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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR THE 

KOOTENAI NATIONAL FOFiEST PLAN 

This summary highl ights  the major points brought out  i n  the EIS. 
of each chapter a r e  condensed t o  provide the reader with a quick glimpse of the 
most important fac tors  addressed i n  the EIS and t o  help the reader f ind t h e  
location of pa r t i cu la r  topics  i n  the EIS for  fur ther  reading. 

The contents 
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SUMMARY 

CHAPTER I - PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

INTRODUCTION: This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the required 
supporting document fo r  the Kootenai Forest Plan and r e s u l t s  from the  d i rec t ion  
of the  Forest  and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning A c t  (RPA), the N a t -  
ional  Forest  Management Act (NFMA), and the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). The Final Forest Plan (Alternative JF) described i n  t h i s  Final EIS i s  
the bas i s  f o r  the Forest  Plan document, which i s  a separate  volume. The Forest 
Plan w i l l  guide management of the Kootenai Forest f o r  the next 10-15 years 
unless conditions change s ignif icant ly .  Even though the analysis i n  the EIS 
pro jec ts  r e s u l t s  for many decades i n t o  the future ,  the Plan is  only va l id  u n t i l  
i t  i s  revised, which i s  no longer than 15 years. 

PLANNING AREA: The 2.2 mill ion acre Kootenai National Forest  i s  located i n  the 
extreme northwest corner of Montana and involves portions of Lincoln, Sanders 
and Flathead Counties i n  Montana, and Boundary and Bonner Counties i n  Idaho. 

ISSUES. CONCERNS AND OPPORTUNITIES: Issues of concern t o  both the public and 
the Forest  Service f a l l  i n t o  s i x  broad categories and are s t a t ed  below: 
- Timber Production and the associated Road Building, including the  harvest- 

i ng  of Lodgepole Pine infes ted  with Mountain Pine Beetle, and the Effect on 
Water Qual i ty  and Fisher ies .  

Wildlife and Fish Production, including Management f o r  the  Recovery of the 
Grizzly Bear, Old-Growth Timber-Dependent Species and Riparian Areas. 

- Wilderness and Roadless Management. 
- 

- Local Economic Effec ts ,  including Economic S t a b i l i t y  and Diversity.  
- Visual Qual i ty  Protection and the  Effect on Timber Harvest. - Minerals and O i l / G a s  Exploration and Development, including the question of 

Access as a r e s u l t  of Roadless o r  Wilderness designation. 

A s  a r e s u l t  of the  Public Review of the Draft EIS, the effect iveness  of the 
Monitoring and Evaluation Plan was an additional i s sue  to  be resolved. 

CHAPTER I1 - ALTERNATIVES 

ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMEPIT: The f i f t e e n  a l te rna t ive  ways of managing the Kootenai 
National Forest  plus  the Final Forest Plan are summarized below and discussed 
i n  d e t a i l  i n  Chapter 11 of the  EIS. These a l te rna t ives  were designed to 
provide d i f f e ren t  ways to  resolve the i ssues  so t h a t  the effects of d i f f e ren t  
management options could be assessed. The bas is  of these a l te rna t ives  was an 
Analysis of the Management S i tua t ion  which explored the production capab i l i t i e s  
of the  Forest  f o r  various resource emphasis, including s ingle  and multiple- 
resource outputs,  while meeting the  required minimum management requirements. 

Each a l t e rna t ive  including the Final Forest  Plan w a s  formulated so t h a t  
multiple-resource use occurred. Each a l t e rna t ive  harvests  timber, provides 
forage f o r  l ives tock ,  provides su i t ab le  habi ta t  f o r  e l k ,  g r i zz ly  bear and other 
w i ld l i f e  species ,  provides recreat ion opportunities and so on. The differences 
between the  a l t e rna t ives  and the response of each a l t e rna t ive  t o  the i ssues  and 
concerns is ref lec ted  i n  the amount of emphasis placed on individual resources. 

i 

? 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

1. A l t .  A (No Additional Wilderness) provides the most cost-efficient landbase 
for timber management while meeting grizzly bear recovery goals as well as the 
other minimum management requirements. No additional wilderness is recommended 
in keeping with the intent of providing opportunities for timber management. 

2. Alt. B (RARE 11 Wilderness) displays an historical perspective to the 
wilderness issue while providing timber management options. The wilderness 
recommendations portray those endorsed by the Administration in RARE I1 (April 
1979). Otherwise this alternative is very similar to Alternative A and 
reflects similar tradeoffs of other resources in the effort to manage for 
timber production outside of the Proposed Wilderness Areas. 

3. Alt. C (Montana Wilderness) displays a wilderness recommendation similar to 
the Montana Wilderness Bill of June 1984, with some additions on contiguous 
areas in Idaho. Timber management is emphasized outside of the Proposed 
Wilderness Areas so this alternative is much like Alternatives A and B except 
that the differing wilderness proposals cause different results. 

4. Alt. D - RPA meets or exceeds the Renewable Resources Planning Act (RPA) 
goals assigned to the Kootenai National Forest for timber, wilderness, and 
wildlife. The Proposed Wilderness is the same as RARE 11. as displayed in 
Alternative B. 

5.  
proposals by recommending some large blocks of land as wilderness and 
wilderness additions, while still providing much opportunity for timber 
management. Wildlife and fish production and visual quality protection receive 
less emphasis to provide timber management opportunities outside the 
recommended wilderness areas. 

6 .  
opportunities. Elk production receives more emphasis than timber production 
and no additional wilderness is recommended. This allows for elk management 
opportunities including the use of timber harvest to benefit elk through 
manipulation of elk habitat. 
protection because of the lower timber harvest and road building levels. 

7. Alt. G (Significant Wilderness) recommends significant amounts of 
wilderness while providing a high level of timber production. Other wildlife 
and fish production and visual quality protection receive less emphasis to 
provide for timber management outside the recommended wilderness areas. This 
alternative is very similar to Alternatives B, C and E in terms of the types of 
tradeoffs. 

8. Alt. H (Maximum Wilderness) recommends the highest possible amount of 
wilderness while maintaining a high level of timber production. 
and fish production and visual quality protection receive less emphasis to 
provide for timber management outside of recommended wilderness areas. This 
alternative is very similar to Alternatives B, C, E and G, and serves as a 
baseline for evaluating wilderness tradeoffs. 

7 

A l t .  E (RARE I1 Plus) exceeds the RARE I1 and June 1984 Montana Wilderness 

Alt. F (Maximum Elk) provides significant big-game (elk) habitat management 

Visual quality receives a high level of 

Other wildlife 

- 
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9. Alt. I - Current Direction displays the direction that the Kootenai 
National Forest is currently following. The timber harvest and budget 
approximate the average amount actually cut and spent during the 1980-82 
period. The wilderness recommendations are those endorsed by the 
Administration in RARE 11 which is the same as Alternatives B and D. Visual 
quality protection is provided for in sensitive areas along major travel routes 
and around local communities. This alternative is the baseline to measure 
changes in all resources, costs and benefits and is referred to as the “No 
Action” or “No Change” alternative. 

10. Alt. J - Proposed Action provides a combination of wilderness, roadless 
and timber management designations that provide for both economic stability and 
future options. The recovery goals for grizzly are met with less risk of 
losing the population and roadless designations are provided where timber 
management appears to be environmentally unsound or not cost efficient. Other 
wildlife and fish production receive more emphasis to provide for a balanced 
multiple-resource program. Visual quality protection is provided in sensitive 
areas such as along major travel routes and around local communities and 
recreation sites. The wilderness recommendation is similar to the RARE I1 
proposal, but is significantly different in the location and amount of 
individual areas recommended. Regulated timber harvest levels are higher than 
the Current Direction (Alternative I), but this requires a higher budget. 
Minerals and oil/gas exploration accessibility is maintained at about the 
current level and options are preserved for minerals, timber, and wilderness by 
recommending less additional wilderness and more roadless designations. 

loa. Alt. JF - Final Forest Plan displays the final conclusions as a result of 
the public-review comments analysis and is a variation of the Proposed Action 
(Alt. J). The intent is to provide a combination of wildlife, wilderness, 
roadless and timber management designations that provide for balance, economic 
stability and future options. This was provided with some additional 
wilderness, and a higher level of old-growth timber for wildlife habitat, while 
providing timber sell levels which contribute to local economic stability. 
Other wildlife, especially old-growth timber dependent species receive more 
emphasis to provide for a balanced resource program. Increased emphasis is 
also placed on the protection of water quality and fish habitat. The 
recommended wilderness proposal is a combination of parts of the RARE I1 Final 
EIS and the June, 1984. Montana Wilderness Bill. 

11. 
harvest levels for the first two decades to more closely approach the RPA 
timber goals and is essentially the same as Alternative J except that a 
departure from non-declining sustained yield is allowed. 

12. Alt. L (Maximum Timber) provides for the highest possible timber yields. 
No additional wilderness is recommended and roadless recreation is provided 
only on non-productive lands to provide options for timber management. 
Wildlife and fish production and visual quality protection receive less 
emphasis to provide options for timber management. 
a baseline for evaluating timber management tradeoffs. 

13. Alt. M - PNV provides for the highest possible present net value (PNV). 
Timber harvest levels are allowed to depart from non-declining yield and no 
additional wilderness is recommended. Roadless designations are provided where 

Alt. K - Departure on Proposed Action provides for an increase in timber 

This alternative serves as 
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they achieve the highest PNV. Wildlife and f i s h  production and v isua l  qual i ty  
protection receive less emphasis because they generally contribute less t o  PNV 
than does timber management. This a l te rna t ive  serves as  a baseline t o  measure 
opportunity costs fo r  a l l  the other  a l te rna t ives .  

14. Alt. N (No Wilderness with Departure) provides high timber harvest  l eve ls  
i n  the f i r s t  decade. 
departure from the non-declining yield schedule of Alternative A. 
designations are provided where timber management is not cost  e f f i c i e n t .  
Wildlife and f i s h  production and v isua l  qual i ty  protection receive less 
emphasis t o  provide timber management options. 

15. 
for roadless areas and v i s u a l  qual i ty .  The wilderness recommendations are 
s imilar  t o  the June 1984 Montana Wilderness B i l l  (as i n  A l t .  C )  and roadless 
recreation is recommended for  a l l  the remaining inventoried roadless areas.  
Timber management receives l e s s  emphasis i n  order t o  meet the recommended 
visual  qua l i ty  goals i n  a l l  areas outside of ident i f ied  gr izz ly  hab i t a t .  

