Areas with minor, easily removable recreation developments
may be included.

9. Timber harvest areas where logging and prior road construction are not evident. Examples include
those areas containing early logging activities related to historic settlement of the vicinity, areas
where stumps and skid trails or roads are substantially unrecognizable, or areas where clearcuts
have regenerated to the degree that canopy closure is similar to surrounding uncut areas.

10. Ground-return telephone lines, if a right-of-way has not been cleared.

11. Watershed treatment areas if the use of mechanical equipment is not evident. The inventory may
include areas where minor watershed treatment has been accomplished manually, such as small
hand- constructed gully plugs.

7.11b - Criteria for Roadless Areas in the East. National Forest System lands in the eastern United States
have been acquired over time from private ownership. Criteria for inventorying roadless areas in the East
recognize that much, if not all of the land, shows some signs of human activity and modification even
though they have shown high recuperative capabilities. Roadless areas east of the 100th meridian qualify
for inventory as potential wilderness if:

1. The land is regaining a natural, untrammeled appearance.
2. Improvements existing in the area are being affected by the forces of nature rather than humans and
are disappearing or muted.
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3. The area has existing or attainable National Forest System ownership patterns, both surface and
subsurface, that could ensure perpetuation of identified wilderness values.

4. The location of the area is conducive to the perpetuation of wilderness values. Consider the
relationship of the area to sources of noise, air, and water pollution, as well as unsightly conditions
that would have an effect on the wilderness experience. The amount and pattern of Federal
ownership is also an influencing factor.

5. The area contains no more than a half mile of improved road for each 1,000 acres, and the road is

under Forest Service jurisdiction.

No more than 15 percent of the area is in non-native, planted vegetation.

Twenty percent or less of the area has been harvested within the past 10 years.

8. The area contains only a few dwellings on private lands and the location of these dwellings and their
access needs insulate their effects on the natural conditions of Federal lands.

~No

Sections 7.11, 7.11a, and 7.11b of FSH 1909.12, WO Amendment 1909.12-92-1, effective 8/3/92, all apply to
Forests in the Eastern Region. Areas included in the inventory must meet all criteria listed in the Handbook.

R9 GUIDELINES

The R9 Guidelines for Completing Roadless Area Inventories During Forest Plan Revision (August 1997)
provides further clarification of the FSH 1909.12 for application to the Eastern Region. Included in the
guidelines is direction to “re-inventory” RARE |1 areas (as identified in the Nation-wide Environmental
Impact Statement of January, 1979) to determine if they still qualify for inclusion in the inventory. If a portion
of the RARE Il area no longer qualifies, the boundary can be modified to “exclude only that portion that no
longer qualifies.”

The direction to inventory potential roadless areas is not limited to RARE Il areas, but extends to “all other
National Forest System lands.” The Regional Forester also emphasizes that the inventory should be thorough
and free of bias or “data filters.” The results of the inventory are documented in Appendix C of the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Forest Plan Revision.

The Regional guidelines provide clarification and specific direction for both the primary criteria and the
exceptions listed in the FSH, including:

1. Identifying “core areas” of solitude which meet the “semi-primitive” criteria described in the 1986 Forest
Service Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) Book. Such core areas should contain approximately 2,500

acres (unless they are contiguous to an existing Wilderness). The ROS Book further states that this core area

must be “at least ¥2-mile but no further than 3 miles from all roads, railroads or trails with motorized use; can
include the existence of primitive roads and trails if usually closed to motorized use.”

2. Non-native, planted vegetation includes wildlife openings, seeded roads, non-native tree plantations, etc.
3. To determine how much of an area has been “harvested,” use regeneration cuts under even-aged
management systems only, including seed-tree, shelterwood, or clearcuts. thinnings or unevenaged harvests
(individual or group selection) are not counted as “harvest.”
4. Boundaries should follow natural or relatively permanent human-made features, including:

a) Natural features such as live streams, well-defined ridges or drainages.

b) Human-made features such as roads, trails, dams, power lines, pipelines, bridges, property lines,
and State or Forest boundaries.

Allegheny National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement C-5



Appendix C. Roadless Area Inventory and Wilderness Evaluation

c¢) Boundaries should not cross power lines, state/county roads or major access roads.

d) Narrow, elongated, gerry-mandered areas are not suitable; the boundary should provide an easily
managed area.

e) Cherry-stemming boundaries around roads into or through roadless areas are not appropriate.

f) Roadless areas can contain less than 70 percent Federal ownership, but only if it is realistic to
manage the Federal lands as Wilderness, independent of the private land.

g) Locate boundaries to avoid conflict with important existing or potential public uses outside the
boundary, which could result in non-conforming demands on the area if it were to become a
Wilderness.

5. Normally, roads under State, County, Townships, or other ownerships are not included in a roadless area
since the Forest Service does not have authority to regulate use on those roads.

6. In addition to the improvements permitted in roadless areas (listed in the FSH), the Regional guidelines
identified improvements which are not permitted in a roadless area, including:

a) Significant current mineral activity.

b) Areas of prospecting with mechanical earth moving equipment.

c) Significant developed recreation sites judged difficult to obliterate and rehabilitate.

d) Active railroads and railroad beds that have cuts and fills, old trestles, abutments, and cinder
surfacing.

e) Pipelines, transmission lines, and utility corridors.

) High standard trails with surfaces, difficult to rehabilitate to primitive standards (should include
paved and surfaced trails and most year-round motorized trails).

Improved Roads

Forest Service Handbook 1909.12, Chapter 7.11(b)(5) states that “Roadless Areas east of the 100" meridian”
shall have “no more than a half mile of improved road for each 1,000 acres, and the road is under Forest
Service jurisdiction.”

In August 1997, the Regional Office recommended the following definitions of an “improved road:”

“An improved road is any constructed or existing feature or facility created on the land for the purpose of
travel by passenger vehicles (four wheeled, 2 wheel drive) which are legally allowed to operate on forest
roads or public roads and highways, and vehicles are greater than 50 inches in width. Said facility will have
an area for vehicles to travel on and will incorporate some manner for the disposal of surface runoff.” (Bill
Rees, Regional Office Engineering, 3/26/97)

Core Area of Solitude

The 1964 Wilderness Act, Section 2(c) (2) defines a number of values including “outstanding opportunities
for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation”. To analyze for the need to provide “solitude”
and “unconfined recreation”, a core area which provides “outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive
and unconfined type of recreation” is needed. According to the R9 Guidelines for Completing Roadless Area
Inventories During Forest Plan Revision (August 1997), Recreation Opportunity classes defined as Primitive
or Semi Primitive Non Motorized (SPNM) contain characteristics that meet “solitude” and “unconfined
recreation” requirements.

For the Inventoried Roadless analysis, the Forest Service uses the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS)
focusing on the land providing primitive or semi-primitive recreation. As defined in the 1986 ROS Book,
recreationists in areas inventoried as primitive or semi-primitive have a high to moderate "probability of
experiencing isolation from the sights and sounds of humans, independence, closeness to nature, tranquility,
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and self-reliance...in an environment that offers challenge and risk™. Semi-primitive ROS lands provide the
solitude needed to meet roadless area inventory criteria.

The characteristics of each ROS setting “affect the kind of experience the recreationist most probably realizes
from using the area.” Three components are analyzed: the physical, social and managerial settings.

1. Criteria for Physical setting includes: Remoteness, Size and Evidence of Humans
2. Criteria for Social setting includes: User Density
3. Criteria for Managerial setting includes: Managerial Regimentation and Noticeability

Wilderness Delineation: The 1986 ROS Book notes that, “Although some designated Wildernesses are
composed largely of the Primitive type of recreation opportunity, many designated Wildernesses also include
Semi-Primitive or Roaded-Natural opportunities.” For the Allegheny National Forest, the criteria for a Semi-
Primitive Non-Motorized ROS experience are used as the standard for Roadless Area Inventory and
Wilderness Evaluation.

The following ROS Class Delineation criteria for Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized experience are found in the
1986 ROS Book, Chapter IV.

Remoteness: “An area designated at least ¥2-mile but not further than 3 miles from all roads, railroads or
trails with motorized use; can include the existence of primitive roads and trails if usually closed to motorized
use.” Application: The ANF established core areas by measuring ¥2 mile from improved roads, significant
mineral activity, railroads, railroads, water bodies including the Allegheny Reservoir and the Allegheny and
Clarion Rivers, rights of way, mineral exploration areas, dwellings, population centers, utility corridors,
highly developed recreation facilities, high standard trails, private dwellings and other notable development.
In some cases, topographic features such as ridgelines or streams were used to delineate core area boundaries
as these features serve to block the influences of exterior developments (roads, railroads, etc.). Where
topographic features were used, core areas tended to be larger. The process of analyzing ROS core areas
involved drawing core area boundaries onto maps and calculating the maximum core area available for the
semi-primitive, unconfined recreation criteria.

Size: 2,500 acres Current ROS mapping protocols require a minimum of 2,500 acres for semi primitive
classifications. “Situations where an area identified on the remoteness overlay is slightly smaller than the size
criteria for a Primitive or Semi-Primitive class — or the area is a unique entity for some other reason — may
require individual consideration.”

Application: All settings with a core area of solitude less than 2,000 acres were not considered
unless contiguous to an existing Wilderness; settings with a core area between 2,000 and 2,500 acres
received further consideration to determine if they had other roadless characteristics; settings over
2,500 acres met the basic qualification for the SPNM experience.

Evidence of Humans: “Natural-appearing setting may have subtle modifications that would be
noticed but not draw the attention of an observer wandering through the area. Little or no evidence
of primitive roads and the motorized use of trails and primitive roads.”

Application: Settings with a density of improved roads (in accordance with the FSH and R9 direction) in
excess of 0.5 mile/1,000 NF acres were disqualified from further consideration.

User Density: “Usually 6-15 parties per day encountered on trails and 6 or less visible at campsites.”
Application: User density was not a key factor, since there is little data on use of dispersed recreation
opportunities within the Allegheny National Forest. If a setting was known to have use on the scale listed in
the criteria, however, it could be taken into account.
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Managerial: “On site regimentation and controls present but subtle. Controls can be physical (such as
barriers) or regulatory (such as permits).”

Application: Managerial setting was not a key factor, except perhaps where controls were not present. An
example would be an area with few road closures or controlled access.

INVENTORY PROCESS AND RESULTS

The Allegheny National Forest (ANF) used a five step process in which the roadless area inventory criteria
and regional guidelines were applied to previously inventoried RARE 11 areas as well as all other National
Forest System lands to determine which areas qualify as the updated inventory of roadless areas in the revised
Forest Plan. In each step, certain criteria were applied and reasons were given why areas were eliminated.
The steps included:

1. Establish analysis areas and determine if areas meet Criteria 1 and 2 found in FSH 1909.12.11.
Identify areas greater than 2,000 acres and analyze further. Determine if areas less than 2,000 acres
are “manageable in their natural condition, self-contained ecosystems such as an island or contiguous
to existing wilderness. Determine if any areas are adjacent to wilderness for potential expansion.

2. Evaluate all areas greater than 2,000 acres to determine if existing improvements in the area are

disappearing are muted. Analyze for improvements which are not allowed.

Evaluate areas to determine core area of solitude.

4. Further evaluate RARE Il areas and other areas of special interest against eight criteria for areas in the
Eastern United States.

5. Supplemental reasons for eliminating key areas (RARE Il Areas and Areas of Special Interest)

w

Step 1

Using Geographic Information System (GIS) technology, the Forest initially established analysis areas to be
inventoried. The ANF mapped the entire Forest into polygons of three size groups, 5,000 acres or more,
2,500 acres to 4,999 acres and 1,500 acres to 2,499 acres. The mapped analysis areas were bound by Federal,
State, County, Township and/or Forest Service system roads open and maintained for passenger cars
(operation maintenance level 3, 4 and/or 5). Once these areas were established, they were evaluated against
Criteria #1 and #2 found in FSH 1909.12, 7.11.

Criteria 1: “They contain 5,000 acres or more”.

Criteria 2: “They contain less than 5,000 acres but:
a. Due to physiography or vegetation, they are manageable in their natural condition.
b. They are self-contained ecosystems such as an island.
c. They are contiguous to existing wilderness, primitive areas, Administration-endorsed
wilderness, or roadless areas in other Federal ownership, regardless of their size.”

When evaluating a possible expansion of an existing Wilderness, there should be no improved road, railroad,
or utility corridor separating the existing area from the expansion area. If a barrier separated the areas, the
wilderness would not be expanded and the areas were evaluated independently (R9 Guidelines for Completing
Roadless Area Inventories During Forest Plan Revision, 1997).
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Results
Table C-1 summarizes the results of Step 1 by including the following information:
e The alpha-numeric labels used to identify the analysis areas and their size.
e Whether or not they are contiguous to other existing wilderness, primitive areas, Administration-
endorsed wilderness, or roadless areas in other Federal ownership regardless of their size.
o Whether or not they are self-contained ecosystems, i.e., an island.
Whether they contain a RARE 11 Area or Area of Special Interest as identified by the public.
o Whether or not they are being eliminated.
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Table C-1: Summary of Step 1
Self-
Area Size Contiguous to Contained Areas of Special Eliminate
# (acres) Wilderness Island Interest (Yes or No)
1-1 29,602 No No Tionesta No
1-2 14,916 No No No No
1-3 14,466 No No No No
1-4 13,001 No No No No
1-5 12,976 No No No No
1-6 12,334 No No No No
1-7 11,598 No No No No
Hickory Creek See discussion
1-8 11,160 No No Wilderness Addition below
No No Morrison No
1-9 10,651 (aka Chappel Fork)
1-10 10,456 No No No No
No Tracy Ridge No
1-11 10,002 No RARE Il
Minister Valley No
1-12 9,990 No No RARE Il
1-13 8,714 No No No No
1-14 8,714 No No No No
1-15 8,470 No No No No
1-16 8,179 No No No No
1-17 8,085 No No No No
1-18 7,777 No No No No
1-19 7,395 No No No No
Allegheny Front No
1-20 7,424 No No RARE Il
1-21 7,127 No No No No
1-22 7,076 No No No No
1-23 7,003 No No No No
Clarion River No
1-24 6,234 No No RARE I
1-25 6,130 No No No No
1-26 5,895 No No No No
1-27 5,744 No No No No
1-28 5,722 No No No No
1-29 5,509 No No No No
1-30 5,477 No No No No
1-31 5,418 No No Allegheny Reservoir No
No No Chestnut Ridge No
1-32 5,378 (aka Sugar Run)
1-33 5,351 No No No No
1-34 5,194 No No No No
1-35 5,069 No No No No
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Table C-1 Continued
Self-
Area Size Contiguous to Contained Areas of Special Eliminate
# (acres) Wilderness Island Interest (Yes or No)
2-1 4,947 No No No No
2-2 4,860 No No No No
2-3 4,859 No No No No
2-4 4,690 No No No No
2-5 4,546 No No No No
2-6 4,260 No No No No
2-7 4,210 No No No No
2-8 4,116 No No No No
2-9 4,105 No No No No
2-10 3,753 No No No No
2-11 3,642 No No No No
2-12 3,559 No No No No
2-13 3,530 No No No No
2-14 3,354 No No No No
2-15 3,310 No No No No
2-16 3,257 No No No No
Cornplanter
2-17 3,215 No No RARE Il No
2-18 3,154 No No No No
2-19 3,098 No No No No
2-20 3,091 No No No No
2-21 2,938 No No No No
2-22 2,836 No No No No
2-23 2,821 No No No No
2-24 2,650 No No No No
2-25 2,806 No No No No
2-26 2,805 No No No No
2-27 2,786 No No No No
2-28 2,749 No No No No
2-29 2,623 No No No No
2-30 2,548 No No No No
Hearts Content
3-1 2,423 No No RARE Il No
3-2 2,411 No No No No
3-3 2,327 No No No No
3-4 2,275 No No No No
3-5 2,102 No No No No
3-6 2,037 No No No No
3-7 1,963 No No No Yes
3-8 1,960 No No No Yes
3-9 1,836 No No No Yes
3-10 1,802 No No No Yes
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Table C-1 Continued
Self-
Area Size Contiguous to Contained Areas of Special Eliminate
# (acres) Wilderness Island Interest (Yes or No)
3-11 1,773 No No No Yes
3-12 1,759 No No No Yes
3-13 1,617 No No No Yes
3-14 1,750 No No No Yes
3-15 1,592 No No No Yes
3-16 1,584 No No No Yes
3-17 1,554 No No No Yes
Verbeck Island
3-18 14 No Yes RARE Il No

The “Areas of Special Interest” column identifies which analysis areas contain the RARE |1 areas or areas that
have been identified by individuals or special interest groups such as the “Friends of Allegheny Wilderness”
or “Allegheny Defense Project”. These groups have submitted proposals to the Allegheny National Forest
suggesting that these areas be designated as wilderness or in some cases, as National Recreation Areas. These
“Areas of Special Interest” can be tracked throughout the process by referring to the analysis area in which
they are contained. For example, Area 1-1 is a 29,602 acre analysis area and includes the Tionesta Scenic and
Research Natural Areas which are 4,131 acres. Maps showing the analysis areas are contained in the project
record as well as the GIS database at the Supervisor’s Office in Warren, PA.

There were 83 total mapped analysis areas. There were 35 areas 5,000 acres or more (1-1 to 1-35), 30 areas
2,500 acres to 4,999 acres (2-1 to 2-30), 17 areas 1,500 acres to 2,499 acres (3-1 to 3-17) and Verbeck Island
RARE Il area at 14 acres (3-18). All acreage for each analysis area includes only National Forest System
lands. No private lands are included in the acreages shown in the table above, however there are many
instances where private land is contained within the mapped areas and were often used as boundaries.

A total of 11 analysis areas were eliminated in this step. Areas 3-7 through 3-17 (11 areas) were eliminated
because they were less than 2,000 acres and not considered manageable (Criteria 2a), were not self-contained
islands (Criteria 2b) or contiguous to any existing wilderness areas (Criteria 2c).

Areas that are between 2,000 and 4,999 acres are areas that could meet Criteria 2a, 2b or 2c. Areas less than
2,000 acres could meet Criteria 2b or 2c, but not 2a. The ANF is fragmented by large tracts of private land,
extensive oil and gas development and thousands of miles of roads. Intensive human use of the land
including logging and oil and gas development has altered the landscape for more than 100 years. The
influences of human habitation and use throughout the Forest create an “edge effect” that permeates interior
forest areas. Consequently, on the ANF, in order to maintain a reasonable certainty that the “edge effect” of
human influence would not preclude a wilderness experience, areas smaller than 2,000 acres were not
considered unless they were a self-contained island or contiguous to existing wilderness. Table C-2 provides
further clarification for why these areas were eliminated.
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Table C-2. Supplemental Reasons for Eliminating Areas < 2000 Acres.

Reason(s)
Roadless Removed from
Area Total further
Number | Acres [ consideration* Supplemental Notes
3-7 1,963 S,D Contains extensive oil and gas development and a utility corridor
W, A in lower section. Odd, indented, long and narrow shape.
Extensive private land to the east. Oil and gas development
within east side of area. No large topographic features for
separation from developed areas and oil and gas roads. OGM
roads within the area.
3-8 1,960 D,S Contains oil and gas development and OGM access roads in
northeast %a.
3-9 1,836 S, D Odd, long, indented and narrow shape. Contains extensive oil
W, A and gas development within much of the area. Extensive private
land and oil and gas development in surrounding area. Contains
OGM roads.
3-10 1,802 S,D Contains 4 utility corridors dissecting area into 6 smaller pieces
A and contains oil and gas development in northwest half. Bounded
primarily by private land and extensive oil and gas development.
3-11 1,773 S,D Odd, amoeba-like shape. Extensive private land adjacent to area
R, A with oil and gas development. Contains extensive oil and gas
development within much of the area. OGM roads within the
area.
3-12 1,759 S,D Long, linear and narrow shape. Adjacent to Area 3-9. Contains
W extensive oil and gas development within much of the area. OGM
roads within the area.
1,617 S,D Long, linear and narrow shape almost dissected into two pieces
W by private land. Ultility corridor on far southeast side reducing size
3-13 further.
3-14 1,750 S,D Contains one utility corridor dissecting area into 2 smaller pieces.
A Contains oil and gas development within area and extensive oil
and gas development in surrounding area.
3-15 1,592 S,D Contains extensive oil and gas development throughout much of
R, A the area. Odd, amoeba-like shape. Extensive oil and gas
development on adjacent lands east, west and north. Contains
OGM roads and a utility corridor in north portion of area.
3-16 1,584 S,D Contains 2 utility corridors dissecting area into 3 smaller pieces
R, A and contains oil and gas development scattered throughout.
Adjacent to area 3-10. Extensive oil and gas development
throughout surrounding area.
3-17 1,554 S Oddly shaped geometric pattern indented with private land in
R, A northwest ¥4. Surrounded by private land.

PRIMARY REASONS FOR REMOVAL FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION

SS Less than 1,000 acres and not adjacent to an existing Wilderness

Less than 2,500 acres (larger than 1,000 acres), not adjacent to an existing Wilderness, and
S because physiography/shape of the area will not meet the semi-primitive (ROS) core criterion
D Qil and gas development along with utility corridors and/or oil and gas access roads.

SUPPLEMENTAL REASONS

R Ratio of edge to area is relatively high; long, narrow shape, gerrymandered or ‘amoeba’ like
A Adjacent land is developed
wW Narrow in areas, Less than 1 - 2 miles wide
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Discussion of RARE Il Areas and Areas of Special Interest

The (12) RARE Il areas and Areas of Special Interest fell within one of the mapped alpha-numeric areas as
shown in Table C-3. Additional lands that were contiguous to RARE |1 areas were included in order to
determine the maximum extent of the area which may qualify as roadless. These 12 areas will be given a
close examination and consideration throughout this process.

Table C-3. Summary of RARE Il and Special Interest Areas
Area # Area Name Analysis Area RARE Il Size
Size (Acres)
(Acres)
1-1 Tionesta 29,602 Not a RARE Il area
1-8 Hickory Creek 1,823 Not a RARE Il area
Addition
1-9 Morrison 10,651 Not a RARE Il area
aka Chappel
Fork
1-11 Tracy Ridge 10,002 9,188
1-12 Minister Valley 9,990 1,375
1-20 Allegheny 7,424 7,424
Front
1-24 Clarion River 6,234 3,440
1-31 Allegheny 5,418 Not a RARE Il area
Reservoir
1-32 Chestnut 5,378 Not a RARE Il area
Ridge
2-17 Cornplanter 3,215 3,012
3-1 Hearts 2,423 200
Content
3-18 Verbeck 14 14
Island

Hickory Creek Addition

Area 1-8 was analyzed to determine if there was an opportunity to expand Hickory Creek Wilderness from
9,337 acres to 11,160 acres. There was a utility corridor that prohibits expansion of the Wilderness area. As
per the R9 Guidelines for this process, expansion of wilderness areas can not occur across utility corridors.
Since this area could not be expanded, it became a stand-alone analysis area for potential consideration as an
inventoried roadless area. However, this area was eliminated from further consideration. Table C-4 provides
supplemental reasons for eliminating this area.
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Table C-4. Supplemental Reasons for Eliminating Hickory Creek Addition (Area 1-8)

Reason(s)
Roadless Removed from
Area Total further
Number | Acres [ consideration* Supplemental Notes
1-8 1,823 S,DW Contains an additional utility corridor that further reduces the size.
PRIMARY REASONS FOR REMOVAL FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION
SS Less than 1,000 acres and not adjacent to an existing Wilderness
Less than 2,500 acres (larger than 1,000 acres), not adjacent to an existing Wilderness, and
S because physiography/shape of the area will not meet the semi-primitive (ROS) core criterion
D Oil and gas development along with utility corridors and/or oil and gas access roads.
SUPPLEMENTAL REASONS
R Ratio of edge to area is relatively high; gerrymandered or '‘amoeba’ like
A Adjacent land is developed
W Narrow in areas, Less than 1 - 2 miles wide

For the reasons listed in Table C-3, it will not be further evaluated as a potential inventoried roadless area.

Allegheny Front

The Allegheny Front RARE Il Area, contained within Area 1-20, is comprised of two National Forest land
units: one unit totals 7,217 acres and the other totals 207 acres. The 207 acre land parcel is completely
separated from the larger parcel by approximately 1,420 acres of private lands. This 207 acre area is not
considered manageable (Criteria 2a), nor is it a self-contained ecosystem or island (Criteria 2b), nor is it
contiguous to any existing wilderness areas (Criteria 2¢). The small 207 acre land parcel is being eliminated
from further evaluation due this combination of criteria. Area 1-20, Allegheny Front Rare Il Area will be
further evaluated as a 7,217 acre single analysis area.

Step 2

Using the maps and GIS results from Step 1, analysis areas greater than 2,000 acres were further analyzed in
Step 2 to determine whether or not there were existing improvements and/or activities that are not allowed in
inventoried roadless areas as per the criterion for inventorying roadless areas in the east, FSH 1909.12 7.11b.
Guideline L of the R9 Guidelines for Completing Roadless Area Inventories During Forest Plan Revision -
August, 1997 (pg. 8) was also used to help identify improvements that are not allowed in Inventoried
Roadless Areas. The following primary criteria were applied in this step.

Criteria 2: “Improvements existing in the area are being affected by the forces of nature rather than humans
and are disappearing or muted.”

Improvements not allowed (R9 Guidelines):

1. Significant current mineral activity.

2. Areas of prospecting with mechanical earth moving equipment.

3. Significant developed recreation sites judged difficult to obliterate and rehabilitate. Recreation
developments which would be difficult to obliterate include highly developed campgrounds or other
facilities which have paved access, vault toilets, paved parking lots, pavilions, boat ramps or other
such constructed features.
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4. Active railroads and abandoned railroad beds that have significant cut and fills, old trestles, bridge
abutments and cinder surfacing.

5. Pipelines, transmission lines and utility corridors.

6. High standard trails with surfaces difficult to rehabilitate to primitive standards. Trails with paved
surfaces or those designated for motorized use by ATV or snowmobile were considered high standard
trails. Non-motorized trails which were not paved, such as hiking or cross-country ski trails were not
considered to be high standard trails.

Criteria 5: “The area must contain no more than %2 mile of improved road for each 1,000 acres and the road
is under Forest Service jurisdiction.”

GIS was used to show the extent and location of improvements that are not allowed. The following
improvements not allowed were primarily evaluated because they were the most likely improvements that
would affect the inventory.

e Significant current mineral activity
e Pipelines, transmission lines and utility corridors
e No more than % mile of improved road per 1,000 acres.

Significant current mineral activity was considered to be a combination of active wells plus roads that access
the active wells. An active well alone or a road used to access abandoned or plugged wells was not
considered “significant current mineral activity”. Active wells on the ANF generally have a pump and other
developments which have been installed at the site. Roads are used to access subsurface mineral rights and
are used for hauling heavy equipment and machinery and for prospecting with mechanical earth moving
equipment. Only those wells identified in GIS as “active” were included as long as GIS also identified
associated well access road(s). The combination of active wells plus road access was needed for determining
“significant current mineral activity.

Pipelines, transmission lines and utility corridors are spread across the Forest. These include above and
below ground corridors for telephone, powerline and water supply transmission as well as pipeline corridors
used to transfer oil and gas. In some areas, where there is significant mineral activity, pipelines are highly
concentrated. There are easements or right-of-way passage granted for the use of these corridors.

Since the definition of an “improved road” is one that can be driven by four wheeled, 2 wheel drive vehicles,
the ANF included all roads that are maintained for standard passenger vehicle and defined on the ANF as
maintenance level 3, 4, and 5 roads. Additionally, the ANF included some maintenance level 2 roads on a
case-by-case, road-by-road basis as some maintenance level 2 roads meet the definition of an improved road,
but not all maintenance level 2 roads meet this definition. Oil and gas roads were not used to determine road
density.

Improved roads for the ANF include:

1. All maintenance level 3, 4 and 5 Forest Service, state, county or township roads.

2. Some maintenance level 2 roads within areas further analyzed (reconfigured). On a case-by-case
basis, level 2 roads were considered to be improved if they are drivable by four wheeled, 2 wheel
drive vehicle and are maintained to legally allow public use by any type of vehicle.

3. Roads that access private land.

The following definitions are the objective maintenance levels for roads on the Allegheny National Forest.
These represent the desired maintenance level for the road. The operational maintenance level is the
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maintenance level the road is being maintained to and may not, in some cases, coincide with the objective
maintenance level. The five objective maintenance levels described below defines the level of service and
maintenance required for a specific road, consistent with road management objectives and maintenance
criteria.

Maintenance Level 1: Assigned to intermittent service roads during the time they are closed to vehicular
traffic. The closure period must exceed 1 year. Basic custodial maintenance is performed to keep damage to
adjacent resources to an acceptable level and to perpetuate the road to facilitate future management activities.
Emphasis is normally given to maintaining drainage facilities and runoff patterns. Planned road deterioration
may occur at this level. Appropriate traffic management strategies are “prohibit” and “eliminate”. Roads
receiving level 1 maintenance may be of any type, class or construction standard, and may be managed at any
other maintenance level during the time they are open for traffic. However, while being maintained at level 1,
they are closed to vehicular traffic, but may be open and suitable for non-motorized uses.

Maintenance Level 2: Assigned to roads open for use by high clearance vehicles. Passenger car traffic is not
a consideration. Traffic is normally minor, usually consisting of one or a combination of administrative,
permitted, dispersed recreation, or other specialized uses. Log haul may occur at this level. Appropriate
traffic management strategies are either discourage or prohibit passenger cars or accept or discourage high
clearance vehicles.

Maintenance Level 3: Assigned to roads open and maintained for travel by a prudent driver in a standard
passenger car. User comfort and convenience are not considered priorities. Roads in this maintenance level
are typically low speed, single lane with turnouts and spot surfacing. Some roads may be fully surfaced with
either native or processed material. Appropriate traffic management strategies are either “encourage” or
“accept”. “Discourage” or “prohibit” strategies may be employed for certain classes of vehicles or users.

Maintenance Level 4: Assigned to roads that provide a moderate degree of user comfort and convenience at
moderate travel speeds. Most roads are double lane and aggregate surfaced. However, some roads may be
single lane. Some roads may be paved and/or dust abated. The most appropriate traffic management strategy
is “encourage”. However, the “prohibit” strategy may apply to specific classes of vehicles or users at certain
times.

Maintenance Level 5: Assigned to roads that provide a high degree of user comfort and convenience.
Normally, roads are double-lane, paved facilities. Some may be aggregate surfaced and dust abated. The
appropriate traffic management strategy is “encourage.”

Results

If an area contained improvements that are not allowed, the area was then examined to determine if it could
be reconfigured to exclude those improvements that are not allowed. By examining the location and spatial
distribution of the improvements, viable analysis areas could still exist, especially within the larger analysis
areas. Boundary considerations were based on the R9 guidelines to “follow natural or relatively permanent
human-made features”. Utility corridors, improved roads, private inholdings and natural features were used
to reconfigure new analysis area boundaries where feasible. Natural features such as ridgelines, streams or
other prominent features were used to draw new boundaries where appropriate and available. The
reconfigured areas excluded “significant current mineral activity”, highly developed recreation sites,
railroads, utility corridors, some private lands and high standard trails. Not all areas could be reconfigured
due to the size, location, topography or amount of improvements in the area. Extensive flat topography was
not conducive for establishing new boundaries around improvements. New acreages were calculated for each
reconfigured area. If the areas could not be reconfigured and they contained disqualifying improvements,
they were eliminated.
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Reconfigured areas were further analyzed to include all improved roads with a maintenance level of 2-5 and
roads used to access private inholdings for determining road density. As mentioned, maintenance level 2
roads were evaluated on a road-by-road, case-by-case basis. Only the maintenance level roads which meet
the “improved’ road definition were included. If the road density of “improved” roads exceeded 1/2 mile per
1,000 acres in the reconfigured areas, they were eliminated. Table C-5 summarizes the results of Step 2.

Table C-5: Summary of Existing Improvements

Area Size ML 3, 4, Road Active Wells Well Utilities Other Eliminate Reason

# (Acres) 5 Density (each) Roads (Yes or No) (Code)

Roads (ML 3,4, 5) (miles)
(miles) (mi/1,000
ac)
A B C D
Elimination Reason Codes **
1-1 | 29,602 | 29.71 1.00 377 136.02 Yes N/A Yes A B, C
1-2 | 14,916 | 19.19 1.29 187 53.75 Yes N/A Yes A B, C
1-3 | 14,446 | 13.63 0.94 65 27.45 Yes N/A Yes A B, C
1-4 | 13,001 0.48 0.04 30 25.71 Yes N/A Yes B,
1-5 | 12,976 | 19.56 1.51 291 65.87 Yes N/A Yes A B, C
1-6 | 12,334 | 12.01 0.97 5 4.36 Yes N/A Yes A B
1-7 | 11,598 8.17 0.70 9 5.92 Yes N/A Reconfigure N/A
1-9 | 10,651 5.94 0.56 39 18.64 Yes N/A Reconfigure N/A
1-10 | 10,456 9.99 0.96 87 20.55 Yes N/A Yes A B, C
1-11 | 10,002 2.33 0.23 5 0.00 Yes N/A | Reconfigure N/A
1-12 | 9,990 0.22 0.02 0 0.01 Yes N/A | Reconfigure N/A
1-13 | 8,714 2.20 0.25 238 66.28 Yes N/A Yes B, C
1-14 | 8,714 9.80 1.12 295 56.44 Yes N/A Yes A B, C
1-15 | 8,470 8.15 0.96 149 45.73 Yes N/A Yes A B
1-16 | 8,179 6.18 0.76 22 25.00 Yes N/A Yes A B
1-17 | 8,085 3.85 0.48 28 19.47 Yes N/A Yes B, C
1-18 | 7,777 6.08 0.78 2 12.72 Yes N/A Yes A B, C
1-19 | 7,395 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 Yes N/A | Reconfigure N/A
1-20 | 7,217 0.00 0.00 4 0.88 Yes N/A | Reconfigure N/A
1-21 | 7,127 7.55 1.06 23 3.45 No N/A | Reconfigure N/A
1-22 | 7,076 1.48 0.21 20 22.38 Yes N/A Yes B
1-23 | 7,003 0.00 0.00 10 7.24 Yes N/A Yes B
1-24 | 6,234 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 Yes N/A | Reconfigure N/A
1-25 | 6,130 0.09 0.01 9 12.52 Yes N/A Yes B, C
1-26 | 4,030 2.96 0.73 103 30.75 Yes N/A Yes A B, C
1-27 | 5,895 2.72 0.46 7 0.27 Yes N/A Yes B, C
1-28 | 5,744 0.00 0 Yes ATV Yes C,D
0.00 1.20 Trail

1-29 | 5,722 4.39 0.77 1 0.52 Yes N/A Yes A, B
1-30 | 5,477 2.11 0.39 52 18.24 Yes N/A Yes B, C
1-31 | 5,418 0.00 0.00 2 0.00 Yes N/A | Reconfigure N/A
1-32 | 5,378 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 Yes N/A | Reconfigure N/A
1-33 | 5,351 0.00 0.00 11 6.98 Yes N/A Yes B, C
1-34 | 5,194 9.96 1.92 51 17.18 Yes N/A Yes A B, C
1-35 | 5,069 2.23 0.44 1 1.28 Yes N/A Yes B,
2-1 4,947 2.23 0.45 50 25.55 No N/A Yes B
2-2 4,860 0.12 0.03 89 15.49 Yes N/A Yes B, C
2-3 4,859 4.36 0.90 25 29.75 Yes N/A Yes A B, C
2-4 4,690 4.28 0.91 0 5.76 No N/A Yes A
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Area Size ML 3, 4, Road Active Well Utilities Other Eliminate Reason

# (Acres) 5 Density Wells Roads (Yes or No) (Code)

Roads (ML 3,4, 5) (each) (miles)
(miles) (mi/1,000
ac)
A B © D
Elimination Reason Codes **
2-5 4,546 2.18 0.48 26 17.63 No N/A Yes B
2-6 4,260 0.01 0.00 11 3.24 Yes N/A Yes B
2-7 4,210 0.04 0.01 2 10.31 Yes N/A Yes B, C
2-8 4,116 1.17 0.28 13 3.47 Yes N/A Yes B, C
2-9 4,105 0.83 0.20 32 12.13 Yes N/A Yes B, C
2-10 | 3,753 0.00 0.00 22 12.35 Yes N/A Yes B, C
Improved
2-11 | 3,642 6.58 1.81 6 0.61 No roads Yes B, D
Private land

2-12 | 3,559 0.00 0.00 8 3.34 Yes Yes B, D
2-13 | 3,530 3.25 0.92 0 4.48 Yes N/A Yes
2-14 | 3,354 0.00 0.00 1 4.44 Yes N/A Yes B, C
2-15 | 3,310 0.28 0.08 1 0.31 Yes Inholding Yes C,D
2-16 | 3,257 3.30 1.01 1 1.21 Yes N/A Yes A B
2-17 | 3,215 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 Yes N/A Reconfigure N/A
2-18 | 3,154 0.00 0.00 9 10.85 Yes N/A Yes B, C
2-19 | 3,098 5.98 1.93 333 26.45 Yes N/A Yes A B, C
2-20 | 3,091 0.00 0.00 297 34.79 Yes N/A Yes B
2-21 | 2,938 0.00 0.00 64 14.40 No N/A Yes B
2-22 | 2,836 0.00 0.00 9 10.19 Yes N/A Yes B
2-23 | 2,821 0.56 0.20 15 9.56 Yes N/A Yes B
2-24 | 2,650 2.63 1.00 0 0.00 No N/A Yes A
2-25 | 2,806 2.37 0.85 22 11.69 Yes N/A Yes A B, C
2-26 | 2,805 0.00 0.00 6 5.34 Yes N/A Yes B
2-27 | 2,786 1.77 0.63 2 0.72 No N/A Yes A, B
2-28 | 2,749 0.00 0.00 28 11.34 Yes N/A Yes B, C
2-29 | 2,623 1.44 0.55 1 8.14 No N/A Yes A B
2-30 | 2,548 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 Yes N/A Yes C
3-1 2,423 0.07 0.03 0 0.00 Yes N/A Reconfigure N/A
3-2 2,411 0.52 0.22 2 0.00 Yes N/A Yes C
3-3 2,327 0.00 0.00 25 10.67 Yes N/A Yes B, C
3-4 2,275 0.00 0.00 6 5.49 No N/A Yes B
3-5 2,102 0.00 0.00 1 1.53 Yes N/A Yes B, C
3-6 2,037 2.52 1.24 47 29.01 Yes N/A Yes A B, C
3-18 14 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 No N/A No N/A

** The Elimination Codes, A, B, C, and D help explain why the areas are being eliminated. Areas may be eliminated based on one or
more reasons. Code A is based on an excess of roads and road density, B on an excess of mineral activity, C on an excess of utility
corridors and D for other reasons as indicated.

A total of 59 areas were eliminated based on road density, mineral activity, utility corridors, ATV trails or a
combination of these. The majority of areas were eliminated based primarily on road density and/or mineral
activity. All areas were examined to see if they could be reconfigured into potentially viable analysis areas
for further inventory and analysis.

Reconfiguration of Boundary
A total of 12 areas could be reconfigured by placing boundaries along utility corridors, roads, private lands or
natural features. These areas were examined on a case-by-case, road-by-road basis to determine the road
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density of improved roads, (some level 2’s, private land access roads and all level 3, 4 and 5), within the
newly reconfigured areas. Of these 12 areas, 3 areas were eliminated based on road density. Table C-6
summarizes the reconfigured areas.

Table C-6: Summary of Reconfigured Areas

Area # Size Reconfigured Improved Roads Road Density Eliminate
Acreage (miles) (Yes or No)
1-7 11,598 3,170 2.10 0.66 Yes
1-9 10,651 2,483 0.35 0.02 No
1-11 10,002 9,033 0.00 0.00 No
1-12 9,990 9,145 3.70 0.41 No
1-19 7,395 6,111 7.6 2.45 Yes
1-20 7,217 6,742 0.00 0.00 No
1-21 7,127 3,542 3.16 0.89 Yes
1-24 6,234 3,439 0.00 0.00 No
1-31 5,418 5,277 0.00 0.00 No
1-32 5,378 5,063 0.00 0.00 No
2-17 3,215 2,918 0.00 0.00 No
3-1 2,423 1,263 0.00 0.00 No
3-18 14 14 0.00 0.00 No

Improved Roads selected within the reconfigured areas were considered to be improved if they:

o0 Contain a constructed cross-section, defined as a crowned or outsloped travelway, with
discernible ditches, and cuts or fills.

0 Used by public for hunting and recreation, drivable by 2-wheel drive, 4-wheel vehicles. Road
maintained for use by the public with drainage structures or improvements, such as culverts,
constructed low-water crossings or bridges.

o Contain placed surfacing such as pit run material, gravel, bituminous, oil, or concrete. Such
surfacing would have been hauled and placed on the roadbed from some other location.

0 NS roads = non-system roads used to access private lands.

The improved roads included in these areas are:

Area Improved Road Miles

1-7 Forest Road 249, 550, 550A and NS22460 2.1

1-19 | Forest Road 263,263A, 263Aa, 500, 500A, 501, 140 and 7.6
NS22522

1-21 | Forest Road 212 and NS30010 3.2

Discussion of RARE 11 Areas and Areas of Special Interest
The R9 Guidelines were used to establish boundaries during the reconfiguration process as follows.
Boundaries should follow natural or relatively permanent human-made features, including:

a) Natural features such as live streams, well-defined ridges or drainages.

b) Human-made features such as roads, trails, dams, power lines, pipelines, bridges, property lines, and
State or Forest boundaries.
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c¢) Boundaries should not cross power lines, state/county roads or major access roads.

d) Narrow, elongated, gerry-mandered areas are not suitable; the boundary should provide an easily
managed area.

e) Cherry-stemming boundaries around roads into or through roadless areas are not appropriate.

f) Roadless areas can contain less than 70 percent Federal ownership, but only if it is realistic to manage
the Federal lands as Wilderness, independent of the private land.

g) Locate boundaries to avoid conflict with important existing or potential public uses outside the
boundary, which could result in non-conforming demands on the area if it were to become a Wilderness.

Maps and supporting GIS data of the boundary reconfigurations are available in the project record.

Tionesta (Area 1-1)

This area was bound by State Highway 6, State Route 948, and Forest Routes 133, 195 and 152. There were
29 miles of ML 3, 4 or 5 improved roads (1.0 miles per 1,000 acres) within the area and over 136 miles of
roads used by oil and gas operators. Both the Tionesta Research Natural and Tionesta Scenic Area are
contained within this area. Within the Tionesta Research Natural Area, current mineral activity and
associated road development is occurring on approximately 35 active wells. This area also contains an
extensive network of utility corridors that criss cross the vast majority of the area. One utility corridor
centrally dissects the Tionesta Research Natural and Scenic Areas from north to south while oil and gas
activity dissects it from east to west. The opportunity to reconfigure the area with Tionesta Creek and E.
Branch of Tionesta forming the borders was considered. However, due to the extensive mineral activity and
placement and number of utility corridors, Tionesta could not be reconfigured to eliminate these
improvements. Because of the significant current mineral activity and improved roads that exceed % mile per
1,000 acres, Tionesta is eliminated from further consideration as an inventoried roadless area.

Morrison (Area 1-9)

The larger Morrison area of 10,651 was bound by State Route 59, State Route 321 and the Allegheny
Reservoir. This larger area contains extensive current mineral activity on approximately ¥ to ¥ of the east
side of the area and no current mineral activity on the west side. This activity is occurring along two primary
road systems within the area, Forest Road 266/267 and Forest Road 260. It also contains the Rimrock
recreation site and associated access road on the west. The reconfigured boundary was placed along the
Rimrock road on the west and %2 to 3 miles from the mineral activity on the east along a prominent ridgeline.
This eastern boundary replaced the State Highway 321 boundary. This reduced the potential inventoried
roadless area from 10,651 acres to 2,483 acres.

Tracy Ridge
The initial Tracy Ridge analysis area was bound by roads (State Route 321 and State Route 346) and the

Allegheny Reservoir. This area contained the Tracy Ridge Campground and a utility corridor that crosses the
area on the southern tip. The reconfigured boundary eliminated the Campground and was placed along the
utility corridor. All other road and reservoir boundaries remained. This reduced the potential inventoried
roadless area from 10,002 acres to 9,003 acres.

Minister Valley
The initial Minister Valley analysis area was primarily formed by roads (State Route 2001/2002 and Forest

Road 116) and private lands on all sides. This area contained a utility corridor along the southern tip. The
reconfigured boundary was placed along the utility corridor. All other road and private land boundaries
remained. This reduced the potential inventoried roadless area from 9,990 acres to 9,145 acres.
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Allegheny Front

The initial Allegheny Front analysis area was bound by private lands, State Route 3005 and State Highway
62. This area contained a minor amount of current mineral activity on the central, east side. This mineral
activity is encroaching on the area from outside development on private lands. The reconfigured boundary
was formed to eliminate the mineral activity within the area. All other road and private land boundaries
remained. This reduced the potential inventoried roadless area from 7,217 acres to 6,742 acres.

Clarion River

The initial Clarion River area was bound by the Clarion River, and State Route 3002. It contained several
small private inholdings and a utility corridor to the west and a large private inholding to the east
(approximately 600 acres). This large inholding constricted the area to a narrow strip of land approximately
Y4 mile from the north boundary which was established along State Highway 3002. Private access to the
inholding also occurs through this narrow strip of land. In order to eliminate a narrow, elongated “cherry
stem” effect, the area was reconfigured to eliminate the 600-acre private inholding and the NF system lands to
the west. This boundary location would also help to avoid conflict with access rights to the private land, an
important existing private use which could result in non-conforming demands on the area if it were to become
a Wilderness. All other road and river boundaries remained. This reduced the potential inventoried roadless
area from 6,234 acres to 3,439 acres.

Allegheny Reservoir

The initial Allegheny Reservoir analysis area was bound by the Allegheny Reservoir and private lands. It
contained a utility corridor that crosses the area on the western, southern tip. The reconfigured boundary was
placed along the utility corridor. All other reservoir and private land boundaries remained. This reduced the
potential inventoried roadless area from 5,418 acres to 5,277 acres.

Chestnut Ridge
The initial Chestnut Ridge was bound by State Route 321, 346 and Forest Route 137. It contained a utility

corridor that crosses the area on the southern tip. The reconfigured boundary was placed along the utility
corridor. All other road boundaries remained. This reduced the potential inventoried roadless area from
5,378 acres to 5,063 acres.

Cornplanter
The initial Cornplanter boundary was primarily formed by private lands. It contained the Camp Olmstead

access road which accesses private land that borders the area on the west. The reconfigured boundary was
placed along the Camp Olmstead access road. This boundary location would also help to avoid conflict with
access rights to the private land, an important existing private use which could result in non-conforming
demands on the area if it were to become a Wilderness. All other private land boundaries remained. This
reduced the potential inventoried roadless area from 3,215 acres to 2,918 acres.

Hearts Content

The initial Hearts Content boundary was formed by State Route 3005 and State Game lands. It contained a
utility corridor to the north and a State Games’ access road to the south. The reconfigured boundary was
placed along the utility corridor and the access road. This boundary location would also help to avoid conflict
with access rights to the public land, an important existing use which could result in non-conforming demands
on the area if it were to become a Wilderness. This resulted in a narrow, elongated area on the north and
south. All other road and Game land boundaries remained. This reduced the potential inventoried roadless
area from 2,423 acres to 1,263 acres.
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Verbeck Island
This area is bound by the Allegheny River. No boundary changes were made.

As mentioned, the Friends of Allegheny Wilderness (FAW) identified several areas in their proposal. The
Forest Service recognizes that slight boundary locations may change during subsequent GIS applications. In
some cases the acreage proposed by FAW is relatively the same as the acreage calculated once areas were
reconfigured. In their proposal, FAW also recognizes that their boundaries may not be exact. In some cases
RARE Il boundaries were also revised. The following table displays these differences.

Table C-7. Size Comparison of Areas

# Area Name Reconfigured Size FAW Size RARE Il

(NF Acres) (Proposed Acres) (Acres)
1-1 Tionesta 29,602 14,960 Not a RARE Il area
1-8 | Hickory Creek Addition 1,823 1,780 Not a RARE Il area
1-9 Morrison 2,483 6,887 Not a RARE Il area
aka Chappel Fork

1-11 Tracy Ridge 9,033 9,705 9,188
1-12 Minister Valley 9,145 *7,390 1,375
1-20 Allegheny Front 6,742 6,906 7,424
1-24 Clarion River 3,439 6,009 3,440
1-31 | Allegheny Reservoir 5,277 *4,752 Not a RARE Il area
1-32 Chestnut Ridge 5,063 5,191 Not a RARE Il area
2-17 Cornplanter 2,918 3,002 3,012
3-1 Hearts Content 1,263 *2,335 200
3-18 Verbeck Island 14 14 14
* FAW proposed National Recreation Area

Step 3

In this step, the areas were analyzed to determine if they are conducive to the perpetuation of wilderness
values as required by FSH 1909.12 7.11 b (4):

Criteria 4: “The location of the area is conducive to the perpetuation of wilderness values. Consider the
relationship of the area to sources of noise, air, and water pollution, as well as unsightly conditions that
would have an effect on the wilderness experience. The amount and pattern of Federal ownership is also an
influencing factor™.

To analyze for this criteria, a core area which provides “outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive
and unconfined type of recreation” is needed within each reconfigured analysis area. According to the R9
Guidelines for Completing Roadless Area Inventories During Forest Plan Revision (August 1997), Recreation
Opportunity classes defined as Primitive or Semi Primitive Non Motorized (SPNM) contain characteristics
that meet “solitude” and “unconfined recreation” requirements. Current ROS mapping protocols require a
minimum of 2,500 acres for semi primitive classifications. The ANF looked for the opportunity to provide
“solitude” and “unconfined recreation” in analysis areas that contain a semi-primitive core area of
approximately 2,500 acres but no less than 2,000 acres. Areas that did not contain a minimum 2,000 acre core
area are identified in Table C-8 below.

For the Inventoried Roadless analysis, the Forest Service uses the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS)
focusing on the land providing primitive or semi-primitive recreation. As defined in the 1986 ROS Book,
recreationists in areas inventoried as primitive or semi-primitive have a high to moderate "probability of
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experiencing isolation from the sights and sounds of humans, independence, closeness to nature, tranquility,
and self-reliance...in an environment that offers challenge and risk™. Semi-primitive ROS lands provide the
solitude needed to meet roadless area inventory criteria.

As mentioned, national ROS protocols require a minimum of 2,500 acres for semi-primitive classifications.
Based on the National ROS Inventory Mapping Protocol (December 2003), semi-primitive areas are mapped
% mile from “better than primitive roads”, railroads, water bodies, rights of way, mineral exploration areas,
dwellings, population centers and other notable development. The ANF established core areas by measuring
% mile from improved roads, significant mineral activity, railroads, the Allegheny Reservoir, utility corridors,
highly developed recreation facilities, high standard trails, and from private dwellings where topography was
generally flat. In some cases natural features such as ridgelines or streams were used to delineate core area
boundaries as these features serve to block the influences of exterior developments (roads, railroads, etc.).
Where topographic features were used, core areas tended to be larger. The process of analyzing ROS core
areas involved drawing core area boundaries onto maps and calculating the maximum core area available for
the semi-primitive, unconfined recreation criteria.

Results
Table C-8 summarizes the semi-primitive core area size.

Table C-8. ROS Core Area
Area Area of Special Interest Size Core Area
(Acres) (Acres)
1-9 Morrison 2,483 980
1-11 Tracy Ridge RARE |l 9,033 3,174
1-12 Minister Valley RARE I 9,145 3,210
1-20 Allegheny Front RARE I 6,742 1,514
1-24 Clarion River RARE Il 3,439 958
1-31 Allegheny Reservoir 5,277 411
1-32 Chestnut Ridge 5,063 3,038
2-17 Cornplanter RARE |l 2,918 197
3-1 Hearts Content 1,263 *N/A
3-18 Verbeck Island RARE I 14 *N/A
*N/A — since these areas were smaller than 2,000 acres, no core area was calculated.

There are 3 areas which contain the 2,500 acre core area required for “solitude” and “unconfined recreation”,
Tracy Ridge, Minister Valley and Chestnut Ridge. Six areas, including Allegheny Front, Clarion River,
Cornplanter and Verbeck Island RARE Il areas and Morrison and Allegheny Reservoir, did not contain core
areas greater than 2,000 acres.

Step 4

In Step 4, the RARE |1 areas were further evaluated against all primary criteria (FSH 1909.12) and exceptions
(ROS core area) that areas must meet in order to satisfy the definitions of wilderness in section 2 (c) of the
1964 Wilderness Act. All additional areas requested by the Friends of Allegheny Wilderness and Allegheny
Defense Project (ADP) were also re-evaluated except for Hickory Creek Addition and Tionesta which were
excluded in Step 1 and 2 (see above). The following tables include additional assessment of the (7) RARE Il
areas and (3) areas of special interest. The information provided in Tables C-9 through C-11 indicates
whether the areas meet the inventory criteria and should receive further evaluation for potential wilderness
areas.
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Table C-9. Evaluation of Morrison, Tracy Ridge and Minister Valley

Inventory Criteria

Potential Inventoried Roadless Areas

Morrison Tracy Ridge Minister Valley
Total Acres 2,483 9,033 9,145
Acres Core Solitude 980 3,174 3,210

Does boundary and shape
follow natural or relatively
permanent features

Yes. Defined by roads,
well defined ridgelines and
Allegheny Reservoir.
Shape is relatively uniform.

Yes. Defined by roads and
Allegheny Reservoir. Shape
is somewhat long and linear

Yes. Defined by roads
and utility corridor.
Some minor conflict
may occur with
boundary on private
land in NE corner.
Shape is uniform

1. Area regaining a natural,
untrammeled appearance

Yes. The majority of the
area appears natural and
untrammeled

Yes. The majority of the
area appears natural and
untrammeled

Yes. There are some
ML 1 and 2 roads
however, the majority is
regaining a natural
appearance.

2. Improvements in area are
affected primarily by forces
of nature and are
disappearing/muted

Yes. There are no
improvements within the
area. Rimrock recreation
site forms border on west.

Yes. Includes hiking trail
system and 2 boat-to
campgrounds. Tracy Ridge
and Willow Bay
campgrounds not included.

Yes. Some of the road
system is fairly evident.
Includes extensive
hiking trail system in
some areas.

3. Area has existing or
attainable NFS ownership
patterns, surface &
subsurface

Unknown - Depends on
willing seller. 0 surface
acres private land. 100%
of subsurface in private
ownership for oil/gas.
Current proposal for drilling
30 to 100 wells and road
access development.

Unknown - Depends on
willing seller. 0 surface acres
private land. 100% of
subsurface in private
ownership for oil/gas.

Current active well and road
development package
proposed near Tracy Ridge
campground.

Unknown - Depends on
willing seller. 95
surface acres private
land. 100% of
subsurface in private
ownership for oil/gas.
No current mineral
activity or proposed
development packages
known.

4. Area location is conducive
to wilderness values
(Proximity to oil & gas
development, private land
development, pollution
sources or other obvious
signs of development)

No. Area is adjacent to
extensive oil/gas
development which is
encroaching on boundary.
Allegheny Reservoir to SW
with high density motorized
water based recreation.
Rimrock recreation
development bordering
area to west.

Yes. Area has small amount
of private land on NW.
Bordered by Allegheny
Reservoir with some
influence from motorized
recreation. Steep
topography helps buffer
noise from reservoir. Oil/gas
development proposed in
area. No current
development.

Yes. Area has private
land on the north and
south however, large
uniform shape helps
buffer interior area from
outside influences. Oil
and gas development to
south.

5. No more than % mile of
improved road per 1,000
acres in FS jurisdiction.

Yes, 0 miles/1,000 acres

Yes, 0 miles/1,000 acres

Yes, 0.4 miles/1,000
acres

6. 15% or less with non- Yes Yes Yes, 3% wildlife
native planted vegetation openings.
7. 20% or less of area Yes Yes Yes, Less than 10%.

harvested in last 10 years

8. Only a few private
dwellings or access needs to
dwellings

Yes, no access needs to
private dwellings

Yes, no access needs to
private dwellings

Yes, access needs to
private land on edge of
area which can be
excluded

Area meets criteria for
inventory

No

Yes

Yes
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Table C-10. Evaluation of Allegheny Front, Clarion River and Allegheny Reservoir (South Cornplanter)

Inventory Criteria

Potential Inventoried Roadless Areas

Allegheny Front

Clarion River

Allegheny Reservoir
(South Cornplanter)

Total Acres 6,742 3,439 5,277
Acres Core Solitudes 1,514 958 411

Does boundary and shape | Marginal. Boundary well defined on Yes. Boundary No. Boundary not well
follow natural or relatively | west along Allegheny River. defined by utility defined and

permanent features

Boundary along scattered private
lands and roads on remaining sides.
Shape is long and linear.

corridor to east,
Clarion River to
south, State
Highway to north
and private land
access road to east.
Shape is uniform.

gerrymandered to west
along private land.
Boundary well defined
along Allegheny

Reservoir to east. Shape

is long, liner and odd.

1. Area regaining a
natural, untrammeled
appearance

Yes. The majority of the area
appears natural and untrammeled

Yes. The majority of
the area appears
natural and
untrammeled

Yes. There are some old

abandoned roads and

wells however, these are

regaining a natural,
untrammeled
appearance.

2. Improvements in area
are affected primarily by
forces of nature and are
disappearing/muted

Yes. There is one hiking trail system
in the area.

Yes. Hiking/cross
country trail system
within the area is
primarily muted.

Yes. Old abandoned
roads and wells are
disappearing.

3. Area has existing or
attainable NFS ownership
patterns,
surface/subsurface

Unknown - Depends on willing seller.
0 surface acres private land. 100% of
subsurface in private ownership for
oil/gas. Current mineral activity
occurring on eastern fringe and
encroaching on area.

Unknown - Depends
on willing seller. 0
surface acres
private land. 100%
of subsurface in
private ownership
for oil/gas. No
current mineral
activity.

Unknown - Depends on
willing seller. O surface

acres private land. 100%

of subsurface in private
ownership for oil/gas.
Oil/gas development

proposed in area. No
current mineral activity.

4. Area location is
conducive to wilderness
values (Proximity to oil &
gas development, private
land development,
pollution sources or other
obvious signs of
development)

No. Influenced by private land
development on east, west & north
and across from Allegheny River.
Extensive oil and gas development
penetrating/encroaching on east side
of area. Allegheny River to west with
motorized use. State Highways on
east & north. Long, linear shape
increases vulnerability from outside
influences

No. Influenced by
active railroad and
Clarion River to
south and State
Highway and private
land to north and
east. The area’s
small size increases
vulnerability from
outside influences.

No. Area is surrounded

by private land and oil

and gas development to

the west and motorized
recreation on the
Allegheny Reservoir to
the east. The area’s
long, linear shape and
narrow southern end
increases vulnerability

from outside influences.

5. No more than % mile of
improved road per 1,000
acres in FS jurisdiction.

Yes, 0 miles/1,000 acres

Yes, 0 miles/1,000
acres

Yes, 0 miles/1,000 acres

6. 15% or less with non- Yes Yes Yes
native planted vegetation
7.20% or less of area Yes Yes Yes

harvested in last 10 years

8. Only a few private
dwellings or access needs
to dwellings

Yes, no access needs to private
dwellings

Yes, no access
needs to private
dwellings.

Yes, access needs to
private land on edge of
area which can be
excluded

Area meets criteria for
inventory

No

No

No
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Table C-11. Evaluation of Chestnut Ridge, Cornplanter, Hearts Content, Verbeck Island

Inventory Criteria

Potential Inventoried Roadless Areas

Chestnut Ridge

Cornplanter

Hearts Content

Verbeck Island

Total Acres

5,063

2,918

1,263

14

Acres Core Solitude

3,038

197

0

0

Does boundary and
shape follow natural or
relatively permanent
features

Yes. Boundary
follows primarily
roads on all sides.
Small amount of
private land
bordering area on
north. Shape is
somewhat long and
linear.

No. East boundary
formed by strip of
private land along
Reservoir. Private
land to west not well
defined. Camp
Olmstead road to
south. Shape is
long and linear.

No. Boundary
bordered by State
Game lands to
east and State
Highway 3005 to
west. Shape is
odd, long, linear L-
shape.

Yes. Anisland in
Allegheny River just
below Kinzua Dam.

1. Area regaining a Yes. Area appears | Yes. Area appears | No. Area contains | Yes.

natural, untrammeled natural. natural. Hearts Content

appearance recreation site.

2. Improvements in area Yes. Yes. Hooks Brook No. Hearts Yes.

are affected primarily by No improvements in | boat-to campground | Content No improvements in

forces of nature and are
disappearing/muted

area

on Reservaoir.

development scale
exceeds
wilderness
character

area

3. Area has existing or
attainable NFS ownership
patterns, surface &
subsurface

Unknown -
Depends on willing
seller. O surface
acres private land.
Subsurface in
private ownership
for oil/gas. No
current mineral
activity.

Unknown - Depends
on willing seller. 0
surface acres
private land.
Subsurface in
private ownership
for oil/gas. No
current mineral
activity.

Unknown -
Depends on willing
seller. O surface
acres private land.
Subsurface in
private ownership
for oil/gas. No
current mineral
activity.

Unknown - Depends
on willing seller. 0
surface acres private
land. Subsurface in
private ownership for
oil/gas. No current
mineral activity.

4. Area location is
conducive to wilderness
values (Proximity to oil &
gas development, private
land development,
pollution sources or other
obvious signs of
development)

Yes. Area has
small amount of
private land on NW.
Bordered by roads
on all sides. Steep
topography and
streams help to
buffer road noise
and development.

No. Surrounded by
road based or water
based motorized
uses. Heavily
roaded on east.
Webb’s Ferry and
Camp Olmstead on
edge. Long, linear
shape increases
vulnerability from
outside influences

No. Hearts
Content recreation
site within area not
conducive to
wilderness values.
Activity and
development on
State Game lands
to east influence
wilderness values.

No. located on stretch
of Allegheny River
below Kinzua Dam.
State Highway 59
immediately adjacent
and can be seen and
heard from Verbeck
Island. Numerous
private developments
within visual and
hearing distance.

5. No more than % mile of
improved road per 1,000
acres in FS jurisdiction.

Yes, 0 miles/1,000
acres

Yes, 0 miles/1,000
acres

Yes, 0 miles/1,000
acres

Yes, 0 miles/1,000
acres

6. 15% or less with non- Yes Yes Yes No. Extensive non-

native planted vegetation native invasive
species present.

7.20% or less of area Yes Yes Yes Yes

harvested in last 10 years

8. Only a few private Yes, no access Yes, no access No. access Yes, no access needs

dwellings or access
needs to dwellings

needs to private
dwellings

needs to private
dwellings.

needed to State
Game Lands

to private dwellings.

Area meets criteria for
inventory

Yes

No

No

No
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Step 5

In Step 5, all RARE 1l areas and areas of special interest were provided supplemental analysis for eliminating
RARE Il Areas and the areas of special interest.

Table C-12. Supplemental Reasons for Eliminating Areas

Reason(s)
Candidate Removed from
Roadless Total further
Area Acres consideration* Supplemental Notes
Tionesta 29,602 RD, D The area has extensive oil and gas development and utility corridors
Hickory
Creek
Addition 1,823 SSS, D Area is separated from Hickory Creek Wilderness by a utility corridor
Oil and gas development on adjacent land is extensive. Current
proposed development includes 30 to 100 wells within the area. Some of
Morrison 2,483 SS,C, A, W area roughly 1 to 1 % miles wide. Core area less than 2,000 acres.
Tracy Ridge | 9,033 Not removed
Minister
Valley 9,145 Not removed
Active oil and gas development occurring on fringe of area and
encroaching. Adjacent lands highly developed with oil and gas. Area
surrounded by road based or water based motorized uses. Long, narrow
Allegheny shape with some areas less than 2 miles wide. Core area less than
Front 6,742 C,R AW 2,000 acres.
Area is influenced by road based and water based motorized uses.
Clarion River | 3,439 S,C A Railroad borders area on south. Private land along eastern border.
Allegheny Area is long and linear on southern end and less than 1 mile in some
Reservoir 5,277 R, A, W areas.
Chestnut
Ridge 5,063 Not removed
Long linear shape. Less than 2 miles wide across entire area. Core
area less than 2,000 acres. Extensive private land and other
Cornplanter 2,918 S,C,AW development surrounding area
Hearts State Game lands adjacent to area with varying degrees of development
Content 1,263 S, R, AW and use. Small area roughly 1 mile wide on average.
Island on Allegheny River along extensively developed area. Just below
Verbeck Kinzua Dam and not within Allegheny Islands Wilderness area. Location
Island 14 SSS,C,R, A, W of area not conducive to wilderness values. . No core area.

PRIMARY REASONS FOR REMOVAL FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION

RD Road density > %2 mile per 1,000 acres
SSS Less than 1,000 acres and not adjacent to an existing Wilderness
Less than 2,500 acres (larger than 1,000 acres), not adjacent to an existing Wilderness, and because
SS physiography/shape of the area will not meet the semi-primitive (ROS) core criterion
Less than 5,000 acres (greater than 2,500 acres) and because of areas location not conducive to
S wilderness values.
C Does not meet core area size.
D QOil and gas development along with utility corridors and/or oil and gas access roads.
SUPPLEMENTAL REASONS
R Ratio of edge to area is relatively high; long, narrow shape, gerrymandered or 'amoeba’ like
A Adjacent land is developed
W Narrow in areas, Less than 1 - 2 miles wide
C-28 Allegheny National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement




Appendix C. Roadless Area Inventory and Wilderness Evaluation

Forest Supervisor Review

The Forest Supervisor in October of 2005 reviewed the criteria and provided the following exception: RARE
Il areas with a total size of 5,000 acres or more of NFS land will receive further consideration, regardless of
core area or other considerations. It should be noted that Allegheny Front (6,742 acres) received further
consideration as potential wilderness even though the core solitude was approximately 1,500 acres. This area
was included in the wilderness evaluations and it received a 5.1 Wilderness Study Area prescription in
Alternative D.

Result
The following 6 areas (9,149 acres) are not included in the inventory for future consideration as wilderness
because they did not meet the eight criteria for potential wilderness in the East.

Morrison 2,483 acres
Clarion River RARE Il area 3,439 acres
Cornplanter RARE 11 area 2,918 acres
Hearts Content RARE Il area 200 acres
Verbeck Island RARE Il area 14 acres

There are three areas (23,241 acres) that will become the new roadless inventory and receive further
evaluation as potential wildernesses in the East. They are:

e Tracy Ridge 9,033 acres
e Minister Valley 9,145 acres
e Chestnut Ridge 5,063 acres

As per Forest Supervisor review, Allegheny Front (6,742 acres) will also receive further evaluation as
potential wilderness.
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PART TWO: WILDERNESS EVALUATION

OVERVIEW

Evaluation of roadless areas east of the 100th meridian as part of the forest planning process yields one of the
two following decisions:

1. Manage the area for multiple uses other than Wilderness
2. Recommend the area to Congress as a Wilderness Study Area. (FSH 1909.12)

The Forest evaluated the updated IRAs for their wilderness potential as one of the 6 planning decisions to be
made in Forest Plan revision. The evaluation of potential wilderness study areas considers, in detail, the
potential addition of roadless areas to the National Wilderness Preservation System to determine the mix of
land and resource uses that best meet public needs.

Summary of Current Wilderness on the Allegheny National Forest

Pennsylvania currently has two Wilderness Areas totaling 9,031 acres, all of which occur on the Allegheny
National Forest. These Wilderness Areas represent approximately 2% of the ANF. Use of these existing
wilderness areas has focused on recreation activities. Primary recreational activities in Hickory Creek
Wilderness include hiking the 12.1 mile Hickory Creek Trail, viewing wildlife and scenery, dispersed
camping, backpacking, hunting, and fishing the headwaters and tributaries of East and Middle Hickory Creek
for brook trout. The headwaters and tributaries of these streams are a key attraction of the Wilderness.
Hickory Creek Trail is maintained to a primitive standard in order to protect the natural appearance and scenic
integrity of the Wilderness. Hickory Creek Wilderness is surrounded by roads with primary access provided
at the picnic area within Hearts Content Scenic Area. Other access points are along State Highway 3005 and
Forest Route 119. There are no developed campgrounds or other facilities within the Wilderness.

The Allegheny Islands Wilderness Area is composed of:

e Crull's Island 96 acres
e Thompson/s Island 67 acres
e R. Thompson's Island 30 acres
e Courson Island 62 acres
e King Island 36 acres
e Baker Island 67 acres
e No Name Island 10 acres

The Islands are located within the Allegheny Wild and Scenic River corridor between Kinzua Dam and
Tionesta. This section of river is designated as a recreational segment. The Islands are popular for dispersed
camping, exploration and viewing scenery and wildlife. Access is by canoe or motor boat. There are no
developed trails or other facilities on the Islands.

All recreational activities including maintenance of trails and dispersed campsites must be non-motorized in
wilderness. Activities such as hiking, hunting, fishing, camping and cross country skiing are allowed.
Motorized and mechanized equipment and vehicles, and commercial enterprises except for outfitter and
guides under permit are prohibited in wilderness areas.
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Management activities have focused primarily on trail construction and maintenance that meet wilderness
standards, interpretation and education, law enforcement and boundary marking and maintenance. Allowed
management activities include search and rescue, research (with restrictions), fire control (with an approved
fire management plan), and access to existing in-holdings and private rights. Timber harvest, creation or
maintenance of wildlife and viewpoint openings by motorized methods and maintenance of trails with
motorized equipment such as chainsaws are examples of prohibited wilderness management activities.

Issues currently facing the ANF wilderness areas include determination of the appropriate level of trail
maintenance for brushing, tread repair, blazing and signage, trespass, illegal motorized use, over crowding,
special use authorizations and the associated determination of appropriate activities, number, distribution and
group size of outfitter/guides and their clients that can be allowed without impact to wilderness resources,
impacts of new activities such as geocaching, use of modern equipment such as cell phones and Geospatial
Positioning Systems (GPS) and the lack of quality baseline data and methods to monitor and measure changes
to wilderness character. Limited funding for wilderness programs and staffing has affected management
activities including monitoring and wilderness education programs.

EVALUATION OF NEW WILDERNESS OPPORTUNITIES

The Roadless Areas established in the inventory process are evaluated based on another set of national criteria
that address the area’s wilderness capability, availability and need. Wilderness “capability” assesses the
degree to which that area contains the basic characteristics that make it suitable for wilderness designation
without regard to its availability for or need as wilderness. Wilderness “availability” assesses the tradeoffs
associated with wilderness designation. To be available for wilderness, the values of the wilderness, both
tangible and intangible, should offset the value of resources that formal wilderness designation would forego.
Each Roadless Area evaluation contains an assessment of Wilderness Capability and Wilderness Availability
as well as a site-specific summary of the potential for wilderness benefit in that area. A Wilderness Need
assessment considers the desire for additional wilderness as a whole and addresses the degree to which
wilderness on the Allegheny National Forest contributes to the local and national distribution of wilderness.
The Wilderness Need assessment follows the individual roadless area capability and availability evaluations.

INDIVIDUAL ROADLESS AREA EVALUATIONS

The evaluations are a broadly descriptive assessment which identifies the basic natural characteristics of the
area as well as boundary conditions and managerial considerations and trade-offs. The evaluations are based
on a somewhat subjective system, and wilderness advocates or non-supporters would undoubtedly assess the
same areas differently based on their own interpretation of the criteria, flavored with personal opinion and
agenda. However, legal decisions and past experience have shown that there is no purely scientific way of
rating something as subjective as wilderness attribute and value. Consequently, the ANF has provided the
following evaluations which are intended to provide discernible conditions in which the public and the
Responsible Official can assess the areas in a meaningful way. Table C-13 identifies the 4 areas being
evaluated.

Table C-13. Areas Evaluated for Potential Wilderness Designation
Number Name Acres County(s) Ranger
District
19001 Tracy Ridge 9,033 Warren & McKean Bradford
19002 Chestnut Ridge 5,063 Warren & McKean Bradford
19003 Minister Valley 9,145 Warren Bradford
19004 Allegheny Front 6,742 Warren Bradford
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ROADLESS AREA 19001 (TRACY RIDGE)

OVERVIEW

Size
Acres: (As calculated using GIS. Actual ground surveyed acres will likely vary)

Forest Service: 9,033 acres
Private: 0 acres
Total: 9,033 acres

Location, Vicinity, and Access

The Tracy Ridge Roadless Area (RA) is located on the Allegheny National Forest, Bradford Ranger District,
in the counties of Warren and McKean, Pennsylvania. It is currently a part of the congressionally designated
Allegheny National Recreation Area. Nearby towns include Bradford, Pennsylvania to the west, Russell,
Scandia and Warren, Pennsylvania to the east/southeast, and Steamburg and Salamanca, New York to the
north. The area is generally bound by the Allegheny Reservoir to the west and by roads to the north and east.
Specifically, it is bound on the north below Willow Bay Recreation Area along Forest Route 602 off of State
Route 346 just below the New York state line. A small parcel of private land also borders the area in the
northeast corner along the intersection of State Route 346 and State Route 321. On the west, it is bound by
approximately 7 miles of the Allegheny Reservoir shoreline, on the south by a utility corridor just north of the
Allegheny Reservoir at Sugar Bay and on the west by State Route 321 and Tracy Ridge Campground. The
Tracy Ridge Campground is not included in the RA.

The area is found within U.S.G.S. Cornplanter Run Quadrangle, PA.-N.Y. State Routes 321 and 346, Forest
Route 602 and the Tracy Ridge Campground and Willow Bay Recreation Area provide major vehicle access
from the east and north. The area is also easily accessible by boat from the Allegheny Reservoir to the west
as there are 3 major boat ramps within close proximity to the area, Willow Bay, Webbs Ferry and Roper
Hollow. There are no improved roads within the RA however; there are approximately 31 miles of hiking
trails which include the North Country National Scenic Trail (10.7 miles) and the Tracy Ridge/Johnny Cake
loop trail system (20 miles). Approximately 5 miles of the Tracy Ridge Trail are also a designated National
Recreation Trail.

There are a number of abandoned roads and facilities from early oil and gas and logging production; i.e., old
roads, railroad grades, pipelines, oil well sites, power houses, rodlines and cleared rights-of-way, which have
primarily reverted to natural Forest conditions. Many of the abandoned roads were incorporated into the
Tracy Ridge/Johnnycake trail system. There are also two boat-to campgrounds within the RA, Handsome
Lake and Hopewell, which are located along the Allegheny Reservoir.

History

This RA has a long history of use and has previously been considered for wilderness designation and study.
Under the Pennsylvania Wilderness Act of 1984 (H.R. 5076), Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands, Tracy
Ridge, Cornplanter, and Allegheny Front RARE Il areas (Roadless Area Review and Evaluation, 1979) were
considered for wilderness designation. The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs (Congress), to whom
H.R. 5076 was referred, considered these areas on the Allegheny National Forest and established Hickory
Creek and the Allegheny Islands as wilderness and Tracy Ridge, Cornplanter and Allegheny Front as the
Allegheny National Recreation Area.

The RA was used by man beginning in the Prehistoric Period (11,000 B.C.-1600 A.D.) and continues into the
Historical Period (1600 to present). Beginning about 1000 B.C. the Woodland period begins. The Woodland
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Era is characterized by sedentism and the dependence upon agricultural crops. Pottery use is seen throughout
Pennsylvania during this time period. Early in this period, the Hopewell-Adena cultures flourished and some
evidence of their influence has been observed in the Allegheny floodplain proximal to the RA. Stone artifacts
from early to late Woodland have been observed in and around the area. These have been located in rock
shelters as well as village sites. Pallisaded villages were known in the immediate area and in other parts of
the Allegheny Plateau.

The Iroquois people inhabited the Allegheny Plateau during prehistoric time well into historic and modern
time. The Seneca Nation, part of the Iroquois Confederacy and Keepers of the Western Door, controlled the
Allegheny Plateau until the close of the Revolutionary War. Treaties after the war of independence provided
two reservations, one along the Allegheny River in close proximity to the RA, known as “Cornplanter’s
Grant” and one further north in Salamanca, New York. The Cornplanter reservation was occupied until the
river was flooded by the Corp. of Engineers in the 1960’s to create the Allegheny Reservoir.

Geography, Topography and Vegetation (Including Ecosystem Type)

According to ecological mapping, this area lies in the Allegheny High Plateau Subsection of the Northern
Unglaciated Allegheny Plateau Section within the Laurentian Mixed Forest Province. This section is
characterized by sharper ridge tops and narrower valleys than the glaciated portions of the plateau to the north
and east. From the reservoir, this roadless area climbs steeply to the east forming a ridgeline that breaks into
a broad rounded plateau which generally extends along the length of the area. There are approximately 7
miles of shoreline along the Reservoir. The area is drained by a dendritic drainage pattern type found
throughout the Allegheny Plateau. The Allegheny River and tributaries of intermittent, perennial and
ephemeral streams drain this roadless area and the surrounding slopes. The elevation ranges from 1328 to
2245 feet. The landscape contains no distinct or dominant rock formations or peaks.

Dominant soil orders include Alfisols, Entisols, Inceptisols, and Ultisols. Soils found within the RA are
classified as Buchanan-Hartleton-Hazleton. The Soil Conservation Service describes these soils as, “Very
deep and deep, somewhat poorly drained to well drained, nearly level to very steep soils; formed in materials
weathered from sandstone and shale; on uplands.” (S.C.S. 1983, p-2)

The ecological landtype association for this area is 212Gal0, Frigid, Mesic, Mixed Oak and Northern
Hardwoods. The distinguishing feature of this landtype is its steepness, higher general elevations, climate and
potential frigid soils. Vegetation associations include white and red oak, black cherry, hemlock, beech,
quaking aspen, red maple, yellow birch, sugar maple and open un-forested patches of mostly grass. Although
there are a few small openings 1 acre in size or less, the Tracy Ridge area is entirely forested and all forest is
considered mature or greater than 50 years of age with the majority between 70 and 100 years. Forest cover
types include aspen (< 1%), conifer/mixed conifer (10%), northern hardwoods (7%), upland hardwood (6%)
and oak (77%). There are 34 miles of stream which is well distributed across the area and 34 acres of
scattered wetlands, all of which are associated with the Allegheny Reservoir or Nelse Run. A diversity of
landform conditions including plateau, sideslope, and footslope can be found and portions of the high plateau
west of Tracy Ridge contain large rock outcroppings.

Management Direction and Current Use

This RA is part of the 23,100 acre Allegheny National Recreation Area (NRA). The NRA is not one
contiguous area as it is divided into three separate land allocations including Tracy Ridge RA to the east of
the Allegheny Reservoir, Cornplanter to the west of the Reservoir and Allegheny Front which is south of the
Reservoir along the Allegheny River. The NRA also includes the Allegheny Reservoir between Tracy Ridge
and Cornplanter. The purposes for which the NRA was established include:

1. Outdoor recreation including, but not limited to, hunting, fishing, hiking, backpacking, camping,
nature study, and the use of motorized and non-motorized boats on the Allegheny Reservoir;
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The conservation of fish and wildlife populations and habitat;

3. The protection of watersheds and maintenance of free flowing streams and the quality of ground and
surface waters in accordance with applicable law;

The conservation of scenic, cultural, and other natural values of the area;

Allowing the development of privately owned oil, gas, and mineral resources subject to reasonable
conditions prescribed by the Secretary under subsection (c) of this section for the protection of the
area; and

6. Minimizing, to the extent practicable, environmental disturbances caused by resource development,
consistent with the exercise of private property rights.

o~

In the current Forest Plan, the Management Area designation for the NRA is MA 6.4. The ANF incorporated
standards and guidelines in the current plan in accordance with the purposes described above and the laws,
rules, and regulations applicable to the National Forest System. The emphasis of this MA is to provide a land
condition with vegetation generally progressing through the natural succession process to mature or over
mature hardwood forest. The primary purpose is to: preserve and protect the natural scenic, scientific,
historic, archaeological, ecological, educational, watershed and wildlife values and to provide enhancement of
dispersed semi-primitive motorized and non-motorized recreation. This MA is managed as a National
Recreation Area, typically without harvest, except to facilitate private and mineral resource exploration and
development and/or to achieve wildlife and recreation management objectives. Typically, road construction
is not allowed except for those needed to satisfy private legal rights. Public traffic within the area is not
allowed.