COplpARISON OF ALTERNATIVES: The a b i l i t y  or potent ia l  f o r  each a l te rna t ive  t o  
respond t o  the major issues  is displayed i n  Chapter I1 of the EIS and 
summarizes how each a l t e rna t ive  compares i n  r e l a t ion  t o  the other  a l te rna t ives  
with regard t o  some of the per t inent  indicators  of issue resolution. Some of 
these indicators  are: the amount of timber harvest and new road construction 
i n  the f i r s t  decade, inventoried roadless areas remaining a f t e r  the f i r s t  
decade, the amount of road r e s t r i c t ions  needed and many more items. 

Following these displays i n  Chapter I1 are additional displays of some of the 
key values or tradeoffs t ha t  a r e  considered c r i t i c a l  t o  resolving the major 
issues  of concern. These items determine the N e t  Public Benefit and are:  

It is similar t o  Alternatives A and M ,  but includes a 
Roadless 

Alt. 0 ( M a x i m u m  Roadless & Visual Qual i ty)  provides s ign i f icant  protection 

- Jobs and Community S t a b i l i t y  
- Visual Qual i ty  
- Wilderness and Roadless Qual i ty  - 
- Grizzly Bear Recovery 
- 
- Road Access - 
- Old-Growth Timber Management f o r  Wildlife Habitat 

Accessibil i ty f o r  Mineral and Oil/Gas Exploration 

Options associated with Lodgepole Pine Management 

Options associated with Size of the Appropriated Budget 

CHAPTER I11 - AFFECTED E N V I R 0 " T  

General Setting: 
Mountain physiographic province and includes the Cabinet, Purcell  and Sal ish 
Mountains, and the Whitefish Range. The Kootenai and Clark Fork r ive r s  are  the 
primary watersheds. 

The area i s  generally tree-covered with almost 80% of the fores t  capable of 
commercial timber production. Huntable populations of a l l  big-game, except 
antelope, e x i s t  and many species of t rou t  and other  game f i s h  inhabi t  the 
streams and lakes of the Kootenai Forest. 

The Forest i s  e s sen t i a l ly  developed with 28% of the area roadless.  

The Kootenai National Forest is within the Northern Rocky 

- 
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The loca l  economy is heavily influenced by the wood products industry which 
comprises t h e  bulk of the t o t a l  basic employment i n  Lincoln County, the area 
most d i r e c t l y  affected by Kootenai National Forest a c t i v i t i e s .  
important with two major mines within the Forest boundary. 
EIS has more de ta i led  information on each of t h e  following resources. 

Mining is a lso  
Chapter 111 i n  t h e  

CURRENT RESOURCE SITUATION 

Timber: The Forest contains 1.788.000 acres of ten ta t ive ly  su i t ab le  timber 
land. As of 1982 about 120.000 acres  were infested with Mountain Pine Beetle 
which has been growing each year and represents a s ign i f i can t  po ten t ia l  f o r  
timber volume loss of Lodgepole Pine. The h i s t o r i c  timber program a c t i v i t i e s  
are displayed a s  follows: 

Historic Timber Program Data (1974-1983) 

Regulated Volume Sold - 170 MMbf/yr. Regulated Volume Cut - 148 MMbf/yr. 
Unregulated Volume Sold - 28 MMbf/yr. Unregulated Volume Cut - 25 MMbf/yr. 
Total  Volume Sold - 198 MMbf/yr. Total Volume C u t  - 173 MMbf/yr. 

Roads: 
Most of these were constructed f o r  timber a c t i v i t i e s  over the years and are 
current ly  used for  timber, recreat ion,  and other  purposes. 

Recreation: 
Recreation opportunities a re  linked t o  28 campgrounds, 7 picnic  grounds, one 
winter spor t s  area, 1,300 miles of t r a i l s ,  and the 6,200 miles of ex is t ing  
roads. Major a c t i v i t i e s  include hunting, f ishing,  camping, hiking, cross- 
country and downhill ski ing,  snowmobiling and dr iving f o r  pleasure.  

Wilderness and Roadless Areas: Existing and poten t ia l  wilderness includes the 
94,000 acre  Cabinet Mountain Wilderness p lus  404.000 acres of inventoried 
roadless area i n  32 separate locations.  
Wilderness Study Area (MWSA) i s  located i n  the northeast  corner of the Forest .  
This MWSA is being addressed i n  a separate  planning process and report .  

Wildlife: 
which are e l k ,  moose, bighorn sheep, mountain goat,  whi te ta i l  and mule deer,  
black bear,  and mountain l ion.  Elk is used as an ind ica tor  species and the 
population has been increasing with current estimates of the herd a t  approx- 
imately 5,500 animals. 
t h e  Forest ,  including the bald eagle and gr izz ly  bear. 
ind ica tes  t ha t  the Forest is capable of supporting recovered populations. 

- Fish: The Forest  provides hab i t a t  f o r  brook, rainbow, cut throat  and b u l l  
t rou t ,  whitefish,  sturgeon, l i ng ,  perch, bass and kokanee salmon. Trout is the 
ind ica tor  species and t h e  protect ion of the t rou t  population is keyed t o  the 
maintenance of water qua l i ty .  

Grazing: Domestic l ivestock grazing is seasonal and has amounted t o  about 
13,000 animal un i t  months of forage use over the l a s t  few years. Suf f ic ien t  
t rans i tory  range is avai lable  t o  supply more forage than is current ly  used. 

There were 6.200 miles of road on the Kootenai as of January 1. 1986. 

To ta l  recreat ion use on the Forest has been increasing s t ead i ly .  

I n  addition, the 34,000 acre  Ten L a k e s  

Big-game hunting is linked t o  populations of the hunted species 

There are several  threatened and endangered species on 
Habitat information 
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Minerals: Mineral resources on the Kootenai National Forest include gold, 
silver, copper, building stone, and vermiculite. There has been exploration 
for oil and gas deposits, but none have yet been verified. The W.R. Grace 
vermiculite mine is the largest vermiculite producer in the world. 
mine is currently the nation's largest silver producer. 
similar to the Asarco mine have been proposed on the Forest. 

The Asarco 
Two other mines 

CHAPTER IV - ACTIVITIES AND THEIR EFFECIS 

Chapter IV of the EIS looks at the alternatives in terms of the activities 
which would be necessary to implement them. These activities have 
environmental consequences which are discussed in detail in Chapter IV and 
summarized below. 

Timber harvest directly alters biological communities by changing the 
composition of the vegetation. 
results in the systematic removal of mature timber, and requires road 
construction which can reduce roadless recreation opportunities and affect 
water and visual quality. In some circumstances, net reductions to the U.S. 
Treasury can also result. On the positive side: the maintenance of vigorous 
and healthy timber stands, and associated effects such as economic stability in 
timber-dependent communities, positive returns to the U.S. Treasury, supplies 
of needed products, and in many situations, improvement of wildlife habitat. 
The size of the impacts both negative and positive are generally associated 
with the quantity and type of timber that is harvested. 

Wilderness o r  non-motorized recreation designations can have effects upon other 
resources if suitabilities for those resources exist on the designated lands. 
On the negative side: 
management and effects can include reductions in wood products supplied to the 
nation and a net loss of jobs in timber-dependent communities, 
- side: 
old-growth timber habitat for timber-dependent wildlife species which would be 
reduced under timber management designations. 

Grizzly Bear population recovery activities involve direct habitat improvement 
plus limitations upon other activities such as timber harvest. On the negative 
side: 
limitation of the amount of area that can be entered at any one time, long- 
term as well as short-term harvest quantities may be reduced. 
side: the benefit of these activities and limitations is a reduced risk of 
loss of the Grizzly population. 

Minerals. and Oil/Gas exploration generally has minimal long-term effects upon 
the areas involved. 
upon all the surrounding resources. human activity may 
displace wildlife species and reduce the quality of their habitat; and removal 
of the mineral in the present represents a loss of that resource to future 
generations. On the positive side: jobs and community stability are enhanced 
during the period that the resource is being removed: and removal of the 
resource in the present provides opportunities to use the material in ways 
which benefit both present and future generations. 

On the negative side: timber harvest usually 

timber management is foregone in favor of roadless 

On the positive 
benefits include maintenance of roadless recreation opportunities and 

where timber management practices are altered, such as through the 

On the positive 

Development on the other hand can have long-term effects 
On the nemtive side: 
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Short-Term Use vs. the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Tern Productivity: 
Short-term use includes activities such as timber harvest, mineral exploration. 
recreation use. and livestock grazing which usually occur in localized areas 
and are, many times, seasonal in duration. Long-term productivity is the 
capability of the land to provide resources and services over time. Some 
alternatives emphasize a higher concentration of short-term uses which can 
result in more negative impacts and costs, but all the alternatives maintain 
the long-term productivity of the land although some incur a higher degree of 
risk in the assurance of that goal. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources: Many activities such 
as timber harvest, livestock grazing and recreation use. do not cause an 
irreversible o r  irretrievable commitment of resources since they involve the 
use of renewable resources. The utilization of non-renewable resources such as 
minerals and cultural resources are considered irreversible. All the 
alternatives allow for the exploration and development of minerals under the 
rules and regulations prescribed in the 1872 Mining Law and the associated 
mining regulations. 

Adverse Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided: Timber harvest and road construction 
will alter the status of some lands that are roadless and undeveloped. 
Wilderness and roadless designations will remove some lands from the suitable 
timber base and eliminate the opportunity to harvest timber which can provide 
wood products and jobs for a timber-dependent community. 
except H and 0 will alter some existing roadless lands. Alternative L provides 
for the least impact on timber production. 

Mitigation Measures: 
and Management Area prescriptions in the Forest Plan document. 
Management requirements are prescribed for each alternative including the Final 
Forest Plan and are displayed in Chapter I1 of the EIS. 

All alternatives 

are included in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines 
Minimum 

CHAPTER VI - CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS 

290 responses were received from the public review of the Draft EIS and are 
summarized in Chapter VI of the Final EIS. Copies of the letters received and 
the Forest Service response is displayed in Appendix E. 

Summary of What the Public Said: 

A large segment was unhappy with the Proposed Forest Plan as presented in the 
Draft EIS. This segment was polarized into two general groups: (1) those that 
felt that the Proposed Action was biased on the side of development; such as 
timber harvesting and road construction at the expense of wilderness, water 
quality, old-growth timber, and fisheries, and (2) those that felt that the 
Proposed Plan favored wilderness, roadless areas and wildlife (including the 
grizzly bear) at the expense of people, timber harvest and jobs, and minerals 
and oil/gas. 

i 

. 
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Within t h i s  general polarized s i tua t ion  was some common ground. There w a s  
general agreement tha t  the  timber harvest l eve l s  experienced over the las t  
decade are acceptable and/or should not be reduced. 
expressed about the "realism" involved i n  the  Proposed P lan ' s  budget 
requirement (a  22% increase)  and what w i l l  be "sacrificed" if a budget 
s h o r t f a l l  occurs. 

Common ground was also observed i n  the  area of water qua l i ty  and fisheries. 
The public requested t h a t  these resources receive adequate protect ion.  

General concern was a l so  

i 

Swnmary of Changes between the Draft and Fina l  EIS; 

The Proposed Forest Plan ( A l t .  J )  was modified to  resolve the  concerns raised 
during t h e  Public Review period and is presented i n  the Final EIS as A l t .  JF 
(Final Plan) .  
l eve l  of old-growth timber re tent ion for dependent w i ld l i f e  species.  It a l so  
maintains a timber sell l e v e l  which w i l l  provide f o r  l oca l  economic s t a b i l i t y  
w h i l e  reducing the  total  number of new roads needed t o  support timber 
production. The first decade annual budget was reduced by $1,100,000 and the 
Monitoring and Evaluation Plan was reviewed and strengthened t o  pro tec t  water 
qua l i ty  and f i she r i e s .  

It provides some addi t ional  recommended wilderness, and a higher 



Table S-1 Kootenai National Forest Final EIS Summary 

The following t a b l e  compares items tha t  are important differences between al ternat ives .  

Alternative 

A (No Wild) 

B (RARE 11) 

C (MT Wild) 

D ( P A )  

E (RARE II+) 

F (Max.Elk) 

G (Sig.Wild) 

H (Max.Wild) 

I (Cur .Di r . )  

J (Prop.Act) 

A Tabular Comparison of Alternatives 

Total 151 
P I  111 I41 

Total Total 
Planned Planned /3/ Recon- Road- Old- 
Timber Suitable Lodgepole New mended less- Growth /1/ 121 

Sale  Timber- Pine Road Wilder- Manage- Timber Appro- 
Volume land Harvest Constr- ness ment Retained priated 

(mill ion (thous. (million uction (thous. (thous. (percent Budget 
board feet) acres) board ft.1 (miles) acres)  acres1 of Forest) (mill ion $1 

261 1,470 87 5,070 0 399 8 21.7 

257 1.464 a8 5.000 63.9 428 8 21.6 

260 1.466 90 4.950 81.3 419 8 21.8 

262 1.595 84 5.490 63.9 410 8 21.5 

251 1.425 80 4.750 186.6 476 8 21.1 

189 1.132 70 3.650 0 401 8 16.8 

246 1,386 74 4.550 304.9 534 8 20.6 

240 1.361 64- 4.390 403.7 583 8 20.0 

173 1,422 97 3.640 62.9 441 8 16.6 

/2/ 
Present 
Net 

Value 
(mil l ion $1 

1.143 

1,136 

1.129 

1,064 

1.113 

658 

1.073 

1.035 

460 

0 (Rdls/View) 248 1.389 94 4.480 81.3 574 8 21.8 1,064 

/I/ Average Annual Results. 
151 Below 5.500 feet Elevation, 

/2/ 1978 Dollars. 131 A s  of January 1. 1986. 141 Included within Column 1. 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR THE 

KOOTENAI NATIONAL FOREST PLAN 

CHAPTER I 

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

This chapter describes the  legal basis  f o r  t h i s  EIS and the  Forest  Plan. 
Included is a descr ipt ion of t he  relat ionship of t h i s  document t o  a Draft 
EIS t h a t  was issued i n  November of 1982. a brief descr ipt ion of t h e  area 
and a list of i s sues ,  concerns and opportunities t h a t  are addressed i n  the 
remainder of t he  document. 
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I. Purpose and N e e d  for Action 

A. Introduction 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) documents the analysis  and 
discloses  the s ign i f icant  environmental e f f ec t s  of a l te rna t ives  f o r  the 
future  management of the land and resources of the Kootenai National Forest. 
The preferred a l te rna t ive  (JF) is the basis  fo r  the Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan (Forest  Plan) which is described i n  a separate document. The 
Forest Plan w i l l  guide management f o r  the next 10-15 years unless conditions 
or demands change s igni f icant ly .  
Forest Plan w i l l  be reviewed and revised as needed. 

Development of t h i s  EIS and Forest P l a n .  is required by, and follows 
d i rec t ion  from the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act 
(WA), the National Forest Management Act (NFMA). and the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act (NEPA). 
regulations of NFMA ( 3 6  CFR 219) and NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508). 

The analysis  i n  t h i s  Final EIS and Forest Plan is  designed t o  ensure 
multiple-use and provide a sustained yield of goods and services  from t h e  
Kootenai National Forest. The i n t en t  of the Forest P l a n  is t o  provide a high 
level  of n e t  public benef i t s  w h i l e  resolving a series of public issues  i n  an 
environmentally sound manner. ( N e t  public benefi t  i s  the overa l l  long-term 
value t o  the nation of a l l  outputs and posi t ive e f f e c t s  (benef i t s )  less a l l  
associated Forest inputs and negative e f f ec t s  (cos ts )  of producing priced and 
nonpriced outputs from Kootenai Forest lands.)  It i s  important t o  note tha t  
while long-term effects have been estimated f o r  many decades i n t o  the fu ture ,  
the Forest Plan is only va l id  u n t i l  it is revised; committing the Kootenai 
Forest t o  a course of action no longer than 15 years. 

I n  the event of a s ign i f i can t  change, the 

Further direct ion is given by the implementing 

B .  National. Regional, and Forest Planning 

The f i n a l  Forest Plan (and the supporting analysis  i n  t h i s  Final EIS) 
supersedes a l l  previous land and resource management plans prepared by the 
Kootenai National Forest. The national program, required by RPA. sets 
national d i rec t ion  and output leve ls  for  National Forest system lands and are  
based on s u i t a b i l i t y  and capabi l i ty  information provided by Forest Service 
Regions. Each Region, i n  a Regional Guide, divides i t s  share of the national 
production l e v e l s  among the Forests and a l so  del ineates  standards and 
guidelines fo r  management within the Region. Thus the Forest Plan includes 
d i rec t ion  provided by RPA. NFMA (including t h e  implementing regulations) and 
t h e  Regional Guide. 

Projects. such as  t imber  s a l e s ,  e t c ,  w i l l  be t i e r ed  t o  t h i s  Final EIS and 
addi t ional  s i t e - spec i f i c  analysis  w i l l  be done, i f  needed, t o  ensure tha t  the 
requirements s t ipu la ted  i n  the Forest Plan can and w i l l  be achieved, e.g. 
water qua l i ty  protection. Project monitoring w i l l  also be done t o  insure 
t h a t  t h e  required standards i n  t h e  Forest Plan and t h i s  EIS w i l l  be 
achieved. If s igni f icant  deviations occur, then fur ther  action w i l l  be 
necessary such as increased compliance, project  modification o r  cessation. 
Forestwide monitoring w i l l  determine t h e  cumulative e f f e c t s  of the individual 
projects  and determinations w i l l  be made concerning t h e  s ignif icance of any 



1-5 

deviations from the projected desired resu l t s .  If the deviations a re  
s ign i f i can t  then a revision of the Forest Plan may be i n  order which w i l l  
re-introduce the following planning actions.  

Planning Actions 
T h i s  EIS r e s u l t s  from the f i r s t  7 of 10 planning actions required by NFMA (36 
CFR 219) which are l i s t e d  below: 

1. Ident i f ica t ion  of i s sues ,  concerns, and opportunities.  
2. Development of planning c r i t e r i a .  
3. Inventory data  and information col lect ion.  
4 .  Analysis of the Management Si tuat ion.  
5. Formulation of a l te rna t ives .  
6. E s t i m a t e  t h e  e f f ec t s  of a l te rna t ives .  
7.  Evaluate a l t e rna t ives .  

Planning records,  the documents and f i l e s  which chronicle the f i r s t  seven 
planning s t eps ,  are avai lable  f o r  inspection a t  t h e  Forest Supervisor 's  
Office,  506 U.S. Highway 2 West, Libby, Montana. Reference i s  made t o  t h e  
planning records i n  both the EIS and Forest Plan. Refer t o  Appendices A and 
B for a de ta i led  descr ipt ion of the process used i n  planning act ions 1 
through 7 .  

The public and governmental agencies were asked to  comment on the Draft EIS 
and Proposed Forest  Plan which was isuued i n  July,  1985. 
received were used t o  examine the r e s u l t s  of the first seven planning s teps  
and t o  modify the Proposed Forest Plan. This Final EIS and Forest Plan w i l l  
then be used by the Regional Forester as  the information base f o r  a record of 
decision t o  complete the following planning s teps:  

The comments 

8. 
9 .  Plan implementation. 
10. Monitoring and evaluation. 

Select ion of the preferred a l te rna t ive .  

C. Overview of the Forest ' s  Location 

The Kootenai National Forest i s  s i tua ted  i n  the extreme northwest corner of 
Montana and located primarily i n  Lincoln and Sanders Counties, Montana (77% 
and 19%. respec t ive ly) .  
Montana and Bonner and Boundary Counties, Idaho (2%.  1% and 1%. 
respect ively) .  See the Vicini ty  map. 

The Forest covers an area about 70 miles wide and 85 miles long which 
encloses 2.5 mill ion acres .  
acres of various pr iva te  or S t a t e  lands,  leaving t h e  t o t a l  n e t  Kootenai 
Forest acreage at  2.2 mill ion acres.  

Pr incipal  towns within the Forest boundary include Libby (Lincoln County 
s e a t ) ,  Eureka, and Troy. The t o t a l  combined population within the Forest 
boundary is less than 25.000 people. 
Kal ispel l  and Missoula. Montana: Sandpoint and Coeur d'Alene. Idaho: and 
Spokane, Washington. 

The remaining 4% i s  located i n  Flathead County, 

Within t h i s  external  boundary are 0.3 mill ion 

The closest l a rge  urban areas are 
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Productive forest land covers 80% of the Forest which supplies 16% of the 
total National Forest timber harvest in the Northern Region, and the 
extraction and processing of timber and minerals comprises the bulk of the 
total basic employment. 

The Kootenai Forest is primarily developed with approximately 75% of the land 
area containing roaded access. 
with no road access, the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (94.000 acres) is 
located in the center of the Forest and the 34.000 acre Ten Lakes Montana 
Wilderness Study Act (MWSA) Area is located in the northeast corner bordering 
on Canada. An additional 404,000 acres are roadless (in 32 different 
locations) which, when combined with the existing wilderness and wilderness 
study area, accounts for 24% of the total Forest acres (532,000 acres). 