Use of motorized off-highway vehicles is not permitted in the NRA except for administrative vehicles,
emergency vehicles and use authorized by permit, contract or outstanding private rights. There are no trails
designated for motorized OHV or snowmobile use. Equestrian use and mountain bike use on designated trails
within the RA is prohibited as per Forest Supervisor closure order, however open, cross country horse and
bike riding is allowed. There are two campgrounds and two boat launches located immediately adjacent to
the RA. These include the Willow Bay Campground, Tracy Ridge Campground, Willow Bay Boat Launch
and Sugar Bay Boat Launch. There are two campgrounds within the RA located along the Allegheny
Reservoir, Hopewell and Handsome Lake which are boat-to/hike-in campgrounds. There are 30.68 miles of
trail in the area linked to three trailhead parking areas: one adjoins Tracy Ridge Campground, another is just
outside Willow Bay Campground, and a third is located along State Route 321 where Nelse Run enters Sugar
Bay. Existing trail within the RA includes 19.98 miles in the Tracy Ridge/Johnny Cake loop system and 10.7
miles of the North Country National Scenic Trail. Hopewell and Handsome Lake Boat-to Campgrounds are
along the Reservoir. Each site is roughly 6 acres and 7 acres respectively, constructed to development scale 2
(little site modification), contain a concrete single vault toilet, a well with a pump for potable water and each
contains 20 single use campsites with a picnic table and fire ring at each site. Trail and campground
maintenance occurs on an annual basis. Volunteers of the North Country Trail Association help with trail
maintenance activities.

The primary use of this RA is for recreation associated with the trails, boat-to campgrounds, Allegheny
Reservoir, scenery and wildlife. Recreation use is, on average, moderate with higher use on weekends than
weekdays. Campground occupancy of the two boat-to campgrounds averaged 60% between 1997 and 2003.

Two types of trail users can be found; the long distance hiker or backpacker which hikes between trailhead
locations and may camp along the way and the day-use hiker who hikes a portion of a trail to access the
Reservoir, a vista or one of the boat-to campgrounds. Day hiking is most popular with visitors along the
shorter trails to the Reservoir. The RA is used for a variety of additional dispersed activities and includes
hunting, trapping, nature, wildlife and bird viewing, cross-country skiing, and snowshoeing. Many water
based activities occur on the Reservoir including boating, jet and water skiing, fishing, and social gathering
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on house boats and shoreline. Swimming off-shore of the RA is generally limited due to a relatively muddy,
steep bottom.

Tracy Ridge RA is encumbered by outstanding mineral rights with roughly 94% or 8,491 acres of the
subsurface mineral rights owned by private parties. There is currently no mineral drilling or exploration
occurring in the RA; however drilling has occurred in the past with 5 well sites still remaining in the RA.
These sites appear to be abandoned and there has been no drilling for over 20 years.

The Tracy Ridge RA was harvested for hardwood timber between the late 1880°s and 1940’s and the entire
area consists of mid-seral (<150 years) second growth. There has been no large scale timber harvest since
that time except for some small scale non-commercial release of aspen that occurred prior to 1980. The
current plan allows for timber to be harvested only for achieving wildlife and recreation management
objectives. Uneven-aged management or salvage is a management option used to maintain browse and mast
production around existing habitat improvements, to maintain continuous canopy in visually sensitive areas,
to enhance scenery in recreation travelways and use areas, to maintain or create permanent openings for
wildlife and to provide viewpoints for recreationists. While these options occur within the current ANF Land
and Resource Management Plan, no wildlife habitat or scenery improvement work has been conducted in the
last 25 years other than bat box installation along the Allegheny Reservoir shoreline at the boat-to
campgrounds. Vegetation management has been limited due to this areas status as a National Recreation Area
however limited herbicide use as occurred to control gypsy moth through the use of Bt and Dimilin in the
early 1990’s.

Appearance of the Area and Characteristics of Surrounding Areas

The Tracy Ridge RA is characterized by steep rugged terrain leading to high plateau uplands set in a wooded
landscape intermixed with streams and continuous forest cover. There are no prominent rock formations or
peaks. There are eight scenic vistas located atop the plateau along the trail system. Dense vegetation often
inhibits views from the vistas.

Within the RA, there are 31 miles of trails which have been maintained to varying standards and two boat-to
campgrounds which are maintained to a high standard. The trails and campgrounds are visually evident and
influence ecological processes, at a minimum, in the vicinity of the trails and campgrounds. Old roads and
facilities from early oil and gas and logging production still exist in some areas; however, they have regained
a mostly natural appearance. Approximately 5 oil well sites with old pumps still remain. The trail and
sections of old road from Nelse Run to the boat-to campgrounds was widened in portions to approximately 20
feet to accommaodate a bull dozer and maintenance vehicles in 2002. This was done as a recreation
maintenance activity to accommodate the installation of the vault toilets in the boat-to campgrounds. This
activity has altered the more natural appearance of the RA along the trail and old road system for
approximately 2.3 miles.

Most of the area was cut over in the late 1800’s and early 1900’s. Approximately 4% of the forest is in the 61
to 70 year old class, 36% is in the 71 to 81 year class, 35% is in the 81 to 90 year class, 18% is in the 91 to
100 year class, and 6% is in the 101 to 110 year class.

The Allegheny Reservoir is largely undeveloped with little to no facilities or homes along the shore or
uplands. Chestnut Ridge RA is located immediately to the west; separated from this RA only by State Route
321. Chestnut Ridge is similar in character to Tracy Ridge with steep rugged terrain and natural appearing,
wooded landscapes. Chestnut Ridge can also be viewed from the uplands in this RA. Across the Reservoir to
the east is a continuation of similar natural landforms and vegetation found in the Cornplanter portion of the
NRA. To the north, the Allegany State Park offers a similar undeveloped landscape. The Tracy Ridge area
and surrounding landscape provide a vast continuum of natural vegetation characterized by low development
and low to moderate human influence.
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Key Attractions
The primary attractions within this area are tied to the National Recreation Area, the Allegheny Reservoir, the
trail system, the boat-to campgrounds and the scenery as follows:

e The RA is contained within a congressionally designated National Recreation Area which is
recognized as having showcase recreation opportunities and scenery.

e The North Country National Scenic Trail and the Tracy Ridge/Johnny Cake Trails cross the area from
north to south and connect to the Allegheny Reservoir from the road system east to west. These trails
offer both day hikes and long distance hiking.

e The boat-to campgrounds, Hopewell and Handsome Lake, provide camping opportunities along the
Allegheny Reservoir and they provide access and staging to the RA.

e Interior vistas along the plateau in higher elevations provide an overlook of the Reservoir and vast
wooded landscapes in surrounding areas.

o Alarge, well distributed component of big trees that include species greater than 100 years old.

WILDERNESS CAPABILITY

Natural Integrity and Appearance

The scenic integrity of the Tracy Ridge RA is high. The RA contains eight documented vistas which are
located along the trail system in higher elevations. Natural processes are operating within the area and over-
all, the area is minimally affected by outside forces except at the boat-to campgrounds where natural
processes are affected by human influence and development. The logging and oil and gas development which
occurred in the 1930’s have regained a mostly natural appearance and do not compromise the areas’s natural
integrity and appearance. Trail maintenance has affected natural ecological processes however the range of
influence is limited. Generally, the trail tread is limited to a 24 inch path with a 6 foot center line clearing
limit. Trails are compatible with wilderness designation however not all maintenance activities are. The 20
foot clearing limits to accommaodate the installation of the toilets at the campground has compromised the
natural integrity to a moderate extent along this section of trail. The area has regenerated from past harvest
and other land uses, and now the forest appears mature to old aged. Along the RA’s southern edge, a utility
corridor forms the RA boundary and when cleared, can appear dominate.

Opportunity for Solitude, Challenge and Primitive Recreation

This RA contains 9,033 acres which is easily accessible with good road and trail access on the north, south
and east, and by boat via the Allegheny Reservoir on the west. There are several well-developed boat
launches nearby. The RA is dissected by an expansive network of trails except for a portion (roughly 1/3) in
the northeast corner which has no trail development. There are two large campgrounds which border the area,
Tracy Ridge to the east and Willow Bay to the north and two boat-to campgrounds within the RA along the
Reservoir. The area is at most 3 miles wide and approximately 7 miles long which makes it possible to
traverse in a day whether traveling east to west or north to south. The Tracy Ridge RA is judged to have a
moderate to high potential for providing primitive recreation and solitude in interior areas and low potential
along the road system and adjacent to the campgrounds. The presence of the North Country Trail and Tracy
Ridge/Johnny Cake trail system reduce the potential for challenge and solitude however, at times there is very
little to no use on the trails. On busy summer weekends, 50 to 100 hikers are estimated to use the trail
system. This periodic high use would sometimes challenge the solitude and serenity in wilderness. The
potential for solitude and primitive recreation increases during winter months when the area generally
receives low use. Trails are not groomed during winter months, campgrounds are closed and the opportunity
for snow based primitive recreation and challenge is high. This information is consistent with a recent
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) inventory that identified the area as having an interior core of 3,174
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acres for Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized recreation and 5,859 acres on the exterior as having a Roaded
Natural experience.

Special Features

Scenic: This area is part of a large complex of forested landscapes which offer long distance views of the
surrounding area and the Allegheny Reservoir. The RA is a relatively large, unaltered landscape with few
modifications from the ridgetops to the shoreline. The Allegheny Reservoir is a key scenic attraction. There
is a large component of big trees that also provide a special scenic feature of the RA.

Scientific: There are no designated Research Natural Areas or Experimental Forests in the Tracy Ridge RA.
The entire RA is part of a designated National Recreation Area.

Geological: There are no known areas of unique or rare rock formations in this RA.

Ecological: The Allegheny National Forest identified this RA as part of the 1995 Landscape Corridor
Concept of continuous forest canopy for connecting the large forested blocks (wilderness, scenic areas,
research natural areas, national recreation areas and roadless areas) to provide higher quality habitat and better
ecosystem functions for wildlife. The Tracy Ridge RA is a larger representative core area for connectivity
between forest patches being managed for late-successional habitats. This area has a large component of late
successional forest habitat, especially in comparison to the remaining Forest which reflects the high
importance of this RA in achieving habitat conservation goals for a variety of wildlife including neotropocal
birds as well as less mobile species such as reptiles, amphibians and small mammals.

Wildlife and Fish: The most significant characteristic of the Tracy Ridge area lies in the predominance of
mature forest conditions, combined with the remote, undisturbed nature of the area. Undisturbed and/or
undeveloped areas on the ANF are somewhat rare as the ANF contains extensive private development within
the proclamation boundary, over 4,200 miles of roads (Forest Roads, State, County or Township roads, and
oil and gas roads) and widespread oil and gas development. The Tracy Ridge area provides optimum habitat
conditions for species that are sensitive to human disturbance, as well as species that require large blocks of
mature forest habitat such as the bald eagle, great blue heron, red-shouldered hawk, black bear, northern
goshawk and bobcat. The proximity of Tracy Ridge to Chestnut Ridge and the Allegany State Park in New
York provides an important complex of mature, undisturbed forest areas for wildlife. Other key wildlife
habitat features that characterize the Tracy Ridge area include the predominance of oak and northern
hardwoods (88%) and the hard mast production associated with these Forest Types. The widespread
distribution of oak in particular, greatly influences landscape level wildlife use and provides suitable habitat
conditions for the Cerulean Warbler, which is presently being reviewed for listing under the Endangered
Species Act and has been documented in the area during breeding bird surveys. Due to the presence of
scattered openings, beaver ponds, apple trees and concentrated mixed conifer/hardwood stands, the North
Branch Sugar Run bottom provides the most diverse habitat conditions within the Tracy Ridge area. Due to
the proximity to the Allegheny Reservoir, the remote nature of the area and the presence of superior white
pine trees that are preferred for nesting, the Tracy Ridge area provides some of the most desirable bald eagle
nesting habitat in the Forest. Although no eagle nests have been identified within the area, eagles have been
observed roosting at various locations along the western edge of the area, adjacent to the Allegheny
Reservoir.

Rare and Endangered Animals: Although the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis solalis) has not
been documented within the Tracy Ridge RA, suitable oak habitat is widely available. Additionally, a single
Indiana bat was captured on private land within approximately 10 miles of the RA and detected on NFS lands
within 3 miles of Tracy Ridge. As a result, the Tracy Ridge area is considered occupied Indiana bat habitat.
The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), which is federally threatened, also occurs within the Tracy Ridge
area. Although there are no known nests within the RA, eagles have been observed roosting along the eastern
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boundary of the RA adjacent to the Allegheny Reservoir. The only Regionally Sensitive species known to
occur within Tracy Ridge is the Northern long-ear bat (Motis septentrionalis) and suitable habitat for this
species occurs throughout the Tracy Ridge area. Streams and their biological resources are not unique nor
have extraordinary fisheries, aquatic invertebrates, or mussel populations. There are no known federally
listed threatened or endangered aquatic species nor are there any known Regional Forester Sensitive Species.

Rare and Endangered Plants: There have been few to no formal plant surveys within the RA. Currently,
there are no known records of state or federally listed rare or endangered plants, Regional Forester Sensitive
Plant Species or other plant species of viability concern. However, this RA is considered to contain suitable
habitat for species of viability concern.

Historical: There are 2 known prehistoric open sites recorded for the Tracy Ridge area. No historic sites
have been documented. The Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) considers all
rockshelters and upland open sites to be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of historic places.
These sites need further testing to gather data to facilitate determinations of eligibility. Potential for
prehistoric as well as historic sites is moderate-to-high.

Size, Shape and Manageability

The size and shape of the Tracy Ridge RA makes its preservation as potential wilderness practical. The
proximity of the RA to multi-use private lands in the northeast quarter may present management challenges
near border areas as well as near the boat-to campgrounds and the Willow Bay and Tracy Ridge
Campgrounds. There may be additional management challenges along the Allegheny Reservoir shoreline
where motorized boats land and use the uplands. The motorized boat use may not be consistent with
wilderness designation.

Boundary Conditions, Needs and Management Requirements

Most of the property boundary lines are well defined by roads on the north and east, a utility corridor on the
south and the Reservoir on the west. The boat-to campgrounds contain non-wilderness developments which
would be difficult to remove and the history of developed use in these campgrounds would make wilderness
management difficult. Also, there is historic motorized access by boat to the Allegheny Reservoir shoreline
which would be difficult to eliminate or restrict. Adjusting the boundary to exclude the boat-to campgrounds
as well as establishing the boundary above the high water mark for boat landings is warranted. Additionally,
activities and motorized use within the Willow Bay and Tracy Ridge Campgrounds could impact wilderness
users. Boundary adjustments to buffer the Willow Bay and Tracy Ridge Campgrounds may be warranted if
this RA is designated as wilderness.

AVAILABILITY FOR WILDERNESS DESIGNATION

Recreation, Including Tourism

Designation of this RA as wilderness would not eliminate its current designation as a National Recreation
Area (NRA). However, more restrictive wilderness management standards and guidelines would supersede
the less restrictive management direction currently established for the NRA. The NRA allows for greater
recreation use than wilderness designation and provides greater alteration of the land to manage and maintain
trails, scenery, wildlife, and forest health conditions. Future planning for the NRA could result in increased
opportunities for development of overnight facilities such as Adirondack shelters and dispersed campsites for
hikers as well as increased trail development opportunities for snowmobiling, mountain biking and horse use.
Designation of Tracy Ridge as wilderness would eliminate or restrict future options for these types of
recreation activities and improvements in the NRA.

Wilderness designation would restrict trail maintenance on the North Country Trail and the Tracy
Ridge/Johnny Cake trail system to the use of non-motorized equipment and non-mechanical transport of
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supplies and personnel. Historically, chainsaws and mechanical transport have been used to maintain these
trails. With the restriction on use of chainsaws and other mechanized equipment, maintenance of the trail
system will be more challenging and time consuming. Trail directional signing and marking would conform
to wilderness sign standards. Existing signs and trail markers would need to be replaced or removed in order
to meet wilderness standards.

Wilderness designation may also warrant future public use restrictions by limiting visitor use and distribution
including establishment of group size limits to preserve the wilderness character of the area, whereas, the
NRA allows for greater visitor use and group size limits. Currently, there are no restrictions on group size
within the NRA.

Recreation objectives for wilderness are to provide outstanding opportunities for solitude and primitive or a
primitive and unconfined type of recreation (FSM2323.11 (2). Campsites should not be designated and
existing camps should be relocated or removed to allow maximum opportunity for solitude and to minimize
the evidence of human use. The boat-to campgrounds in the NRA would not be compatible with wilderness
designation. Removal of these areas would reduce benefits to other non-wilderness recreationists. Adjusting
the boundary to eliminate these areas is an option however; the campgrounds may impact some wilderness
user’s experience. Likewise, the large, developed Willow Bay and Tracy Ridge Campgrounds infiltrate the
RA on the periphery. Use of these campgrounds may also impact wilderness experiences and values.

The NRA allows for motorized use of boats on the Allegheny Reservoir, for landing and exploration of the
shoreline and camping at the designated boat-to campgrounds. Wilderness designation excludes the use of
motorized equipment or mechanical transport including the use of motorized boats landing on shore.
Establishing the boundary above the high water mark would allow this use to continue however, use of boats
on the Reservoir may still impact some wilderness users’ experience.

Wilderness designation advertised and included in a broad tourism planning effort may draw visitors to the
Tracy Ridge RA attracting recreationists seeking remote, primitive and unconfined types of recreation and
solitude. However, the NRA currently provides many wilderness values including the opportunity for
solitude and serenity, self-reliance, adventure, challenging experiences, and semi-primitive recreation. For
many recreationists, primeval wilderness character is less important than protection (Loomis, 1999). The
NRA designation was considered an alternate to wilderness designation with the intended purpose of
protecting the undeveloped character of the area. This designation protects the RA from timber harvest, road
construction and most road based recreation.

Wildlife and Fish

Minimal disturbance to the area has occurred due to Tracy Ridge’s current designation as a National
Recreation Area. Wilderness designation would maintain the remote, undeveloped character of the area
which is considered the areas greatest wildlife asset. Wilderness designation would further restrict human
influence and disturbance primarily from recreation maintenance activities and visitor use restrictions.
Numbers of users and group size may be more limited with a wilderness designation than National Recreation
Area designation. A minimum tool approach would replace the current option of using chain saws and other
mechanized equipment for trail maintenance in which wildlife may benefit from reduced human disturbance
and noise. Designation as wilderness would benefit those species seeking remote, undisturbed habitats (e.g.,
black bear, bobcat, northern goshawk) and those that benefit from a mature, continuous forest.

Risks to wildlife habitat include the presence of exotic pests such as gypsy moth and hemlock wooly adelgid.
Wilderness designation would limit intervention and control of disease and pest outbreaks. Without
treatment, disease (e.g., Beech Bark Disease Complex) or pests could reduce, or eliminate, certain habitat
conditions. Current management practices found in the 1986 ANF Land and Resource Management Plan
allow for pesticides in designated Wilderness only when necessary to prevent the loss of significant aspects of
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the designated wilderness or to prevent significant loss of resource values on private or public lands bordering
the Wilderness. Suppression of non-native invasive species, where native ecological communities or TES
species are threatened by their presence, is allowed in designated wilderness.

Oak is a fire dependent ecosystem and if it is to be maintained over the long-term, periodic under burning and
manipulation of the canopy is required to reduce competition of other hardwoods. This is particularly the
case on the ANF due to decades of over browsing by deer which further reduces the likelihood that oak
seedlings will become established. The absence of roads in the National Recreation Area already restricts
management’s ability to maintain oak. Wilderness designation of the Tracy Ridge area would eliminate
management activities that promote oak regeneration and mast production which is important to many species
on the ANF.

There are 13 miles of perennial stream, 14 miles of intermittent stream and 7.4 miles of Reservoir shoreline,
all of which provide suitable habitat for cold-water fisheries communities. All streams are dependent on
natural reproduction and none are stocked with trout due to their small size and accessibility. The ability to
use motorized equipment to conduct fisheries surveys would be eliminated with wilderness designation.

Typically, the ANF has not improved fish habitat on cold-water streams, but relies on natural input of large
wood for the creation of habitat diversity. This RA occurs in the National Recreation Area (NRA) where this
type of work has not occurred. Wilderness designation would not change the way fish habitat improvements
have been managed in this RA.

Noncommercial hunting, fishing and trapping are allowed in wilderness. In addition, wildlife and fish species
may be stocked in order to restore a native species that has been eliminated or reduced by human influence.
Exotic species may not be stocked. Habitat may be manipulated only when it is necessary to correct
conditions resulting from human influence or to protect threatened or endangered species. Research and
management surveys are permitted if done in a manner compatible with the preservation of wilderness
guidelines.

Water Availability and Use
The streams in this RA are not part of a municipal watershed and there are no known water storage needs. No
change in water quality is anticipated if the RA were designated as wilderness.

Livestock, Timber and Minerals

Timber harvest and the associated production of wood products from this RA do not occur as the National
Recreation Area designation prohibits this use. Timber harvest and production would not occur with
wilderness designation either. Currently, 8,044 acres of the RA are capable of growing commercial crops for
timber (Source: ANF GIS Timber Suitability analysis).

Ninety-four percent of the subsurface mineral ownership is by private individual(s). During consideration of
this RA as wilderness in 1984, Congress found that the Tracy Ridge area possessed a high quality wilderness
resource however “matters were complicated” in that the bulk of the wilderness candidate lands in question
were underlain by privately owned mineral rights. Available information at that time suggested that the rights
underlying the area were likely to be exercised and that exploration for oil and gas resources appeared
imminent. Accordingly, the Committee believed that wilderness designation would be “futile” unless the
mineral rights problem could be resolved (refer to H.R. 5067).

Due to the estimated high oil and gas values, outright purchase of mineral rights was judged to be too costly.
In particular the mineral values in Tracy Ridge, Cornplanter and Allegheny Front were believed to be in
excess of $10 to $100 million to acquire.
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Currently, the mineral rights have not been purchased in Tracy Ridge and there are no known willing sellers.
Although the exploration of oil and gas seemed imminent, no development occurred since the area was
designated as a National Recreation Area in 1984. There is current interest (April, 2004) to drill within the
RA to test for the presence of hydrocarbons with the potential for a 5 to 10 year drilling development
program. Associated with a drilling program is the removal of vegetation and construction of access roads.
This area has been characterized as having a high potential for shallow oil and deep gas production
(Legislative Report HR 5067, PA Wilderness Bill, 1984). New technology and current market trends make
the potential for oil and gas drilling and exploration high. Wilderness designation would not prohibit the
exercise of private oil and gas development. The goal of the Forest Service would be to mitigate impacts of
development on wilderness values. Consistent with the valid existing rights, a review and approval of
operating plans that incorporate reasonable terms and conditions for the protection of the wilderness character
of the area, and that provide for restoration as near as practicable of the disturbed lands promptly upon
abandonment of operations is warranted (FSM 2830). Acquisition of the mineral rights within this RA is a
future option available to the Forest Service.

There are no livestock operations or potential for such operations.

Heritage Resources

Cultural features such as archaeological sites, historic trails or routes, or structures that have been included in
wilderness are protected and maintained by using methods that are consistent with the preservation of
wilderness character and values and cultural resource protection requirements. Only two heritage resource
surveys have been conducted in this RA, both of which have been documented as prehistoric sites. This area
also has a long history of use beginning in the Prehistoric Period (11,000 B.C.-1600 A.D.) and continuing into
the Historical Period (1600 to present). Additional survey, research and evaluation for prehistoric and historic
Native American sites is warranted. Preservation activities such as salvage rehabilitation, stabilization,
restoration, excavation and intensive inventories are approved on a case-by-case basis, if they will not degrade
the overall wilderness character of the area. Cultural resource sites that appear to qualify are nominated for
the National Register of Historic Places. Unless they are needed to provide wilderness benefits or serve
administrative purposes, those sites or structures that do not qualify for the National Register are allowed to
deteriorate naturally, or are removed or destroyed. The degree to which heritage resources may be interpreted
on site might also be affected by wilderness designation. Development of heritage interpretive trails and
panels would be restricted in order to meet and retain wilderness character. Interpretation of sites is done
outside of wilderness, except for verbal interpretations by wilderness rangers.

Land Uses

No special uses are currently issued for this RA. There is a utility corridor which forms the border on the
southern boundary. There are no other encumbrances other than the ownership of oil and gas subsurface
rights by private individuals. There are currently no outfitter and guides operating in this RA. Wilderness
designation would allow for selected outfitter-guide services, but only where they do not degrade wilderness
character.

Management Considerations

Fire: Fire is an important natural disturbance that regulates or helps to maintain several natural communities,
especially oak, which is an important component of this RA. However, wildfire occurrence is rare for this
RA. Wilderness designation would prevent agency management of disturbance regimes, and thus may result
in the loss of some species requiring introduced disturbances. Fire would be allowed to play a more natural
role in the ecosystem except where such activity would be a threat to public safety, private property, or
adversely affect resources adjacent to the wilderness. Naturally ignited fires may be designated and managed
as prescribed natural fires (fire use) in wildernesses that have approved fire management plans, as long as the
fire meets and remains within established criteria.
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Insects/Disease: Outbreaks of insects and diseases are a major threat to the ANF and wide scale outbreaks
have occurred on the Forest. Under wilderness designation, routine control measures for potential disease
outbreaks would be restricted. Insect and disease outbreaks may be controlled if necessary to protect adjacent
lands or an unnatural loss of the wilderness resource due to exotic pests. Control measures are carried out
with the least adverse impacts on the wilderness resource and are compatible with wilderness management
objectives. Special care must be taken with the use of chemicals inside wilderness because of possible effects
on the total biological complex.

Rare Plants and Unique Ecosystems: There are no known records of state or federally listed plant species,
Regional Forester Sensitive Plant Species, or other plant species of viability concern within the RA, nor are
there records of rare or exemplary natural communities. There is potentially suitable habitat for rare plants in
the area. The National Recreation Area designation already limits human disturbance and management
practices such as timber harvest and road construction. Wilderness designation would further limit human
disturbance and management practices, however impacts from trail maintenance and trampling may continue
regardless of designation, as the North Country Trail and Tracy Ridge/Johnny Cake trail system will remain
and may pass through suitable habitat. Given the current management practices established for the NRA,
wilderness designation would likely have a neutral effect on potential rare plants and unique ecosystems.

Non-native Invasive Species: Both non-native and native plant species pose a serious threat to the ANF.
While there are no widespread invasive conditions in the RA, the potential for occurrence is high. On-site
observations have identified three populations of Japanese barberry along the North Country Trail within the
RA. Management of non-native invasive plants typically includes the components of the Integrated Weed (or
Pest) Management Process. If treatment options are pursued, they are done using direction in the Wilderness
Act of 1964 to address insect and disease infestations. All options to address non-native invasive plants in
wilderness are available including no treatment, hand pulling, herbicides and biological control. Any request
to use herbicides in wilderness requires the approval of the Regional Forester.

Non-Federal Lands: There are no private lands located within the RA however there is private land adjacent
to the area in the northeast corner. Access is provided along the road system and access through the area is
not anticipated.

SUMMARY OF WILDERNESS EVALUATION: BENEFIT & IMPACT

There is a mix of opportunity for solitude and serenity, self-reliance, adventure, challenging experiences, and
primitive recreation ranging from low to high in the Tracy Ridge RA. These opportunities are high in interior
areas away from adjacent roads, the Allegheny Reservoir, developed campgrounds and the North Country
National Scenic Trail and Tracy Ridge/Johnny Cake trail systems. Challenging experiences can be had by
testing one’s orienteering and survival skills in an area that is un-marked, where only unique landforms or
distinct vegetation provide guidance. Primitive recreation opportunities include fishing, cross country hiking,
dispersed camping and hunting. These opportunities diminish the closer you are to the periphery near
campgrounds, roads and the Allegheny Reservoir which is often busy with boat traffic and noise, especially in
the summer. The majority of the RA however, provides moderate to high potential to provide the wilderness
attributes and values appropriate for wilderness designation.

There are few places on the Forest that offer as high quality scenery, natural integrity and wide scale
ecosystem function as the Tracy Ridge RA. This area has a large component of late successional forest
habitat, especially in comparison to the remaining Forest, which reflects the high importance of this RA in
achieving habitat conservation goals for a variety of wildlife including neotropocal birds as well as less
mobile species such as reptiles, amphibians and small mammals. The presence of a significant old tree
component enhances the scenic quality of the area for potential wilderness.
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Due to the current designation of the area as a National Recreation Area, there would be no change in terms of
timber harvest, road construction or prohibition of OHV use. Other changes such as the elimination of
motorized equipment for trail maintenance would occur and there would be no vegetation management
activities allowed to achieve wildlife and recreation management objectives. There would be no change in the
exercise of rights for private oil and gas development. Areas in the East are actually recommended to
Congress for wilderness study designation. If this RA is designated as a wilderness study area, examination
of the mineral rights is conducted as part of the study process and may include both the potential for
development and consideration for the acquisition of subsurface mineral rights.
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ROADLESS AREA 19002 (CHESTNUT RIDGE)

OVERVIEW

Size
Acres: (As calculated using GIS. Actual ground surveyed acres will likely vary)

Forest Service: 5,063 acres
Private: 0 acres
Total: 5,063 acres

Location, Vicinity, and Access

The Chestnut Ridge Roadless Area (RA) is located on the Allegheny National Forest, Bradford Ranger
District, in the counties of Warren and McKean, Pennsylvania. It is separated from the Tracy Ridge RA by
State Route 321. Nearby towns include Bradford, Pennsylvania to the west, Russell, Scandia and Warren,
Pennsylvania to the east/southeast, and Steamburg and Salamanca, New York to the north. The area is bound
by roads on all sides and contains private lands on the north. Specifically, it is bound on the north below a
strip of private lands and State Route 346 just below the New York state line. On the west, it is bound by
State Route 321 and to the east and south by Forest Road 137 and 271 respectively.

The area is found within U.S.G.S. Cornplanter Run Quadrangle, PA.-N.Y. State Routes 321 and 346 and
Forest Roads 137 and 321 provide major vehicle access to the area from all directions. However, the strip of
private lands bordering State Route 346 hampers access to the area from the north along this route. There are
no improved roads within the RA nor are there any trails or developed recreation facilities. There is one
abandoned road dissecting the area and there are no evident signs of oil and gas development in the area.

Geography, Topography and Vegetation (Including Ecosystem Type)

According to ecological mapping, this area lies in the Allegheny High Plateau Subsection of the Northern
Unglaciated Allegheny Plateau Section within the Laurentian Mixed Forest Province. This section is
characterized by sharper ridge tops and narrower valleys than the glaciated portions of the plateau to the north
and east. This area contains some of the steepest and most rugged topography on the Allegheny National
Forest. The elevation climbs above 2000 feet however there are no distinct or prominent rock formations or
peaks.

Dominant soil orders include Alfisols, Entisols, Inceptisols, and Ultisols. Soils found within the RA are
classified as Buchanan-Hartleton-Hazleton. The Soil Conservation Service describes these soils as, “Very
deep and deep, somewhat poorly drained to well drained, nearly level to very steep soils; formed in materials
weathered from sandstone and shale; on uplands.” (S.C.S. 1983, p-2)

The ecological landtype association for this area is 212Gal0, Frigid, Mesic, Mixed Oak and Northern
Hardwoods. The distinguishing feature of this landtype is its steepness, higher general elevations, climate and
potential frigid soils. Vegetation associations include white and red oak, black cherry, hemlock, beech,
quaking aspen, red maple, yellow birch, sugar maple and open un-forested patches of mostly grass.

Chestnut Ridge is 99% forested with 97% occurring as mature forest greater than 50 years of age. There is no
early successional vegetation (0-20 yrs. of age) and approximately 2% of the area occurs as mid-successional
pole forest 21-40 years of age. Dominant overstory vegetation includes oak or mixed oak/hardwoods (40%),
northern hardwoods (48%), mixed conifer/hardwood (7%), Allegheny hardwood (3%), aspen (1%) and
upland hardwoods (1%). A total of 58 acres or 1% of the area is in openings which include 1 larger opening
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13 acres in size and 12 openings less than 10 acres. The area contains a few scattered wetlands including a
larger 8 acre wetland on the plateau in the center of the area and several smaller wetlands along the Willow
Creek and Dry Brook drainages. The area contains a diversity of landform conditions such as plateau,
sideslope, footslope and ridgeline. Over 39% of the area occurs as upper elevations greater then 2000 feet.
There are 4,658 acres of forested land suitable for timber production.

Management Direction and Current Use

This RA is contained within Management Area (MA) 6.1 in the current Forest Plan. This MA’s primary
purpose is to maintain or enhance scenic quality, emphasize a variety of dispersed recreation activities in a
semi-primitive motorized setting, and to emphasize wildlife species which require mature or overmature
hardwood forests, such as turkey, bear, cavity nesting birds and mammals. Timber management activities are
for wildlife habitat improvement. Seasonal wildlife habitat improvement and maintenance are for such
activities as shrub and conifer planting, release treatments and food plot maintenance. Specialized habitats
and inclusions within the MA can receive treatments to specifically benefit small game, non-game, indicator
species or species of special concern. Recreational opportunities that include dispersed activities such as
cross-country skiing, backpacking, hiking, fishing, hunting and ORV trail riding were emphasized in this MA
in the current Plan. New road construction and reconstruction was also allowed in this MA.

The primary use of this RA has been for wildlife habitat improvement and dispersed recreation use. Exact
recreation use is not known however, it is estimated that the RA receives low use due to a lack of designated
trails or other developed facilities. Primary activities include fishing, hunting, backpacking, hiking, dispersed
camping and nature and wildlife viewing.

Between the late 1880’s and 1930’s the entire Chestnut Ridge area was harvested and the area presently exists
of second growth mid successional (21-150 yrs) or third growth forest. In the last 60 years, there has been
relatively little management and only 97 acres or 2% of the area has been regenerated through timber harvest
(1965-1980). Since 1980, the only timber harvest that has occurred is 8 acres of salvage treatment associated
with gypsy moth defoliation in the early 1990’s. Recent management in the area has been almost exclusively
associated with wildlife habitat improvement work and has included approximately 10 acres of annual
opening maintenance, apple tree prune and release, native conifer and shrub planting and bluebird and wood
duck nest box installation.

The area contains about 14.8 miles of stream with most of the stream and riparian habitat associated with the
North Branch Sugar Run drainage that occurs along the southern boundary of the area and the Dry Brook
drainage in the northeast. Other streams include portions of Nelse Run, Whitney Run and Willow Creek.
North Branch Sugar Run contains five native species including brook trout, one wild reproducing species
(brown trout) and one stocked species (rainbow trout). Stream surveys have been conducted in the RA and
streams are supplemented by stocking with trout each year. As a result of stocking the North Branch Sugar
Run and Willow Creek receive considerable fishing pressure.

To date, wildlife surveys conducted within the Chestnut Ridge RA have included yellow-bellied flycatcher
surveys, barred owl surveys and mist net surveys for bats during the summer. While yellow-bellied flycatcher
nesting has yet to be documented, barred owls, a mature Forest Management Indicator Species has been
documented at the North Branch Sugar Run and Dry Brook drainages for the last 12 years. While no Indiana
bats were detected during mist net surveys in the Dry Brook drainage in 2003, the Northern Long-eared bat, a
Forest Sensitive Species was documented.

Chestnut Ridge RA is encumbered by outstanding mineral rights with roughly 100% of the subsurface
mineral rights owned by private parties. There is currently no mineral drilling or exploration occurring in the
RA and there is no clear evidence that drilling has occurred. If it has, drilling would have occurred over 20 or
more years ago and all sites are currently abandoned.
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Appearance of the Area and Characteristics of Surrounding Areas

The Chestnut Ridge RA is characterized by steep rugged terrain leading to high plateau uplands set in a
wooded landscape intermixed with streams and continuous forest cover. There are no prominent rock
formations or peaks. The area is fairly uniform with no distinct landforms other than commonly observed
plateau and ridgelines. There are no improved roads, developed trails or other facilities nor are there any
managed or documented vistas. The areas’ natural appearance is generally uncompromised by recent human
development and activity.

This RA is largely intact and represents one of the most natural areas on the Forest. Management activities
have been minimal and have not altered the over-all natural appearance of the RA. Most of the area was cut
in the late 1800’s and early 1900’s and has regained a natural appearance from this activity. One abandoned
road dissects the area however; this road is barely perceptible and does not adversely affect the RAs
appearance.

Chestnut Ridge RA is located immediately to the east of Tracy Ridge RA, separated by State Route 321.
Chestnut Ridge and Tracy Ridge are similar in character with steep rugged terrain and natural appearing,
wooded landscapes. Within close proximity to the north is Allegany Sate Park in New York. In areas
immediately adjacent to the east and south, intensive management activities have occurred including oil and
gas development, timber harvest and ORV trail construction. To the east lies the Marshburg-Stickney
Intensive Use Area (IUA). This is one of five IUAs currently designated on the ANF for ORV trail
development. The IUA currently is 18,000 acres and contains 10.8 miles of ATV trail. Future options to
construct additional ATV trail within this IUA is being considered in the Willow Creek ATV Trail Expansion
Project Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Both the existing and proposed ATV trail system has a
propensity to affect the RA by increasing the sights and particularly the sounds of human activity associated
with motorized recreational vehicles and equipment.

There is a strip of private land on the northern border of the RA. The activities and development associated
with the private land have some influence on the appearance of the area. However, the private lands are
located on the fringe and essentially do not affect the vast majority of the area.

Over-all, the Chestnut Ridge RA is surrounded by a landscape of continuous natural vegetation characterized
by low development and low to moderate human influence.

Key Attractions
The primary attraction within this area is scenery and a large, well distributed component of big trees that
include species greater than 100 years old.

WILDERNESS CAPABILITY

Natural Integrity and Appearance

The scenic integrity of the Chestnut Ridge RA is high. Natural processes are operating within the area and
the area is minimally affected by outside forces. Management activities have not compromised the areas’s
natural integrity and appearance. The area has regenerated from past harvest and other land uses and now the
forest appears mature to old aged. Surveys for Non-Native Invasive Species have not occurred so the
botanical integrity of the area cannot be estimated. Trout fish stocking for recreational sport fishing has
occurred within streams that enter this area. The introduction of non-native trout species has compromised
the natural integrity of fish species within these streams.

Opportunity for Solitude, Challenge and Primitive Recreation
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This RA contains 5,063 acres which are easily accessible by road on all sides. There are no developed trail
systems or roads within the interior. The RA can easily be traversed in a day as it is no more than 2 %2 miles
wide and ranges between 3 and 5 miles long. Due to easy access, the Chestnut Ridge RA is judged to have a
moderate potential for providing primitive recreation and solitude. Due to a lack of development, interior
areas are judged to have a higher potential than exterior areas. This information is consistent with a recent
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) inventory that identified the area as having an interior core of 3,038
acres for Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized recreation and 2,025 acres on the exterior as having a Roaded
Natural experience.

Special Features

Scenic: This area is part of a large complex of forested landscapes which offer long distance views of the
surrounding, mostly unaltered landscape. The RA is relatively large with no noticeable, human-caused
modifications. This area is recognized as one of most scenic areas on the Forest due to the steep terrain and
lush vegetation. There is a large component of big trees that also provide a special scenic feature of the RA.