The Flathead/Kootenai-Salish Indian Tribes have treaty rights which allow 
hunting and fishing on the Kootenai Forest. In addition, certain sites are 
used by Native Americans exercising their rights under the American Indian 
Religious Freedom Act. 

Alternatives for wilderness for 32 roadless areas on the Kootenai are 
displayed in this Final EIS. (Eleven of these roadless areas are shared with 
adjacent Forests.) 
Wilderness Study Act Area will be a part of the Forest Plan record of 
decision. 
the final recommendation to Congress will be contained in a separate 
document. 
character pending review of the final recommendation and final action by 
Congress. 

On the portion that is primarily undeveloped 

Recommendations for the original Ten Lakes Montana 

A Separate Report and Proposal was released in November 1982 and 

The Ten Lakes MWSA area will be managed to protect its wilderness 

. 
D. 

In November 1982, the Kootenai National Forest released a proposed Forest 
Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
ended April 15. 1983 which included a &-day extension. 
received during that review period resulted in many changes being made to 
that initial Plan. The most significant changes were: 

Relationship to Previously Released EIS 

The public review period 
The comments 

1. The designation of all grizzly habitat situations 1 & 2 (Interagency 
Guidelines) to management which is compatible with grizzly bears 
(1.036.000 acres, o r  46% of the Kootenai National Forest). This was 
done to comply with compensation measures suggested by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service in the jeopardy opinion resulting from their 
review of the original proposed Forest Plan. 

Addition of the wilderness issue whereby 32 inventoried roadless areas 
on the Kootenai, representing 404,000 acres, were evaluated for 
wilderness. 

Specific designations and prescriptions to insure old-growth timber 
habitat will occur on approximately 8% of the Forest land below 5.500 
feet elevation (149,000 acres) and be reasonably distributed in each 
drainage where available. 

2. 

3. 
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4.  Additional areas and acreages designated to roadless dispersed 

recreation to provide a distribution of a variety of roadless and 
primitive recreation experiences on the Kootenai (an addition of 77,000 
acres). 

The total effect of these changes resulted in significant modifications to 
the original alternatives (including the original Proposed Action). In 
accordance with direction provided by regulations implementing NEPA. it was 
decided to issue a new Draft EIS in July, 1985. and seek additional public 
comment before issuing this Final EIS and Forest Plan. 

E. Issues, Concerns, and Opportunities 

The first of the 10 planning steps involves identification of issues, 
concerns, and opportunities (ICO's). This step determines what benefits 
people want in terms of goods, services, uses and environmental conditions. 
To aid in this step, public workshops were held during October and November 
1979 in Libby, Eureka, Troy, and Trout Creek. Agencies, groups, and 
individuals were solicited for their concerns about Forest land use and 
management. 

Workshops were held in October 1979 concerning the MWSA areas, including Ten 
Lakes, in Libby and Eureka. Additional public involvement was initiated in 
September, 1983 to aid in resolution of the roadless designation question. 
Prior to this, Forest planning efforts had examined a broad range of uses f o r  
roadless areas but had not included an evaluation for wilderness designation, 
except for the Ten Lakes Montana Wilderness Study Act Area. The Forest had 
relied on earlier evaluations and recommendations made in the RARE I1 
(Roadless Area Review and Evaluation) Final EIS issued in April, 1979. After 
the Ninth Circuit Court decision on the RARE I1 EIS. the NFMA regulation 
(219.17) was revised to include an evaluation of roadless areas for 
wilderness in the Forest Planning process. 

Over 500 separate comments were received during the public participation 
effort on ICO's. The ICO's were analyzed using criteria including: 

- Can the issue be resolved by the Forest Service? 
- Can the issue be dealt with more quickly outside the Forest planning 
- Is the issue widespread across the Forest? 
- What is the intensity of the issue? 
process? 

Comments received from the public during the review period for the November 
1982 EIS, served to modify somewhat the original list of ICO's identified in 
the Fall of 1979. 
review period but some issues were shown to be less intense than previously 
indicated. 
issues, concerns and opportunities. 

In July 1985, a new Draft EIS was distributed to the public, including 
various Federal and State agencies, and elected Public officials. Public 
meetings were held in Libby, Noxon, and Kalispell. Montana, to answer 
questions and clarify any misunderstandings. 

No new issues were raised during the original Draft EIS 

See Appendix A for more detail on the identification of the 

As a result of this public 
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review the or ig ina l  issues  were ver i f ied  and some addi t ional  concerns were 
ident i f ied .  

Following are the I C O ' s  addressed by the Kootenai Forest Plan: 

1. Timber Volume - How much timber should the Kootenai provide for 
sustained yield purposes? (Associated with t h i s  i s sue  is the national 
concern fo r  timber s a l e s  t ha t  do not f u l l y  recover t h e i r  costs.) 
Public comment was polarized on t h i s  issue: from requesting no 
increase over the h i s t o r i c  harvest l eve l ,  t o  ensuring adequate supplies 
t o  provide jobs and community s t a b i l i t y .  Comments received from S ta t e  
o f f i c i a l s  and the Public questioned the assumptions used t o  determine 
timber supply and demand. This has resul ted i n  the Montana Timber 
Supply analysis  which has been incorporated i n t o  t h i s  EIS. 

2. Transportation F a c i l i t i e s  (Roads) - How should roads be designed, 
constructed, and managed and what are the attendant cos ts  on other 
resources? Public comment was generally opposed t o  increased road 
construction because of the perceived negative impacts t o  f i she r i e s  and 
water qua l i ty .  

Roadless Recreation - How many roadless recreat ion opportunities should 
t h e  Kootenai provide and where should they be located? Public comment 
was polarized between those wanting more protection for  roadless areas 
t o  protect  wilderness, wi ld l i fe  and water qua l i ty ,  t o  those opposed t o  
roadless management because of the perceived negative impact on mineral 
exploration and timber harvesting. 

Threatened and Endangered Species - How can the Kootenai provide and 
maintain ident i f ied  habi ta t  fo r  threatened and endangered species ,  
especial ly  gr izz ly  bears? 
between those wanting increased protection fo r  the gr izz ly  bear t o  
those fearful tha t  increased protection w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  the lo s s  of 
timber and mining opportunities and the resu l tan t  loss  of jobs. 

Special Wildlife Habitat - How should spec ia l  habi ta t s  such as  r ipar ian  
areas,  old growth timber areas,  and snags be managed and where should 
they be located? The public generally favored increased protection for  
old-growth timber habi ta t s  for  dependent wi ld l i fe  species ,  and 
increased protection for  r ipar ian areas (which re la ted  t o  the concern 
fo r  water qua l i ty  and f i she r i e s  - See I s s u e  #9, below). 

Local Economic Impacts - How w i l l  changes i n  t h e  Kootenai Forest Plan 
a f f ec t  t h e  loca l  communities' economies? The public was generally 
concerned about t h e  po ten t ia l  l o s s  of jobs due t o  t h e  perceived 
decreased opportunities fo r  timber harvest and mining. 

3 .  

4. 

Public comment is generally polarized 

5. 

6 .  

7. Wilderness - Which, if any, of t h e  ident i f ied  roadless areas on the 
Kootenai should be recommended t o  Congress f o r  wilderness designation? 
The Public was generally polarized between more wilderness (especial ly  
Pe l l ick  Ridge on Scotchman Peak) t o  no more wilderness because of the 
perceived negative impact on timber and mining and the resu l tan t  loss  
of jobs. 



8 .  Minerals, Gas and O i l  - How should conf l i c t s  between mineral 
exploration and development and other resource values be resolved and 
where, and under what conditions, should the Kootenai accommodate 
poten t ia l  gas and o i l  development? The public was generally polarized 
between those concerned about potent ia l  increased mining and t h e  
perceived negative impacts on various resources such as wilderness and 
water qua l i ty ,  t o  those concerned about decreased opportunities and the 
r e su l t an t  l o s s  of jobs. 

9 .  Wildlife and Fish Habitat - Where and how much wi ld l i fe  and f i s h  
hab i t a t  should the Kootenai provide, how should tha t  habi ta t  be 
managed, and how can adverse impacts be mitigated? The Public 
generally supported increased protection f o r  wi ld l i fe  and f i she r i e s ,  
pa r t i cu la r ly  regarding water qual i ty  protection. 

10. Esthet ics  - How much change from t h e  natural  appearing landscape i s  
acceptable o r  desirable? The public generally supported t h e  visual  
qua l i ty  protection current ly  being provided. 

11. Landownership Adjustment - How can intermingled ownership pa t te rns  be 
improved t o  f a c i l i t a t e  both Kootenai and pr iva te  land management 
object ives? (Includes both large and small landowners.) The public 
generally supported the Landownership Adjustment d i rec t ion  current ly  
being provided. 

12.  Diseases and Pests  - What i s  the leve l  of protection necessary t o  
pro tec t  the timber resource from unacceptable insec t  and disease 
damage, especial ly  from the mountain pine beetle? The public generally 
supported continued act ion t o  reduce the poten t ia l  losses  i n  Lodgepole 
Pine timber stands from t h e  Mountain Pine Beetle in fe s t a t ion .  

13. Fi re  Management - What ro l e  should F i r e  Management play i n  the 
protection and improvement of resources on t h e  Kootenai. including 
management f i r e s ?  The Public generally supports the current l eve l  of 
F i r e  Management. 

Records leading t o  the iden t i f i ca t ion  of major I C O ' s  are avai lable  for review 
at  the Forest Headquarters and more de ta i led  information on the development 
of I C O ' s  and public par t ic ipa t ion  can be found i n  Appendix A .  
a l so  contains a summary of the changes made t o  the November 1982 Draft EIS as  
a result of public comment and how t h a t  comment influenced the d i rec t ion  
presented i n  the July 1985 Draft EIS. 
Comment was analyzed f o r  use  i n  the resolution of the I C O ' s  including the 
iden t i f i ca t ion  of addi t ional  concerns. 

Appendix A 

Chapter V I  discusses how t h e  Public 

F. 

The changes t h a t  are discussed here came about as  a r e s u l t  of input received 
on the 7/85 Draft EIS and the Proposed Forest Plan, o r  as a r e s u l t  of 
addi t ional  agency requirements or additional s tud ies ,  such as the Montana 
Timber Supply analysis  (See Chapter V I  f o r  the analysis  of the public comment 

C h a n g e s  Between the Draft and Final EIS 
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and how t h a t  comment was used t o  develop a f i n a l  Forest Plan) .  
addi t ional  analysis  was performed (See Appendix B and Chapters I11 and I V )  t o  
determine the e f f ec t s  of various changes; those e f f ec t s  were assessed and 
compared (See Chapter 11). and a Final Forest Plan was developed. The F i n a l  
Forest Plan ( A l t .  JF) is now a var ia t ion of the Proposed Forest Plan ( A l t .  J )  
t ha t  was reviewd by the public during the July-October 1985 review period. 

Some 

1. New Issues or Concerns 

In 1985. timber s a l e  receipts  did not recover timber-related costs  (See 
Chapter 111). This concern about the economics of the timber program was 
addressed as an additional management concern and several  options t o  deal 
with i t  were explored (See Appendix B ) .  I n  addition, c l a r i f i c a t i o n  has 
been added concerning evenage and unevenage timber management. 
Clar i f ica t ion  has a l so  been provided i n  the various tables  and charts  t o  
dis t inguish between the 10-15 year Forest Plan period and the longer-term 
period displaying various projections tha t  could r e s u l t  if the Forest Plan 
continued indef in i te ly .  

The public input received i n  response t o  the 7/85 Draft EIS and Proposed 
Forest Plan reinforced and helped c l a r i fy  the issues  tha t  were ident i f ied  
i n  the Draft EIS. The p ro f i l e  of several aspects of these issues  were 
raised and they were given consideration i n  the development of the Final 
Forest Plan ( A l t .  JF) .  I n  pa r t i cu la r ,  these aspects involved land 
designations on Pe l l ick  Ridge i n  the Scotchman Peak Roadless Area 
(Wilderness I s sue ) ,  Old-Growth Timber Management (Special Wildlife Habitat 
Issue) and Water Qual i ty  (Wildlife and Fisher ies  I ssue) .  I n  addition, 
technical concerns involved t h e  economic values used i n  the analysis  and 
the adequacy of the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan. 
input and how it led t o  the Final Plan are provided i n  Chapter V I .  

Additional information on Wild and Scenic Rivers is a lso  provided i n  
Chapter I11 as  a r e su l t  of public response t o  some Draft EIS's i n  t h e  
Region and national direct ion.  For similar reasons, addi t ional  information 
on Timber Demand, Timberland Su i t ab i l i t y ,  and other Timber Resource 
information i s  provided i n  Appendix B. 

Detai ls  on the public 

G. Reader's Guide 

The remainder of the EIS  i s  organized i n  t h e  following manner: 

Chapter 11 describes the a l te rna t ives  and displays the resource outputs, 
cos t s ,  benefi ts ,  and major e f f ec t s  of meeting t h e  objectives of each 
a l te rna t ive .  The environmental, economic, and soc ia l  e f f ec t s  of a l te rna t ives  
are compared. 

Chapter I11 provides a discussion of the ex is t ing  condition of physical ,  
b iological ,  soc i a l ,  and economic components of the environment t h a t  may be 
affected by Forest management. 

Chapter I V  i den t i f i e s  t h e  environmental consequences which could r e s u l t  from 
Forest management a c t i v i t i e s  scheduled i n  each a l te rna t ive .  
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Chapter V identifies the people who were involved in the Forest Planning 
Process. 

Chapter VI provides a comprehensive discussion of the public input received 
on the 7 / 8 5  Draft EIS and Proposed Forest Plan, and how that input was used 
to help develop a Final Plan. 

Appendices provide detailed subject information such as the development and 
resolution of original issues, concerns, and opportunities (Appendix A), 
description of the analysis process (Appendix B). inventoried roadless area 
descriptions evaluation (Appendix C), grizzly bear situation and management 
guidelines (Appendix D). and the Public's comments on the 7/85  Draft EIS and 
the Forest Service response (Appendix E). 

The Glossary contains definitions of planning and other technical terms. 

All of the documents and their supporting analysis are available for review 
at the Forest Headquarters, 506 U.S. Highway 2 West, Libby, Montana. 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR THE 

KOOTENAI NATIONAL FOREST PLAN 

CHAPTER 11 

ALTERNATIVES 

including the Proposed Action 
and Final Plan 

This chapter describes t h e  process tha t  was used t o  develop the 
a l te rna t ives .  It describes those a l te rna t ives  and compares and contrasts  
them with respect t o  a wide range of fac tors .  These fac tors  r e l a t e  t o  the 
way i n  which each a l t e rna t ive  resolves the issues  addressed i n  Chapter 1, 
and how the Public Response influenced the Final Plan. 
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11. Alternatives including the Proposed Action and Final Plan 

A.  Introduction 

This chapter discusses the development, description, and comparison of 
alternative ways of managing the Forest's land and resources. The alter- 
natives development process involves an analysis of the management situation 
which includes a determination of minimum and maximum resource and value 
potentials. This step identifies the capabilities of the Forest (see section 
B). 

The alternative descriptions outline the objectives of each alternative, show 
where the alternative fits into the range of alternatives, and explains how 
the alternative responds to issues. The resource, economic, social, and land 
designation results are also shown (see section C). 
alternatives by resource outputs, social and economic effects, response to 
major issues, and nonpriced benefits. 

Maps are provided which display the location of land designation for each 
alternative. 

Section D compares 

B. Alternative Development 

Summary of Changes between the Draft and Final  EIS 

The Final Forest Plan (Alt. JF) is a variation of the Proposed Forest Plan 
(Alt. J) that was presented to the public in July, 1985. Alt. JF was 
developed as a result of the concerns raised by the public during the 
review, including the concern about timber supply and demand. See Chapter VI - - 
for the analysis of the public comment and how the comments were used in the 
development of the preferred alternative. 

1. Overview 

Forest planning began by identifying public issues and management concerns 
(see Appendix A for a description of this process). 
known, information was needed to determine the Forest's capability to 
respond to each issue. This step was the "Analysis of the Management 
Situation" which involved the examination of resource data, economic 
information, and environmental/legal constraints. Benchmarks were 
developed and analyzed to measure resource and economic interrelationships 
and output ranges for alternative development. 

Alternatives were developed that respond to issues, present net value 
(PNV), and net public benefits (NPB). The net public benefit of forest 
management is the overall value to the nation of all benefits minus all 
costs, regardless of whether the costs and benefits are expressed in priced 
or nonpriced terms. The non-priced components of net public benefit are 
subjectively evaluated. 
net public benefit is improved when the benefits of providing additional 
nonpriced objectives exceed the opportunity cost of doing so. A single, 
numeric NPB value was not calculated since monetary values associated with 

Once the issues were 

Starting with Maximum PNV benchmark as the base, 
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some resources such as timber cannot be added t o  the qua l i t a t ive  value of 
nonpriced benef i t s ,  such as a scenic view. 

An understanding of the various types of values and in te r re la t ionships  
associated with Forest outputs a ids  i n  the se lec t ion  of an a l te rna t ive  tha t  
maximizes ne t  public benefi ts .  Several nonpriced benefi ts  were considered 
by the in te rd isc ip l inary  ( I D )  Team during the development of a l te rna t ives .  
Benchmarks were constructed t o  examine the t radeoffs  between PNV and the 
nonpriced components of net  public benefi t .  For example, protect ing 
gr izz ly  bear hab i t a t  reduces PNV because timber management in t ens i ty  i s  
reduced. 
have a higher ne t  public benefi t  than the a l te rna t ive  choice of maximizing 
PNV and sac r i f i c ing  the habi ta t .  The nonpriced outputs considered i n  t h i s  
analysis  include: jobs and community s t a b i l i t y ;  visual  qua l i ty ;  wilderness 
and roadless qual i ty;  access ib i l i ty  f o r  minerals and o i l /gas  exploration; 
gr izz ly  bear recovery: lodgepole pine r i s k  management; road access; and 
appropriated budget (see Appendix E ,  sect ion I V  fo r  a fur ther  discussion of 
NPB) . 
The a l t e rna t ive  development process used here is outlined i n  36 CFR 
219.12. 
formulation: 

- Provide basis  for  ident i fying the a l te rna t ive  tha t  maximizes net  public 

- Alternatives s h a l l  be d is t r ibu ted  between the minimum and maximum 

The choice of protect ing the habi ta t  and giving up some PNV could 

These regulations include the following goals f o r  a l te rna t ive  

benefi ts .  

resource poten t ia l  and r e f l e c t  a range of environmental resource uses and 
expenditure leve ls .  

- Formulated t o  f a c i l i t a t e  analysis  of opportunity costs and t radeoffs .  - Formulated t o  evaluate e f f e c t s  on present net  value, benef i t s ,  and costs .  - Provide d i f f e ren t  ways t o  respond t o  major public issues .  

la. Summary of the  Public 's  Concern and How They Influenced the  
Development of the Final Plan ( A l t .  JP).  

The publ ic ' s  primary concerns were: Wilderness, Timber Harvest Levels, New 
Road Construction, Old-Growth Timber, Water Qual i ty ,  Effects  on the Local 
Economy, Economic Values and Budgets, and Fisher ies .  

They were polarized i n t o  two general groups: (1) those tha t  f e l t  t h a t  t h e  
Proposed Plan was biased on the s ide  of development; such as timber 
harvesting and road construction a t  t h e  expense of wilderness, water 
qua l i ty ,  old-growth timber and f i she r i e s ,  and (2)  those tha t  fe l t  t ha t  the 
Proposed Plan was too biased i n  favor of wilderness, roadless areas and 
wi ld l i fe  (including the gr izz ly  bear) a t  the expense of people, timber 
harvest and jobs. 

Within t h i s  general polarized s i tua t ion  was some common ground. There was 
general agreement tha t  the timber harvest levels experienced over t h e  l as t  
decade a re  acceptable and/or should not be reduced. 
a l so  expressed about the realism involved i n  the Proposed Plan's budget 
requirement. and i n  which resource management categories reductions would 
take place if a budget s h o r t f a l l  occurred. 

General concern was 
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The public agreed tha t  water qual i ty  and f i she r i e s  should receive adequate 
protection because of t h e i r  inherent values. 

The expressed concerns were re-analyzed and tes ted  against  t h e  known 
information on hand. Some concerns required addi t ional  analysis  and 
information which i s  displayed i n  Appendix B and Chapter 111. 
includes the addi t ional  analysis  and information which resul ted from the 
Montana Timber Supply analysis .  
s ign i f i can t  increase i n  the demand for  timber, including a s ign i f icant  
pr ice  increase during t h e  10-15 year plan period, the Allowable Sale 
Quant i ty  could be adjusted upward.) 