Scientific: There are no designated Research Natural Areas or Experimental Forests in the Chestnut Ridge
RA.

Geological: There are no known areas of unique or rare rock formations in this RA.

Ecological: The Allegheny National Forest identified this RA as part of the 1995 Landscape Corridor
Concept of continuous forest canopy for connecting the large forested blocks (wilderness, scenic areas,
research natural areas, national recreation areas and roadless areas) to provide higher quality habitat and better
ecosystem functions for wildlife. The Chestnut and Tracy Ridge RA’s are part of a larger representative core
area for connectivity between forest patches being managed for late-successional habitats. This area has a
large component of late successional forest habitat, especially in comparison to the remaining Forest which
reflects the high importance of this RA in achieving habitat conservation goals for a variety of wildlife
including neotropocal birds as well as less mobile species such as reptiles, amphibians and small mammals.

Wildlife and Fish: The most significant characteristic of the Chestnut Ridge area lies in the predominance of
mature forest conditions, combined with the remote, undisturbed nature of the area. Undisturbed and/or
undeveloped areas on the ANF are somewhat rare as the ANF contains extensive private development within
the proclamation boundary, over 4,200 miles of roads (Forest Roads, State, County or Township roads, and
oil and gas roads) and widespread oil and gas development. The Chestnut Ridge area provides optimum
habitat conditions for species that are sensitive to human disturbance, as well as species that require large
blocks of mature forest habitat such as the bald eagle, great blue heron, red-shouldered hawk, black bear,
northern goshawk and bobcat. The proximity of Chestnut Ridge to Tracy Ridge and the Allegany State Park
in New York provides an important complex of mature, undisturbed forest areas for wildlife. Other key
wildlife habitat features that characterize the Tracy Ridge area include the predominance of oak and northern
hardwoods and the hard mast production associated with these Forest Types. The widespread distribution of
oak greatly influences landscape level wildlife use and provides suitable habitat conditions for the Cerulean
Warbler, which is presently being reviewed for listing under the Endangered Species Act and has been
documented in the area during breeding bird surveys. The area also contains several historic timber
rattlesnake (Forest Sensitive Species) dens and the dry oak forest community that predominates is
characteristic of preferred rattlesnake habitat.

Rare and Endangered Animals: Although the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis solalis) has not
been documented within the Chestnut Ridge RA, suitable oak habitat is widely available. Additionally, a
single Indiana bat was captured on private land within approximately 8 miles of the area and detected on NFS
lands within 2 miles of Chestnut Ridge and as a result, the Chestnut Ridge area is considered occupied
Indiana bat habitat. The only Regionally Sensitive species known to occur within Chestnut Ridge is the

Allegheny National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement C-47



Appendix C. Roadless Area Inventory and Wilderness Evaluation

Northern long-ear bat (Motis septentrionalis) and suitable habitat occurs throughout the Chestnut Ride area.
Streams and their biological resources are not unique nor have extraordinary fisheries, aquatic invertebrates,
or mussel populations. There are no known federally listed threatened or endangered aquatic species nor are
there any known Regional Forester Sensitive Species.

Rare and Endangered Plants: There have been few to no surveys for rare and endangered plants.
Currently, there are no known records of state or federally listed rare or endangered plants, Regional Forester
Sensitive Plant Species or other plant species of viability concern. However, this area is considered to have
suitable habitat for plant species of viability concern.

Historical: Seven (7) historic era Heritage resources have been recorded in the Chestnut Ridge RA. Of these
(1) is a possible hunting camp, (2) are possible farm sites or residences, (1) is a splash dam ad (3) are possible
locations of former logging camps marked by open areas and apple trees but with no recovered cultural
materials or recorded features. There are no documented prehistoric sites. Potential for additional historic as
well as prehistoric sites is moderate-to-high.

Size, Shape and Manageability

The size and shape of the Chestnut Ridge RA makes its preservation as potential wilderness practical. The
proximity of the RA to multi-use private lands on the north may present management challenges near this
border.

Boundary Conditions, Needs and Management Requirements
Most of the property boundary lines are well defined by roads on all sides. Adjusting the boundary to exclude
the private lands that border the area on the north is warranted.

AVAILABILITY FOR WILDERNESS DESIGNATION

Recreation, Including Tourism

Designation of Chestnut Ridge as wilderness could increase the recreation and tourism potential for
individuals seeking a recreation experience in a classified wilderness. Wilderness designation would likely
interest those who want to recreate in areas that are protected from logging, timber harvest and road
construction and prohibit the use of motorized vehicles including two and four-wheeled Off Highway
Vehicles (OHVs), snowmobiles and mountain bikes. Although there is no current snowmobile or OHV use in
this RA, the current management direction allows for a variety of recreational uses including snowmobile and
OHV use. Wilderness designation would prohibit any future use of motorized recreational vehicles.

Most of the recreational use of the area is for non-motorized dispersed use, such as fishing, hunting, hiking
and dispersed camping. If the Chestnut Ridge RA were designated wilderness, these uses would continue.

Wilderness designation advertised and included in a broad tourism planning effort may draw visitors to the
Chestnut Ridge RA attracting recreationists seeking remote, primitive and unconfined types of recreation and
solitude. Wilderness designation may warrant future public use restrictions if visitation began threatening the
wilderness character and values of the area. Limiting visitor use and distribution including establishment of
group size limits to preserve the wilderness character is a management tool often used in wilderness areas.

Since this RA has no trail or recreational facility development, there would be little impact to the current
recreation management of the area. However, trails are allowed in wilderness as long as they are constructed
and maintained to wilderness standards. The use of non-motorized equipment and non-mechanical transport
of supplies and personnel would not be allowed to construct or maintain potential new trails. Trail directional
signing and marking would also conform to wilderness sign standards.
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Recreation objectives for wilderness are to provide outstanding opportunities for solitude and primitive or a
primitive and unconfined type of recreation (FSM2323.11 (2). There should be no developed campsites
within designated wilderness (unless needed to protect the wilderness resource) in order to allow the
maximum opportunity for solitude and to minimize the evidence of human use.

Wildlife and Fish

The greatest risk to wildlife and wildlife habitat within the Chestnut Ridge RA are from activities that will
result in increased human activity such as road construction and motorized trail development which increase
access, impact wildlife sensitive to disturbance and can increase the spread of invasive plants. Wilderness
designation would reduce these risks and help to maintain the remote character of the area, which is
considered one of the areas greatest wildlife assets. Designation as wilderness would benefit those species
seeking remote, undisturbed habitats such as the black bear, bobcat, and northern goshawk and those that
benefit from a mature, continuous forest.

Other risks to wildlife habitat include the presence of insects and disease such as the beech bark disease
complex, the gypsy moth and the hemlock woolly adelgid predicted to appear on the Forest within 5 years.
The beech bark disease complex is a significant concern in the RA due to the large northern hardwood and
American beech component. There are presently few activities or treatments that would prevent these
impacts from occurring and management is already restricted due to the limited access. Wilderness
designation would further limit management’s ability to mitigate impacts from insects and disease and restore
habitat conditions. Wilderness designation would also eliminate existing wildlife habitat improvement work
that is associated with openings and apple tree maintenance and prevent future habitat improvement work
such as native shrub and conifer planting.

Oak is a fire dependent ecosystem and if it is to be maintained over the long-term, periodic under burning and
opening of the canopy is required to reduce competition of other hardwoods. This is particularly important on
the ANF due to decades of overbrowsing by deer which further reduces the likelihood that oak seedlings will
become established. Currently, the absence of roads within the RA already restricts the ability to maintain
oak. Designation of the Chestnut Ridge RA as wilderness would further restrict oak regeneration and
management activities that maintain or enhance this important mast species.

There are approximately 8 miles of perennial stream and 7 miles of intermittent stream, all of which provide
suitable habitat for cold-water fisheries communities. Dry Brook, Whitney Run, and Nelse Run are
dependant on self-reproducing populations of native brook trout, while North Branch Sugar Run and Willow
Creek are supplemented with stocked catchable trout each year. Wilderness designation of this RA allows
wildlife species to be introduced and fish species to be stocked if there is a need to restore a native species
that has been eliminated or reduced by human influence. Exotic species may not be stocked. Habitat may be
manipulated only when it is necessary to correct conditions resulting from human influence or to protect
threatened or endangered species. Research and management surveys are permitted if done in a manner
compatible with the preservation of wilderness guidelines. Noncommercial hunting, fishing and trapping
would continue to be allowed in wilderness.

A wilderness designation would preclude any future opportunities to do riparian area
restoration/improvements, including streamside vegetation manipulation or direct habitat improvement of a
stream.

Water Availability and Use
The streams in this RA are not part of a municipal watershed and there are no known water storage needs. No
change in water quality is anticipated if the RA were to be designated as wilderness.

Livestock, Timber and Minerals

Allegheny National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement C-49



Appendix C. Roadless Area Inventory and Wilderness Evaluation

Timber harvest and the associated production of wood products have not occurred since the early 1930’s.
Timber harvest and production would not occur with wilderness. Currently 4,658 acres of the RA are
classified as suitable for timber production (capable of growing commercial crops for timber.)

Subsurface mineral ownership is by private individuals for the entire area. Wilderness designation would not
prohibit the exercise of private oil and gas development. The goal of the Forest Service would be to mitigate
impacts of development on wilderness values. Consistent with valid existing rights, a review and approval of
operating plans that incorporate reasonable terms and conditions for the protection of the wilderness character
of the area, and that provide for restoration as near as practicable of the disturbed lands promptly upon
abandonment of operations is warranted (FSM 2830).

There are no livestock operations or potential for such operations.

Heritage Resources

Cultural features such as archaeological sites, historic trails or routes, or structures that have been included in
wilderness are protected and maintained by using methods that are consistent with the preservation of
wilderness character and values and cultural resource protection requirements. Minimal heritage resource
surveys have been conducted in this RA. Additional survey, research and evaluation for prehistoric and
historic Native American sites is warranted. Preservation activities such as salvage rehabilitation,
stabilization, restoration, excavation and intensive inventories are approved on a case-by-case basis, if they
will not degrade the overall wilderness character of the area. Cultural resource sites that appear to qualify are
nominated for the National Register of Historic Places. Unless they are needed to provide wilderness benefits
or serve administrative purposes, those sites or structures that do not qualify for the National Register are
allowed to deteriorate naturally, or are removed or destroyed. The degree to which heritage resources may be
interpreted on site might also be affected by wilderness designation. Development of heritage interpretive
trails and panels would be restricted in order to meet and retain wilderness character. Interpretation of sites is
done outside of wilderness, except for verbal interpretations by wilderness rangers.

Land Uses

No special uses are currently issued for this RA. There are no other encumbrances other than the ownership
of oil and gas subsurface rights by private individuals. There are currently no outfitter and guides operating in
this RA. Wilderness designation would allow for selected outfitter-guide services, but only where they do not
degrade wilderness character.

Management Considerations

Fire: Fire is an important natural disturbance that regulates or helps to maintain several natural communities,
especially oak, which is an important component of this RA. However, wildfire occurrence is rare for this
RA. Wilderness designation would prevent agency management of disturbance regimes, and thus may result
in the loss of some species requiring introduced disturbances. Fire would be allowed to play a more natural
role in the ecosystem except where such activity would be a threat to public safety, private property, or
adversely affect resources adjacent to the wilderness. Naturally ignited fires may be designated and managed
as prescribed natural fires (fire use) in wildernesses that have approved fire management plans, as long as the
fire meets and remains within established criteria.

Insects/Disease: Outbreaks of insects and diseases are a major threat to the ANF and wide scale outbreaks
have occurred on the Forest. Under wilderness designation, routine control measures for potential disease
outbreaks would be restricted. Insect and disease outbreaks may be controlled if necessary to protect adjacent
lands or an unnatural loss of the wilderness resource due to exotic pests. Control measures are carried out
with the least adverse impacts on the wilderness resource and are compatible with wilderness management
objectives. Special care must be taken with the use of chemicals inside wilderness because of possible effects
on the total biological complex.
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Rare Plants and Unique Ecosystems: There are no known records of state or federally listed plant species,
Regional Forester Sensitive Plant Species, or other plant species of viability concern within the RA, nor are
there records of rare or exemplary natural communities. There is potentially suitable habitat for rare plants in
the area. Wilderness designation would limit human disturbance and management practices which may
reduce impacts to rare plants and unique ecosystems.

Non-native Invasive Species: Both non-native and native plant species pose a serious threat to the ANF.
While there are no recorded widespread invasive conditions in the RA, the potential for occurrence is high.
Management of non-native invasive plants typically includes the components of the Integrated Weed (or Pest)
Management Process. If treatment options are pursued, they are done using direction in the Wilderness Act of
1964 to address insect and disease infestations. All options to address non-native invasive plants in
wilderness are available including no treatment, hand pulling, herbicides and biological control. Any request
to use herbicides in wilderness requires the approval of the Regional Forester.

Non-Federal Lands: There are no private lands located within the RA however there is private land adjacent
to the area in the north. Access is provided along the road system and access through the area is not
anticipated.

SUMMARY OF WILDERNESS EVALUATION: BENEFIT & IMPACT

The Chestnut Ridge RA offers a moderately high probability of experiencing solitude and serenity, self-
reliance, adventure, challenging experiences, and primitive recreation. These opportunities are especially
high in interior areas away from adjacent roads. Challenging experiences can be had by testing one’s
orienteering and survival skills in an area that is un-marked, where only unique landforms or distinct
vegetation provide guidance. Primitive recreation opportunities include fishing, cross country hiking,
dispersed camping and hunting. Over-all, this RA provides relatively high potential to provide the wilderness
attributes and values appropriate for wilderness designation.

Other than Tracy Ridge, there are few places on the Forest that offer as high quality scenery, natural integrity
and wide scale ecosystem function as the Chestnut Ridge RA. This area has a large component of late
successional forest habitat, especially in comparison to the remaining Forest, which reflects the high
importance of this RA in achieving habitat conservation goals for a variety of wildlife including neotropocal
birds as well as less mobile species such as reptiles, amphibians and small mammals. The presence of a
significant old tree component enhances the scenic quality of the area for potential wilderness.

There would be no vegetation management activities allowed to achieve wildlife or recreation management
objectives if this area is designated wilderness. There would be no change in the exercise of rights for private
oil and gas development if designated a wilderness study area. Areas in the East are actually recommended to
Congress for wilderness study designation. If this area is designated as a wilderness study, examination of the
mineral rights is conducted as part of the study process and may include both the potential for development
and consideration for the acquisition of subsurface mineral rights.
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ROADLESS AREA 19003 (MINISTER VALLEY)

OVERVIEW

Size

Forest Service: 9,050 acres
Private: 95 acres

Total: 9,145 acres

Acres calculated using GIS. Actual ground surveyed acres will likely vary.

Location, Vicinity, and Access

The Minister Valley Roadless Area (RA) lies within the northeast portion of the Allegheny National Forest in
Cherry Grove Township, Warren County, Pennsylvania. Nearby towns include Cherry Grove to the north,
Sheffield to the east, Tidioute to the west, and Kelletville to the south. The area is bordered by a combination
of roads, private land and a utility corridor. The RA is generally bordered by Forest Road 116, State Route
2002 and State Route 2001 on the east, north and west respectively. A utility corridor and private lands
bound the RA to the south.

The area can be accessed by hiking in from most anywhere along the road system. A portion of the North
Country National Scenic Trail (NCNST) traverses the area from east to west with trailhead access along
Forest Road 116 and State Route 2001. The Minister Creek Loop Trail also penetrates this RA from the south
with trailhead parking and access just below the southern boundary along State Route 666. The Minister
Creek Campground is also located near this trailhead. There are approximately 4 miles of improved roads
and 16 miles of unimproved roads that also contribute to access within the RA.

History

The Minister RA has a long history of use. The area in and around the RA is prehistorically and historically
significant, with the earliest archaeological evidence suggesting that prehistoric native American peoples
entered the Minister area circa 3000 B.C. Prehistoric evidence further suggests that these indigenous peoples
continued their presence on the landscape until being assimilated or displaced by Euro-American settlement.

From the early and mid-eighteenth century through the early nineteenth century, Euro-American settlement
patterns focused on timber resource extraction. The southern portion of the RA was harvested early in the
settlement sequence and timber was rafted down Tionesta Creek. The northern portion of the RA was
harvested during the Railroad Logging Era beginning in the late 1880’s and continuing to the 1930’s.

In 1979, a portion of the RA was inventoried as roadless under the Forest Service initiated review process
known as the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE) Il. This review was conducted to determine
suitability of areas for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS). The review
process, (RARE I1), resulted in a nationwide inventory of roadless areas that included 34,358 acres or nine
roadless areas on the Allegheny National Forest. Two of the nine areas subsequently were designated
wilderness, Hickory Creek and the Allegheny Islands. One of the seven remaining areas was identified as
Minister Valley and contained 1,375 acres. This area was not considered for wilderness and it was released
from further consideration as wilderness during the current planning cycle. For the revision of the current
Plan, a re-inventory of roadless areas is required. The re-inventory of the Allegheny National Forest resulted
in three areas. The Minister Valley RA was expanded from it’s original size of 1,375 acres to 9,145 acres.
The RARE I area is contained in the southeast ¥4 of the current Minister Valley RA.
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Geography, Topography and Vegetation (Including Ecosystem Type)

According to ecological mapping adopted by the Forest Service, the entire Allegheny National Forest,
including the Minister Valley RA, lies in the Allegheny High Plateau Subsection of the Northern Unglaciated
Allegheny Plateau Section within the Laurentian Mixed Forest Province (McNab and Avers, 1994). The
ecological landtype association for this area is 212Ga3, Mesic, Oak and Northern Hardwoods. The most
distinguishing feature of this landtype is its oak component. Vegetation associations include white and red
oak, black cherry, hemlock, beech, quaking aspen, red maple, yellow birch, sugar maple, white pine and
savannas (Ecological Landtype Mapping for the Allegheny National Forest).

The Minister RA exhibits a wide range of topography, site conditions, soil types, drainage systems and
vegetation. Dominant overstory vegetation includes Allegheny Hardwoods (27%), mixed conifer/hardwoods
(23%), oak (18%), upland hardwood (15%), Northern Hardwood (13%) and aspen (1%). Tree species
commonly found include black cherry, white ash, tulip poplar, red and sugar maple, black and yellow birch,
quaking aspen, white and Norway spruce and hemlock. The RA also contains approximately 59 scattered
openings (3%) which range from less than an acre to one opening which is 50 acres. The majority of
openings are less than 10 acres. These openings primarily consist of lowland shrubs, upland shrubs or fern
and grass. Over 90% of the area occurs as mature forest greater than 50 years of age with the largest
component between 71 to 80 years (28%). Approximately (9%) of the RA contains species 100 to 130 years
of age. Early successional forest (0-20 years) and mid-successional forest (21-49 years) each occur on 4% of
the area.

The Minister RA contains a variety of landform conditions with large sideslope (47%), plateau (24%) and
footslope (26%) components. Approximately 60% of the area has slopes less than 25%. The elevation ranges
from 1300 feet in the bottom to roughly 1800 feet on the plateau. The RA also has a large scattering of
exposed rocks and concentrated areas of large (house-size) boulders. These rocks and boulders are primarily
found on the plateau. They provide added visual interest and scenic character.

Primary drainages within the RA include Minister Creek (and tributaries), Porcupine Run and Bobbs Creek.
There are 23.9 total miles of streams and tributaries including 13.9 miles of perennial streams and 10 miles of
intermittent streams. The majority of Minister Creek (11.5 miles), the upper half of Bobbs Creek (2.5 miles)
and the headwaters of Porcupine Creek (2.3 miles) are contained within the RA.

There are three general soil groups found within the RA: Hazelton sandy loams and Hazelton very stony
loams (49%), Cockport silt loams, Cockport very stony silt loams, Ernest very stony silt loams, and Wharton
silt loams (48%) and Cavode silt loams and Wayland silt loams (3 %). For a complete description of these
soils, refer to the Soil Survey of Warren and Forest Counties, Pennsylvania publiched by the USDA Soil
Conservation Service in October 1985.

There are 8,108 acres of forested land suitable for timber production.
Management Direction and Current Use

Management Direction
The Management Area (MA) distribution in the current Forest Plan for this RA is:

Private MA 6.1 MA 6.2 MA 3.0
Acres 95 949 6,621 1,480

MA 6.1 has the following primary purposes: 1) maintain or enhance scenic quality, 2) emphasize a variety of
dispersed recreate activities in a semi-primitive motorized setting, and 3) emphasize wildlife species that
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require mature or over-mature hardwood forests, such as turkey, bear, cavity-nesting birds and mammals
(Forest Plan, page 4-110). Timber management activities are for wildlife habitat improvement.

MA 6.2 has the following primary purposes: 1) provide a sustained yield of Allegheny hardwood and oak
sawtimber using even-aged management, 2) emphasize turkey and bear in all timber type, and 3) provide a
semi-primitive non-motorized setting with a variety of dispersed non-motorized recreation experiences
(Forest Plan, page 4-125). The Minister area is one of four 6.2 management areas on the ANF. Intensive
timber management is administered on each 6.2 area on a rotating schedule. Only one area is entered each
decade with the remaining areas providing a semi-primitive non-motorized recreation experience. The
intensive timber management decade for the Minister 6.2 area is from October 1995 to September, 2005.
Semi-primitive non-motorized recreation will be provided during the next three decades starting in October
2005. During the decade of intensive management, roaded natural dispersed recreation opportunities are
provided. Roads are either Traffic Service Level (TSL) “C” or “D”. All TSL “D” roads are closed to public
traffic, except as specifically documented in a project level Environmental Analysis for the area. TSL “C”
roads are open to public traffic, with restrictions as indicated by Forest-wide and Management Area standards
and guidelines found in the current Plan. During the 30-year extensive management period, all local roads are
re-vegetated and closed to all traffic (public and administrative), except as needed for private oil and gas
development.

The Minister Valley RARE 11 area was divided between MA 6.1 and MA 6.2 in the current Forest Plan.
Under MA 6.1, ORV trails will not be designated within the 6.1 Minister Valley RARE Il area nor is new
road construction allowed.

MA 3.0 has the following primary purposes: 1) provide a sustained yield of high-quality Allegheny
hardwood sawtimber through even-aged management, 2) provide age class or size class habitat diversity from
seedlings through mature timber in a variety of different types, and 4) provide a roaded natural setting for all
types of developed and dispersed recreation opportunities with an emphasis on motorized recreation activities
(Forest Plan, page 4-82). A variety of roads may be constructed for transporting forest products and
accommodating planned motorized recreation use.

Current Use

The primary use of this RA has been for recreation, wildlife and timber management. The RA is a popular
recreation destination, especially with local residents and draws high numbers of visitors on weekends
throughout the spring, summer and fall seasons. Higher use periods include the summer trout and fall hunting
seasons. Exact visitor use data has not been collected however, estimates range from 800 to1,000 people on a
single weekend day or during busy summer holidays. Weekend use is generally 3 to 4 times greater than
weekday use (for every 4 people recreating on a weekend day, there is one person recreating on a week day).

There are approximately 13 miles of hiking trail in the RA; 7.3 miles on the Minister Creek Loop Trail and
5.6 miles of the North Country National Scenic Trail (NCNST). Day hiking is most popular with visitors
along the Minister Creek Loop Trail. The Minster Overlook, located approximately 0.8 miles from the
trailhead, is a popular hiking destination and offers panoramic views of Minister Valley. There are large
boulders and rocks located along the trail and at the Overlook that add scenic interest to the area. The
NCNST and Minister Loop Trail are interconnected providing both day hiking and long distance hiking
opportunities. Additional hiking occurs on the roads located within the area. Mountain biking and occasional
equestrian use also occurs along the roads. There are approximately 4 miles of the 366 mile Allegheny
Snowmobile Loop Trail located adjacent and/or within the RA. Approximately 2.9 miles of snowmobile trail
are located within the RA and 1.3 miles located on roads that bound the RA on the west and north. The
snowmobile route does not penetrate the RA as it is located along the fringe, intermittently running parallel
and onto Forest Road 116 on the east and State Route 2002 on the north.
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Minister Creek, located primarily within the RA, is popular primarily for brook trout fishing. Beginning in
2005, the Wild Brook Trout Enhancement Program, a special fishing regulation enacted by the State will
allow catch and release (only) to occur for brook trout on a year round basis. The purpose of the regulation is
to enhance the population and produce larger brook trout. The program will be evaluated on a regular basis
by the State.

Hunting is also popular in the RA. Forest Roads are open to hunters providing motorized vehicle access.
This is allowed on Forest Road 250/420 approximately 3.4 miles during the 10-year intensive timber harvest
cycle. Once the 10-year harvest cycle is complete, these roads will once again be closed to public use. All
other roads are closed to motorized access except for administrative purposes, access to private lands or for
oil and gas development.

Additional recreational activities include trapping, nature, wildlife and bird viewing, and dispersed camping.
There are several dispersed camping sites located along Forest Road 116. These sites are just within the RA
located on short spurs. The spurs are maintained and hardened for vehicle access and parking for car and tent
camping opportunities. They also generally contain an installed fire ring. Recreation management activities
include trail maintenance and dispersed campsite maintenance.

Timber harvest activities have been occurring in the Minister area since the 1800’s. By the early 1940’s, the
entire Minister area was harvested. Vegetation management primarily focusing on reforestation treatments
continued through the 1960°s and 1970’s. In 1985, the largest outbreak of tornadoes in Eastern Ohio and
Northwest Pennsylvania resulted in large scale blow down on the Forest including the Minister area. What
timber could be salvaged was and to aid in regeneration, large stands were fenced to exclude deer from
browsing. By 1997, most of the devastated area had regenerated. Unlike other areas on the Forest, the
Minister area has been spared severe mortality caused by the gypsy moth or cherry scallop shell moth.
(Minister Watershed, Environmental Analysis Appendix, 1997, page 3).

In 1997, the Allegheny National Forest completed the Minister Watershed Environmental Assessment which
would guide management activities of the Minister area for the intensive timber management decade
scheduled for October 1995 through September 2005. This EA covered 7,658 acres of the 9,050 acre
Minister Valley RA. As this time, the ANF is in the final implementation phase of this EA. According to the
EA, final implementation will result in the following activities to have occurred in the Minister Valley RA:

= Recreation improvements that include 1 mile of new hiking trail and 0.35 miles of trail reconstruction

= Designation of 3,923 acres for improving wildlife connectivity across the landscape and providing
old-growth type habitat,

= Wildlife habitat management of 249 acres that includes prune and release of apple trees, fertilize
apple trees, tree and shrub pruning, herbicide application to prepare planting sites, area fencing for
shrubs, grass/forb seeding and placement of bird houses

= Timber and vegetative treatments to include thinning (45 acres), shelterwood seed cutting followed
by final harvest (509 acres), crop tree release (150 acres), herbicide application (569 acres), site
preparation (475 acres), aerial fertilization (310 acres) and area fencing (120 acres).

= Transportation and road management to include 0.2 miles of new road construction and 4.9 miles of
road reconstruction.

Harvest units have generally been small (roughly 5 to 60 acres) and adjacent to roads. Over the last 10 years,
approximately 10% of the RA has been harvested.

There are a number of logging and access roads in the RA. There are 3.7 miles of “improved” roads on Forest
Road 250 and Forest Road 420. These roads have been maintained for recreation, primarily for hunting in the
fall and accommodate passenger vehicle traffic. There are approximately 16 miles of unimproved roads
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which were designed and constructed for transporting forest products and supporting administrative use. An
improved road is “any constructed or existing feature or facility created on the land for the purpose of travel
by passenger vehicles (four wheeled, 2 wheel drive) which are legally allowed to operate on forest roads or
public roads and highways, and vehicles are greater than 50 inches in width. Said facility will have an area
for vehicles to travel on and will incorporate some manner for the disposal of surface runoff. (Bill Rees,
Regional Office Engineering, 3/26/97).

For the 10 year intensive harvest decade, road reconstruction has occurred on Forest Roads 251, 419 and 453,
however prior annual maintenance has not occurred on these roads and once the 10 year intensive harvest
decade is over, these roads will be closed, they will not be maintained and they will be re-vegetated naturally
and/or mechanically re-seeded. Approximately 7 miles of roads are identified as unknown. These are old
road remnants used early in the 1900’s for previous timber harvest or oil and gas development. They are
primarily re-vegetated with ferns, shrubs and/or scattered overstory. There is a hon-system Forest Road
(NS23650) approximately 0.4 miles located off of Forest Road 116 that accesses a 95 acre private inholding.
Table C-14 shows the status of roads within the RA.

Table C-14. Status of Roads within the Minister Valley RA
Road Number MA | Total | Improved Status Uses
Miles Miles
FR250 6.2 1.17 1.17 Open (1996-2006) Hunting, rock pit
(FR 116 to FR 420) Closed after 2006 source, timber harvest
FR250 6.2 2.63 0 Decommissioned Decommissioned
(FR 420 to end)
FR420 6.2 2.56 2.17 Open (1996-2006) Hunting, rock pit
Closed after 2006 source, timber harvest
FR420B 3.0 0.73 0 Closed Timber harvest
(off of FR 420)
FR420D 3.0 0.48 0 Closed Timber harvest
(off of FR 420)
FR251 6.2 1.82 0 Closed w/seasonal Timber harvest
opening (1996-2006).
Closed after 2006.
FR419 6.2 1.17 0 Closed w/seasonal Timber harvest
opening (1996-2006).
Closed after 2006
FR453 6.2 0.81 0 Closed w/seasonal Timber harvest
opening (1996-2006).
Closed after 2006
FR 537 6.1 0.70 0 Closed Recreation
Unknown 6.2 0.59 0 Closed Old road
Unknown 6.2 6.34 0 Closed Old road
NS23650 6.2 0.38 0.38 Closed Access to private land
19.38 3.72

Roads that are closed are gated and closed to public vehicles but not to hikers or other non-motorized
recreational uses. Some roads allow public vehicles on a restricted basis. This includes allowing passenger
vehicles behind gated roads during hunting season but not other times of the year. During the 10 year
intensive management period, FR 419 and FR 251 will be open only during antlered and antlerless deer
hunting seasons. They are open to vehicular traffic for approximately one month per year. FR 250 and FR
453 remain open year-round during the intensive period. During the remaining 30 years of the 40-year
rotation cycle, roads within the Minister RA are closed to motorized vehicular traffic.
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Wildlife surveys recently conducted within the Minister RA include raptor nest searches and bat summer mist
net surveys. To date 31 stick nests have been found and include the coopers hawk, red-shouldered hawk and
sharp-shinned hawk. The area was surveyed for forest dwelling bats in 1998, 1999 and 2003. No Indiana
bats were detected, however the Northern Long-eared bat, a Forest Sensitive Species has been documented.

Minister Valley RA is encumbered by outstanding mineral rights with roughly 100% of the subsurface
mineral rights owned by private individuals. There is currently no mineral drilling or exploration occurring in
the RA; however drilling has occurred in the past. There are 11 inactive well sites located within the RA
(source: GIS data, ANF). According to District personnel at the Bradford Ranger District, these wells have
been abandoned and there has been no oil and gas development since the 1930’s. There is a heightened
interest in developing the area due to all time highs in the price of crude oil.

Appearance of the Area and Characteristics of Surrounding Areas

The Minister RA is densely vegetated with some modification of the natural appearing landscape due to
timber harvest, road construction and trail development. Recent timber harvest has primarily occurred along
roads on the boundary, mostly on the northeast fringe, and to varying degrees along the following interior
roads: FR 453, 251, 419, 250 and 420. The Minister Trail and North Country Trail systems are prominent
human-made features that cover much of the interior, especially on the west side of the area. Over-all, the RA
appears natural even though human intervention has occurred over the years.

Lands to the east and west of the RA are contained within Management Area 3.0. Timber harvest, road
construction and oil and gas development has altered the landscape in these areas. The Hickory Creek
Wilderness and Hearts Content Scenic Area lie to the northeast of the RA. The scenery and natural
appearance of these surrounding areas is high. There are private lands on the north and southern boundary of
the area with wide scale site modification and mostly rural farm and housing development.

Key Attractions

e The North Country National Scenic Trail crosses the area from east/west.
The Minister Creel loop trail system provides access to Minister Creek and a prominent scenic
overlook that offers panoramic views of Minster Valley.

o Large house-size boulders add visual interest and heighten the scenic attractiveness of the area.

e The RA is popular for a wide variety of recreation including hiking, hunting, fishing and dispersed
camping.

WILDERNESS CAPABILITY

Natural Integrity and Appearance

Although there has been extensive harvest, trail and road construction within this RA, the variety of
landforms and dense, lush vegetation, including wetland scenery and large boulder fields, makes this area
appear natural. Most harvest units have been relatively small. Fencing has occurred within the area to
manage deer browse and help with the re-establishment of seedlings. Approximately 4 to 5 miles of fencing
is within the area. In the immediate area of fencing, the natural integrity and appearance has been modified.
Once away from fenced areas, the area appears mostly natural.

There are approximately 20 miles of improved and unimproved roads within the RA. Approximately 11
miles of old unimproved roads have regained or are regaining a mostly natural appearance. The primary
impact to the natural integrity and appearance of the area has been from road construction and reconstruction
on approximately 4 miles of improved roads found on FR 250/420. Other forest roads including FR 251, FR
419 and FR 453 are not maintained or constructed for standard passenger vehicle; however they have been
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reconstructed for logging traffic and administrative use. These roads also impact the natural integrity and
appearance of the RA. Surveys for NNIS (Non-Native Invasive Species) have not occurred, so the botanical
integrity of the area cannot be estimated.

Opportunity for Solitude, Challenge and Primitive Recreation

This RA contains 9,050 acres which is easily accessible with good road access on all sides. There is a well-
developed network of both improved and unimproved roads and trails that dissect almost the entire area.
There are campgrounds and dispersed campsites located along the RA. The area can be easily traversed in a
single day either going north to south or east to west. It is fringed with developed private land on the north
and to the south. Due to the relative accessibility and proximity to private land, the Minister RA is judged to
have an over-all moderate potential for providing primitive recreation and solitude. There are interior areas,
however, away from roads or trails that offer good opportunities to experience solitude and primitive
recreation. Rock climbing in interior areas provides for a challenging recreational experience.

The presence of the North Country Trail and Minister Valley trail system reduce the potential for challenge
and solitude however, at times there is very little to no use on the trails. On busy summer weekends and
during hunting and fishing seasons the area can become crowded in some places. This periodic high use
would sometimes challenge the solitude and serenity in wilderness. The potential for solitude and primitive
recreation increases during winter months when the area generally receives low use. Trails are not groomed
during winter months and the opportunity for snow based primitive recreation and challenge is high. This
information is consistent with a recent Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) inventory that identified the
area as having an interior core of 3,210 acres for Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized recreation and 5,840 acres
on the exterior as having a Roaded Natural experience.

Special Features
Scenic: The combination of forested landscape, stream valleys, rock outcrops and plateau create exceptional
scenery in this RA. The streams and rock outcrops provide an added element of scenic interest.

Scientific: There are no designated Research Natural Areas or Experimental Forests in the Minister Valley
RA.

Geological: There are no known areas of unique or rare rock formations in this RA.

Ecological: The Allegheny National Forest identified a portion of this RA (3,923 acres) as an important
component of continuous forest canopy to provide higher quality habitat and better ecosystem functions for
wildlife in the Minister Watershed Environmental Assessment, 1995. The Minister Valley RA is a larger
representative core area for connectivity between forest patches being managed for late-successional habitats.
The proximity of Hickory Creek Wilderness to the Minister RA contributes to a large complex of connected
late successional forest habitat, especially in comparison to the remaining Forest. This reflects the high
importance of this RA in achieving habitat conservation goals for a variety of wildlife including neotropocal
birds as well as less mobile species such as reptiles, amphibians and small mammals.

Wildlife and Fish: Due to the natural character of the area, as well as recent management, the Minister RA
provides a great diversity of wildlife habitat conditions including a variety of forest types and age classes, a
well distributed non-forest component, a large understory and overstory conifer component, rock
outcroppings and a large remote forest component. This combination of conditions results in preferred habitat
for a wide variety of wildlife including those species that prefer predominantly mature forest and are sensitive
to human disturbance such as the Northern goshawk, red-shouldered hawk, coopers hawk, sharp-shinned
hawk, great blue heron (all Forest species of special concern), bobcat and fisher (re-introduced into the area in
the last 10 years), as well as species that utilize a combination of young and mature forest including species
such as turkey, deer, black bear and ruffed grouse, American woodcock and Swainson’s thrush. The large
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plateau component found in this area is particularly important to species such as the Northern Goshawk,
which require slopes <25% for nesting. The rock outcroppings that characterize the southern portion of the
area also provide habitat for species such as the common raven and turkey vulture that nest on rock ledges.
Several of these rock complexes are also large enough to provide potential bat hibernacula, although no
hibernacula have been documented to date. The combination of oak and rock outcroppings also provide
suitable habitat for the timber rattlesnake, a Forest Sensitive Species and there have been historic as well as
recent documentation of rattlesnakes in the area. The mature oak forest provides suitable habitat for the
Cerulean Warbler which is presently being reviewed for listing under the Endangered Species Act. The area
lies immediately north of Tionesta Creek which is utilized for foraging by eagles and the more remote
portions of the RA provide suitable bald eagle nesting habitat. Streams and their biological resources are not
unique nor have extraordinary fisheries, aquatic invertebrates, or mussel populations, with the exception of
Minister Creek. The aquatic invertebrate community and water quality rates high enough in Minister Creek
for DEP to consider it for re-evaluation to Exceptional Value status for the watershed. There are no known
federally listed threatened and endangered species within the proposed wilderness area, but there is one
known proposed Regional Forester Sensitive Species (RFSS) in Minister Creek. The collection of a proposed
RFSS was made in 1994 (Bier et al. 1997) along this stream. An adult ocellated darner was documented
within or near the southern boundary of the RA. During the same time, a mussel survey was also conducted.
This survey failed to document any mussels.

Rare and Endangered Animals: Although the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis solalis) has not
been documented within the Minister RA, it has been documented (anabat detection) approximately 2 miles to
the east. Considering this documentation and the widespread availability of suitable habitat, the RA is
considered suitable occupied Indiana bat habitat. The only Regionally Sensitive species known to occur
within the Minister RA is the Northern long-ear bat (Motis septentrionalis) and suitable habitat occurs
throughout the Minister area. Streams and their biological resources are not unique nor have extraordinary
fisheries, aquatic invertebrates, or mussel populations. There are no known federally listed threatened or
endangered aquatic species nor are there any known Regional Forester Sensitive Species.

Rare and Endangered Plants: There have been few to no surveys for rare and endangered plants.
Currently, there are no known records of state or federally listed rare or endangered plants, Regional Forester
Sensitive Plant Species or other plant species of viability concern. However, this area is considered to have
suitable habitat for plant species of viability concern.

Historical: Numerous Heritage Resources surveys have been conducted in the RA. The surveys have
resulted in the recording of 95 heritage resources. Historic era resources include (4) isolates, (3) scatters, (3)
general oil, gas and minerals, (11) former logging camps, (3) sawmills, (2) railroad grades, (2) residence-
related, and (1) CCC quarry. Prehistoric resources include (2) isolates, (6) open sites, and (58) rockshelters.
This area possesses high potential for scientific archeological research for prehistoric resources. It is not
know which, if any, of these sites are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic places as
evaluations of site significance have been limited.

Size, Shape and Manageability

The size and shape of the Minister Valley RA makes its preservation as potential wilderness practical. The
proximity of the RA to multi-use private lands on the northeast may present management challenges near this
border. The private inholding contained within this RA may also present management challenges. Road
closures of interior roads that have received historical public use may present management problems or
conflicts between those who want wilderness and those who would prefer continued, improved or increased
access to the area.
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Boundary Conditions, Needs and Management Requirements

The area is bounded by a combination of roads, private land and a utility corridor. The south boundary is a
combination of an east/west utility corridor and private lands that jut into the area from State Route 666. The
RA is bound by Forest Road 116 on the west, State Route 2001 on the east and State Route 2002 on the north.
Private land abuts the RA in two places; (1) along a small parcel of land (approximately 780 acres) in the
northeast corner, just south of State Route 2002 and (2) along the utility corridor where a large expanse of
private land abuts the RA. There is one private inholding in the area approximately 95 acres.