The Final Forest  Plan ( A l t .  JF )  r e t a ins  the same timber harvest  l eve l  i n  
the f i r s t  decade as presented i n  the Proposed Forest Plan ( A l t .  J )  whi l e  
a l so  providing addi t ional  wilderness, old-growth timber, and less road 
construction. The Monitoring and Evaluation Plan w a s  revised t o  insure 
tha t  environmental qua l i ty  such as  water and f i she r i e s  w i l l  not be 
compromised below acceptable standards. 

This 

(This analysis  displayed tha t  with a 

2. Analysis of the management S i tua t ion  (AMs) 

No Changes occurred b e t w e e n  the Draft and Final  EIS 

The analysis  of the management s i t ua t ion  determined resource supply 
poten t ia l s  by es tab l i sh ing  minimum and maximum production l eve l s  ca l led  
benchmarks. A l eve l  was a l so  established from which the cos ts  and e f f ec t s  
of applying regulation and policy constraints  were measured. Production 
capab i l i t i e s  were determined f o r  s ing le  resources and f o r  a set of multiple E 

resource outputs t h a t  maximized present ne t  value. This analysis  
es tabl ished the benchmark leve ls  required by NFMA regulation 2 lg .Ue .  

a. Benchmark Levels 

Six benchmark l eve l s  were developed to  define resource supply poten t ia l s  
and economic relat ionships .  Production capab i l i t i e s  were determined for  
a minimum l e v e l ,  f o r  s ing le  resources, and fo r  a set of multiple resource 
outputs t h a t  maximize present ne t  value (NFMA regulation X9.12e) .  A 
l eve l  was a l so  establ ished from which the cos ts  and e f f e c t s  of applying 
regulation and policy constraints  were measured. A computer model, 
FOWLAN, was used t o  help determine the resource supply poten t ia l s .  

The benchmark leve ls  and analyses a re  summarized i n  t h i s  Chapter. 
Appendix B ,  Section V I  provides a deta i led  discussion of the complete 
benchmark analysis .  
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b. Constraints 

Regulation and policy constraints  as applied i n  the benchmarks have, i n  
most cases,  the net  e f f e c t  of reducing the maximum resource supply 
poten t ia l .  N h A  regulation 219.27 spec i f ies  t h a t  ce r t a in  minimum 
management requirements be included i n  the planning process. 
t o  model the e f f ec t s  of the minimum management requirements include 
developing standards and guidelines and appropriate management pract ices  
fo r  management prescr ipt ions,  assignment of management prescr ipt ions t o  
analysis  areas i n  FORPLAN, and applying spec i f i c  constraints  i n  FORPLAN. 
A complete descsiption of the minimum management requirements can be 
found i n  Appendix 8, Section V I .  
benchmark leve ls  except f o r  the minimum l e v e l  benchmark are: 

The methods 

Constraints commonly applied t o  the s i x  

1. 
Wilderness Area (94,000 ac res ) ,  the Ten Lakes Montana Wilderness Study 
Area (34,000 a c r e s ) ,  and ex is t ing  ranger s t a t ions  and campgrounds 
(3,000 ac res ) .  

2. A n  ending timber inventory constraint  t ha t  forces the timber 
inventory i n  ZOO years t o  equal or exceed the inventory necessary t o  
produce the long-run sustained-yield capacity indef in i te ly .  

3 .  Minimum timber ro ta t ion  ages set at  the age where 95 percent of the 
culmination of mean annual increment of the timber volume is achieved. 
This assures tha t  timber stands are not harvested before reaching the 
age where net  growth over the l i f e  of the stand is maximized. 

4. Non-declining Yield (NDY) timber harvest  cons t ra in t  except f o r  the 
M a x i m u m  Present N e t  Value Benchmark. 

5. Minimum Management Requirements which include providing (1) 
protection f o r  T&E species (gr izz ly  bear ) ,  (2)  an upper l i m i t  on the 
amount of c learcu t t ing  t h a t  can occur i n  any decade i n  a watershed 
based on i ts  ex is t ing  condition ( t o  protect  water qua l i ty  and s o i l  
p roduct iv i ty) ,  (3) re tent ion of a t  least 8 percent of appropriate acres 
i n  old-growth timber adequately d is t r ibu ted  f o r  wi ld l i fe  and d ivers i ty  
purposes. and ( 4 )  l imi t ing  the s i z e  of c learcuts  t o  40 acres or  less. 

A fixed acreage i s  assigned t o  the ex is t ing  Cabinet Mountain 

c. Benchmark Descriptions 

(1) M a x i m u m  Present N e t  Value 

This benchmark established the mix of resource uses and schedule of 
outputs and costs tha t  maximized present n e t  value using market and 
nonmarket assigned values. 
y ie ld  was used. This benchmark was carr ied forward as  Alternative M 
and was a l so  used t o  develop Alternative A .  Alternative A provides the 
base s a l e  schedule for  t h i s  benchmark. 
t h i s  DEIS when a comparison of a l te rna t ives  is made i n  order t o  provide 
a reference t o  t h e  maximum present net  value poten t ia l  considered. 

A l imited departure from non-declining 

This benchmark i s  displayed i n  
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(2) M a x i m u m  Timber 

The maximum capabi l i ty  of the Forest t o  produce timber over a 200 year 
period was determined by t h i s  benchmark. Non-declining y ie ld  was 
used. This benchmark was carr ied forward a s  Alternative L and was also 
used t o  develop t h e  Resources Planning Act (RPA). Alternative ( A l t  D ) .  

(3)  M a x i m u m  Wildlife Habitat Potent ia l  

The purpose of t h i s  analysis  was t o  analyze the poten t ia l  for  e l k  
hab i t a t  based on the ava i l ab i l i t y  of cover and forage on summer range 
The poten t ia l  f o r  e l k  hab i t a t  i s  based on the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of forage 
and cover on both summer and win te r  range and open road dens i t ies .  
This benchmark was carr ied forward as Alternative F. 

(4) Maximum Wilderness 

Poten t ia l  Wilderness designations were maximized i n  order t o  determine 
the benef i t s ,  cos t s ,  outputs and opportunity costs  of wilderness. This 
benchmark w a s  ca r r ied  forward as Alternative H and was a l so  used t o  
develop Alternative G and Alternative E. 
t o  analyze semi-primitive non-motorized (SPNM) recreat ion use. SPNM 
use occurs on inventoried roadless areas and t h i s  benchmark analyzed 
a l l  of these areas.  Primitive and semi-primitive non-motorized 
recreat ion is provided f o r  adequately i n  t h i s  benchmark. 

T h i s  benchmark was a l so  used 

(5) Minimal Level 

This benchmark defined t h e  minimum costs  of public landownership and 
the resource outputs which are incidental  t o  Forest management. T h i s  
benchmark is not a viable  a l t e rna t ive  because i t  is not responsive t o  
public issues and management concerns. It also does not  provide 
multiple resource uses and outputs. It was used t o  compare fixed costs  
and outputs of public ownership t o  those outputs induced through 
management d i rec t ion  and a c t i v i t i e s .  

( 6 )  Current Direction 

This benchmark defines the current leve l  of goods and services  and t h e  
most l i k e l y  amount of goods and services expected i n  the fu ture  i f  
current  management d i rec t ion  continued. This benchmark followed 
ex i s t ing  approved management plan d i rec t ion  updated t o  meet a l l  minimum 
requirements with current budget leve ls .  It was car r ied  forward as 
Alternat ive I. 
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The i n i t i a l  development of t h i s  benchmark did not include budget 
l imi ta t ions .  The i n i t i a l  analysis formed the bas is  f o r  the Current 
d i rec t ion  Benchmark and aided i n  the development of Alternative J. It 
was not  car r ied  forward as a benchmark because the Current Direction 
Benchmark ( A l t .  I )  served t h i s  purpose. It was not carr ied forward as 
an a l t e rna t ive  because Alternative J was very similar. 

Four other  benchmarks were developed t h a t  were var iat ions of the above. 
These benchmark leve ls  examined the costs  and benefi ts  of gr izz ly  bear 
recovery, s o i l  and water protection, d ivers i ty ,  and v isua l  management. 
Details a re  included i n  Appendix B ,  Section V I .  

3.  Benchmark Analysis 

No Changes occurred between the  Draft and Final  EIS. 

Analysis of the benchmarks established upper and lower poten t ia l  production 
l e v e l s  for  selected resources. Additional analysis  was done t o  estimate 
projected use l eve ls  (More deta i led  information can be found i n  Appendix B 
and i n  Chapter 3. Section B ) .  The following resources were analyzed. 

a. Recreation (Total)  

The Kootenai's t o t a l  recreation use i n  1984 was 873,000 Recreation 
Vis i tor  Days ( R V D s )  spanning most classes of the Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS). They classes include: Primitive o r  Wilderness ( P ) ,  
Semi-primitive Nonmotorized (SPNM), and Semi-primitive Motorized (SPM). 
Roaded Natural-Appearing ( R N A ) ,  and Rural ( R )  were combined f o r  ease of 
discussion. There is no "Urban" c lass  of use on the Forest. 

b. Developed Recreation 

Developed recreation use i n  1984 was 297,000 RVDs.  
developed recreation sites, including campgrounds, boating s i tes ,  picnic  
s i t e s ,  and s k i  areas have a t o t a l  physical capacity of about 831,000 
R V D s .  Normally use beyond 40 percent of t h e  physical capacity (332,000 
RVDs) w i l l  degrade the type of experience t h a t  users expect. Demand is 
expected t o  reach 332.000 RVDs during the th i rd  decade. 
management in tens i ty  (more garbage col lect ion,  more law enforcement e t c . )  
use can probably be accommodated UP t o  about 75 percent of physical 
capacity (623,000 R V D s ) .  Demand is expected t o  reach 623,000 RVDs during 
t h e  eleventh decade. 

The exis t ing  

By increasing 
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c. Roaded Natural Recreation 

Roaded recreat ion use i n  1984 was 435,000 R V D s ,  and is projected t o  reach 
614.000 i n  the f i f t h  decade. 
a l t e rna t ive ,  but  a l l  a l t e rna t ives  are expected t o  meet ant ic ipated use 
f o r  at  least the next 100 years. 
camping and picnicking, or  driving fo r  pleasure can decrease i n  some 
areas  a s  the population increases and some areas r e q u i r e  road closures 
f o r  various reasons or the  ex is t ing  v isua l  qua l i ty  changes because of 
timber harvesting. 