The boundary lines are generally not well defined along the utility corridor or where the private lands abut the
RA. A land line survey would be needed to distinguish the boundary along the utility corridor and private
lands. Access to these private lands is obtained from roads outside the RA, from State Route 2002 and State
Route 666.

Boundary lines along the east, west, and north could be formed along Forest Road 116, State Route 2001 and
State Route 2002. However, excluding the snowmobile trail which parallels Forest Road 116 and State Route
2002 is warranted unless the trail can be re-routed outside of the RA. A land line survey could be done to
exclude the snowmobile trail if an appropriate relocation could not be found. Adjusting the boundary to
exclude the private inholding which is approximately 0.4 miles from Forest Road 116 should also be
considered. This would allow continued motorized access to these private lands and reduce potential conflicts
between wilderness users and landowners.

AVAILABILITY FOR WILDERNESS DESIGNATION

Recreation, Including Tourism

Designation of Minister Valley as wilderness could increase the recreation and tourism potential for
individuals seeking a recreation experience in a classified wilderness. Wilderness designation would likely
interest those who want to recreate in areas that are protected from logging, timber harvest and road
construction and prohibit the use of motorized vehicles including two and four-wheeled Off Highway
Vehicles (OHVs), snowmobiles and mountain bikes. There are no designated OHV trails or roads in the RA
some illegal use does occur. There is current snowmobile use however this use is very limited as it only
occurs along the fringe of the RA on the west and north boundary. Wilderness designation would prohibit
any future use of snowmaobiles or other motorized recreational vehicles. The current management direction
allows for a variety of recreational uses including snowmobile and OHV use except within the portion of the
RA that contains the RARE 11 area.

Much of the recreational use of this area is for dispersed non-motorized activities such as fishing, hunting,
hiking, rock climbing, nature viewing and dispersed camping. For the last decade, recreationists have been
allowed on roads within the RA on a seasonal or restricted basis for hunting and other dispersed activities. If
the Minister Valley RA were designated wilderness, all interior roads would be permanently closed and
interior motorized access would be eliminated. Access to the area would be from exterior boundary roads.
Dispersed non-motorized activities would continue under wilderness designation.

This RA has fairly extensive trail development and contains managed dispersed campsites, primarily on the
exterior fringe along FR 116. Along the Minister Valley Loop Trail, there is a popular scenic overlook.
Maintenance of the trail and overlook has included the use of mechanized equipment and vehicular access
along FR 537 (0.7 miles). Trails are allowed in wilderness as long as they are constructed and maintained to
wilderness standards. The use of non-motorized equipment and non-mechanical transport of supplies and
personnel would not be allowed to construct or maintain existing or potential new trails. Trail directional
signing and marking would also conform to wilderness sign standards.
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Recreation objectives for wilderness are to provide outstanding opportunities for solitude and primitive or a
primitive and unconfined type of recreation (FSM2323.11 (2). There should be no developed campsites
within designated wilderness (unless needed to protect the wilderness resource) in order to allow the
maximum opportunity for solitude and to minimize the evidence of human use.

Wilderness designation advertised and included in a broad tourism planning effort may draw more visitors to
the Minister Valley RA attracting recreationists seeking remote, primitive and unconfined types of recreation
and solitude. Wilderness designation may warrant future public use restrictions if visitation began threatening
the wilderness character and values of the area. Minister Valley already receives periods of high use
particularly in the summer fishing and fall hunting seasons. Limiting visitor use and distribution including
establishment of group size limits and permit requirements may be warranted as a future management tool to
preserve the wilderness character.

Wildlife and Fish

The greatest risks to wildlife and wildlife habitat in the RA are from activities that result in increased
development including road construction and increased access which impact wildlife sensitive to disturbance
and can increase the spread of invasive plants. Wilderness designation would reduce these risks and help to
maintain the remote character of the area. Other risks that would reduce wildlife and wildlife habitat diversity
include forest health concerns such as the loss of beech from the beech bark disease complex, sugar maple
decline, loss of hemlock due to the hemlock woolly adelgid (expected to be on the ANF within 5 years), and
the possible long-term reduction in oak, which requires fire and canopy disturbance. A potential impact from
the hemlock woolly adelgid is of particular concern due to the large hemlock component in this area. While
there are presently few activities or treatments that would prevent these impacts from occurring, designation
as wilderness could limit management’s ability to mitigate these impacts or restore habitat conditions. This is
especially true in this area because an existing road network is in place that would facilitate access. Because
this area has been actively managed for wildlife, designation would also prevent management from
manipulating vegetation to provide desired structure and composition required by many wildlife species. As a
result, habitat conditions for many game species, as well as non-game species that prefer or require a diversity
of forest and non-forest conditions would be reduced as a result of designation.

There are approximately 14 miles of perennial stream and 10 miles of intermittent stream, all of which
provide suitable habitat for cold-water fisheries communities. All streams are dependant on natural
reproduction and none are stocked with catchable trout. These streams provide the angler with the
opportunity to fish for native brook trout and most streams are somewhat remote with the exception of Bobbs
Creek. The Minister Creek watershed is very popular with anglers who prefer remote characteristics.

The ability to use motorized equipment to conduct fisheries surveys would be eliminated. The ANF currently
uses non-motorized units; however the State DNR uses mechanized equipment to conduct surveys. A
coordinated effort would have to be established whenever streams are scheduled for survey by the State or
other agencies.

The Forest has not typically improved fish habitat on cold-water streams and relies on natural input of large
wood for the creation of habitat diversity. Designation as Wilderness would not change this management
approach. A wilderness designation would preclude future opportunities to do riparian area
restoration/improvements, including streamside vegetation manipulation or direct habitat improvement of a
stream.

Wilderness designation of this RA allows wildlife species to be introduced and fish species to be stocked if
there is a need to restore a native species that has been eliminated or reduced by human influence. Habitat
may be manipulated only when it is necessary to correct conditions resulting from human influence or to
protect threatened or endangered species. Research and management surveys are permitted if done in a
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manner compatible with the preservation of wilderness guidelines. Noncommercial hunting, fishing and
trapping would continue to be allowed in wilderness.

A wilderness designation would preclude any future opportunities to do riparian area
restoration/improvements, including streamside vegetation manipulation or direct habitat improvement of a
stream.

Water Availability and Use
The streams in this RA are not part of a municipal watershed and there are no known water storage needs. No
change in water quality is anticipated it the RA were to be designated as wilderness.

Livestock, Timber and Minerals:

Timber harvest and the associated production of wood products have occurred since the early 1900’s.
Intensive timber harvest has occurred in the last 10 years of a specified 40-year rotation cycle. With
wilderness designation, additional timber harvest would not occur. Currently 8,108 acres of the RA are
classified as suitable for timber production (capable of growing commercial crops for timber.)

Subsurface mineral ownership is by private individuals for the entire area. Wilderness designation would not
prohibit the exercise of private oil and gas development. The goal of the Forest Service would be to mitigate
impacts of development on wilderness values. Consistent with the valid existing rights, a review and
approval of operating plans that incorporate reasonable terms and conditions for the protection of the
wilderness character of the area, and that provide for restoration as near as practicable of the disturbed lands
promptly upon abandonment of operations is warranted (FSM 2830).

There are no livestock operations or potential for such operations.

Heritage Resources

Cultural features such as archaeological sites, historic trails or routes, or structures that have been included in
wilderness are protected and maintained by using methods that are consistent with the preservation of
wilderness character and values and cultural resource protection requirements. Extensive heritage resource
surveys have been conducted in this RA. Additional survey, research and evaluation for prehistoric and
historic Native American sites are warranted. Preservation activities such as salvage rehabilitation,
stabilization, restoration, excavation and intensive inventories are approved on a case-by-case basis, if they
will not degrade the overall wilderness character of the area. Cultural resource sites that appear to qualify are
nominated for the National Register of Historic Places. Unless they are needed to provide wilderness benefits
or serve administrative purposes, those sites or structures that do not qualify for the National Register are
allowed to deteriorate naturally, or are removed or destroyed. The degree to which heritage resources may be
interpreted on site might also be affected by wilderness designation. Development of heritage interpretive
trails and panels would be restricted in order to meet and retain wilderness character. Interpretation of sites is
done outside of wilderness, except for verbal interpretations by wilderness rangers.

Land Uses

There is a 95-acre private in-holding located on the western edge of the RA. From FR 116, there is a 0.4 mile
non-Forest Service system road that accesses the property. Additional access to the property has been via FR
250. The Forest Service is required to honor the easement and allow motorized access to the tract. This
would make this portion of the RA unmanageable as a wilderness. There is a utility corridor ROW that forms
the southern boundary of the RA. Development of the power line easement would not likely be problematic
since it forms the boundary. There are no other encumbrances other than the ownership of oil and gas
subsurface rights by private individuals. Drilling and/or development of oil and gas might include road
construction and removal of vegetation. This would be problematic for management as wilderness. There are
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currently no outfitter and guides operating in this RA. Wilderness designation would allow for selected
outfitter-guide services, but only where they do not degrade wilderness character.

Management Considerations

Fire: Fire is an important natural disturbance that regulates or helps to maintain several natural communities,
especially oak, which is an important component of this RA. However, wildfire occurrence is rare for this
RA. Wilderness designation would prevent agency management of disturbance regimes, and thus may result
in the loss of some species requiring introduced disturbances. Fire would be allowed to play a more natural
role in the ecosystem except where such activity would be a threat to public safety, private property, or
adversely affect resources adjacent to the wilderness. Naturally ignited fires may be designated and managed
as prescribed natural fires (fire use) in wildernesses that have approved fire management plans, as long as the
fire meets and remains within established criteria.

Insects/Disease: Outbreaks of insects and diseases are a major threat to the ANF and wide scale outbreaks
have occurred on the Forest. Under wilderness designation, routine control measures for potential disease
outbreaks would be restricted. Insect and disease outbreaks may be controlled if necessary to protect adjacent
lands or an unnatural loss of the wilderness resource due to exotic pests. Control measures are carried out
with the least adverse impacts on the wilderness resource and are compatible with wilderness management
objectives. Special care must be taken with the use of chemicals inside wilderness because of possible effects
on the total biological complex.

Rare Plants and Unique Ecosystems: There are no known records of state or federally listed plant species,
Regional Forester Sensitive Plant Species, or other plant species of viability concern within the RA, nor are
there records of rare or exemplary natural communities. There is potentially suitable habitat for rare plants in
the area. Wilderness designation would limit human disturbance and management practices which may
reduce impacts to rare plants and unique ecosystems.

Non-native Invasive Species: Both non-native and native plant species pose a serious threat to the ANF.
While there are no recorded widespread invasive conditions in the RA, the potential for occurrence is high.
On-site observations have identified localized populations of Japanese barberry near adjacent private lands
and a population of Japanese knotweed near the Minister trailhead, just outside the southeast corner of the
RA. Management of non-native invasive plants typically includes the components of the Integrated Weed (or
Pest) Management Process. If treatment options are pursued, they are done using direction in the Wilderness
Act of 1964 to address insect and disease infestations. All options to address non-native invasive plants in
wilderness are available including no treatment, hand pulling, herbicides and biological control. Any request
to use herbicides in wilderness requires the approval of the Regional Forester.

Non-Federal Lands: There is a 95-acre private inholding located within the RA and there is private land

adjacent to the area along the north, east and southern boundaries. Access is provided along the road system
for private lands on the boundary. Continued access to the 95-acre inholding is anticipated.

SUMMARY OF WILDERNESS EVALUATION: BENEFIT & IMPACT

The Minister Valley RA has moderate potential to provide the attributes and values appropriate for wilderness
designation. The significant use of the area for timber, wildlife and recreation management has lowered the
RA'’s potential for providing wilderness values. Over the long term, wilderness values could increase once
the signs of management activities, such as road reconstruction and timber harvest diminish. Noise and visual
disturbance along SR 2001 and 2002, as well as near the adjacent private lands and along the adjacent
snowmobile trail would adversely affect wilderness character within the sight and sound distances of these
edges.
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The impacts of designation could be significant in terms of other benefits of the RA. The maintenance and
character of the existing North Country National Scenic Trail and the Minister Valley loop trail system would
change and become more primitive. There would be a loss of active forest management for diverse habitats,
forest products and forest health. Recreational use and access would change as periodic motorized
opportunities and access would no longer occur. The impacts of designation on heritage resource
management activities could also be significant as inventory; excavation and preservation procedures would
become much more limited. This RA contains a rich and varied heritage resource which has not been fully
developed. Opportunities to interpret heritage resources on site would be restricted.

There would be no change in the exercise of rights for private oil and gas development if designated a
wilderness study area. Areas in the East are actually recommended to Congress for wilderness study
designation. If this area is designated as a wilderness study, examination of the mineral rights is conducted as
part of the study process and may include both the potential for development and consideration for the
acquisition of subsurface mineral rights.
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ROADLESS AREA 19004 (ALLEGHENY FRONT)

OVERVIEW

Size
Acres: (As calculated using GIS. Actual ground surveyed acres will likely vary)

Forest Service: 6,742 acres
Private: 0 acres
Total: 6,742 acres

Location, Vicinity, and Access

The Allegheny Front Roadless Area (RA) is located on the Allegheny National Forest, Bradford Ranger
District in Warren County, Pennsylvania. It is currently a part of the congressionally designated Allegheny
National Recreation Area. Nearby towns include Warren and Youngsville, Pennsylvania to the north,
Tidioute, Pennsylvania to the south and Clarendon and Sheffield, Pennsylvania to the east. The area is
generally bound by roads on all sides intermixed with private lands. Specifically, U.S. Highway 62 which is
located along the Allegheny Wild and Scenic River forms the boundary on the west while private lands
primarily form the boundary on the north, east and south. State Routes 405/3005/3020 also forms a portion of
the boundary on the lower south/southeast side.

There is one primary abandoned road within the RA. This road was used for early oil and gas and logging
production and also for administrative purposes. It has received very little use and has not been reconstructed
for over 25 years. Consequently, it has reverted to a mostly natural Forest condition. A 3.5 mile segment of
the Tanbark Trail also lies within the area crossing on a general southeast to northwest trend in the lower
portion of the area. There are no other trails or roads within the area.

The area is found within U.S.G.S. Cobham and Youngsville Quadrangles, Pennsylvania. U.S. Highway 62
and State Routes 405/3005/3020 provide major vehicle access to the area. The area is also accessible by foot
along the Tanbark Trail.

History

Like the Tracy Ridge RA, Allegheny Front has previously been considered for wilderness designation and
study. Under the Pennsylvania Wilderness Act of 1984 (H.R. 5076), Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands,
Tracy Ridge, Cornplanter, and Allegheny Front RARE Il areas (Roadless Area Review and Evaluation, 1979)
were considered for wilderness designation. The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs (Congress), to
whom H.R. 5076 was referred, considered these areas on the Allegheny National Forest and established
Hickory Creek and the Allegheny Islands as wilderness and Tracy Ridge, Cornplanter and Allegheny Front as
the Allegheny National Recreation Area.

Geography, Topography and Vegetation (Including Ecosystem Type)

According to ecological mapping, this area lies in the Allegheny High Plateau Subsection of the Northern
Unglaciated Allegheny Plateau Section within the Laurentian Mixed Forest Province. This section is
characterized by sharper ridge tops and narrower valleys than the glaciated portions of the plateau to the north
and east. This RA is formed by a relatively level plateau which slopes sharply down to the Allegheny River
along its western edge. There are a number of steep sided intermittent, perennial and ephemeral streams that
dissect the area and drain primarily into the Allegheny River. The elevation ranges from 1,927 feet to 1,144
feet. The landscape contains large rock outcroppings with enormous blocks and formations however there are
no distinct, dominant rock formations or peaks.
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Dominant soil orders include Inceptisols (newer formed soils with few diagnostic features and Ultisols (old
soils with low base saturation). Soils found within the RA are classified as Hazleton-Gilpin-Ernest at lower
elevations and closer to the Allegheny River and Hazleton-Cookport-Cavode at higher elevations on the
Plateau (Warren and Forest County Soil Surveys). Both soils formed in material weathered dominantly from
acid sandstone and shale. The lower elevation soils are mainly sloping, steep and very steep soils described
as moderately deep and deep, well-drained and moderately well drained. The Hazleton-Cookport-Cavode
soils on the Plateau are mainly sloping and moderately steep soils described as deep, well drained through
somewhat poorly drained.

The ecological landtype association for this area is 212Ga3, Mesic, Oak-Northern Hardwoods. The
distinguishing feature of this landtype is its oak component. Landforms are mainly plateau slopes,
depressions and drainages. Vegetation associations include white and red oak, black cherry, hemlock, beech,
guaking aspen, red maple, yellow birch, sugar maple, white pine, and savannas.

A diversity of landform conditions can be found in the Allegheny Front RA including plateau, side slope, and
foot slope, however the majority of the area is side slope (50%) and foot slope (33%). Only 14% is
considered plateau. The remaining 3% is bottom and shoulder slope. The area consists almost entirely of
mature forest greater than 50 years of age. There are little to no forest openings greater than 1 acre in size.
Forest cover types include aspen conifer/mixed conifer (20%), northern hardwoods (4%), upland hardwood
(7%) and oak (69%). Almost the entire northern half of the area is comprised of mature oak forest. Most of
the non-oak forest occurs in the southern half of the area with northern hardwoods restricted to drainage
bottoms and side slopes. The conifer/mixed conifer and upland hardwoods occur in a variety of topographic
positions and aspects. There are approximately 17 miles of perennial and intermittent streams located in 5
primary drainages; all of which drain into the Allegheny River.

Management Direction and Current Use

This RA is part of the 23,100 acre Allegheny National Recreation Area (NRA). The NRA is not one
contiguous area as it is divided into three separate land allocations including Tracy Ridge and Cornplanter
along the Allegheny Reservoir and Allegheny Front. The NRA also includes the Allegheny Reservoir
between Tracy Ridge and Cornplanter. The purposes for which the NRA was established include:

1. Outdoor recreation including, but not limited to, hunting, fishing, hiking, backpacking, camping,
nature study, and the use of motorized and non-motorized boats on the Allegheny Reservoir;

2. The conservation of fish and wildlife populations and habitat;

3. The protection of watersheds and maintenance of free flowing streams and the quality of ground and

surface waters in accordance with applicable law;

The conservation of scenic, cultural, and other natural values of the area;

Allowing the development of privately owned oil, gas, and mineral resources subject to reasonable

conditions prescribed by the Secretary under subsection (c) of this section for the protection of the

area; and

6. Minimizing, to the extent practicable, environmental disturbances caused by resource development,
consistent with the exercise of private property rights.

ok~

In the current Forest Plan, the Management Area designation for the NRA is MA 6.4. The ANF incorporated
standards and guidelines in the current plan in accordance with the purposes described above and the laws,
rules, and regulations applicable to the National Forest System. The emphasis of this MA is to provide a land
condition with vegetation generally progressing through the natural succession process to mature or over
mature hardwood forest. The primary purpose is to: preserve and protect the natural scenic, scientific,
historic, archaeological, ecological, educational, watershed and wildlife values and to provide enhancement of
dispersed semi-primitive motorized and non-motorized recreation. This MA is managed as a National
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Recreation Area, typically without harvest, except to facilitate private and mineral resource exploration and
development and/or to achieve wildlife and recreation management objectives. Typically, road construction
is not allowed except for those needed to satisfy private legal rights. Public traffic within the area is not
allowed.

Use of motorized off-highway vehicles is not permitted in the NRA except for administrative vehicles,
emergency vehicles and use authorized by permit, contract or outstanding private rights. There are no trails
designated for motorized OHV or snowmobile use. Equestrian use and mountain bike use on designated trails
within the RA is prohibited as per Forest Supervisor closure order, however cross country horse and bike
riding is allowed. There are no campgrounds in this RA. Existing trail within the RA includes a 3.5 mile
segment of the 8.8 mile Tanbark Trail.

The primary use of this RA is for recreation associated with the Tanbark Trail. Recreational activities in the
area include hiking, backpacking, hunting, trapping, nature, wildlife and bird viewing, cross-country skiing,
and snowshoeing. Visitor use data has not been collected in Allegheny Front; therefore it is not known how
much use occurs.

Allegheny Front RA is encumbered by outstanding mineral rights with roughly 95% of the subsurface mineral
rights owned by private parties. There is no current mineral drilling and exploration within the RA however
there is widespread development on adjacent private and National Forest System lands. Current development
within the central east side of the Allegheny Front portion of the NRA on approximately 50 to 100 acres of
National Forest system lands is occurring. An environmental assessment completed in 1981 addressed
mineral development within this portion of the NRA. No other development has occurred in the RA in recent
years.

The Allegheny Front RA was harvested for hardwood timber between the late 1880°s and 1940°s. There has
been no large scale timber harvest since that time. The last commercial timber cutting occurred in 1966 and
included primarily thinnings. The current plan allows for timber to be harvested only for achieving wildlife
and recreation management objectives. Uneven-aged management or salvage is a management option used to
maintain browse and mast production around existing habitat improvements, to maintain continuous canopy
in visually sensitive areas, to enhance scenery in recreation travel ways and use areas, to maintain or create
permanent openings for wildlife and to provide viewpoints for public enjoyment. While these options occur
within the current ANF Land and Resource Management Plan, no wildlife habitat or scenery improvement
work has been conducted in the last 25 years. Vegetation management has been limited due to this areas
status as a National Recreation Area.

Appearance of the Area and Characteristics of Surrounding Areas

The Allegheny Front RA is characterized primarily by moderate to steep side slopes that lead from the
Allegheny River to scattered small plateaus within the interior. The RA is set in a wooded landscape
intermixed with streams and continuous forest cover. There are large rock outcrops throughout the area but
there are no prominent rock formations or peaks. Views of the Allegheny River and Hickory Creek
Wilderness can be seen at higher elevations however, dense vegetation often inhibits long distance views.
Views of extensively developed lands in adjacent areas can also be seen from plateau areas

Within the RA, there is 3.5 miles of trail which has been maintained to varying standards. The trail is
generally subordinate within the surrounding undeveloped landscape. At a minimum, natural ecological
process in the vicinity of the trail has been influenced by trail construction, maintenance and visitor use. Old
roads and facilities from early oil and gas and logging production still exist in some areas; however, these
areas have regained a mostly natural appearance. Qil and gas development has negatively influenced the
natural appearance of the area along a large portion of the eastern border. Within interior areas, natural
ecological processes have occurred and the majority of the RA has an unmodified, apparent naturalness.
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The Allegheny River is separated from the RA by US Highway 62 on the west. Hickory Creek Wilderness
lies 2 mile to the southeast. The area between the Wilderness and the RA is largely undeveloped; however,
the majority of the surrounding area is developed with homes along the Allegheny River and adjacent private
lands. Adjacent lands also have extensive oil and gas development and associated road construction and
timber harvest. The surrounding landscape is largely a continuum of development and moderate to high
human influence.

Key Attractions

The primary attractions within this area are tied to the National Recreation Area. The RA is contained within
a congressionally designated National Recreation Area which is recognized as having showcase recreation
opportunities and scenery. There are large boulders and scattered rock outcrops which also attract interest.

WILDERNESS CAPABILITY

Natural Integrity and Appearance

Natural processes are operating within the area and over-all, the area is minimally affected by outside forces
except along the border where natural processes are affected by human influence, primarily oil and gas
development. Trail maintenance has affected natural ecological processes however the range of influence is
limited. The area has regenerated from past harvest and other land uses, and now the forest appears mature to
old aged.

Opportunity for Solitude, Challenge and Primitive Recreation

This RA contains 6,742 acres which is easily accessible with good road and trail access on all sides. Itisa
long, narrow, linear area almost entirely surrounded by busy roads, private dwellings and oil and gas activity.
Due to its long, linear shape it is easily influenced by road based noise and activity. On average, the area is a
little over 5 miles long and 2 miles wide with some areas approximately 1 mile from roads, private land and
oil and gas development. It is easily traversed in a day whether traveling east to west or north to south. Due
to the configuration of the area, it is judged to have a low to moderate potential for providing primitive
recreation and solitude in interior areas and low potential along the road system and adjacent private lands.
This information is consistent with a recent Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) inventory that identified
the area as having an interior core of 1,514 acres for Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized recreation and 5,228
acres on the exterior as having a Roaded Natural experience.

Special Features
Scenic: The RA is a relatively large, unaltered landscape with few modifications within interior areas.

Scientific: There are no designated Research Natural Areas or Experimental Forests in the Allegheny Front
RA. The entire RA is part of a designated National Recreation Area.

Geological: There are no known areas of unique or rare rock formations in this RA.

Ecological: The Allegheny National Forest identified this RA as part of the 1995 Landscape Corridor
Concept of continuous forest canopy for connecting the large forested blocks (wilderness, scenic areas,
research natural areas, national recreation areas and roadless areas) to provide higher quality habitat and better
ecosystem functions for wildlife. The Allegheny Front RA is a larger representative core area for
connectivity between forest patches being managed for late-successional habitats. This area has a large
component of late successional forest habitat, especially in comparison to the remaining Forest which reflects
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the high importance of this RA in achieving habitat conservation goals for a variety of wildlife including
neotropocal birds as well as less mobile species such as reptiles, amphibians and small mammals.

Wildlife and Fish: The most significant characteristic of the Allegheny Front area lies in the predominance
of mature forest conditions, combined with the over-all undisturbed nature of the area. Undisturbed and/or
undeveloped areas on the ANF are somewhat rare as the ANF contains extensive private development within
the proclamation boundary, over 4,200 miles of roads (Forest Roads, State, County or Township roads, and
oil and gas roads) and widespread oil and gas development. The Allegheny Front area provides optimum
habitat conditions for species that are sensitive to human disturbance, as well as species that require large
blocks of mature forest habitat such as the bald eagle, great blue heron, red-shouldered hawk, black bear,
northern goshawk and bobcat. The proximity of Allegheny Front to the Allegheny River and Hickory Creek
provides an important complex of mature, relatively undisturbed forest areas for wildlife.

Other key wildlife habitat features that characterize the Allegheny Front area include the predominance of oak
and northern hardwoods (73%) and the hard mast production associated with these Forest Types. The
widespread distribution of oak in particular, greatly influences landscape level wildlife use and provides
suitable habitat conditions for the Cerulean Warbler, which is presently being reviewed for listing under the
Endangered Species Act and has been documented in the area during breeding bird surveys.

Rare and Endangered Animals: Although the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis solalis) has not
been documented within the Allegheny Front RA, suitable oak habitat is widely available. The bald eagle
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus), which is federally threatened, utilizes the nearby Allegheny River. Although
there are no known nests within the RA, active eagle nests have been observed approximately % mile in State
Game Lands and 8 miles south on the Allegheny River. Due to the proximity to the Allegheny River, roughly
19% of the area is considered prime bald eagle nesting habitat. The area contains several historic timber
rattlesnake (Forest Sensitive Species) and the dry oak forest community that predominates is characteristic of
preferred rattlesnake habitat. Streams and their biological resources are not unique nor have extraordinary
fisheries, aquatic invertebrates, or mussel populations. There are no known federally listed threatened or
endangered aquatic species nor are there any known Regional Forester Sensitive Species.

Rare and Endangered Plants: There have been few to no formal plant surveys within the RA. Currently,
there are no known records of state or federally listed rare or endangered plants, Regional Forester Sensitive
Plant Species or other plant species of viability concern. However, this RA is considered to contain suitable
habitat for species of viability concern.

Historical: There are no known prehistoric sites recorded for the Allegheny Front area. No historic sites
have been documented. Potential for prehistoric as well as historic sites is moderate-to-high.

Size, Shape and Manageability
The size and shape of the Allegheny Front RA makes its preservation as potential wilderness questionable.
The multi-use private lands along most of the area may present management challenges.

Boundary Conditions, Needs and Management Requirements

The property boundary line is well-defined by Highway 62 to the west but it is not well defined along private
lands to the east, north and south. The activities and motorized use along the area on all sides could impact
wilderness users. Boundary adjustments to buffer the Highway and private lands may be warranted if this RA
is designated as wilderness. However, the area is already only about a mile wide in some areas and additional
buffering may be difficult to impossible.
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AVAILABILITY FOR WILDERNESS DESIGNATION

Recreation, Including Tourism

Designation of this RA as wilderness would not eliminate its current designation as a National Recreation
Area (NRA). However, more restrictive wilderness management standards and guidelines would supersede
the less restrictive management direction currently established for the NRA. The NRA allows for greater
recreation use than wilderness designation and provides greater alteration of the land to manage and maintain
trails, scenery, wildlife, and forest health conditions. Future planning for the NRA could result in increased
opportunities for development of overnight facilities such as Adirondack shelters and dispersed campsites for
hikers as well as increased trail development opportunities for snowmobiling, mountain biking and horse use.
Designation of Allegheny Front as wilderness would eliminate or restrict future options for these types of
recreation activities and improvements in the NRA.

Wilderness designation would restrict trail maintenance on the Tanbark Trail to the use of non-motorized
equipment and non-mechanical transport of supplies and personnel. Historically, chainsaws and mechanical
transport have been used to maintain this trail. With the restriction on use of chainsaws and other mechanized
equipment, maintenance of the trail system will be more challenging and time consuming. Trail directional
signing and marking would conform to wilderness sign standards. Existing signs and trail markers would
need to be replaced or removed in order to meet wilderness standards.

Wilderness designation may also warrant future public use restrictions by limiting visitor use and distribution
including establishment of group size limits to preserve the wilderness character of the area, whereas, the
NRA allows for greater visitor use and group size limits. Currently, there are no restrictions on group size
within the NRA.

Recreation objectives for wilderness are to provide outstanding opportunities for solitude and primitive or a
primitive and unconfined type of recreation (FSM2323.11 (2). Campsites should not be designated and
existing camps should be relocated or removed to allow maximum opportunity for solitude and to minimize
the evidence of human use.

Wilderness designation advertised and included in a broad tourism planning effort may draw visitors to the
Allegheny Front RA attracting recreationists seeking remote, primitive and unconfined types of recreation and
solitude. However, the NRA currently provides many wilderness values including the opportunity for
solitude and serenity, self-reliance, adventure, challenging experiences, and semi-primitive recreation. For
many recreationists, primeval wilderness character is less important than protection (Loomis, 1999). The
NRA designation was considered an alternate to wilderness designation with the intended purpose of
protecting the undeveloped character of the area. This designation protects the RA from timber harvest, road
construction and most road based recreation.

Wildlife and Fish

Minimal disturbance to the area has occurred due to Allegheny Front’s current designation as a National
Recreation Area. Wilderness designation would maintain the remote, undeveloped character of the area
which is considered the areas greatest wildlife asset. Wilderness designation would further restrict human
influence and disturbance primarily from recreation maintenance activities and visitor use restrictions.
Numbers of users and group size may be more limited with a wilderness designation than National Recreation
Area designation. A minimum tool approach would replace the current option of using chain saws and other
mechanized equipment for trail maintenance in which wildlife may benefit from reduced human disturbance
and noise. Designation as wilderness would benefit those species seeking remote, undisturbed habitats (e.g.,
black bear, bobcat, northern goshawk) and those that benefit from a mature, continuous forest.
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Risks to wildlife habitat include the presence of exotic pests such as gypsy moth and hemlock wooly adelgid.
Wilderness designation would limit intervention and control of disease and pest outbreaks. Without
treatment, disease (e.g., Beech Bark Disease Complex) or pests could reduce, or eliminate, certain habitat
conditions. Current management practices found in the 1986 ANF Land and Resource Management Plan
allow for pesticides in designated Wilderness only when necessary to prevent the loss of significant aspects of
the designated wilderness or to prevent significant loss of resource values on private or public lands bordering
the Wilderness. Suppression of non-native invasive species, where native ecological communities or TES
species are threatened by their presence, is allowed in designated wilderness.

Oak is a fire dependent ecosystem and if it is to be maintained over the long-term, periodic under burning and
manipulation of the canopy is required to reduce competition of other hardwoods. This is particularly the
case on the ANF due to decades of over browsing by deer which further reduces the likelihood that oak
seedlings will become established. The absence of roads in the National Recreation Area already restricts
management’s ability to maintain oak. Wilderness designation of the Allegheny Front area would eliminate
management activities that promote oak regeneration and mast production which is important to many species
on the ANF.

There are 7 miles of perennial stream and 11 miles of intermittent stream, all of which provide suitable habitat
for cold-water fisheries communities. All streams are dependent on natural reproduction and none are
stocked with trout due to their small size and accessibility. The ability to use motorized equipment to conduct
fisheries surveys would be eliminated with wilderness designation.

Typically, the ANF has not improved fish habitat on cold-water streams, but relies on natural input of large
wood for the creation of habitat diversity. This RA occurs in the National Recreation Area (NRA) where this
type of work has not occurred. Wilderness designation would not change the way fish habitat improvements
have been managed in this RA.

Noncommercial hunting, fishing and trapping are allowed in wilderness. In addition, wildlife and fish species
may be stocked in order to restore a native species that has been eliminated or reduced by human influence.
Exotic species may not be stocked. Habitat may be manipulated only when it is necessary to correct
conditions resulting from human influence or to protect threatened or endangered species. Research and
management surveys are permitted if done in a manner compatible with the preservation of wilderness
guidelines.

Water Availability and Use
The streams in this RA are not part of a municipal watershed and there are no known water storage needs. No
change in water quality is anticipated if the RA were designated as wilderness.

Livestock, Timber and Minerals

Timber harvest and the associated production of wood products from this RA do not occur as the National
Recreation Area designation prohibits this use. Timber harvest and production would not occur with
wilderness designation either. Currently, 6,628 acres of the RA are capable of growing commercial crops for
timber (Source: ANF GIS Timber Suitability analysis).

Ninety-five percent of the subsurface mineral ownership is by private individual(s). During consideration of
this RA as wilderness in 1984, Congress found that the Allegheny Front area along with Tracy Ridge and
Cornplanter possessed a high quality wilderness resource however “matters were complicated” in that the
bulk of the wilderness candidate lands in question were underlain by privately owned mineral rights.
Available information at that time suggested that the rights underlying the area were likely to be exercised and
that exploration for oil and gas resources appeared imminent. Accordingly, the Committee believed that
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wilderness designation would be “futile” unless the mineral rights problem could be resolved (refer to H.R.
5067).

Due to the estimated high oil and gas values, outright purchase of mineral rights was judged to be too costly.
In particular the mineral values in Tracy Ridge, Cornplanter and Allegheny Front were believed to be in
excess of $10 to $100 million to acquire.

Currently, the mineral rights have not been purchased in Allegheny Front and there are no known willing
sellers. Wide scale exploration of oil and gas within the area has not occurred however, development along
the border is encroaching on the area. New technology and current market trends make the potential for oil
and gas drilling and exploration throughout the area high. Wilderness designation would not prohibit the
exercise of private oil and gas development. The goal of the Forest Service would be to mitigate impacts of
development on wilderness values. Consistent with the valid existing rights, a review and approval of
operating plans that incorporate reasonable terms and conditions for the protection of the wilderness character
of the area, and that provide for restoration as near as practicable of the disturbed lands promptly upon
abandonment of operations is warranted (FSM 2830). Acquisition of the mineral rights within this RA is a
future option available to the Forest Service.

There are no livestock operations or potential for such operations.

Heritage Resources

Cultural features such as archaeological sites, historic trails or routes, or structures that have been included in
wilderness are protected and maintained by using methods that are consistent with the preservation of
wilderness character and values and cultural resource protection requirements. Although no heritage resource
surveys have been conducted in this RA, there is a long history of use beginning in the Prehistoric Period
(11,000 B.C.-1600 A.D.) and continuing into the Historical Period (1600 to present). Additional survey,
research and evaluation for prehistoric and historic Native American sites may be warranted. Preservation
activities such as salvage rehabilitation, stabilization, restoration, excavation and intensive inventories are
approved on a case-by-case basis, if they will not degrade the overall wilderness character of the area.
Cultural resource sites that appear to qualify are nominated for the National Register of Historic Places.
Unless they are needed to provide wilderness benefits or serve administrative purposes, those sites or
structures that do not qualify for the National Register are allowed to deteriorate naturally, or are removed or
destroyed. The degree to which heritage resources may be interpreted on site might also be affected by
wilderness designation. Development of heritage interpretive trails and panels would be restricted in order to
meet and retain wilderness character. Interpretation of sites is done outside of wilderness, except for verbal
interpretations by wilderness rangers.

Land Uses

No special uses are currently issued for this RA. There are no encumbrances other than the ownership of oil
and gas subsurface rights by private individuals. There are currently no outfitter and guides operating in this
RA. Wilderness designation would allow for selected outfitter-guide services, but only where they do not
degrade wilderness character.

Management Considerations

Fire: Fire is an important natural disturbance that regulates or helps to maintain several natural communities,
especially oak, which is an important component of this RA. However, wildfire occurrence is rare for this
RA. Wilderness designation would prevent agency management of disturbance regimes, and thus may result
in the loss of some species requiring introduced disturbances. Fire would be allowed to play a more natural
role in the ecosystem except where such activity would be a threat to public safety, private property, or
adversely affect resources adjacent to the wilderness. Naturally ignited fires may be designated and managed
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as prescribed natural fires (fire use) in wildernesses that have approved fire management plans, as long as the
fire meets and remains within established criteria.

Insects/Disease: Outbreaks of insects and diseases are a major threat to the ANF and wide scale outbreaks
have occurred on the Forest. Under wilderness designation, routine control measures for potential disease
outbreaks would be restricted. Insect and disease outbreaks may be controlled if necessary to protect adjacent
lands or an unnatural loss of the wilderness resource due to exotic pests. Control measures are carried out
with the least adverse impacts on the wilderness resource and are compatible with wilderness management
objectives. Special care must be taken with the use of chemicals inside wilderness because of possible effects
on the total biological complex.

Rare Plants and Unique Ecosystems: There are no known records of state or federally listed plant species,
Regional Forester Sensitive Plant Species, or other plant species of viability concern within the RA, nor are
there records of rare or exemplary natural communities. There is potentially suitable habitat for rare plants in
the area. The National Recreation Area designation already limits human disturbance and management
practices such as timber harvest and road construction. Wilderness designation would further limit human
disturbance and management practices, however impacts from trail maintenance and trampling may continue
regardless of designation, as the Tanbark Trail will remain and may pass through suitable habitat. Given the
current management practices established for the NRA, wilderness designation would likely have a neutral
effect on potential rare plants and unique ecosystems.

Non-native Invasive Species: Both non-native and native plant species pose a serious threat to the ANF.
While there are no widespread invasive conditions in the RA, the potential for occurrence is high.
Management of non-native invasive plants typically includes the components of the Integrated Weed (or Pest)
Management Process. If treatment options are pursued, they are done using direction in the Wilderness Act of
1964 to address insect and disease infestations. All options to address non-native invasive plants in
wilderness are available including no treatment, hand pulling, herbicides and biological control. Any request
to use herbicides in wilderness requires the approval of the Regional Forester.

Non-Federal Lands: There are no private lands located within the RA however there is private land adjacent
to the area on all sides. Access is provided along the road system and access through the area is not
anticipated.

SUMMARY OF WILDERNESS EVALUATION: BENEFIT & IMPACT

There is a relatively low to moderate opportunity for solitude and serenity, self-reliance, adventure,
challenging experiences, and primitive recreation in the Allegheny Front RA. These opportunities are
diminished due to the long, linear shape of the area which averages 2 miles in width and 5 miles in length. It
is easily accessed from exterior road systems and there is adjacent development and activity that penetrate the
area with sights and sounds of human influence.

This area has a large component of late successional forest habitat, especially in comparison to the remaining
Forest, which reflects the high importance of this RA in achieving habitat conservation goals for a variety of
wildlife including neotropocal birds as well as less mobile species such as reptiles, amphibians and small
mammals.