Roaded recreation capacity var ies  by 

The qua l i ty  of hunting and f ishing,  

d .  Semi-primitive Non-motorized and Primitive Recreation 

1984 u s e  was 47,000 R V D s .  
66,000 RVDs i n  the f i f t h  decade and can be m e t  on l3Z.000 acres of 
roadless areas i f  use could be uniformly d is t r ibu ted .  
t h i s  l eve l  w i l l  reduce the qua l i ty  of experience i n  roadless areas ,  s h i f t  
some use t o  wilderness areas and displace users  t o  other  Forests.  The 
Forest current ly  has 404.000 acres of inventoried roadless areas.  

Projected use i n  t h i s  combined ROS category is 

Designation below 

e. Wilderness Recreation 

1984 use was 18,000 RVDs  and is projected t o  reach 25.000 RVDs  by t h e  
f i f t h  decade. 
5O.OOO acres  of wilderness t o  s a t i s f y ,  if use could be uniformly 
d is t r ibu ted .  
acres  and, s ince  use  i s  not uniformly d i s t r ibu ted ,  shows evidence of 
overuse i n  s p e c i f i c  areas.  

F i f t h  decade projections would require approximately 

The ex i s t ing  Cabinet Mountain Wilderness contains 94.000 
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The Forest current ly  has 94,000 acres of wilderness which has a capacity 
of 47.000 R V D s  of wilderness recreat ion,  indicat ing tha t  current demand 
is below exis t ing  supply i f  use  was d is t r ibu ted  uniformly. The Forest 
has approximately 438,000 acres of po ten t ia l  wilderness which includes 
the 404,000 acres of inventoried roadless area plus t h e  34,000-acre Ten 
Lakes Montana Wilderness Study Area. I n  the Wilderness Benchmark ( A l t .  
H). a l l  of the above 438.000 acres were assigned a wilderness 
prescr ipt ion which resul ted i n  a 219,000 RVD capacity. T h i s  potent ia l  
capacity plus the ex is t ing  wilderness w i l l  provide a t o t a l  capacity of 
266,000 R V D s .  Figure 11-2 shows t h e  re la t ionship of current capacity, 
m a x i m u m  capacity and projected use of wilderness recreation. 

-.EXISTING SUPPLY (128 MAC)-- .......-.......____ -...-..-- 
DEMAND 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 i 6 i 7 1 8 i q ~ o  

f. Livestock Range 

The capacity of su i tab le  t rans i tory  rangeland t o  support l ivestock 
exceeds current and future  demand. The Forest current ly  (1980) permits 
l ivestock grazing i n  the  amount of 12,600 animal u n i t  months per year. 
Suggested demand l e v e l s  i n  t h e  Northern Regional Guide were estimated to  
reach 20,000 AUMs by the year 2030. 
win te r  weather and other  cos t ly  problems, t h e  Forest i s  not l i ke ly  t o  see 
demand fo r  grazing exceed current (1980) leve ls .  The Forest has the 
capacity to  exceed current leve ls  and t h e  suggested demand l e v e l s  i n  the 
Northern Region Guide., as  shown i n  Figure 11-3. 

Due primarily t o  considerations of 
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g. gUr Habitat 

Elk hab i t a t  carrying capacity can be increased over current  leve ls .  The 
Forest contains habi ta t  t o  support more than the present population 
l eve l s  of approximately 5,500 e l k  (1983). 
decade, the Forest could provide habi ta t  t o  allow ex i s t ing  e l k  herds to  
increase t o  about 9,900 animals as displayed i n  the wi ld l i f e  benchmark 
( A l t .  F ) .  The goal suggested i n  the Northern Regional Guide i s  t o  
provide hab i t a t  t o  allow for a 16 percent increase i n  herd l eve l s  by t h e  
year 2000. The Current Direction Benchmark provides f o r  the smallest  
increase i n  herd s i z e  which still  exceeds the Regional goal. 

By t h e  end of the th i rd  

h. Fisher ies  

The productivity of t rou t  populations i s  dependent upon the qua l i ty  of 
stream, lake,  and r i v e r  habi ta t s .  Presently the Forest stream habi ta t s  
are estimated t o  have the poten t ia l  t o  produce approximately 2O5.OOO 
two-year-old smolts (migratories) for  major r i v e r  and lake f i she r i e s .  
The current  t rou t  population f o r  a l l  the streams. rivers and lakes i s  
estimated t o  be 1,016,000 catchable-size f i s h .  

The Minimum Level Benchmark represents the maximum t rou t  production of 
1,101,000 catchable-size t rou t  by the end of the f i f t h  decade. 
Maximum Timber Benchmark represents the lowest benchmark f i s h  population 
level of 961,000 t rou t  by the end of the f i f t h  decade. 

The 
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i. Timber 

The land base ten ta t ive ly  su i t ab le  for  timber production i s  1,788,000 
acres as shown i n  the Timber Benchmark ( A l t .  L )  and has the capacity t o  
meet RPA ta rge t s  f o r  t h e  next 50 years. In  the Minimum Level Benchmark 
only the volume current ly  under contract  is harvested. 
timber poten t ia l  i s  represented by the Timber Benchmark ( A l t .  L )  shown i n  
Figure 11-4. 

The maximum 

The long-term sustained y ie ld  of A l t .  L is 455 MMBF/year. 
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The loca l  area (Lincoln and Sanders Counties) m i l l  capacity i s  
approximately 260 mill ion board f e e t  annually. 
(1974 - 1983) t h e  Forest has sold an average of 170 MMBF per year of 
regulated timber plus 28 MMBF per year of dead trees, pulp, posts ,  poles 
and other  products. About 53% of t h i s  volume (1980) was processed i n  
Lincoln and Sanders Counties. Inventories of uncut Federal timber have 
increased subs tan t ia l ly  over the past  several  years due t o  depressed 
lumber markets. 
On October 1, 1986. the volume under contract  was 588 MMBF as  a r e s u l t  of 
the Timber Buyback and an improved lumber market s i tua t ion .  

Over the l a s t  ten years 

By 1983 t h e  volume under contract  was about 828 MMBF. 

j. Present N e t  Value (PNV) 

The maximum PNV a t ta inable  from the Forest i s  $1.163,000,000 as  defined 
by the PNV Benchmark ( A l t .  M )  which meets minimum management 
requirements, precludes timber management from the ex is t ing  wilderness, 
wilderness study area,  campgrounds, and ranger s t a t ions ,  and allows a 
l imited departure from non-declining yield.  
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k. Discounted Cost 

The minimum discounted cost  (4%) of $196,000,000 over the 200 year 
analysis  period is represented by the Minimum Level Benchmark. 

1. Employment 

Local KNF-related pr iva te  sec tor  employment was 1.666 jobs i n  1980. I n  
decade one. KNF-related pr iva te  sector  employment ranges from a potent ia l  
2,727 jobs with the Timber Benchmark ( A l t .  L )  t o  a po ten t ia l  2.006 jobs 
i n  the Wildlife Benchmark ( A l t .  F ) .  I n  Decade 2. t h e  minimum l e v e l  
benchmark poten t ia l  drops t o  797 jobs. 

4. Range of Alternatives 

No Changes occurred between the D r a f t  and Final EIS 

The benchmarks presented i n  the previous sect ion were used t o  develop 
a l t e rna t ives  tha t  represent a range of resource outputs. For example, the 
PNV and Minimum Level Benchmarks show t h a t  the allowable timber s a l e  
quant i ty  (regulated) can range from a minimum of zero t o  262 MMBF per year 
i n  Decade 1. Alternatives were then designed t o  span the benchmark range. 
The PNV Benchmark was used t o  determine the opportunity cost of meeting 
a l t e rna t ive  object ives  and provided a bas is  fo r  changing object ives  t o  
maximize PNV while still meeting the minimum management requirements. 

The benchmark analysis  a l so  aided i n  addressing the broad range of public 
issues and management concerns. 
t h a t  are addressed: (1) timber production and i ts  associated road 
building, ( 2 )  wilderness and roadless areas ,  (3 )  w i ld l i f e  and f i s h  
production, including managing fo r  t h e  recovery of the gr izz ly  bear,  ( 4 )  
l oca l  economic impacts, (5)  v i sua l  qua l i ty  protect ion,  and (6)  minerals and 
oil/gas exploration access ib i l i ty .  

Each a l t e rna t ive  considered was formulated so tha t  multiple resource use 
occurs. Each a l t e rna t ive  harvests timber, builds roads, provides secur i ty  
and forage fo r  e lk  and gr izz ly  bear, provides a d ive r s i ty  of recreat ion 
opportunities including wilderness opportunities,  p ro tec ts  w i ld l i f e ,  s o i l ,  
and watersheds, e t c .  The difference among a l te rna t ives  and how each 
a l t e rna t ive  responds t o  the issues  and concerns i s  re f lec ted  i n  the amount 
and emphasis placed on the individual resources. 

The range of a l te rna t ives  goes from emphasizing resources tha t  are priced 
and have market outputs such as timber t o  emphasizing the 
outputs such as  the qua l i ty  of the visual  resource and wilderness 
experiences. There was considerable effor t  t o  develop f eas ib l e  solut ions 
t h a t  have a var ie ty  of mixes, as  w e l l  a s  considering the roadless area 
proposed f o r  wilderness, roadless or other  resources management. One 
a l t e rna t ive  is designed t o  meet the Resource Planning Act (RPA) goals 
i den t i f i ed  i n  the Regional Guide (Alternative D). 

There are s i x  major i s sues  and concerns 

nonmarket 
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Details concerning the development of the alternatives are provided in 
Appendix B, Section VII. 

a. Adequate R a n g e  of Alternatives 

An adequate range of alternatives was developed by first formulating the 
alternatives that were required by regulation or policy, including: one 
that maximized timber production and most market opportunities 
(Alternative L), one alternative that reflected the current program 
(Alternative I), one that recommended wilderness classification for all 
roadless lands (Alternative H), one that recommended no additional 
wilderness classification (Alternative A ) ,  and one that recommended 
wilderness classification for a substantial portion of the roadless areas 
while providing commodity production on the remainder of the Forest 
(Alternative G). 

These alternatives were then examined to determine where they fit in the 
range of outputs expressed by the benchmarks, and how they responded to 
the issues. 

Additional alternatives were then developed that responded in different 
ways to the wilderness issue (Alternatives B, C, and E). Other 
alternatives considered a departure from nondeclining timber harvest flow 
(Alternatives K and N) while others considered the maximum production of 
big game (Alternative F), the protection of visual quality and roadless 
areas (Alternative 0) and the maximum provision for present net value 
(Alternative M). These alternatives including the one designed to meet 
FPA targets (Alternative D) and a proposed plan (Alternative J) helped to 
complete the range of alternatives. The Final Plan (Alternative JF) is a 
variation of Alternative J and was modified as a result of the Public 
response on the Draft EIS. All of the alternatives considered are 
implementable options for management of the Kootenai National Forest. 