Due to the current designation of the area as a National Recreation Area, there would be no change in terms of
timber harvest, road construction or prohibition of OHV use. Other changes such as the elimination of
motorized equipment for trail maintenance would occur and there would be no vegetation management
activities allowed to achieve wildlife and recreation management objectives. There would be no change in the
exercise of rights for private oil and gas development. Areas in the East are actually recommended to
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Congress for wilderness study designation. If this RA is designated as a wilderness study area, examination
of the mineral rights is conducted as part of the study process and may include both the potential for
development and consideration for the acquisition of subsurface mineral rights.

WILDERNESS NEED

This section discusses the “Need” for proposed wilderness as required in FSH 1909.12, Land and Resource
Management Handbook, Chapter 7, Section 7.23.

There are a number of factors to consider in assessing the need for additional wilderness. Primarily these
factors involve an analysis of the supply and demand for wilderness to protect biodiversity and scientific
values as well as ecological services and recreation benefits.

Ecosystem Representation

An important consideration in wilderness supply and demand is ecosystem representation. The purpose of
ecosystem representation is to protect viable examples of the natural diversity of the province, representative
of the major terrestrial, marine and freshwater ecosystems, characteristic habitats, hydrology and landforms,
and the characteristic backcountry recreational and cultural heritage values of each ecoregion. Wilderness is
valued for preserving representative natural ecosystems, diversity of landscapes and for research.

The entire Allegheny National Forest lies within 212, the Laurentian Mixed Forest Province. Cordell (1999)
calculated the ratio of wilderness to ecoregion to determine representation of wilderness. This province
contains 2.8% of the total U.S. wilderness in the lower 48 states and 4.9% of the total land area, yielding a
ratio of 0.57. A ratio of at least 1 would be considered adequate representation. This indicates that province
212 is under represented in the NWPS and thus there is need for more wilderness within this province.

At the forest scale, the Allegheny National Forest lies entirely within 212G, the Northern Unglaciated
Allegheny Plateau Section and entirely within 212Ga, the Allegheny High Plateau Subsection. This section
and subsection is represented by the Hickory Creek and Allegheny Islands Wilderness and all four roadless
areas.

Geographic Representation

Since passage of the National Wilderness Preservation Act of 1964, Congress has more than doubled the
initial designation of 12.2 million acres in the coterminous States (Cordell, 1999). In 1995, the USDA Forest
Service managed about one-third of the Federal area in the National Wilderness Preservation System
(NWPS). Some 18 percent of the total area of the National Forest System is classed as wilderness. Other
Federal agencies that manage land in the National Wilderness Preservation System include the National Park
Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Bureau of Land Management.

Approximately 3.4 percent of Pennsylvania is managed by federal agencies and ranks 36" in terms of federal
ownership nationwide. The only designated wilderness in Pennsylvania is located on the Allegheny National
Forest. Approximately two percent of the Allegheny National Forest, the only National Forest System (NFS)
lands within the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, are congressionally designated wilderness. This represents
approximately 0.03 percent of the wilderness nationwide and 0.58 percent of the wilderness in the Eastern
Region.
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Wilderness Designation is strongly correlated with how much land is owned by Federal Land Management
Agencies. Table C-15 depicts the distribution and amount of Wilderness in the Eastern Region which covers
20 states and over 43% of the nation’s population. In those states with higher federal ownership, Michigan,
New Hampshire, Vermont, West Virginia and Minnesota, wilderness designation (acres) is among the highest
with Minnesota having the most acres of wilderness in the East. With 3.4% federal ownership, there are
9,031 acres of wilderness in Pennsylvania while there is less federally owned land and more wilderness
acreage in lllinois, Indiana, Maine and New Jersey. In this correlation, it appears that Pennsylvania is under
represented in the National Wilderness Preservation System in comparison with other states in the East.
Over-all, the entire eastern United States is poorly represented in terms of wilderness designation in
comparison with the West. About half of the total wilderness in the United States is in Alaska; about 40% is
in the contiguous western states; and 10 percent is in the East (Loomis, 1999).

The over all size (square miles) of each state does not necessarily correlate with how much wilderness has
been designated. For example, West Virginia which ranks 41% in size, Vermont at 45™ and New Hampshire
at 46™ each have more acres of wilderness than some larger states including Pennsylvania which is ranked
33" in size and Illinois which is ranked 25" in size. Again, in this case, West Virginia, Vermont and New
Hampshire also have more federally owned lands than do Pennsylvania.

Table C-15: Distribution and Amount of Wilderness in the East

State Designated Wilderness % Federal Land % of Wilderness in

(acres) Eastern Region

Connecticut 0 0.6 0
Delaware 0 2.5 0
lowa 0] 2.1 0
lllinois 32,782 3.0 2.1
Indiana 12,945 3.2 0.8
Maine 19,392 1.7 1.2
Maryland 0 1.2 0
Massachusetts 3,244 2.1 0.2
Michigan 249,218 15.8 16.1
Minnesota 815,952 12.9 52.6
Missouri 71,113 8.9 4.6
New Hampshire 102,932 15.1 6.6
New Jersey 10,341 2.7 0.7
New York 1,363 0.4 0.1
Ohio 77 2.6 .005
Pennsylvania 9,031 3.4 0.6
Rhode Island 0 0.6 0
Vermont 59,421 14.2 3.8
Wisconsin 75,823 7.3 4.9
West Virginia 89,166 13.6 5.7

Total 1,552,800 100 %
Source: Wilderness.net. Acres include all federal agencies that manage wilderness. Total acres of wilderness nation-wide
(106,509,199 acres)
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Accessibility

FSH 1909.12, Chapter 7, Section 7.23(b) suggests that accessibility of areas to population centers and user
groups may indicate a need for wilderness where opportunity for wilderness enjoyment is limited. There may
be a need to have a wilderness within a days drive (250 miles) of population centers as stated in FSH 1909.12,
7.23b(1).

Currently, there are 18 municipalities (out of 601 nationwide) with populations over 50,000 that are within
approximately 250 miles of the Allegheny National Forest boundary (see table C-16). The municipalities are
located in Pennsylvania, Ohio, and New York and represent over 2.5 million people. All of these are within
250 miles of one or more of the following wilderness areas: Hickory Creek and Allegheny Islands (9,031
acres), Lye Brook (15,503 acres), George D. Aiken (5,060 acres), Big Branch (6,720 acres), Peru Peak (6,920
acres) Otter Creek (20,000 acres), Dolly Sods (10,215 acres), West Sister Island (77 acres), Great Swamp
(3,660 acres), Brigantine (6,681 acres) and Otis Pike Fire Island High Dune (1,363 acres). These wilderness
areas are located in Pennsylvania, Vermont, West Virginia, Ohio, New Jersey and New York. The total
acreage available for wilderness enjoyment within 250 miles, by approximately 2.5 million people, is 85,230
acres. This represents approximately 0.03 acres per person.

Of these 18 municipalities, 5 are within 250 miles of the Allegheny National Forest wilderness areas as well
as several other wilderness areas located in Vermont, West Virginia, Ohio, New Jersey and New York. The
remaining 13 municipalities representing over 1.6 million people would have to travel greater than 250 miles
to reach a wilderness area outside of the Allegheny National Forest. Of these 13 municipalities, 11 could
reach additional wilderness areas by traveling between 250 to 300 miles, still within a day’s drive. Only 2
municipalities, Buffalo and Niagara Falls, representing roughly 348,000 people would have to travel distances
greater than 300 miles. Currently, these 348,000 people have an opportunity to visit either the Hickory Creek
Wilderness or the Allegheny Islands Wilderness by traveling 250 or less miles indicating that accessibility to
wilderness is provided to these population centers and user groups. In this regard, wilderness areas are
provided and there may not be a need to provide additional wilderness. However, it is uncertain if the current
amount of wilderness on the Allegheny is sufficient enough to serve this population base, i.e., 9,031 acres for
348,000 to 1.6 million people within 250 miles. There may be a need for additional wilderness as population
continues to grow. Small areas, such as Hickory Creek and the Allegheny Islands Wilderness areas may not
be able to serve an expanding user base without over crowding and degradation to resources.

New York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio are among the top seven most populated states. California had the
nation's largest population in both 1990 and 2000. Following California, Texas has, in 2000, become the
nation's second most populated state with 20.9 million, followed by New York with 18.9 million and Florida
with 15.9 million. After those four states, Illinois with 12.4 million, Pennsylvania with 12.2 million and Ohio
with 11.3 million were the only additional states with a 2000 population in excess of 10 million. These seven
states had a combined population of 125.7 million in 2000 - 44.7 percent of the nation's total population.
Given the proximity of New York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio to the Allegheny National Forest, visitation
pressure on the Allegheny wilderness areas as well as the neighboring wilderness areas in Vermont, New
Jersey, and West Virginia is likely. There may be a need for additional wilderness as these heavily populated
states continue to expand. With population expansion, natural areas are converted to urban, developed
landscapes. Over half (or 53 percent) of all the land area in America’s lower 48 states lies in either
metropolitan or micropolitan areas, meaning that rural areas now for the first time make up the minority share
of the Continental US (Micropolitan America: A Brand New Geography, Robert E. Lang and Dawn Dhavale,
Metropolitan Institute at Virginia Tech, 2004). Wilderness may be needed to ensure protection of natural
environments for future generations.
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Table C-16: Population Centers within 250 Miles of a Wilderness

*Municipality Size Nearest Wilderness State Size of Wilderness **Distance
(Population) Areas (acres) (miles)
Cleveland, OH 478,403 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 170
Otter Creek, Dolly Sods wv 30,215 270
West Sister Island OH 77 100
Pittsburgh, PA 334,563 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 126
Otter Creek, Dolly Sods WV 30,215 140
West Sister Island OH 77 233
Buffalo, NY 292,648 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 117
Otter Creek, Dolly Sods wv 30,215 356
West Sister Island OH 77 308
Rochester, NY 219,773 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 182
Peru Peak, Lye Brook, George D. VT 34,203 294
Aiken, Big Branch
Akron, OH 217,074 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 144
Otter Creek, Dolly Sods WV 30,215 248
West Sister Island OH 77 139
Syracuse, NY 147,306 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 250
Peru Peak, Lye Brook, George D. VT 34,203 215
Aiken, Big Branch,
Great Swamp NJ 3,660 226
Erie, PA 103,717 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 67
Otter Creek, Dolly Sods wv 30,215 264
West Sister Island OH 77 217
Parma, OH 85,655 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 164
Otter Creek, Dolly Sods wv 30,215 266
West Sister Island OH 77 111
Youngstown, OH 82,026 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 100
Otter Creek, Dolly Sods wv 30,215 203
West Sister Island OH 77 173
Canton, OH 80,806 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 162
Otter Creek, Dolly Sods wv 30,215 255
West Sister Island OH 77 160
Scranton, PA 76,415 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 250
Peru Peak, Lye Brook, George D. VT 34,203 240
Aiken, Big Branch
Great Swamp, Brigantine NJ 10,341 100/207
Fire Island NY 1,363 178
Lorain, OH 68,652 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 187
Otter Creek, Dolly Sods wv 30,215 288
West Sister Island OH 77 90
Lakewood, OH 56,646 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 173
Otter Creek, Dolly Sods wv 30,215 275
West Sister Island OH 77 109
Lancaster, PA 56,348 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 250
Lye Brook, George D. Aiken VT 20,563 320
Great Swamp, Brigantine NJ 10,341 132/172
Fire Island NY 1,363 218
Elyria, OH 55,953 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 181
Otter Creek, Dolly Sods wv 30,215 283
West Sister Island OH 77 91
Niagara Falls, NY 55,593 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 140
Lye Brook, George D. Aiken VT 20,563 335
Euclid, OH 52,717 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 147
Otter Creek, Dolly Sods wv 30,215 273
West Sister Island OH 77 127
Mentor, OH 50,278 Hickory Creek, Allegheny Islands PA 9,031 135
Otter Creek, Dolly Sods WV 30,215 275
West Sister Island OH 77 140
2,514,573

*Municipality data taken from the 2000 Census: US Municipalities over 50,000: Ranked by 2000 population.

**Distances are approximate calculated driving distances from municipality centers to nearest wilderness access location. For PA
wildernesses nearest access locations used were Tidioute, PA for Hickory Creek and Allegheny Islands Wildernesses and Minister Valley
roadless area and Bradford, PA for Tracy Ridge and Chestnut Ridge roadless areas. For VVermont wilderness areas, Bennington and
Arlington was used for Lye Brook and George D. Aiken, Manchester for Big Branch and Peru Peak and Bristol for Bristol Cliffs and
Breadloaf. For West Virginia, Hendricks was used for Otter Creek and Dolly Sods. For Ohio, Toledo was used for West Sister Island. For
New York, Fire Island was used for Otis Pike Fire Island High Dune and for New Jersey, Morristown was used for Great Swamp and
Beach Haven was used for Brigantine.
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Regional Wild and Natural Areas

In the State of Pennsylvania, there are 9,031 acres of federally designated wilderness out of approximately 29
million acres. In the north central portion of Pennsylvania, an effort to assess and increase recreation and
tourism potential is underway and has been branded Pennsylvania Wilds. This area is recognized as a unique
market area of the State and includes the Allegheny National Forest. The plan for the Wilds is to conserve
and maintain the ‘tremendous” resources of the area, make them more accessible to residents and visitors
alike, and improve the economic base of the local communities. This area covers roughly 6.5 million acres
and includes 8 wild areas and 24 natural areas covering 150,000 acres. These areas are set aside to protect
unique natural features for future generations. While these areas are not managed in the same way as
wilderness, they do provide similar values and experiences as wilderness values which include protecting
water quality, wildlife habitat, air quality, preserve ecosystems and scenic beauty. Knowing these areas exist
provides spiritual inspiration, recreation opportunities and potential income for the tourism industry as well as
future options to visit. Wilderness Values defined by Cordell in How the Public Views Wilderness,
International Journal of Wilderness, Volume 4, Number 3.

National Visitor Use Monitoring Project (Wilderness)

Outdoor recreation is another one of the benefactors of wilderness and is one of the major drivers of
wilderness demand and management. Visitor pressure or demand for wilderness could indicate a need to
provide additional wilderness on the Allegheny National Forest.

The best estimates of wilderness visitor use have been collected in accord with the National Visitor Use
Monitoring Project (NVUM). The NVUM project was implemented in response to the need to better
understand the use, importance and satisfaction with national forest system recreation opportunities. This
level of understanding is required by national forest plans, Executive Order 12862 (Setting Customer Service
Standards), and implementation of the National Recreation Agenda. To improve public service, the agency’s
Strategic and Annual Performance Plans require measuring trends in user satisfaction and use levels.

From October 2000 through September 2001, the Allegheny National Forest participated in its first NVUM
survey. The results of this survey were provided in a report to the US Forest Service, Region 9 in 2002.
According to this report, there were 1,411,875 visits to the Forest and of this, 36,815 visits or 2.6% to
wilderness. The average length of stay in Wilderness on the forest was 15.5 hours. In addition, all visitors
were asked on how many different days they entered into designated Wilderness during their national forest
visit even if they were interviewed at a developed recreation site or general forest area. Of those visitors who
did enter designated Wilderness, they entered 3.4 different days.

Twenty-five percent of the exiting recreation visitors interviewed were asked about the types of constructed
facilities and special designated areas they used during their visit. The most used facilities and areas were:
forest service roads, nonmotorized trails, scenic byways, developed fishing sites, and designated Wilderness.
Table C-17 shows the use of designated Wilderness on the ANF compared to use of other facilities and areas.
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Table C-17: Percentage Use of ANF Facilities and Specially Designated Areas
Facility/Area Type National Forest Visits
(%)
Developed campground 3.5
Swimming area 2.8
Hiking, biking, or horseback trails 20.6
Scenic byway 17.2
Designated Wilderness 6.3
Visitor center, museum 15
Forest Service office or other info site 0.3
Picnic area 3.2
Boat launch 3.8
Designated Off Road Vehicle area 0.5
Other forest roads 54.2
Interpretive site 0.8
Organization camp 0.0
Developed fishing site/ dock 7.9
Designated snowmobile area 0.0
Downbhill ski area 0.00
Nordic ski area 0.0
Lodges/Resorts on National Forest System land 0.0
Fire Lookouts/Cabins Forest Service owned 0.0
Designated snow play area 0.0
Motorized developed trails 2.9
Recreation residences 0.0

Visitor use of wilderness areas on national forests in the East is forecasted to grow 0.5 percent per year for the
next 50 years (Cordell 1999). Given a 0.5% projected growth per year, wilderness visits for the Allegheny
National Forest were projected to the year 2030 based on the visits recorded by NVUM. (see Table C-18)

Table C-18: Projected Wilderness Visits for the Allegheny National Forest
Actual Use Projected Use (0.5% growth per year)
(Visits) (Visits)
2002 2010 2020 2030
36,815 38,314 40,266 42,321

There are 9,031 acres of existing wilderness on the Allegheny National Forest. Based on current use
projected to the year 2030, visits will increase from 36,815 to 42,321. According to wilderness recreation
demand pressures developed from the Recreation, Wilderness, Urban Forest and Demographic Trends
Research group, Ken Cordell, Project Leader, the visitor demand on the current wilderness areas on the
Allegheny National Forest are projected to be moderate for the next 10 to 15 years.
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Map 1 - Recreation Demand Pressures on Wilderness

http://www.srs.fs.usda.gov/trends/wdrec.html,

Passive Use Values

Many people who do not regularly visit primitive, roadless or designated Wilderness areas still value
protection of such areas to maintain the opportunity for visits in the future (option value). People also gain
benefits simply from knowing that natural areas exist (existence values) and that their protection today
sustains them for future generations (bequest value). The option, existence, and bequest values, when
combined are know as passive use values. (Loomis, 2000).

Several studies have shown the importance and value people place on these passive use benefits of wilderness
(Cordell, 1999). These values or needs are reflected in the National Survey on Recreation and the
Environment (NSRE, 2001) finding that 69.8% of those surveyed agreed or strongly agreed to the question,
“How do you feel about designating more federal lands in your state as wilderness?” Over 96 percent agreed
or strongly agreed with the statement, “I enjoy knowing that future generations will be able to visit and
experience wilderness areas.”
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Public Involvement

There have been numerous comments and responses in regard to wilderness designation on the Allegheny
National Forest as a result of scoping for revision of the Forest Plan. Individual comments received in the
form of letters or e-mail have both strongly supported additional wilderness designation as well as strongly
disagree that there should be any more wilderness on the Allegheny. In two separate citizen’s proposals out
of six received, additional wilderness has been strongly supported. These proposals include the Allegheny
Wild! A Citizen’s Vision for the Allegheny National Forest submitted by the Allegheny Defense Project
(ADP) and A Citizen’s Wilderness Proposal For Pennsylvania’s Allegheny National Forest submitted by
Friends of Allegheny Wilderness (FAW), 2003. ADP’s proposal recommends the “adoption of 45,000 acres
of new Wilderness to bring the Allegheny closer to wilderness compositions on other national forests”. In
this proposal, they recommend two of the roadless areas being evaluated, Minister Valley (aka Minister
Creek) roadless area and Chestnut Ridge (aka Sugar Run) roadless area. They also recommend Clarion River,
Tionesta, Chappell Fork (aka Morrison) and an addition to Hickory Creek Wilderness.

In FAW'’s proposal, they identify and recommend a total of 54,460 acres in eight different tracts within the
proclamation boundary of the ANF for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. The four
areas being evaluated, Tracy Ridge, Chestnut Ridge, Minister Valley and Allegheny Front are included in
FAWSs proposal however, Minister Valley is recommend as a National Recreation Area instead of Wilderness.
If all four areas are recommended wilderness study areas (the maximum of all alternatives) and designated by
Congress, the Allegheny could add an additional 29,983 acres of wilderness.

In a citizen’s proposal received by Allegheny Alive titled “Multiple-Use and Sustained Yield” The Correct
Approach for Allegheny National Forest Planning, 2006, they do not support additional wilderness within the
Allegheny National Forest and state wilderness is “unwarranted” and provide seven reasons for not
designating additional wilderness on the Forest. In two alternatives, no additional wilderness is considered.

In a citizen’s proposal received by the Allegheny Hardwood Utilization Group, AHUG, they recommend that
wilderness consideration should only focus on areas unsuitable for timber production. Focusing only on areas
that are unsuitable for timber production does not meet the inventory and evaluation criteria established in
FSH 1909.12.

Summary of Wilderness Need

Wilderness is an important component of the Allegheny National Forest, for the Region and for the nation as
awhole. As indicated by the NVUM survey, visiting a wilderness is in the top 5 most used facilities/areas on
the Forest. According to results from the National Survey on Recreation and the Environment, How the
Public Views Wilderness, the topic of “protecting wildlands” revealed that 44.4% of the public report they are
aware of the NWPS and of that, almost 56% feel we don’t yet have enough protected wilderness, while an
additional 29% feel the amount protected is about right as it stands. Only 2.5% felt we had designated too
much wilderness for protection.

The role of a “need’ assessment or supply/demand analysis is to attempt to answer the question; How much
do we need? Federal agencies are required to manage their congressionally designated Wilderness as a part of
the National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS). As such, agency decisions are influenced, in part, by
how their recommendations of roadless areas contribute to the overall diversity of the system.

There are 44 states with congressionally designated wilderness on federal lands. Of these 44 states,
Pennsylvania ranks 41% in terms of total wilderness acreage. There are 9,031 acres of wilderness in
Pennsylvania located entirely on the Allegheny National Forest. Approximately 1.8% of the National Forest
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System Lands within the Allegheny are congressionally designated wilderness. No other federal lands in
Pennsylvania contribute to the NWPS. If an additional 29,888 acres of wilderness study areas (the maximum
amount in Alternative D) were designated by Congress, Pennsylvania would rank 32" in the nation in terms
of acreage. This assumes that no other areas are added to the NWPS. Also, approximately 6% of the
National Forest System Lands within the Allegheny would be congressionally designated wilderness. By
comparison, the White Mountain National Forest in New Hampshire and the Green Mountain National Forest
in Vermont has 14% and 15% respectively.

PROCESS FOR DETERMINING WILDERNESS RECOMMENDATIONS

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will evaluate an array of alternatives that will include varying
amounts of potential wilderness areas (wilderness study areas). Public comments received from the Draft EIS
will be used to develop the Final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD will include
recommendations to congress about which areas, if any, would be appropriate for further consideration as a
wilderness study area. Congress will then consider whether or not to introduce legislation proposing
additional wilderness designation. (Such legislation is actually independent of the Plan Revision process and
can occur at any time.)
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APPENDIX D WILD & SCENIC RIVERS

Introduction

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act provides specific direction in Section 5(d)(1) regarding the identification of
potential wild and scenic rivers (WSR) in federal agency planning processes:

“In all planning for the use and development of water and related land resources, consideration shall
be given by all Federal agencies involved to potential national wild, scenic and recreational river
areas, and all river basin and project plan reports submitted to the Congress shall consider and
discuss any such potentials.**

Agency policy related to WSR assessment in the land management planning process is defined in the Land
and Resource Management Planning Handbook (FSH 1909.12, Chapter 8, “WSR Evaluation™). It requires
that rivers identified as potential WSR’s be evaluated as to their eligibility/non-eligibility with the finding
documented in the Forest Plan. Latitude is provided as to conducting suitability, i.e., the determination of
which rivers the agency will recommend to Congress as additions to the National WSR System. Specifically:

“The preferred process is to proceed with determining suitability by completing a river study in the
draft forest plan. An alternative is to delay the suitability determination on eligible rivers until a
subsequent separate study is carried out. If this latter alternative is used, the forest plan must
provide for protection of the river area until a decision is made as to the future use of the river and
adjacent lands. Unless the study process would be unduly delayed, subsequent study of eligible rivers
may be coordinated with a general revision of the forest plan.” (FSH 1909.12, Section 8.14).

For the revision of the Allegheny National Forest (ANF) Land and Resource Management Plan, a WSR
assessment was conducted to determine the eligibility or non-eligibility of rivers or river segments given
changed conditions and new information that has occurred since the current plan was written. Rivers
previously identified as potential WSR’s were also evaluated to determine if they still meet eligibility criteria.
The determination of eligibility follows the procedure described in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Guidelines
(U.S. Department of the Interior and U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1982), the 1968 Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act, FSM 1924, FSH 1909.12, Chapter 8 and Wild and Scenic River Assessment and the Forest Plan
Revision Process, November 1996.

This Appendix is divided into 2 parts as follows;
e Part One: Historical background and current management direction.

e Part Two: Eligibility process and results
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Part One: Historical Background
National

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 (Public Law 90-542) in Section 1(b) expresses Congressional policy
for America’s rivers as follows:

“It is hereby declared to be the policy of the United States that certain selected rivers of the Nation
which, with their environments, possess outstanding remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish
and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values, shall be preserved in free-flowing condition,
and that they and their immediate environments shall be protected for the benefit and enjoyment of
present and future generations.”

To accomplish this decree, Congress established a National Wild and Scenic Rivers System (NWSRS) and
prescribed methods and standards by which selected rivers could be added. Rivers or river segments are
eligible to be considered for inclusion in the NWSRS if they are essentially free-flowing (without major
dams, diversions, or channel modifications) and if they possess at least one “outstandingly remarkable”
scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic cultural or other similar value. These values should
be a unique or exceptional representation for the area studied, and must be related to the river or its immediate
environment. For study purposes, the Act requires that the evaluation of a river’s eligibility consider, as a
minimum, the area within ¥ mile of either side of the high water mark of the river.

Eligible Rivers are classified and further evaluated for “suitability”. This analysis provides the basis for the
determination of which rivers to recommend as a component of the NWSRS and considers the
appropriateness of Congressional designation and classification as a wild, scenic or recreational river. A river
is classified as “wild,” “scenic,” or “recreational” based mostly upon the amount and type of development
along the river and ease of access. Suitable rivers may be recommended to Congress by the administration
whereby Congress then decides whether to pass a law adding the river to the National System. Rivers may
also be added at the initiative of states by applying to the Secretary of Interior for inclusion in the National
System through Section 2(a) (ii). For a river in a state system to be designated by the Secretary of Interior, it
must meet the same eligibility criteria as congressionally designated rivers, and the state and/or local units
must assure the Secretary of the Interior that they will protect the free flow and outstandingly remarkable
values of the river. If designation occurs, a final boundary is established and a management plan developed.

Allegheny National Forest

The Clarion and Allegheny Rivers were included in the enabling legislation of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act as 5(a) study rivers. In 1969, the United States Department of Interior (USDI), Bureau of OQutdoor
Recreation, concluded that the Clarion did not meet minimum eligibility requirements due to poor water
quality (i.e., excessive acid mine drainage, inadequately treated municipal sewage and industrial wastes) and
the lack of any ORVs.

In 1990, the Allegheny National Forest completed a WSR assessment of the Allegheny River and in 1992,
Public Law (102-271), added 87 miles of the Allegheny River to the NWSRS and classified it is a
Recreational River. Reacting to increased public interest in protecting the Clarion and improvement of the
water quality problem, Congress authorized it for study for a second time under Public Law (102-271) and
also designated Mill Creek in Jefferson and Clarion Counties as a study river. In 1996, Public Law (104-314)
added 52 miles of the Clarion River to the NWSRS and classified 17 miles as Scenic and 34 miles as
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Recreational. The study of Mill Creek has not been done, however; Mill Creek maintains its status as a
designated “study” river per Public Law 102-271.

The Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI), first published by the National Park Service in 1982, is a listing of
more than 3,400 free-flowing river segments in the United States that are believed to possess one or more
"outstandingly remarkable" natural or cultural values judged to be of more than local or regional significance.
Under a 1979 Presidential directive, and related Council on Environmental Quality procedures, all federal
agencies must seek to avoid or mitigate actions that would adversely affect one or more NRI segments. The
NRI included 18 miles of Kinzua Creek as eligible for further study and identified Kinzua Creek as follows:

Table D1
River | County Reach Leng ORVs Description
th
Kinzua | McKean | Allegheny 18 Heritage | Historic-(Segment includes the Kinzua
Creek Reservoir to miles Viaduct, a National Historic Register
headwaters Site, which is the second highest

bridge of this type on the North
American continent.)

ORYV = Outstandingly Remarkable Value

Pennsylvania

The Pennsylvania Scenic Rivers Act (as amended 1982), allows the State, Pennsylvania Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources (PA DCNR) to designate and manage a State Scenic Rivers System.

The Secretary of Environmental Resources is directed to encourage and assist any federal studies for inclusion
of Pennsylvania rivers in a national scenic rivers system. The Secretary may enter into written cooperative
agreements for joint federal-state administration of a Pennsylvania component of the NWSRS, provided such
agreements for the administration of land and water uses are not less restrictive than those set forth in this
Act. There are currently no designated State Scenic Rivers on the ANF nor has PA DCNR identified any
potential scenic rivers for State study. Rivers listed in the current Plan as potential scenic rivers have since
been dropped from PA DCNR’s consideration as State Scenic Rivers.

The following map depicts the State Scenic Rivers and Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers currently designated
in Pennsylvania.
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Figure D1. Pennsylvania State and Federally Designated Rivers

Pennsylvania Designated Scenic Rivers

Federal Designated Wild and Scenic Rivers

Table D2
Pennsylvania Designated Rivers Federal Designated Rivers
Name I_Date Name I_Date Name If_)ate
Designated Designated Designated
Schuylkill River Nov. 1978 Bear Run Dec. 1988 1 W Sept. 1965
Stony Creek Mar. 1980 Tucquan Creek Dec. 1988 2 %i[%/peeereilwvare Nov. 1978
Lehigh River Apr. 1982 Lower Brandywine  June 1989 3 mgheny River Apr. 1992
French Creek Apr. 1982 W Dec. 1992 4 Clarion River Oct. 1996
Lick Run Dec. 1982 ng hocken Creek  Dec. 1992 5 White Clay Creek  Oct. 1996
Octoraro Creek Oct. 1983 Pine Creek Dec. 1992 6 %elaware Nov. 2000

Le Tort Spring Run  Mar. 1988
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Current Forest Plan Direction

The Forest Plan stated on pg. 4-11 that “the characteristics that make the Allegheny River, Clarion River and
Kinzua Creek eligible for study and potential inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic River system will
be protected through forest-wide and individual management area standards and guidelines”. In 1986, the
current Plan provided direction to include standards and guidelines for each alternative considered in detail in
order to “protect the values that make or may make the rivers eligible” (FEIS pg. 3-28 &29). The Forest
Service decided to postpone the eligibility study for Kinzua Creek until the next planning cycle.

Since the designation of the Allegheny and Clarion Rivers, a management plan accompanied by an EIS was
developed for the Allegheny and incorporated into the current Forest Plan through Amendment 7 (September
4, 1997). This Amendment defined the corridor boundary for the Allegheny National Wild and Scenic River
and provided additional Forest Plan standards and guidelines for managing federal lands within the designated
corridor as identified in Management Areas 5.0, 6.1, 6.4, 7.0 and 8.0. No management plan or amendments
have been developed for the Clarion River.

The Forest Plan also provided protection for “state scenic river study corridors” (FEIS pg. 4-142 and listed
Kinzua Creek, Clarion Creek, Bear Creek Tionesta Creek and the east Branch of Tionesta as top priority
waterways for potential State Scenic River designation. These waterways were identified in a state-wide
rivers inventory completed in 1975.

Part Two: Eligibility Process and Results

The first step in this process was to evaluate the status of WSR assessment in the current Forest Plan. The
current Plan listed and addressed both Federal and State eligible rivers located partially or wholly on the
Allegheny National Forest. The current plan included management direction for federally designated rivers
(the Allegheny and Clarion), those listed in the nation-wide rivers inventory (Kinzua Creek) and those eligible
for State scenic designation (Kinzua Creek, Clarion Creek, Bear Creek Tionesta Creek and the east Branch of
Tionesta Creek). Since the current plan addressed eligibility on a forest-wide basis, the recommended action
is to consider new information/changed condition for eligibility (Wild and Scenic River Assessment Process,
November 21, 1996).

The Wild and Scenic River assessment for Forest Plan revision identified acquisition of new lands as a
significant changed condition. An evaluation in the changed conditions of land ownership identified any new
rivers or river segments that may not have been addressed in the current Forest Plan. Approximately 3,000
acres were added to the ANF as documented in Amendment No. 4 dated October 4, 1994. The approximate
acreage of the National Forest system lands changed from 503,000 acres to 506,000 acres. This additional
acreage was included in the acquisition of 12 independent tracts of land spread across the Forest. Each tract
was inventoried to determine if there were any new rivers or river segments which qualified as eligible for
study as potential wild, scenic or recreational river. Twelve streams were included in the tracts and evaluated
for eligibility. Kinzua Creek was also evaluated against changed conditions or new information to determine
its eligibility/non-eligibility. The following (13) rivers and streams were assessed:
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Table D3
Stream Code # Stream Name Miles
55718 Jones Run 2.1
56497 Brown’s Run 9.1
55474 Fourmile Run 10.6
55725 Dale Run 2.2
49224 No nhame 1.1
50038 Painter Run 2.4
42122 No nhame 2.4
42122 (a & b) No name 2.1
42122 (c) No name 0.5
55729 Grove Run 1.6
55579 Jamison Run 2.4
56522 Kinzua Creek 18.0

Results

The eligibility process resulted in finding no rivers or river segments eligible for inclusion in the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers system. Documentation is in the project file for the eligibility assessment and
evaluation criteria used for each of the thirteen streams listed above. The evaluation of Kinzua Creek
included an assessment of changed conditions and new information. In 2003, the heritage outstandingly
remarkable value (ORV) identified as the Kinzua Viaduct crumbled and the State removed the site from the
National Historic Register (changed condition/new information). The ANF concluded that there are no other
outstandingly remarkable values on Kinzua Creek which necessitate further consideration for an eligible
declaration. Consequently, Kinzua Creek is considered ineligible for further study as a Wild and Scenic
River.

The ANF evaluated the current status of State Scenic River designations on the Forest. The Pennsylvania
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (PA DCNR) no longer considers any of the rivers listed
in the current Plan as eligible for Scenic River study and there are no new rivers or river segments on the
Allegheny National Forest being considered.
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Introduction

Governing Laws and Regulations

The 1982 regulations implementing the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) require National Forests to
provide habitat in order “to maintain viable populations of existing native and desired non-native vertebrate
species in the planning area” (36 CFR 219.19). Additional direction (USDA Regulation 9500-4) extends this
mandate to include vascular plants. Native species are species indigenous to the planning area. Desired non-
native species are those species that are not indigenous to the planning area but are valued for the social,
cultural, ecological, or economic value.

NFMA regulations (36 CFR 219.19) define a viable population as “For planning purposes, a viable
population shall be regarded as one which has the estimated numbers and distribution of reproductive
individuals to insure its continued existence is well distributed in the planning area.” The regulations direct
that “habitat must be provided to support, at least, a minimum number of reproductive individuals and that
habitat must be well distributed so that those individuals can interact with others in the planning area.” The
planning area is defined as the National Forest System lands included in the Allegheny National Forest (ANF)
proclamation boundary.

While the NFMA regulations focus on population viability, the Act itself does not contain an explicit
requirement for “viability”. Rather, it directs that management of National Forests “provide for diversity of
plant and animal communities based on the suitability and capability of the specific land area in order to meet
overall multiple-use objectives.” The regulation also contains language on diversity (36 CFR 219.26), and
directs that “Forest planning shall provide for diversity of plant and animal communities and tree species
consistent with the overall multiple-use objectives of the planning area.” Thus, the viability of individual
species must be considered within the context of overall diversity of plant and animal species, and the
multiple-use objectives for the planning area.

Viability Process

The viability of native species on the ANF was addressed using a qualitative eight-step process that identified
species of potential viability concern, including vertebrate and non-vertebrate wildlife, fish and vascular
plants. This process included the following eight steps:

Description of the Ecological Context;

Identify species at Risk;

Collect Information on the species at Risk;

Develop species groups;

Compare species needs to existing Forest Plan;

Development of conservation approaches;

Incorporate conservation approaches into Forest Plan alternatives;
Monitoring.

NGO E

Coarse and Fine Filter Analysis

Throughout this process a multi-scale analysis was utilized to ensure that the needs of all species are met at
both the landscape (coarse filter) and site levels (fine filter). This approach is well established in conservation
biology literature and ensures adequate representation of ecological land units, natural disturbance regimes
and historical range of variation required at the landscape or coarse filter scale, as well as a fine filter
assessment of individual, rare or specialized species needs. The following is a brief description of this
process.
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Coarse filter approach utilizes strategies for setting biodiversity planning goals based on providing an
appropriate mix of ecological communities across a planning landscape, rather than focusing on the needs of
specific species. The coarse filter is an efficient approach to conserving biological diversity that protects 85-
90% of all species. Mighton et al. (2001) further describes the importance of the coarse-filter approach to
management.

Fine Filter approach utilizes strategies for setting biodiversity planning goals based on the needs of
individual species or guilds of species. Because the needs of many species cannot be identified at the
landscape scale, this approach identifies local or site specific features that need to be considered when
evaluating viability.

A combination of coarse and fine filter considerations were used to 1) evaluate species specific needs, 2)
identify species and habitats that may be at risk, 3) identify conservation recommendations, 4) identify Forest
objectives and design criteria and 5) evaluate direct, indirect and cumulative effects.

Description of the Species Viability Evaluation Process

1. Description of the Ecological Context

The purpose of the Ecological Context for the ANF is to describe the ecological setting or backdrop for the
ANF at a variety of spatial and temporal scales. This is an essential first step and provides the ecological
foundation for understanding and describing the wildlife, fish, and rare plant species conditions relevant to
providing and managing species viability. A copy of the Ecological Context is available on the ANF website
and Appendix A of this document includes a summary of the key findings and management concerns
identified in the ecological context.

2. ldentify species at Risk

The following is a description of the process used to identify species with viability concerns and/or species
considered to be most at risk from Forest Service Activities.

Documented Occurrence

In order for a species to be evaluated, it must have documented occurrence within the ANF
proclamation boundary and be recognized by taxonomic experts. The four levels of documentation
included:

1. Voucher specimen since 1980 (earlier vouchers may be considered for
information/research needs list).

2. Refereed journal; Book.

3. Agency reports/technical documentation not published in a refereed journal.

4. Professional knowledge/observation.

Species Evaluation Process

A decision tree (Appendix B) was then used to evaluate all species with documented occurrence and
identify those species in which one or more of the following applies:
1. Species is federally listed as Threatened, Endangered, or proposed for Federal listing.
2. Species is on the Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species list (RFSS) for the ANF.
Species that are on the RFSS list for another national forest in the region and occur
within the ANF were also looked at whether or not they should be included in our
analysis.
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3. Species has National Heritage Database ranking of G1-G3, T1-T3, and N1-N3, or are
Fish and Wildlife Service Candidate Species, or have been delisted by Fish and
Wildlife Service within the past 5 years.
4. Species has a State Rank of S1 or S2 or a state status of PT or PE.
5. Species with specific viability concerns.
Using this decision tree, a total of 77 species were identified with potential viability concerns. These
species are listed in Appendix C. This final list of species was developed in consultation with species
experts associated with the various technical committees of the Pennsylvania Biological Survey
(Appendix C).

3. Collect Information on the species at Risk

In this step, Regional Forester Sensitive Species risk assessments were completed on all species identified
previously as having potential viability concerns. These assessments evaluated species specific
abundance, distribution, population trends, habitat integrity, and population vulnerability. The individual
risk assessments were also used to identify species which required additional evaluation in order to
adequately assess viability and risk and species specific assessments were prepared for a total of 77
species. These assessments included a literature review which documented and summarized information
into Species Data Collection Forms, including (1) historical and current distribution, (2) population
trends; (3) life history and habitat, (4) data gaps, and 5) potential threats to viability. Information on these
forms was also utilized to help develop species groups and conservation approaches (steps 4 and 5).
Individual Species Data Collection Forms can be found in the SVE project file.

4. Develop species groups

After completion of the Individual Species Data Collection Forms, the 77 species were grouped into
broad habitat categories that identified primary and secondary habitat (Appendix D).

5. Develop Conservation Approaches

Information generated in steps 1-4 of the SVE process was reviewed and specific conservation
approaches were developed. The development of conservation approaches focused on the primary risk
factors identified for each species and were designed to mitigate or eliminate both short-term and long-
term risks to the individual species and/or their habitat. Species specific conservation recommendations
were incorporated into Forest Plan design criteria. Present viability outcomes or outcomes under the
existing Forest Plan were also determined.

6. Incorporate Conservation Approaches into the Forest Plan Revision Process

Maintaining species viability is a goal of every Land and Resource Management Plan and conservation
recommendations identified in Step 5 were used in the development of desired future condition
statements, Forest objectives, Forest-wide design criteria and Management Area (MA) direction.
Although all alternatives must maintain species viability, they vary somewhat in terms of the ecological
conditions provided and conservation approaches utilized. As a result final outcomes for each alternative
were determined based on the current outcome for the species and the effects analysis provided in the
Revised Forest Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Also both short (2020) and long-term (2060)
outcomes were predicted and a summary of final outcomes by species, by alternative, can be found in
Appendix E.

7. Monitoring

Many of the conservation approaches identified in Steps 5 and 6 included specific monitoring
recommendations and these will be incorporated into the Forest-wide monitoring and evaluation plan.
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Ecological Context for the Allegheny National Forest

Summary

The purpose of the Ecological Context for the Allegheny National Forest (ANF) is to describe the ecological
setting or backdrop for the ANF at a variety of spatial and temporal scales. This is an essential first step to
describe and evaluate the ecological conditions in which animal and plant species persist and is relevant to
providing and managing for species viability.

The land area that now comprises the ANF has undergone significant environmental, biological and social
change since its first human occupation approximately 12,000 — 15,000 B.C. Natural disturbance regimes of
wind, ice, drought, native insects and diseases continue to shape the landscape by changing vegetation types,
abundance and distribution. Ecological conditions are further modified by non-native invasive species, land
use patterns, and resource utilization. A once vast expanse of northern hardwood forest dominated by shade
tolerant species such as American beech, American chestnut, sugar maple, white pine and hemlock is now
dominated by shade intolerant species such as black cherry and red maple. Wildlife has adapted to changing
conditions, migrated or have gradually become extinct from both natural and human causes.

The status of ecological conditions, animal and plant communities and populations has been the focus of
many recent national, regional, and state assessments that encompass the ANF. These assessments,
completed with different objectives and at varying scales, provide valuable information to describe the
ecological context in which the ANF occurs and the relative importance of the ANF to sustaining ecological
structure, function, and processes within larger landscapes.

Under the National Framework of Ecological Units, the ANF is located within Province 212 — Laurentian
Mixed Forest, Section 212G — Northern Unglaciated Allegheny Plateau. The ANF lies completely within the
Subsection 212Ga and comprises about a quarter of the acreage within this subsection. The ANF is located
within the Teays-Old Ohio ecoregion, which is considered globally outstanding because of its aquatic species
richness. East Hickory Creek in the Hickory Creek Wilderness area has been recognized by the National
Water Quality Assessment program as having the best quality (invertebrates) nationally of the 140 sites
sampled between 1996 and 1998.

The ANF is also part of the High Allegheny Plateau ecoregion classified by The Nature Conservancy, which
encompasses the northern tier of PA, the southern tier of New York and a portion of New Jersey. Some of the
significant features of this ecoregion include the high percentage of natural cover (81%) of any Northeastern
ecoregion, many species reach their north/south/east range limits, aquatic diversity with most of the rare and
significant animals in this ecoregion being associated with the major rivers. Flora of this ecoregion is typical
of the Northeast and not very distinctive with a few exceptions occurring outside of the ANF. Nearly 20%
(approx. 3,319,000 acres) of the total acreage within the ecoregion is held by public agencies and private
organizations with a conservation mission with the ANF being the single largest (contiguous). Three vascular
plants, seven vertebrate and six invertebrate species were identified in this ecoregion as primary target species
and are known to occur within or adjacent to the ANF. Three vascular plants, five vertebrate and one
invertebrate species were identified in this ecoregion as potential target species and are known to occur within
or adjacent to the ANF. The more common natural communities on the ANF include deciduous or mixed
woodlands, terrestrial deciduous forests, terrestrial mixed forests, rivers and streams, springs and seeps.
While marshes, wet meadows, palustrine forest and woodlands occur throughout, they are most evident in the
southern part of the ANF. Terrestrial coniferous forests make up about 6% of the ANF. Less common
communities include terrestrial cliffs, floodplains, natural ponds and lakes, ridge tops and rocky summits.

E-6



Appendix E: Species Viability Evaluation

At the Mid-Atlantic scale, the human population density throughout much of the ANF is low and population
change between 1970 and 1990 is also low, relative to other areas within the five-state region. Air pollution
measured by annual wet deposition of nitrate and sulfate (components of acid rain) is high on the ANF but
annual ozone exposure is moderate relative to the Mid Atlantic Region. A high proportion of streams on the
ANF have forest cover. A moderate amount of streams have roads within 30 meters (98 feet), and a low
density of impoundments is found on ANF streams. Soil erosion is low, forest cover is high, and forest edge
habitat is low on the ANF relative to the Mid Atlantic Region. The amount of forest interior habitat is high
and the average forest patch size is large on the ANF.

At the State scale, the ANF is part of the Allegheny High Plateau Ecoregion which was ranked, “very good,
with the highest stream quality for the state and the largest block of core forest, with critically important
concentrations of forest wildlife”. The Hickory Creek/Tionesta Creek Important Mammal Area contains
approximately 317,000 acres and the featured species are fishers, river otters, northern water shrews,
snowshoe hares, northern long-eared bats, silver haired bats and northern flying squirrels. The ANF includes
approximately 13,000 acres that have been identified as Important Bird Areas including the Tionesta Scenic
and Research Natural Areas, and portions of the East Hickory Creek watershed emphasizing habitat for
yellow-bellied flycatchers and cerulean warblers.

In the National Hierarchy of Ecological Units, discussed above, Landtype Associations (LTA’Ss) are
ecological units defined at the Landscape Scale and based on topography, geology, soils, natural
communities, and local climates. At this scale, LTA’s represent local landform patterns that are usually
obvious to field observers. A suite of biological and cultural attributes were summarized and displayed by
nine LTA’s that occur within the ANF. This summary revealed a number of patterns useful in describing the
context within which other processes, interactions, and functions occur that can be relevant in forest wide and
project planning. The largest LTA’s within the ANF are 212Ga3 and 212Ga4 and due to their larger size,
generally contain the highest proportions of the various features when summarized across all LTA’s. Notable
exceptions are 212Ga2, characterized as low and wet/high and dry with a relatively high proportion of poorly
drained soils, bottomland and plateau landforms, openings, and aspen, including most of Management Area
(MA) 1.0, which emphasizes early successional species. Of note, nearly one-third of the oak type is in
212Gal0 and is abundant along the Allegheny and Clarion river drainages on the steeper, drier slopes.
212Gal0 contains the highest proportions of MA 6.1, 6.2, and 6.4, management areas that tend to emphasize
more mature forest and less young age classes. Thirty percent of unroaded areas also occur in 212Gal0.

Allegheny hardwoods occur more often in the eastern and central part of the ANF, while northern hardwoods
range northward and upland hardwoods are scattered throughout. Conifer and mixed conifer generally make
up < 10% of forest cover within each LTA and tends to occur along stream drainages. Aspen is a very minor
component throughout. Permanent openings make up less than 3% of each LTA. Most of the ANF is in the
21-149 year old age class, with smaller proportions < 21 years old or > 149 years old. Average stream density
is 1.0 mi./sq. mi. The Allegheny Reservoir (~ 8,000 ac.) is the largest impounded body of water within the
ANF. The steepest terrain occurs around the major river valleys of the Allegheny and Clarion Rivers, and
Kinzua and Tionesta Creeks. Unknown roads, those not under Municipal or Forest Service jurisdiction,
account for most of the road miles within the ANF and account for more than half of the road miles within
each LTA. Forest Service road miles make up about 30% of road miles in each LTA. Most of the roads
within the ANF are closed to public use. Areas of high road density are attributed to oil and gas
developments, major towns, and developed recreation areas.

Wildlife habitat relationships were analyzed using a multi-scale approach that looks at trends in landcover
types across the Region, the State and the ANF. Land cover types considered include herbaceous non-forest,
mature deciduous/mixed forest, mature coniferous forest and transitional/early successional forest.
Information presented shows that the ANF is predominantly forested and contains approximately 25% more
mature forest than the State of Pennsylvania and almost twice that of the mid-Atlantic Region, which is
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important for many wildlife species. The condition of the ANF provides ‘core’ forest areas with less human
disturbance than the State or mid-Atlantic region. Additionally, the analysis of LTA’s presented shows that
presently mature forest conditions are well distributed and habitat for species that prefer or require mature
forest conditions predominates in all of the non-water LTA’s on the ANF.

While the amount of forest land in the State has increased, early successional forest has been declining
Statewide since 1965. These trends are similar to those of the Region, which show that the availability of
seedling/sapling habitat has been declining since the 1970’s. The ANF has maintained a smaller, but more
consistent early successional forest component since the late 1980’s. While the ANF contains a larger forest
component than either the State or region, it contains a much smaller non-forest component. Additionally
unlike the State, which contains many large grasslands or openings, most of the existing non-forest habitat on
the ANF occurs as smaller openings <50 acres in size and less than 1% of the ANF occurs as larger openings
greater than 50 acres.

Horizontal and vertical diversity are two structural habitat components that affect wildlife distribution and
use. Vertical diversity has been greatly affected by past and on-going deer browsing and invasive plant
species and is virtually lacking in most areas. Horizontal diversity is relatively low on about one-third of the
forest presently managed to provide predominantly mature forest conditions, late successional habitat, or old
growth. Moderate horizontal diversity occurs on about 61% of the ANF that is currently managed to provide
a predominantly mature forest condition with a mix of young forested size classes.

Management Area 3.0 has the greatest number of perennial stream miles, which is due in part to its size.
Management Area 6.1 has fewer overall perennial stream miles (due in part to size) but contains the most
documented TES species from the nineteen streams surveyed. Finally, the role of fine filter or stand level
considerations related to species with viability concerns will be further evaluated in the Species Viability
Evaluation process.

The largest area of “stewardship lands”or conservation land in Pennsylvania is located in the north-central
region where a stronghold of public lands is located, which includes the ANF. Much of the remainder of the
conserved acreage in PA occurs as small patches, or linear strips along ridge-tops and rivers. As a whole,
stewardship lands play a critical role in conserving Pennsylvania’s plant and animal species. These lands are
important because they provide a high degree of protection from human disturbance and as a result, are
important in maintaining species viability. While the ANF only has jurisdiction over approximately 11% of
the status 1-3 lands statewide, within the eco-region (212Ga — Subsection), the ANF has jurisdiction over
95% of the status 1 lands, 100% of the status 3 lands and 72% of the total conservation land. Other protected
areas include State Conservation Areas: Bioreserve System, Important Mammal Areas (IMA), and Important
Bird Areas (IBA). The ANF has an important role, in terms of providing areas that may be less subject to
modification or disturbance, as well important migratory and breeding habitats.

The current Forest Plan considered a forest to be old growth when it reached 111 years of age or older
(USDA-FS 1986). Subsequently, the Landscape Corridor Proposal (USDA-FS 1995, unpublished) was
developed to address the limitations of using only one criterion, age, to define old growth and to identify areas
that may best represent old growth values and their distribution across the landscape. To date, approximately
20% of the ANF has been identified to be managed to provide late successional and old growth values. Under
the current Forest Plan, approximately 83% of the old growth management lands occur in management areas
whose landscapes will be characterized by predominantly mature/late successional forest conditions with a
continuous canopy and small young-forest component (Landscape Codes 1 & 2). Another 15% of the old
growth management lands are presently being managed to provide a landscape that is predominantly mature,
but has a mix of forest in young age and size classes (Landscape Code 3). While the amount of non-forested
habitat in old growth management lands is similar to that of the entire ANF (2%), the mix of forested cover
types present in old growth management lands differs somewhat from the ANF as a whole. For example, old
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growth management lands contain a larger oak and conifer/mixed hardwood component and a smaller
Allegheny hardwood component than the ANF as a whole. The larger oak component is due to the
predominance of side slopes and plateaus above the Allegheny and Clarion River included in old growth
management lands. Similarly, because old growth management lands include many stream and riparian
corridors, they contain a larger conifer/mixed conifer component. Conversely, because plateaus are a less
dominant landform within those areas, old growth management lands contain a smaller Allegheny hardwood
component than the ANF as a whole. Additionally, lands dominated by Allegheny hardwood forest were not
often selected for management of late successional and future old growth because of species relatively shorter
life span.

While there are no known old growth obligate species, the abundance and diversity of many species have
been found to significantly increase in old growth stands. Approximately 4,000 acres of old growth forest
managed areas occur on the ANF. Although this makes up less than 1% of the total ANF acreage, it
comprises approximately 15% of the total old growth forest managed areas in the State.

A variety of insects, diseases, invasive plants, herbivory, droughts, windstorms, atmospheric deposition and
local site nutrient limitations are affecting forest health on the Allegheny Plateau.

Substantial insect defoliation has occurred since 1985, and the average level of defoliation has substantially
exceeded that which occurred between 1965 and 1985. Cumulative acres defoliated by native and exotic
insects exceed one million acres between 1982 and 2003. The most significant disease affecting forests of the
Allegheny Plateau at higher than normal background rates is beech bark disease complex. The species
richness and abundance of understory vegetation has dramatically declined due to deer herbivory coupled
with invasive plant species. Atmospheric deposition, nutrient loss and lack of natural buffering capacity are
changing the distribution and abundance of some plant and animal species on the Allegheny Plateau. The loss
of open space and wildlife habitats by development is the largest threat to terrestrial and aquatic habitats in
PA. On the ANF, mineral development poses the most significant landuse changes. There are several forest
health threats on the horizon from other exotic insects and diseases such as hemlock woolly adelgid, emerald
ash borer, Asian long-horn beetle, Sirex woodwasp, and sudden oak death.

Key Findings and Management Concerns

The purpose of completing an Ecological Context as part of the Species Viability Evaluation process is to
identify and describe the ecological setting or context within which future management of the ANF will
occur. By looking at ecological conditions from a variety of temporal and spatial scales and perspectives,
forest managers can make informed decisions regarding management of the ANF that provide for multiple
uses while sustaining, maintaining, and restoring ecological structure, function, and processes which are vital
to species viability. This is an important step as it lays out where we have been, where we are at, and where
we need to go in order to provide healthy, functioning ecosystems and abundant, high quality habitat for
animal and plant species to persist in a given area. This also considers the role and importance of the ANF in
contributing to species diversity in larger landscapes. The following key findings and management concerns
were identified during this process.

Key Findings:

o Forest species composition and structure underwent major changes since humans first occupied the
area. Once a vast expanse of relatively undisturbed, old growth northern hardwood forest dominated
by shade tolerant species of hemlock, white pine, American beech, sugar maple, today the second
growth forest is comprised of shade intolerant species of black cherry and red maple. Conifer occurs
in lesser amount and often occurs within the stream drainages.

o The ANF is part of a larger group of conservation lands in north central PA and has jurisdiction over
72% of all conservation lands identified in the Commonwealth.

o Less than 1% of total ANF acreage is considered old growth forest, yet this makes up nearly 15% of
total old growth forest in the Commonwealth.
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Most of the forest is in the mid-successional stages of 21-149 years old. Stands > 149 years old are
lacking. While early successional forest continues to decline statewide, it has been stable on the
ANF, although still a relatively low proportion of the age class distribution. Grasslands and
permanent openings are a relatively small proportion of the ANF and generally small, < 50 ac.

Oak is concentrated along drier slopes and plateaus of major river valleys and is a major forest type in
only a few LTA’s. Much of it occurs in old growth management lands and MA’s that are managed
for late successional habitat.

Important Mammal Areas and Important Bird Areas identified in the ANF are important to
maintaining species diversity statewide.

Forest health on the ANF has been affected by a variety of insects, diseases, invasive plants,
herbivory, droughts, windstorms, atmospheric deposition, and local site nutrient factors. Large areas
of tree mortality from these past and ongoing events are evident, with one of the most striking
conditions being the loss of American beech to beech bark disease.

Vertical diversity and understory development is lacking and negatively affected by high deer
populations. There is moderate horizontal diversity.

High water quality, aquatic species richness, and large forested blocks of core habitat were repeatedly
identified as important contributions the ANF provides to larger regional landscapes.

The ANF has abundant streams, springs and seeps, and several large river valleys, however, lacks
extensive floodplain development due to topography and impoundments on major rivers. A high
proportion of streams have forest cover.

Roads are numerous throughout with non-system, unknown roads making up most of the road miles.
Oil and gas activity is concentrated in several areas and is currently undergoing a period of heavy
expansion and poses the most significant land use change.

Management Concerns:

E-10

Forest health is the most significant management concern in terms of sustaining plant and animal
habitat diversity.

Northern hardwood forest type of shade tolerant species (hemlock, American beech, sugar maple) is
conducive to providing late successional habitat; however, hemlock is being threatened with hemlock
woolly adelgid with grave implications for its survival; beech is plagued with beech bark disease with
widespread mortality; and sugar maple decline and site limitations from leaching of cations affect the
ability of sugar maple to thrive.

The loss of American beech while not only reduces forest cover, impacts wildlife due to the loss of a
hard mast source; while other species may fill the void (oak, ash, cucumber), the ability to maintain
these species is questionable.

Insect and disease control on a large scale; technological limitations; preventative measures needed;
feasibility at landscape scale versus small scale effectiveness.

Impending threats from other exotic pests - emerald ash borer, Asian longhorned beetle, Sirex
woodwasp, and sudden oak death.

There is a desire to maintain the oak forest type. In the absence of adequate regeneration, oak is
gradually replaced by other species such as red maple. Research advances and technology are
working to overcome the challenges of successfully regenerating oak. Oak forest types in
Management Areas that limit access or disturbance can create challenges and limit options to
managing oak in these areas.

There is a need to provide more and maintain the amount of early successional forest (0-20 years old).
There is a need to provide more late successional/old growth habitat (>149 years old) in large blocks
of interior forest habitat, relatively undisturbed with connectivity between core areas.

Maintaining and enhancing conifer forest types with the impending arrival of hemlock wooly adelgid.
Alignment of Management Areas with desired ecological conditions that will allow for flexible and
adaptive management strategies and design criteria to be pursued rather than limit management
options.
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e Multiple resource objectives, high value sawtimber, economic and social impacts.
e Multiple stressors, increasing demand for natural resources from human population increase and use
of resources.
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Appendix B - Viability Decision Tree
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DECISION TREE FOR SPECIES VIABILITY EVALUATION PROCESS

SVE = Species Viability Evaluation; RE = Risk Evaluation

1) Documented Occurrence:
& All species being evaluated must have a documented occurrence within the ANF
proclamation boundary and be recognized by taxonomic experts. There are four levels of
Documented Occurrence:

1) Voucher specimen since 1980 (earlier vouchers may be considered for “Watch
List”, see “Watch List” definition).
2) Refereed journal; Book.

3) Agency reports/technical documentation not published in a refereed journal.
4) Professional knowledge/observation.

2) Is species a federally listed Threatened or Endangered species?

' N

W O

/
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3) Is the species on the Final 10/20/03 RFSS list?

N\
e

Do SVE/RE 4) Is the TNC Rank G1-G3, T1-T3, or N1-N3 OR FWS Candidate

Species OR delisted by FWS in last 5 years. (This is an automatic RFSS criterion
that would add species to our RFSS list).

Y\
&

Do SVE/RE

5) Is the State Rank S1 or S2 (S2/S3 and S3 ranks will be
evaluated if there are viability concerns for the species within the ANF
then complete Risk Evaluation/Species Viability Evaluation longform)
OR PA Status of PE or PT.

& @

Do SVE/RE
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SVE/RE outcomes:

If risk evaluation documents trends towards federally listing of viability
concern within the planning area — Designate as
RFSS

If risk evaluation documents that taxon is not trending towards federal listing
or of viability concern in planning are — Not
Designated as RFSS

6) Is there another reason for concern? (e.g.,
documented concern for a trend toward Federal
listing as threatened or endangered) OR is species a
“questionable” proposed addition to the RFSS list?
Any species that there is new data for a species
depicting a concern for sustainability/viability.

' N

Ve O

v

Discuss and/or
do RE to evaluate need
for SVE long form

7) Is the species proposed for deletion from the RFSS list for the ANF?

VAN

O W

/
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Appendix C - Species Experts Contact List
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The following are contacts where species expert input was provided for Forest Plan Revision. These
meetings are in addition to the public participation process meetings where various steps in the Revision
process were discussed with the general public.

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

July 19, 2003 — State College, PA — Conference — Exploring Pennsylvania’s Invertebrate
Biodiversity — April Moore, Brad Nelson — attended PSU conference talked with several species
experts about “rare” invertebrates that may be present on the ANF and the status of state lists of rare
invertebrates.

October 15, 2003 — Warren, PA — Meeting with Carnegie Museum of Natural History staff: Robert
Davidson, John E. Rawlins, James W. Fetzner Jr., and Chen Young, Brad Nelson, April Moore, Brent
Pence — discussed the SVE process and the invertebrate data that has been collected on the ANF
under a Challenge Cost Share Agreement.

November 1, 2003 — Harrisburg, PA — PBS Vascular Plant Technical Committee — April Moore —
discussed the status of the FP Revision process and the SVE process.

January 14, 2004 — Warren, PA — Meeting with Ralph Harnishfeger from Lock Haven University —
surveys of historic locations of the Appalachian cottontail on the ANF.

January 22, 2004 — State College, PA — PA Biological Survey Steering Committee — Brad Nelson —
discussed the status of the FP Revision process and the intent to solicit species expert input from the
various technical committees of PABS. Made presentation to whole committee.

January 23, 2004 — Warren, PA — Meeting with Christine Manville (lichen/Bryophyte expert) —
April Moore and Brad Nelson — discussed lichen list for ANF, possibility for more lichen surveys for
ANF.

March 6, 2004 — Harrisburg, PA — PBS Vascular Plant Technical Committee — April Moore — gave a
presentation on the process of narrowing the list of plants with viability concerns on the ANF and
asked for feedback on process, species missing from the list and species that should be added to the
evaluation list.

April 30, 2004 - State College, PA — Ornithological Technical Committee Mtg of the PA Biological
Survey — Scott Reitz and Brad Nelson — Scott gave a presentation on the process of narrowing the list
of bird species with viability concerns.

July 15, 2004 — Warren, PA - Corry Turbin (rattlesnake expert)- Scott Reitz, September Wilhelm,
Brad Nelson, Gary Kolesar, and others. Meeting to discuss rattlesnake surveys being conducted on
the ANF by PFBC and opportunities to coordinate survey efforts and share data.

August 12, 2004 — Harrisburg, PA — PA Biological Survey Steering Committee — Brad Nelson —
talked with several species experts.

October 1, 2004 — State College — Ornithological Technical Committee — Scott Reitz discussed status
of several bird species and viability process.

October 1, 2004 — State College, PA — Reptile and Amphibian Technical Committee — Pam Thurston
and Brad Nelson — presentation on narrowing the list of amphibians and reptiles to the ones with
viability concerns.

October 2, 2004 - Kings Gap Environmental Center near Harrisburg, PA — Brad Nelson —
presentation on narrowing the mammal list to the ones with viability concerns.

October 6, 2004 — Ridgway, PA Brad Nelson met with Mark Banker (Ruffed Grouse Society) to
discuss specific wildlife species and their use of early and late successional habitats.

October 20, 2004 — Forestry Sciences Lab. Brad Nelson presented update of Plan Revision process
with details on SVE. April Moore and Scott Reitz were also present. Talked with Linda Ordiway,
Scott Stoleson and Todd Ristau specifically.

March 19, 2005 - Presentation to PA Chapter, The Wildlife Society in State College, PA. on SVE
process and species with viability concerns by Brad Nelson. Jeanne Hickey and April Moore were
also in attendance.
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17. March 31,2005 — Chapman Dam State Park. Met with Cal Butchkoski and Greg Turner from PGC
to discuss management of Northern Flying Squirrel.

18. May 20, 2005 — Ornithological Technical Committee, Clarion, PA. Informal discussions with
committee members.

19. December 27, 2005 — Pam Thurston met with Bob Zumstein — PA Fish and Boat Commission —
Amphibians and Reptiles.

20. February 28, 2006 — Pam Thurston met with Rob Chochran PA Game Commission — Timber
rattlesnake.
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Appendix D — Species by Broad Habitat
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Viability Outcomes

For each Species Viability Evaluation, a viability outcome was determined. The viability outcome is a
judgment, based on scientific information found in the literature and from discussion with taxonomic experts.
The viability outcome should be thought of as an index of the capability of the environment to support
population abundance and distribution, but not as an actual prediction of population occurrence, size, density
or other demographic characteristics. A scale of five viability outcome levels was developed for use by
Eastern Region National Forests for summarizing the existing conditions in the planning area and to
document the species distribution, population trend, life history needs and threats. We used the following
outcome scales 1) to summarize existing conditions on National Forest System lands in the proclamation
boundary; and 2) to summarize existing conditions on all lands within the in the proclamation boundary. Itis
important to note that the concept of ecological conditions, distribution and quality must be based on the
knowledge of the species distributional range and life history. For example, some species may have received a
viability outcome level of D or E. The reader must realize that many plants, reptiles, amphibians, fishes,
mussels, and insects occur in a localized or patchy distribution, and thus would never occur in the conditions
described in outcome levels A, B, or C.

Viability outcomes based on Allegheny National Forest System Lands

Outcome A. Suitable ecological conditions are broadly distributed and of high abundance across the historical
range of the species within the planning area. The combination of distribution and abundance of ecological
conditions provides opportunity for continuous or nearly continuous intraspecific interactions for the species.

Outcome B. Suitable ecological conditions are either broadly distributed or of high abundance across the
historical range of the species within the planning area, but there are gaps where suitable ecological
conditions are absent or only present in low abundance. However, the disjunct areas of suitable ecological
conditions are typically large enough and close enough to permit dispersal among subpopulations and
potentially to allow the species to interact as a metapopulation across its historical range within the planning
area.

Outcome C. Suitable ecological conditions are distributed frequently as patches and/or exist at low
abundance. Gaps where suitable ecological conditions are either absent, or present in low abundance, are
large enough that some subpopulations are isolated, limiting opportunity for species interactions. There is
opportunity for subpopulations in

most of the species range to interact as a metapopulation, but some subpopulations are so disjunct or of such
low density that they are essentially isolated from other populations. For species for which this is not the
historical condition, reduction in populations overall species range from historical within the planning area
may have resulted from

this isolation.

Outcome D. Suitable ecological conditions are frequently isolated and/or exist at very low abundance. While
some of the subpopulations associated with these ecological conditions may be self-sustaining, there is
limited opportunity for population interactions among many of the suitable environmental patches. For
species for which this is not the historical condition within the planning area, reduction in overall species
range from historical condition within the planning area may have resulted from this isolation.

Outcome E. Suitable ecological conditions are highly isolated and exist at very low abundance, with little or
no possibility of population interactions among suitable environmental patches, resulting in strong potential
for extirpations within many of the patches, and little likelihood of re-colonization of such patches. There has
likely been a
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reduction in overall species range from historical within the planning area, except for some rare, local
endemics that may have persisted in this condition since the historical period.

Viability outcomes based on all lands within the Allegheny National Forest
proclamation boundary (i.e., the cumulative effects analysis area)

Outcome A. The combination of environmental and population conditions provides opportunity for the
species to be broadly distributed and of high abundance across its historical range within the cumulative
effects analysis area. There is potential for continuous or nearly continuous intraspecific interactions at high
population size.

Outcome B. The combination of environmental and population conditions provide opportunity for the species
to be broadly distributed and/or of high abundance across its historical range within the cumulative effects
analysis area, but there are gaps where

populations are potentially absent or present only in low density as a result of environmental or population
conditions. However, the disjunct areas of higher potential population density are typically large enough and
close enough to other subpopulations to permit dispersal among subpopulations and potentially to allow the
species to interact as a metapopulation across its historical range within the cumulative effects analysis area.

Outcome C. The combination of environmental and population conditions restrict the potential distribution of
the species, which is characterized by patchiness and/or areas of low abundance. Gaps where the likelihood of
population occurrence is low or zero are large enough that some subpopulations are isolated, limiting
opportunity for species interactions. There is opportunity for subpopulations in most of the species range to
interact as a metapopulation, but some subpopulations are so disjunct or of such low density that they are
essentially isolated from other populations. For species for which this is not the historical condition within the
planning area, reduction in overall species range from historical condition may have resulted from this
isolation.

Outcome D. The combination of environmental and population conditions restrict the potential distribution of
the species, which is characterized by areas with high potential for population isolation and/or very low
potential abundance. While some of these subpopulations may be self-sustaining, gaps where the likelihood of
population occurrence is low or zero are large enough that there is limited opportunity for interactions among
them. For species for which this is not the historical condition within the planning area, reduction in overall
species range from historical has likely resulted from this isolation.

Outcome E. The combination of environmental and population conditions restricts the potential distribution
of the species, which is characterized by high levels of isolation and very low potential abundance. Gaps
where the likelihood of population occurrence is

low or zero are large enough there is little or no possibility of interactions, strong potential for extirpations,
and little likelihood of recolonization. There has likely been a reduction in overall species range from
historical within the planning area, except for some rare, local endemics that may have persisted in this
condition since the historical period.

Alternative Changes in Outcomes

Outcomes do not change by alternative for species that utilize primarily mid to late structural oak habitat,
aquatic habitats, riparian/wetland habitats and grassland/seedling/sapling habitats. While there are no species
outcomes that will be reduced under any alternative as a result of proposed Forest activities, implementation
of Alternative D will improve the viability outcome for the timber rattlesnake and northern flying squirrel.
Improved viability for these species will occur under Alternative D due to 1) fewer Forest Service roads, 2)
fewer miles of motorized trail, 3) improved landscape connectivity and core habitat, and 4) increased
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availability of preferred late structural and remote. Collectively these changes are expected to create more
suitable ecological conditions and help to facilitate dispersal and interaction amount subpopulations. This
anticipated improvement in viability will not occur under Alternatives A-C.

Individual Species Outcomes

Mammals

Indiana bat — Habitat for this Federally endangered bat is plentiful on the ANF although only two
occurrences have been documented within the proclamation boundary over an eight year period of mist
netting. Optimal foraging and roosting habitat occurs across the landscape when canopy closure is between
50% and 80%. Under all alternatives at least 67% of the ANF is optimal roosting and foraging habitat.
Snags in various size classes are abundant on the ANF. At least thirty five percent of the ANF contains
suitable quantities of snags for Indiana bats (Morin et al. 2006).

Suitable ecological conditions for the Indiana bat are broadly distributed across the ANF, allowing the species
to disperse and interact across its range. Viability outcome B is appropriate for direct and indirect, short term
and long term outcomes for all alternatives for this bat.

Northern Flying Squirrel — Habitat for this rare species is mature hemlock and mixed conifer/hardwood
forests usually in association with a water source such as a stream. Only one occurrence has been
documented within the proclamation boundary but nest box surveys are continuing. Suitable ecological
conditions for this species are distributed frequently but gaps exist where ecological conditions are absent
resulting in isolation of some subpopulations which limit species interactions. Under Alternatives A, B, and
C these conditions persist resulting in a viability outcome of C. Under Alternative D, late structural habitat
conditions are well connected across the landscape with 25% of National Forest lands emphasizing
connectivity (MA 2.2). Late structural forests comprise about 35% of National Forest lands by 2060. Under
Alternative D the viability outcome improves from C to B.

Birds

Bald Eagle — Although potentially suitable nesting habitat is available along the Allegheny Reservoir and
Allegheny and Clarion Rivers, because of this species sensitivity to disturbance, the availability of nesting
habitat is considered somewhat limited and the current viability for this species is outcome C. Forest-wide
design criteria will ensure that all known eagle nests and known roosts are protected under all alternatives.
Although impacts from recreation use and oil and gas development may impact this species or its habitat on
National Forest, state and private land, because eagle populations on the ANF have been increasing in the face
of similar increases in the past, neither species abundance or available habitat are expected to be reduced to a
level that would further reduce the interaction of sup-populations.

Black-throated Blue Warbler — Although habitat for this species is widespread across the forest, higher
breeding densities and reproduction occurs on sites that contain a dense shrub layer. Because decades of over
browsing by deer have severely limited this habitat, preferred shrub nesting sites are widely scattered across
the Forest and the viability outcome for this species is B. Although there will be some reduction in suitable
mature forest due to timber harvest on private, State and National Forest lands, the availability of potentially
suitable habitat will not be reduced. Also the deer herd has been declining on the Forest in recent years and
this is expected to continue. For these reasons, the short and long-term viability for this species is not
expected to change under any alternative
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Osprey — Because there are only three known nests and suitable habitat is restricted to only a few areas on the
ANF, the present viability outcome for this species is C. Although this species could be affected on private or
State lands, known nests on National Forest will be protected. Also based on past monitoring, it is not
anticipated that future use of suitable habitat will increase to levels that would adversely affect nesting or
further limit species interactions. As a result, the short and long-term viability for this species is not expected
to change under any alternative

Cerulean Warbler — On the ANF this species is closely tied to suitable oak and riverine forest. Because the
distribution of preferred habitat is somewhat limited, the present viability outcome for this species is B.
While mature forest nesting habitat will be reduced somewhat on all lands within the proclamation boundary,
nesting densities for this species are expected to increase due to proposed timber harvest under all
alternatives. Although this may increase cerulean warbler numbers locally and the availability of suitable and
optimum habitat will vary by alternative, the viability outcome for this species is not expected to change
under any alternative.

Henslow’s Sparrow — This species is an obligate of large grasslands and because this habitat exists at very
low abundance and is greatly isolated, the present viability outcome for this species is D. The viability this
species is limited largely by the distribution of viable populations and although large grasslands and suitable
nesting habitat for this species will be maintained under all alternatives, the viability is not expected to
change.

Golden-winged Warbler — The viability of this species is limited largely by the distribution of viable
populations and because all alternatives will maintain the presence of suitable habitat, the viability of this
species is not expected to change.

Great Blue Heron — Although habitat for this species is widespread, this species is very sensitive to
disturbance and there are few known rookeries on the ANF. As a result there are gaps in suitable nest habitat
that may be large enough to limit species interactions and the current viability of this species is outcome B.
Although this species or its habitat could be adversely affected on private and State lands, known nests and
associated post-fledgling habitat on National Forest System lands will be protected under all alternatives. As
a result, and considering the distribution and abundance of suitable habitat is not expected to be reduced to a
level that would further isolate sub-populations this species, the short and long-term viability for this species
is not expected to change under any alternative

Northern Goshawk - Although habitat for the northern goshawk is widely distributed on the ANF, largely
because of its sensitivity to disturbance and somewhat limited population distribution, the current viability for
this species is Outcome B. While timber harvest can reduce habitat suitability for this species, projected
levels of harvest will be similar to past and current conditions. However projected levels of oil and gas
development are expected to double within the cumulative effects area by 2060. Also much of this new
development will be of an intensity level that creates unsuitable or marginally suitable nesting conditions for
the northern goshawk. As a result it is anticipated that by 2060 outcome C will better reflect the viability of
this species, because the abundance of preferred ecological conditions will be reduced, possibly limiting
interactions with some sub-populations.

Red-shouldered Hawk — Red-shouldered hawk nesting has been documented across the Forest. Although
suitable habitat is widespread and sub-populations can interact, due to this species sensitivity to disturbance,
there are gaps in suitable habitat and the current viability of this species is outcome B. Although this species
or its habitat could be adversely affected on private and State lands, known nests and associated
foraging/post-fledgling habitat on National Forest System lands will be protected under all alternatives. As a
result, and considering the distribution and abundance of suitable habitat is not expected to be reduced to a
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level that would further isolate sub-populations, the short and long-term viability for this species is not
expected to change under any alternative.

Raven — Although habitat for this species is abundant and well distributed, because there are few documented
nest sites on the ANF and considering preferred rock outcropping nest habitat is widely scattered, the current
viability for this species is outcome B. While this species or its habitat could be adversely affected on private
and State lands, known nests and sites providing preferred nesting habitat will be protected on National Forest
System lands under all alternatives. As a result, and considering the distribution and abundance of suitable
habitat is not expected to be reduced to a level that would isolate sub-populations this species, the short and
long-term viability for this species is not expected to change under any alternative.

Swainson’s Thrush — Although conifer and preferred habitat is well distributed, this species has only been
documented on approximately 20% of the sites surveyed on the ANF and the current viability for this species
is Outcome B. Although the Swainson’s thrush tolerates and even prefers second growth forest and edge, it is
considered an obligate of conifer and mixed/conifer forest and is strongly associated with riparian/wetland
habitat. It is anticipated that wetland and riparian habitat will be protected on National Forest System lands
both in the short and long term. Although some loss of this habitat would be expected on private lands, the
distribution of available wetland/riparian habitat is not expected to change. The long-term (2060) change in
viability for this species within the cumulative effects analysis area is directly related to the potential loss of
Forest-wide conifer as a result of infestation of the Hemlock Wholly Adelgid (HWA\). It is anticipated that by
2060, 50% of existing hemlock could be lost on both National Forest and State and private lands within the
proclamation boundary. As a result and considering this species requirement for conifer, it is anticipated that
by 2060 outcome C will better reflect the viability of this species, because preferred habitat will occur
primarily as patches or exist at low abundance, possibly limiting interactions with some sub-populations.

Yellow-bellied Flycatcher — Due to the highly specified habitat requirements for this species, and
considering the ANF is on the edge of this species’ range and only receives occasional or incidental use, the
present viability for this species is outcome E. The viability of this species on the Forest is limited largely by
the distribution of viable populations and although all alternatives will maintain the presence of suitable
habitat, and protect known nests, the viability of this species is not expected to change under any alternative.

Fishes, Mussels and Invertebrates

Suitable habitat for these species will be protected through Forest Plan standards and guidelines and site-
specific mitigation measures during project planning. Although there may be some changes on State and
private lands, these changes are not expected to result in a change in viability for any species.

Reptiles and Amphibians

Timber Rattlesnake — There is currently suitable denning, foraging and basking sites on the ANF but they
are broadly distributed and the species is uncommon. Due to a higher level of timber harvest and a projected
higher level of oil and gas development on national forest lands by 2060, gaps could occur in suitable habitat
(Alt. A, B & C). The combination of environmental and population conditions could restrict the potential
distribution of this species, creating a high potential for isolation. This is possible to occur under Alt. A,
Cumulative 2060 due to the higher timber harvest activities combined with high levels of oil and gas
exploration on national forests, state forests and private lands. Conversely, because Alt. D provides for a
higher quantity of corridor and unroaded areas, fewer timber harvest activities, less early structural habitat and
fewer acres of IUAS, more opportunities for species distribution will be retained.

Wood Turtle and Eastern Box Turtle — Suitable ecological conditions, in the form of riparian corridors,
streams and mature forest, are widely distributed across the forest. Mitigations will be implemented to protect,
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restore or enhance riparian conditions under all Alternatives on National Forest Lands. These mitigations will
help to retain habitat for this species. Cumulative conditions under all alternatives would remain the same on
National Forest Lands but are unknown for private and other agency lands. While riparian areas on private
lands may not be directly affected, there may be more indirect effects if developments of oil and gas and
structures increase. In addition, the home range of this species is relatively small so it is sensitive to habitat
destruction.

Jefferson Salamander — This species primary habitat is fishless vernal pools which are generally not
abundant and widely distributed across the landscape. This habitat feature is protected on National Forest
lands. Small ponds are not an abundant feature so if one is destroyed a population of salamanders may not
have successful breeding for 1 to several seasons. The private lands surrounding the ANF are not expected to
experience development in the foreseeable future.

Four-toed Salamander — This species is especially vulnerable to degradation of habitat specifically wooded
vernal pools. A combination of environmental and population conditions restrict the potential distribution of
this species. Due to the small home ranges utilized by this species, some subpopulations are so disjunct or of
such low density that they are essentially isolated from other populations. The implementation of mitigations
to protect vernal pools proposed under Alternatives B, C and D will protect this habitat type on National
Forest lands.

Coal SKkink - Suitable ecological conditions to support viable populations of coal skinks are distributed as
patches or exist at low abundance. Surveys are required for this species under Alternatives B, C and D, in
suitable habitat or where there have been documented sightings. Although combinations of these habitat
features are uncommon, this species is more mobile and less susceptible to isolation than other species with
small home ranges.

Plants

Of the 23 plant species evaluated with viability concerns none change viability by alternative or by length of
effect (Short —term 2020, Long-term 2060). However, all 23 plant’s outcomes changed to ‘D’ when
cumulative effects where considered.

American fever-few - Species has a low abundance on the ANF due in part to edge of range effects. Threats
to this species include: over-collection of plants or plant parts for medicinal uses and aesthetics, encroachment
by woody vegetation and invasive herbaceous plant species, habitat alteration — from nutrient enrichment or
habitat conversion to roads, gravel pits, or trails. Site specific mitigation measures would be implemented for
threats and/or impacts from FS management activities. The cumulative outcome decreased since populations
are near residences and vulnerable to removal, trampling, mowing, housing development and impacts from
ATV use or land conversion from oil and gas development.

American ginseng - Habitat is well distributed across the planning area, however the species has a low
abundance due in part to collection/harvest and deer browse. Threats to this species include habitat alteration
from vegetation management, invasive plant species. Site specific mitigation measures would be
implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS management activities. The cumulative outcome decreased
due to collection/overcollection on non-federal lands and oil and gas development on both federal and non-
federal lands.

American yew - Habitat is well distributed across the planning area, however the species has a low

abundance due in large part to historic deer browse. Threats to this species include habitat alteration due to
vegetation management and invasive plant species. Site specific mitigation measures would be implemented
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for threats and/or impacts from FS management activities. The cumulative outcome decreased due to threats
from hemlock wooly adelgid and oil and gas development.

Bartram Shadbush - Species has a low abundance and suitable habitat is patchy on the ANF based in part on
habitat characteristics. Threats to this species include deer browse and invasive plant species. Site specific
mitigation measures would be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS management activities. The
cumulative outcome decreased due to threats from hemlock wooly adelgid and oil and gas development.

Boreal bog sedge - Species has a low abundance and suitable habitat is patchy on the ANF based in part on
habitat characteristics. Threats to this species include habitat alteration from disturbance associated with road
runoff, limestone surfacing, changes in local hydrology, and invasive plant species. Site specific mitigation
measures would be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS management activities. The cumulative
outcome decreased due to threats from oil and gas development.

Bristly black currant - Threats to this species include vegetation management (complete canopy removal),
trampling, soil compaction, deer browse, changes in local hydrology, and invasive plant species. Site specific
mitigation measures would be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS management activities. The
cumulative outcome decreased due to threats from oil and gas development.

Butternut - Species has a low abundance on the ANF due in part to edge of range effects and occupied
habitat here is a little different than throughout its range. Here it occurs in floodplain, lowland locations,
other parts of its range it is a more upland species. It is a shade intolerant species. Threats to this species
include change in local hydrology, lack of scour to open understory (along the Allegheny River), and invasive
plants. The cumulative outcome decreased due to impacts from butternut canker which is considered the
greatest impact to this species.

Checkered Rattlesnake plantain - Species has a low abundance on the ANF due in part to edge of range
effects. Threats to this species include vegetation management (complete canopy removal), trampling, soil
compaction, deer browse, changes in local hydrology, and invasive plant species. Site specific mitigation
measures would be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS management activities. The cumulative
outcome decreased due to threats from hemlock wooly adelgid and oil and gas development.

Creeping Snowberry - Suitable habitat is patchy on the ANF. Threats to this species include habitat
alteration from vegetation management (complete canopy removal), trampling, soil compaction, deer browse,
changes in local hydrology, and invasive plant species. Site specific mitigation measures would be
implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS management activities. The cumulative outcome decreased
due to threats from hemlock wooly adelgid and oil and gas development.

Hooker's orchid - Species has a low abundance on the ANF due in part to edge of range effects. Threats to
this species include vegetation management (complete canopy removal), trampling, soil compaction, deer
browse, changes in local hydrology, and invasive plant species. Site specific mitigation measures would be
implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS management activities. The cumulative outcome decreased
due to threats from hemlock wooly adelgid and oil and gas development.

Kidney-leaved twayblade - Species has a low abundance on the ANF due in part to edge of range effects.
Threats to this species include habitat alteration due to vegetation management, loss of Rhododendron,
invasive plant species, changes in local hydrology, road runoff, limestone surfacing, etc. Site specific
mitigation measures would be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS management activities. The
cumulative outcome decreased due to threats from hemlock wooly adelgid and oil and gas development.
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Mountain starwort - Species has a low abundance and suitable habitat is patchy on the ANF based in part on
habitat characteristics. Threats to this species include habitat alteration from disturbance associated with road
runoff, limestone surfacing, changes in local hydrologic regimes, invasive plant species. Site specific
mitigation measures would be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS management activities.
Suitable habitat also occurs within the mapped riparian corridor overlay and Wild and Scenic River sections.
The cumulative outcome decreased due to threats from hemlock wooly adelgid and oil and gas development.

Mountain Wood Fern - Threats to this species include habitat alteration from vegetation management,
trampling, and invasive plant species. Site specific mitigation measures would be implemented for threats
and/or impacts from FS management activities. The cumulative outcome decreased due to threats from
hemlock wooly adelgid and oil and gas development.

Northeastern bulrush - This species has a small range, northeastern U.S. The amount and distribution of
suitable habitat within the planning area is unknown. Potential threats to this species include habitat
alteration, soil compaction, changes in local hydrology, road runoff, limestone road surfacing, and invasive
species. Site specific mitigation measures would be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS
management activities. The cumulative outcome decreased due to threats from housing development and oil
and gas development.

Queen-of-the-prairie - Species has a low abundance and suitable habitat is patchy on the ANF based in part
on habitat characteristics. Threats to this species include habitat alteration from disturbance associated with
road maintenance, road runoff, limestone surfacing, changes in local hydrology, and invasive plant species.
Site specific mitigation measures would be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS management
activities. The cumulative outcome decreased due to threats from non-forest service road management and oil
and gas development.

Red currant - Threats to this species include vegetation management (complete canopy removal), trampling,
soil compaction, deer browse, changes in local hydrology, and invasive plant species. Site specific mitigation
measures would be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS management activities. The cumulative
outcome decreased due to threats from hemlock wooly adelgid and oil and gas development.

Rough cotton grass - Suitable habitat on the ANF is patchy. Threats to this species include trampling, soil
compaction, changes in local hydrology, and invasive plant species. Site specific mitigation measures would
be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS management activities. The cumulative outcome
decreased due to threats from and oil and gas development.

Small Whorled Pogonia - This species has a large range, but is sparse and isolated throughout. Suitable
habitat is well distributed throughout the planning area; however, there are no known occurrences of this
species. Threats to this species include vegetation management, soil compaction, deer browse, changes in
local hydrology, and invasive species. The cumulative outcome decreased due to threats from the loss of a
mature American beech forest component from beech bark disease and habitat alteration or conversion due to
oil and gas development.

Stalked bulrush - Species has a low abundance and suitable habitat is patchy on the ANF based in part on
habitat characteristics. Threats to this species include habitat alteration from disturbance associated with road
maintenance, road runoff, limestone surfacing, changes in local hydrology, and invasive plant species. Site
specific mitigation measures would be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS management
activities. Suitable habitat occurs within the mapped riparian corridor overlay and Wild and Scenic River
sections. The cumulative outcome decreased due to threats from housing and oil and gas development.
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Sweet-scented Indian Plantain - Species has a low abundance and suitable habitat is patchy on the ANF
based in part on habitat characteristics. Threats to this species include habitat alteration from disturbance
associated with road runoff, limestone surfacing, changes in local hydrologic regimes, and invasive plant
species. Site specific mitigation measures would be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS
management activities. Suitable habitat occurs within the mapped riparian corridor overlay and Wild and
Scenic River sections. The cumulative outcome decreased due to threats from housing and oil and gas
development.

Thread Rush - Species has a low abundance and suitable habitat is patchy based in part on habitat
characteristics. Threats to habitat include fluctuating water level in the Allegheny Reservoir, and invasive
plant species. Site specific mitigation measures would be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS
management activities. The cumulative outcome decreased due to threats from the fluctuating water levels in
the Allegheny Reservoir.

White trout-lily - Threats to abundance include collection/picking, habitat alteration from vegetation
management, nutrient enrichment, trampling, changes in local hydrology, deer herbivory, and invasive plant
species. Site specific mitigation measures would be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS
management activities. The cumulative outcome decreased due to threats from housing and oil and gas
development.

Wiegand's sedge - Suitable habitat on the ANF is patchy. Threats to abundance include trampling, soil
compaction, changes in local hydrology, and invasive plant species. Site specific mitigation measures would
be implemented for threats and/or impacts from FS management activities. The cumulative outcome
decreased due to threats from and oil and gas development.

E-33



ve-3

o

o

o

o

(@)

(@)

(@)

o

lapueweles paol-ino4

O

o

lapuewejes uosiayar

3|1N] xog uJaiseq

B[N} POOM

0|0(0|0

mO(0|0

nmm|oO

nmm|oO

O(0[|0|0

o000 O

000

0|00

oo O

o000 ©O

[aa] fan] fa]

9)eussmel lsqui |

S3Tl1d3d

L

L

L

(1]

(1]

L

L

L

L

12U21e9A]) PaI|ag-MOJIaA

ysnuyl s,uosurems

mm

mm

mm

—

uaney

mimiA

mmm

mmm

mn(m|O

mmm

oMo

mmm

0] [a} (@]

}Mey palapjnoys-pay

}meysob ulayuoN

uolay an|q 1ealn

O(m|O

(@] faa}fan]

[a]aa]fan]

Aln|m

nmo

(@] faa]fan]

(@] [aa}[an]

(@] faa] fan]

O(m|O

Aln|m

A|m(m

A|m(m

O(m|O

(@] faa] fan] foa}

(@] faa] fan] foa}

QoMM

O |||

lajqrem pabuim uspjoo

molreds s,mo|suaH

19]qJepn uesjnia)

Aa1dsQ

mom|iAa

mno|mAa

mno|mAa

mo|m|iAa

oA

oA

no|mAa

[aa] (@) [aa} [m]

mno|mAa

mOo|m|A

oA

no(mAa

no|mAa

no|mAa

no|mAa

noOo(m|Aa

—A(M (N[O

Ja|0e ) BN|g pareoIyl-yoe|g

O

o

O

o

]

O]

O]

O]

o

O

o

o

O]

O]

O]

O

a|be3 preg

Sadid

[21inbs Buik4 "N

mAa

mm

mm

m|iAa

m|iAa

2] (@]

mno

mnAa

d
d

mno

mno

aa) (@]

aa] [a]

mno

m|O

Teq euelpu|

STIVINNVIN

090¢
wno

020¢
wno

090¢

020¢

090¢
wno

0c0o¢
wno

090¢

0c0¢

090¢
wno

020¢
wno

090¢

020¢

090¢
wno

0c0¢ wno

090¢

0c0¢

v

1\

d
1\

Vv IV

reyqgeH Arewnd

saloads

Saw0d1NQO

"aAINRUIR] Y AQ SBW02INO Wd ] 140ys pue Buo sa1oads :z3 sjgel

uonenjeas AljIgelA sa19ads 13 xipuaddy




Ge-4

Janids|aay a1y

abpusalyl

xoqynus

asoudaays

20101d punoy

ueaq-paley

moqurey

100}S)qQeY

[I”Ys|PM "N

pljosbuo

Janids|eay a8i1d

allalialalialialia]l[a][a]a}[a]]a]

01Q|Q]0]10|0|0[alo|o|alo

NOONNM(O|O|n(m|O|m

NOONNM(O|O|m(m|O|m

alialialialla]l[al{a]a]iala][a]la]

(Olial{al(ol{O][G][(G][a](G)(G)[a}(®

(00] (@) (@] [aa} [aa}[an} [an] (@] fan] [an] (@) faa]

(00} (@) (@] [aa} [aa}[an} [an] (@) fan] [an] (@) faa]

allaliallalialialia]l[a][a]a}[a]]a]

01Q|Q]0]10|0|0[alo|o|alo

NOONNM(M|O|n(m|O|m

NOONNM(O|O|M(m|O|m

alialialialla]l[al{a]a]iala][a]la]

(Oliallal(ol{O][G][(G][a](G)(G)[a}(®

NOO|NMOOOMm|O(m

MOOMOOMmMO(mO|m

(sp2 el Kool Kerll Kool orll Kool Kopll Kool Kool Nepl Kool

[1”Ysanio

ST3SSNIN

Jauep aouedaddi)

Jauep panods

wopew ‘N

wopew IN

Aaidwre| yoouq 1IN

lalrep peaybuo

gnyo |aneIn

18uep 119

1alrep jauueyd

100.ng

O[a[0]0|0|0[0|0|0|0|0

010000000000

(] [a]yan)yan] faa]an]yan]faa] faa]yan] faa]

[aa] [a]yan)yan] faa]fan]yan]faa] faa]yan] fua]

O[Q|0|0[0[0|0]0[0[|0|0

O[Q|0|0[0[0|0|0[0[|0|0

(aa]lya] fan] faa] faafan] faa} faa]fan]an]faa}

(aa]lya] fan} faa] faafan] fan] faa]fan]an]foa}

O[a[0|0|0|0[0]|0|0|0|0

010000000000

[aa] [a]yan)yan] faa]fan]yan]faa] faa]an] fas]

[aa] [a]yan)yan] faa]an]yan]faa] faa]yan] fus]

O[Q|0|0[0[0|0|0[0[|0|0

O[Q|0|0[0[0|0|0[0[|0|0

(aa]lya] fan}faa] faafan] fan} Faa{an]fan]faa}

NONMNOO|mM(o(|m|m

(er] Kerll Kool Kopll Kool Kool Kool Kapll Kool Kopll Koo}

la1iep 1sealqan|g

S3HSIH

O

O

o

O

()

()

O

O

O

0)

o

O

()

()

()

O

N

UDIS (20D

P.Ju0d S3711d3y

090¢
wno

0c0¢
wn)

090¢

020¢

0902
wno

0c0¢
wno

090¢

020¢

090¢
wn)

0c0¢
wn)

090¢

020¢

0902
wno

0c0¢ wny

090¢

020¢

i\

v

d
i\

v
v

1engeH Arewud

sa10ads

Sawod1NQ0

"aAIN_UIR|Y AQ SBW02INO W8] 10ys pue buo sa10ads :(p,1uo)) 23 8|gel

uonenjea3 AljIgeIA sa19ads 3 xipuaddy




9¢-4

urejueld axeusajRI palaxdayDd

O

nuianng

[a]la)

[a]la)

o0

[a]fa)

[a]fa)

OO

O)|®)

[a]la)

[a]la)

OO

Ol0

[a]fa)

[a]fa)

0|0

)@

uelNd Yoe|g Apsug

abpas boq [ealog

ysngpeys weieg

MaA uedLIBWY

Buasuib uesuswy

allapialiagial

allapialiagial

O|jm O (O |O

Ol [O |O |O |O

[al/ajialyialia)

[al/apialyiayial

Ol (O |O |O

Olm |0 |O (O

allapialiagial

[alapialyianial

Ol (O |O |O

O|jm |0 (O |O

[al/apialyialial

[aliapialyiayial

O |O (O |O

Ol (O |O |O

108 Ko I o B I S S

MBJ-18A8) UedlBWY

S1INVd

reignjd eigaz

uoBelpuns sis|yn

presaws pajrel-his

|oswrep ainjosay

lreign|o spidey

laulep pare||@20

[rexgnio payoeisniy

['e1qn|o pue|piiN

[relaxeus aurey

[rexgnpo uoodreH

Ol0[0O]|0]0|0[0]|0]|0|0|0

NONOOO@O@OmO|0|m

NOOONOOMO(O|m0

NONOOO@O@OmO|O|m

O|O[O]|O]0|0[0|0]|0|0|0O

NO@OON@OAOMO(O|0

NOOON@MOO(O|m

NO@OON@OAOMO(O|0

OlO[O]|0|0|0[0]|0]|0|0O|0

OOOONOOMO(O|m

NONOOO@O@OmO|O|m

NOOON@OOMO(O|m

OlO[O]|O0]0|0[0|0]|0|0|0O

NO@OONM@OAOMO(O|0

NOOOO@O@OmO|O|m

NONOOM@O@OmO|O|m

(sp2Kerl Kerl Kool Kool Kool Kool Kool Kool Kool Hop)

[rexgn|o paoe)-usalo)

S31vVdd31d3ANI

090¢
wn)

020¢
wn)

090¢

0c0¢

090¢
wno

0c0¢
wn)

090¢

020¢

090¢
wno

0c0¢
wn)

090¢

0c0¢

090¢
wn)d

020cZ wny

090¢

020¢

UV

UV

d
UV

A
UV

1engeH Arewud

sal0ads

Saw021N0

"aAIN_UIR|Y AQ SBW02INO W8] 10ys pue buo sa10ads :(p,1uo)) 23 8|gel

uonenjeas AljIgelA sa19ads 13 xipuaddy




LE-3

abpas s,puebaipn

Al inoay anym

ysny pealyL

[a)lalyIakya)

[a)}alyIakya)

0o |0 |O

OO0 |0 |O

[alialyialyial

[aliagialyia

OO0 |O |O

OO0 |0 |O

aljalialpial

[alalyakya)

0o |0 |O

0o |0 |O

Q|0 (o (A

alialyialyial

0|0 |0 (O

OO0 |O |O

urejueld UeIpU| PBIUBIS-19BMS

ysniing pajyeis

[a)a]

[a)a]

mno

m(o

[alfa)

[a]la]

mno

2] (@]

[alla)

[a)a]

Mo

m(o

[a]la]

[a]fa)

2] (@]

mno

eluobod pajioym [lews

sselb-uonod ybnoy

uelnd pay

| <

aureld-ayr-jo-usand

ysnJing 1seayLIoN

ula) POOM UreIUNoO

lIoMmle]s urejunopy

ape|gAem] panea|-Aaupry|

pIY210 S,19)00H

Auagmous bBuidasi)

PJUOD SINV1d

090¢
wn)

0¢0c
wno

090¢

0co¢

090¢
wno

0¢0¢
wno

090¢

0c0¢

090¢
wno

0¢0¢
wno

090¢

0co¢

090¢
wn)

0¢0¢
wn)

090¢

0c0c¢

L\

UV

d
UV

\Y
UV

JeligeH \C.m;\__‘_n_

saloads

Sawlod1NQ0

"aAIN_UIR|Y AQ SBW02INO WIa] 10ys pue buo sa1ads :(p,1uo)) 23 8|qel

uonrenens AljIqeiA se19ads 3 xipuaddy




This page left blank intentionally



Appendix F

Oil and Gas Development
on the
Allegheny National Forest



Table of Contents

Appendix F: Oil and Gas Development on the Allegheny National FOrest ............cccoocevveiiiiennnne. F-1
L1l [8Tox (o] o PO USSP PRSP UV PRPRPRPRON F-1
Description of ANF Geology, Oil and Gas..........cocveiiiiiiiiiiie e F-3
Description of SUrface OGM ACLIVILY ......cccueiieieiiesee e F-5
Description of OGM Development 10 Date...........ccoiieiiiiriieiesie e F-5
e ULl D T=AV = (o] o] T o | OSSPSR F-8

PIIVALE IMHINETAIS ...ttt b et e b beenbeenbesreenbe s F-8
FEAEIal IMINETALS ...t b bbbt F-10
ECONOMIC IMPACT ESTIMALES. ......oiuiiiiiie ettt ne s F-10

Cumulative Effects Estimates within Proclamation Boundary and 4 County Region................. F-11



Appendix F. Oil and Gas Development on the ANF

Appendix F: Oil and Gas Development on the Allegheny
National Forest

Introduction

Ninety-three percent (478,283 acres) of the Allegheny National Forest subsurface mineral estate is privately
owned. In 1859 Colonel Drake struck oil on Qil Creek in Venango County, which is about 15 air miles south
west of the Forest. This strike started the worldwide commercial oil industry. Rapid development followed,
and radiated to the northeast across the Allegheny Plateau, much of which was in corporate ownership by
large timber companies. During this period developers purchased oil and gas rights from private land owners,
and began development. Some leases, particularly on the southwest corner of the Forest date from the 1880s.

In 1923, following passage of the 1911 Weeks Act, a determination was made by the Forest Service that
National Forest objectives could be achieved with the mineral rights separated from the surface.
Consequently, under most of the surface land acquired for the Allegheny National Forest, the subsurface
rights are privately owned, either by a third party (outstanding rights), or reserved (reserved rights) by the
seller.

The remaining seven percent of the ANF, or about 35,000 acres, is underlain by federally owned minerals. Of
this total, 13,960 acres, or forty percent, have been withdrawn from leasing. The following areas have U.S.A
minerals withdrawn: Tionesta Research Natural area (future development only), Hickory Creek and
Allegheny Islands wilderness, and the Hearts Content Scenic Area. Presently, three areas of USA minerals are
leased, totaling 1026 acres. A leasable mineral is one that is owned by the Federal government, and leased by
a private individual or corporation through the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lease process. The BLM
oversees all Federal mineral leases. While there are currently three USA owned mineral leases on the ANF,
they are not producing oil or gas at this time.

The following table and map illustrate the mineral ownership under the ANF (Source is lands status atlas-
varies from GIS acres):

Table F1. Mineral Ownership and Status

Status Acres ey
Acres

USA-OWNED MINERALS 34,973
- Withdrawn (Hickory Creek/River Islands Wilderness
and National Recreation Areas 13,960.57
- Mineral ownership only 4,297.00
- Leased (3 current leases) 1,026.27
- Available for lease 15,689.12
OUTSTANDING AND RESERVED OWNERSHIP 478,283
TOTAL ACRES (rounded to nearest whole acre) 513,256

Allegheny National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement F-1
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Figure F1. USA Mineral Ownership on the Allegheny National Forest
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Appendix F. Oil and Gas Development on the ANF

Description of ANF Geology, Oil and Gas

Geomorphology: The ANF is located in the Northern Unglaciated Allegheny Plateau Section of the
Appalachian Plateau Geomorphic Province. It is a maturely dissected plateau, characterized by sharper ridge-
tops and narrower valleys than the glaciated portions of the plateau just to the north and west. Drainage is
dendritic. Mass wasting, fluvial erosion, and transport deposition are the primary geomorphic processes.
Broad, low amplitude, NE-SW trending folds tilt the horizontally bedded sedimentary layers approximately
6°, and lend a subtle grain to the topography.

Lithology/Stratigraphy: A veneer of unconsolidated materials overlay bedrock: residuum of flat and gently
sloping uplands, colluvium at the base steep hillsides, and alluvium in narrow valley bottoms. Thicker
deposits of clay, silt, sand, and gravel are present in wider valleys. Beneath these sediments, the upper
Devonian, lower Mississippian, and Pennsylvania bedrock is composed of a mixed siliciclastic sequence of
sandstone, siltstone, shale, subordinate conglomerate, occasional limestone, and coal. By definition, a
“shallow” well does not penetrate the boundary between the Middle and Upper Devonian Series, or the top of
the Tully Limestone or its equivalent in Pennsylvania. This generally equates to well depths of between 500
and 5000 feet. A “deep” well penetrates the boundary. Important source rocks for shallow oil and natural gas
production include the Venango, and Bradford Groups, and for deep reserves, the Onondaga, Oriskany and
Medina Groups. Below is a map which shows known oil and gas fields underlying the ANF.

Some geologists project that there are deep (10,000 to 20,000 feet) oil and gas deposits in the Appalachian
Basin — which includes the area of the ANF. To date, the existence of these reserves has not been proven —
although a handful of deep wells have been drilled. If deep deposits are located and developed a new oil boom
for the Allegheny Plateau could follow.

Pennsylvania is located at the northeastern end of the Appalachian Coal Basin. The ANF is at the extreme
northern part of the Main Bituminous Coal Field, with sporadic and thin coal beds underlying the surface. The
coals underlying the forest are considered low rank high-volatile bituminous, meaning that they contain less
than 69% fixed carbon. In contrast, the high rank anthracite beds of eastern Pennsylvania contain up to 98%
fixed carbon content. Thick beds of high rank coal are much preferred, and more economical to mine than the
lower quality, thin beds located under the ANF. Of the four counties (Warren, Elk, McKean, and Forest)
which comprise the ANF, only Elk produced coal in 2002, the most recent year that Pennsylvania coal data is
currently available. None of the production was on the forest.

Common variety minerals present on the ANF include unconsolidated sand and gravel deposits, and pit run
stone. Unless specifically mentioned in the mineral deed, common variety minerals belong to the surface
estate. No sand or gravel pits are in use on the forest. Pit run stone is used for road surfacing on the ANF.
There are approximately 500 rock pits on the forest. Two hundred are closed, and three hundred are open.
Approximately 140,000 cubic yards of pit run stone is used per year for road surfacing.

Allegheny National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement F-3
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Figure F2. Oil and Gas Fields on the Allegheny National Forest

(Source: PA DCNR Bureau of Topographic and Geologic Survey. Oil and Gas Fields and Pools of Pennsylvania.
Shapefile of ANF Region, received 11.2005. Pittsburgh, PA)
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Appendix F. Oil and Gas Development on the ANF

Description of Surface OGM Activity

The mineral estate owner has the right to access his minerals. The Pennsylvania Bureau of Oil and Gas
Management, of the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) is the regulatory agency
overseeing oil and gas operations in Pennsylvania. The role of the Forest Service is to negotiate with the
operator to minimize surface resource impacts, while respecting the rights of the operator, and the regulatory
requirements of the DEP.

Operators build their roads in accordance with standards set forth by the DEP. When it comes to soil erosion,
sedimentation and water quality issues, DEP is the regulatory authority, not the U.S. Forest Service. The
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has been given primacy by the Federal Government for
carrying out the provisions of the Federal Water Quality Act of 1965 via the Pennsylvania’s Clean Streams
Law (PA Clean Streams Law of 1937, as amended). The Forest Service works with the DEP and the mineral
owner to correct problems associated with private oil and gas roads. DEP road standards are protective of the
environment (e.g., preventing sedimentation), but do not reflect the same standards as for a Forest Service
system road. Qil and gas operators also utilize system roads.

New development proposals are reviewed by the Forest Service and a letter to proceed is issued by the
District Ranger. The final development plan reflects mitigation measures worked out by the Ranger to protect
surface resources. The 1980 Minard Run Ruling requires the mineral owner to provide five items when they
submit new development proposals: a map showing well/road/pipeline locations, a designated field
representative, proof of right to drill, a plan of operation, and an erosion and sediment control plan. Once
these Minard Run Five are submitted, the Forest Service has 60 days to sell any commercial timber that will
need to be removed before the development proceeds. The 2001 the Pennsylvania Oil and Gas Act applies to
private rights development projects on the ANF, and provides regulatory control over the development. The
Forest Service and Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) provide administrative oversight during
development and operation of the project. The Forest Service issues road use permits to

OGM developers for the hauling of oil and brine on Forest Roads, and for equipment access for new lease
developments. Special use permits are also required for pipelines on National Forest surface off lease areas.

Surface disturbance with new well development includes approximately 0.3 acres for each well pad, and an
additional 0.25 miles of new OGM roads per well, considered as private roads, pipelines and electric line
corridors. The new surface disturbance figures differ slightly from the 1986 Forest Plan due to additional field
information gathered after the initial Plan. An estimated 1200 miles of private OGM roads are on ANF
surface. Many new wells are also drilled off of existing Forest Roads. An estimated 50,000 to 60,000 acres of
the ANF have OGM developments. Approximately 191,000 to 241,000 acres on the Forest are likely subject
to future development.

Description of OGM Development to Date

Since 1986, 4,493 new wells have been drilled on ANF surface, an average of 225 new wells per year for the
20 year period. An unknown number of old wells have been plugged.

The formations which contain oil and gas reserves under the ANF have low permeability and effective
porosity. To maximize production of such formations, close well spacings of 400 to 500 feet are frequently
utilized. This equates to approximately one well drilled per every five acres.

In addition to the well pads themselves, land is also cleared for access roads to each well, pipelines, and tank
batteries to store the oil and brine before it is hauled to marked in tank trucks. For each new well drilled,
approximately 0.3 acres are cleared for each well pad, one acre is cleared for roads (0.25 mile x 35' clearing
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width) and pit use, and 0.75 abandoned wells are plugged. Gathering pipelines are generally buried within the
width of the road clearing. The lines may feed into a larger distribution line, or may be connected to a tank
battery, a series of oil and brine storage tanks. Most people are unaware of natural gas storage pools, as the
pools are underground at depths of 2,000 to 8,000 feet. Surface indicators of gas storage areas are compressor
stations, meters, and pipelines.

At present an estimated 8,000 oil and gas wells are in production. Due to the nature of the oil/gas bearing
sands drilled, wells can remain in production for 25 to 30 years. The number of wells drilled on the Forest
annually is cyclic, and is driven by the price of oil and natural gas on the local and regional markets. When oil
and natural gas prices are high, the number of new wells drilled is also constrained by the availability of drill
rigs, service equipment, and personnel in the private sector. The following table shows the number of wells
drilled on the ANF by year, and the number of wells plugged.

Table F2

Year Wells Drilled Wells Plugged
1986 250 NA
1987 250 NA
1988 196 80
1989 139 599
1990 139 268
1991 176 108
1992 160 201
1993 188 261
1994 112 113
1995 109 104
1996 68 114
1997 102 NA
1998 199 NA
1999 275 NA
2000 345 NA
2001 315 NA
2002 259 64
2003 202 11
2004 321 37
2005 688 15
Total 4493 1993
Average 225 153

The following map shows oil and gas wells drilled on the forest since 1986.
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Figure F3. Oil and Gas Wells Drilled on the Forest Since 1986

Oil & Gas Fields
ALLEGHENY NATIONAL FOREST

Legend

ANF Ogm Wells
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In the period from 1986 to 2005, there has been approximately 1 well drilled per 100 acres of surface within
the proclamation boundary. About 1 well is plugged for every 2,000 acres of surface.

While rare, oil spills occasionally occur. Four reportable spills have occurred in the last ten years.

Produced brine is disposed of off Forest at brine disposal facilities, or, may be reinjected into the formation if
the operator has an Underground Injection Control permit. The US EPA has primacy for this program.
Operators are not allowed to dispose of brine by surface spraying on Forest Service roads for dust abatement.

Future Development

Private Minerals

Currently, an average of 225 wells are drilled on the forest each year. This equates to approximately 293 acres
of ground disturbance (68 acres for the construction of well pads, and 225 acres for roads). Operations occur
across the entire forest. Current areas of increased development are in the Hastings and Salmon Creek areas.

Following the above scenario, about 56 miles of new OGM roads could be expected per year. There are
approximately 1,200 miles of OGM roads on the forest.

If oil and gas prices remain strong, it is possible that development may increase beyond that projected by
historic figures. A high quarter scenario of 800 wells drilled per year is possible. This equates to
approximately 240 acres of ground disturbance for the construction of well pads, and 200 new miles (800
acres) of OGM roads.

Extrapolating this information to 2020 results in an estimated 9,375 wells using the historic trend approach
and 18,000 wells using the high quarter scenario — see table F3 This estimate does not include any allowance
for plugging wells. Approximately 100 to 200 wells are plugged by private operators per year on the forest

Table F3: Estimated number of wells and miles of road by 2020

Measure Historic Trend High Quarter Most Likely
Scenario (225 Scenario (800 Scenario (512
wells/yr) wells/yr) wells/yr) Average
of High/Low
Existing wells 8,000 8,000 8,000
Existing OGM roads 1,250 1,250 1,250
(miles)
Additional wells 3,375 12,000 7,680
Additional OGM 850 3,000 1,922
roads (miles)
Additional acres of 4,600 15,600 9,995
clearing
Total wells 11,375 20,000 15,680
Total roads (miles) 2,100 4,250 3,122
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The most likely development scenario for the next 15 years is the average of the high and low number of
wells, or 512 new wells per year.

Predicting development scenarios after 2020 is very speculative. At some point saturation of the ANF for oil
development would occur. An analysis was conducted to estimate what this saturation level could be (See
Table F4). Several factors influence this analysis. First, the number of acres that could potentially be
developed needs to be considered. Three approximations were developed to address this variable. The first
approximation assumed the entire forest minus USA owned minerals would be developed (506,000 acres —
35,000 acres = 471,000 acres). The second approximation assumed only the areas currently identified as oil
and/or gas fields would be developed (PA DCNR 2005).

This was calculated with GIS as 191,000 acres. A third approximation was developed that assumed inclusions
within the existing identified oil and gas fields and some development outside the existing oil and gas fields
would occur (an extra 50,000 acres or 241,000 acres total). The second factor that influences this analysis is
the well spacing. Well spacing is determined by the OGM operator's petroleum engineer/geologist based on a
myriad of factors including: depth to producing layers, number of producing layers, estimated production,
cost of wells and roads. Well spacing varies from one area of the forest to another. For this analysis, three
areas were examined to determine the well spacing. The first area was Salmon Creek. This area is currently
being developed. The well spacing is approximately 1000 feet. The second area is Sackett. This area was
developed in the 1980’s. It is a waterflood. The well spacing is approximately 800 feet. The third area is FR
456 near Red Bridge. This is a new development. The well spacing is 660 feet. Based on these two variables
(acres developed and well spacing), table F4 was developed.

Based on this analysis, it can be seen that the number of wells identified in the high quarter trend scenario is
feasible.

Table F4: Potential number of wells

Well First Approximation Second Approximation Third Approximation
Spacing 471,000 acres developed | 191,000 acres developed | 241,000 acres developed
# wells—miles Rd- acres # wells—miles Rd-acres # wells-miles Rd- acres
660 feet 47,000 — 6600 — 20,700 19,000 — 2700 - 8,400 24,000 — 3400 - 10,600
800 feet 31,000 — 5600 — 14,900 13,000 — 2300 - 6,200 16,000 — 2900 — 7,700
1000 feet 21,000 — 4600 — 10,900 9,000 — 1900 - 4,600 11,000 — 2400 - 5,700

The three approximations indicate a range of different saturation levels based on the assumptions described
previously. As the analysis suggests the range of likely saturation is between 11,000 and 47,000 active wells.
A comparison between the estimated number of wells Table F3 and the potential number of wells identified
for table F4 suggests that if development occurs at the 512 wells per year during the plan period, a total of
15,680 wells could be present at the end of the plan period. Depending on where the saturation point is
relative to the three approximations described, this projected development for the plan period would represent
saturation for two of the three spacing assumptions of the second approximation and saturation for two of the
three spacing assumptions in the third approximation.

For purposes of long-term effects analysis, saturation is estimated to be 20,000 wells. This is just above the
tight spacing level in the 2™ approximation and midway between the first two levels of spacing for the 3"
approximation. The likelihood of much greater development beyond the projected level for the plan period
would occur only for the tighter spacing of the first and third approximation. The likely prospect is that old
wells will be plugged and intensive new drilling will occur in historic oil fields with improved technologies,
keeping the ultimate number of active wells within one of these saturation points.
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For cumulative analysis within the Proclamation Boundary it can be assumed that oil & gas reserves are
evenly spread over all ownerships.

Federal Minerals

From a high of nearly 5,000 acres leased in the early 1990’s, interest in leasing has steadily declined. Where
Federal mineral rights exist, the FS has more discretion in both what areas to lease and the stipulations to
attach as conditions. All standards and guidelines applied to special use areas in the PLRMP could be applied
to federal leasing conditions. Currently, three leases, totaling 1,026 acres are under lease. None of the leases
are under active development. Due to the long lease process, which may take years, and the availability of
private minerals both on and off the forest, leasing is not a particularly attractive option for potential
developers. If new reserves are discovered, it is possible that the interest in leasing Federal minerals on the
Allegheny may increase.

Lease-Specific Oil and Gas Stipulations
The following stipulations are in addition to the standard lease terms for Federal oil and gas leases (BLM
Form 3110-11). The stipulations are necessary to protect specific resource values on the lease area.

No Surface Occupancy Stipulation

The described area of this application has within it environmentally sensitive lands which would be adversely
impacted by earth disturbing activities. No surface occupancy is allowed for oil and gas well site construction,
or construction of related facilities. The resources requiring this protection include: water quality of major
rivers and the Allegheny Reservoir; visual quality in areas with sensitive scenic values; developed recreation
sites; and National designated Natural and Scenic areas.

Limited Occupancy Stipulation

The described area of this application has within it lands that would not be adversely impacted by reasonable
and prudent surface occupancy for oil and gas exploration and development. The areas are also suited for the
construction of access roads, utility corridors, and related facilities. This occupancy condition allows for
reasonable and necessary use of the land for exploration and extraction of oil and gas.

Portions of tracts leased with this stipulation may not be suitable for surface-disturbing activities, including
lands within 1,300 feet of the Allegheny Reservoir shoreline, and lands within the Allegheny or Clarion Wild
and Scenic River Corridor. For reservoir shoreline parcels, limited occupancy will be allowed outside the
1,300 foot zone. Within this zone, no surface occupancy is allowed in order to protect the water, wildlife
(including threatened and endangered plants and animals), unique habitats (including old growth and
wetlands), and visual quality of the area. Site specific mitigation measures will be developed to protect these
resources after the operating plan has been submitted.

Economic Impact Estimates

Most new wells are drilled in known oil and gas fields, therefore, there are virtually no dry holes drilled. As
the deposits are commingled, many wells produce both oil and natural gas.

An “average” well costs approximately $60,000 to drill, and will produce between $80,000 to $100,000 in
income over the first two years. Production then falls off, can be expected to produce $18,000 to $36,000 per
year in income. An oil well may produce for over 40 years. Historically, gas wells in Pennsylvania have a
productive life span of between 10 to 100 years.
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After a short lived initial flush, oil producing wells can be expected to produce one to two barrels of oil per

day. Using the latest available information (FY 2004) from the Department of Energy, an average gas

producing well in Pennsylvania produces approximately 4.2 million cubic feet of gas per year.

The price of oil and natural gas tend to be closely linked. Historically, the average annual value of natural gas
produced from wells on the Forest approximates the value of oil produced. Current (November 2005) natural
gas prices for four user types (residential, commercial, industrial, electric power generation), ranges from $13
to $16 per thousand cubic feet. (Pennsylvania Energy Statistics — U.S. Government)

Cumulative Effects Estimates within Proclamation Boundary and 4

County Region

Table F-5. Cumulative OGM Development by 2020.

Measure Most Likely Scenario | Most Likely Scenario | Most Likely Scenario
(512 wells/yr) on NF on all lands within on all lands within 4
lands (506,000 ac) Proclamation County Region
Boundary (1,743,500 ac)
(740,000 ac)
Existing wells 8,000 11,700 27,565
Existing OGM roads 1,250 1,825 4,300
(miles)
Additional wells 7,680 11,200 26,410
Additional OGM roads 1,920 2,800 6,600
(miles)
Additional acres of 9,980 14,560 34,330
clearing
Total wells 15,680 22,900 53,975
Total roads (miles) 3,120 4,625 7,750

* Assumption made that existing and projected OGM development on other lands is evenly proportionate to that on NF
lands. This is based on the roughly proportionate level of known oil fields displayed in Figure F2.

Factors used to calculate estimates on all lands from existing data on NF lands:

e Existing wells = 1 well per 63.25 acres

Existing OGM roads = .156 miles of road per well
Additional wells = 1.01 per 1000 acres annually x 15 years
Additional OGM roads = .25 miles of road per well
Additional acres of clearing = 1.3 acres per well

Total wells = Existing + Additional
Total roads = Existing + Additional
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