The 15 alternatives plus the Final Plan were tested against the benchmark 
capacities in order to determine if a sufficient range had been provided 
to respond to major issues. 
11-16 and in section D of this Chapter. 

The comparison is shown in Figures 11-5 to 
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The analysis comparing the a l te rna t ives  t o  the benchmarks showed tha t  
there  is an adequate range of resource outputs. Timber harvest  volumes 
r e f l e c t  a range tha t  produces timber a t  262 MMBF i n  the f i r s t  decade 
compared t o  the average regulated sell  l eve l  of 170 MMBF fo r  the last 10 
years (1974-83). The low end of t h e  range i s  150 MMBF. which i s  s imilar  
t o  the average h i s t o r i c  regulated harvest of 148 MMBF. 

Road construction ranges from a maximum t o t a l  road system of 9,840 t o  
12,360 miles. This is 3,840 and 6,360 miles, respect ively,  of new roads 
i n  addition t o  the 6,000 miles ex is t ing  i n  1984. 

Wilderness recommendations span the e n t i r e  range from none t o  404.000 
acres  which i s  t h e  t o t a l  inventoried roadless area.  This compares t o  
64,000 acres  recommended i n  the current d i rec t ion  ( A l t .  I)  which r e f l e c t s  
the RARE I1 wilderness recommendation. 

Total  roadless recreation opportunities (which includes wilderness and 
designated roadless areas) range from 349.000 t o  583,000 acres  or from 
16% t o  26% of the Forest ,  respectively.  
acres or 20% of the Forest i n  the current d i rec t ion  ( A l t . 1 ) .  

Habitat  can be provided t o  support e l k  populations from approximately 
7,000 t o  9,900 e l k  by the th i rd  decade. This is compared t o  the ex is t ing  
e l k  herd of 5.500 animals i n  1983 and the regional suggested goal of 
6.400 e l k  by the year 2000. 

Poten t ia l  l oca l  Forest-related pr ivate  sec tor  jobs i n  the f i r s t  decade 
can range from 1,931 t o  2,727 jobs compared t o  1.666 jobs i n  1980. 

Visual qua l i ty  is provided i n  varying degrees from the low end of 976.000 
acres  i n  both "retention" and "pa r t i a l  retention" t o  1.465.000 acres  on 
the high end. 
( A l t .  I). 

Projected withdrawals f o r  mineral and energy exploration range from the 
low end of 148.000 acres for leasable t o  579,000 acres  fo r  locatable  
minerals. This compares t o  212,000 and 249.000 acres ,  respect ively,  i n  
the Current Direction ( A l t .  I ) .  

Present ne t  value ranges from $460,000,000 t o  81.163,000,000. 

This is compared t o  441,000 

This compares t o  1.240.000 acres i n  the Current Direction 

b. Constraints U s e d  to Develop Alternatives 

Existing wilderness, wilderness study areas ,  campgrounds and ranger 
s t a t i o n s  a re  maintained i n  a l l  a l te rna t ives .  Therefore, the primary 
focus of a l t e rna t ive  discussions i s  on t h e  2 .1  mill ion acres  of lands 
t h a t  a r e  avai lable  f o r  a var ie ty  of prescr ipt ions.  

Mitigation measures were incorporated i n  the management prescr ipt ions,  
standards,  and guidelines.  
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Minimum management requirements apply t o  a l l  a l te rna t ives .  These 
requirements include: (1) Openings created by management a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  
generally be l imited t o  40 acres or less; (2) Water qual i ty  w i l l  be 
maintained such t h a t  s t a t e  standards a re  met or exceeded: (3) Habitat for  
gr izz ly  bear,  and bald eagle s h a l l  be managed t o  provide f o r  recovered 
populations; and ( 4 )  Suff ic ient  old growth timber stands s h a l l  be managed 
t o  provide f o r  at  l e a s t  minimum viable  populations of old-growth 
dependent species.  Additional minimum management requirements and 
discussion a re  found i n  Appendix B ,  Section V I .  

Alternative constraints  are described i n  d e t a i l  i n  Appendix B, Section 
VII. I n  addition t o  the minimum management requirements, there  is a 
common a l t e rna t ive  constraint  t ha t  applies t o  a l l  the a l te rna t ives  except 
K ,  N, and M.  It is a nondeclining y ie ld  for  timber outputs. 

c. Alternatives Eliminated f r o m  Further Consideration 

Two other  a l te rna t ives ,  P and Q,  which attempted some var iat ions on 
recommended wilderness area boundaries were dropped because of t h e i r  
c lose s imi l a r i t y  t o  Alternatives E and G. Alternative P added 314,000 
acres of wilderness as  opposed t o  Alternative G a t  305,000 acres.  
Alternative 4 recommended 127.000 acres ,  but Alternative E recommended 
187.000 acres, and had a similar PNV and other  resource outputs. 

C. Description of Alternatives 

Summary of Changes between D r a f t  and Final  EIS 

The Proposed Forest Plan ( A l t .  J) was modified t o  resolve the concerns raised 
during t h e  Public Review period and is presented i n  t h i s  sect ion as 
Alternative JF. A l t .  JF provides additional recommended wilderness and 
old-growth timber while re ta ining the same l eve l  of planned timber s a l e  
offer ings with less road construction. 
f o r  an increase i n  timber s a l e  offerings i f  s ign i f icant  increases occur i n  
t h e  demand f o r  and the pr ice  of timber during the Plan period. 
i n  the Allowable Sale Quantity would require an amendment t o  the Forest 
Plan.) The 12,000 acres of addi t ional  recommended wilderness is i n  the 
Scotchman Peak Roadless Area on Pel l ick Ridge. 
of old-growth timber management is dis t r ibuted throughout the Forest. 

Some addi t ional  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  f o r  o i l  and gas leasing has been added t o  a l l  
the a l te rna t ives .  

The 15 a l te rna t ives  plus t h e  Final Forest Plan ( A l t .  J F )  which were 
considered i n  d e t a i l  are described i n  the following sect ion.  
a l t e rna t ive  has a schedule of resource outputs and a tab le  of economic data 
projected f o r  20 decades (Table 11-24). Additional d e t a i l s  a r e  included i n  
Appendix B, Section V I I .  Maps portraying the 15 or ig ina l  a l te rna t ives  
accompanied the Draft EIS and a re  available upon request. 

( I n  addition, the Final Plan provides 

Any increase 

The addi t ional  36.000 acres 

Each 

. 
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1. Alternative A 

The in t en t  of t h i s  a l t e rna t ive  i s  t o  provide the most cost  e f f i c i e n t  
landbase f o r  timber management. No additional wilderness i s  recommended i n  
keeping with the in t en t  of maximizing opportunities f o r  timber management. 

Roadless recreat ion is provided where timber management is not cost  
e f f i c i e n t .  
protect ion receive l e s s  emphasis t o  provide timber management 
opportunities.  This alternative i n  conjunction with Alternative H can 
serve as a baseline f o r  evaluating wilderness t radeoffs .  

Other wi ld l i fe  and f i s h  production and v i s u a l  qua l i ty  

Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: The su i t ab le  timber 
base is 1.470.000 acres which is 82% of the maximum 1.788.000 acres 
determined i n  the timber benchmark ( A l t .  L ) .  The P l a n  period ( f i r s t  
decade) allowable s a l e  quantity (regulated) 07 226 mmbf/yr. is 33% more 
than the 170 mmbf/yr. average sell  f o r  the last 10 years (1974-83) and w i l l  
provide f o r  a 53% increase over the l a s t  10-year average regulated harvest 
l eve l  of 148 mmbf/yr. The s a l e  schedule increases t o  249 mmbflyr. and 336 
mmbf/yr. i n  the th i rd  and f i f t h  decades, respectively.  

N e w  road construction necessary t o  manage the su i t ab le  timberlands w i l l  
increase 15% i n  the f i r s t  decade and require 269 miles/yr. compared t o  the 
233 miles/yr. average f o r  the l a s t  5 years (1979-83). This would decrease 
t o  123 miles/yr.  i n  the th i rd  decade when the road system w i l l  be 
e s sen t i a l ly  completed and t o t a l  11,270 miles, the th i rd  largest road system 
of a l l  the a l t e rna t ives .  
the ex i s t ing  6.000 miles i n  1984. 

Wilderness and Roadless Areas: No additions t o  the National Wilderness 
System a re  recommended. 
acres  of inventoried roadless areas w i l l  be managed t o  remain i n  a roadless 
condition. These 211,000 acres are not cost  e f f i c i e n t  f o r  timber 
management. The remaining l92,OOO acres w i l l  generally be scheduled f o r  
timber harvest .  

Total  roadless recreat ion opportunities w i l l  be avai lable  on 399.000 acres 
which is approximately 18% of the Forest. This includes the 211,000 acres 
of inventoried roadless acres mentioned above p l u s  the ex i s t ing  Cabinet 
Mountains Wilderness (94,000 ac res ) ,  the Ten lakes  MWSA (34,000 a c r e s ) ,  and 
60,000 acres  of unsuitable timberlands tha t  a r e  located i n  sca t te red  
parcels  of land outside of inventoried roadless areas.  

Wildlife and Fish Production: 
f o r  i n  a l l  Forest management a c t i v i t i e s  t ha t  occur i n  iden t i f i ed  gr izz ly  
hab i t a t .  

This w i l l  be a n e t  increase of 5.270 miles over 

Approximately 211.000 acres or 52% of the 404,000 

The recovery of the gr izz ly  bear is provided 
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Elk habitat would be managed to provide for an eventual herd size of 8,400 
animals, which is 85% of the 9,900 potential as determined in the wildlife 
benchmark (Alt. F). This increase is estimated to occur over a 30-year 
period and will require 5,110 miles of road closures to accomplish. This 
will be a net increase of 3,510 miles over the 1,600 closed miles in 1984. 
Beyond the third decade, timber harvest activities are at a level that 
maintains adequate hiding cover, but precludes any more significant 
increases in big game. 

The total catchable trout population will decline approximately 5% over the 
next 40 years because of the additional road building. 
portion of the total trout population will decline the most (approximately 
9%). 
and improve, but not recover to current levels. 

Local Economic Impacts: 
opportunities in the first decade could be 2,460 compared to the 1980 level 
of 1.670. 

Return receipts to the State in the first decade could be $5.9 million/yr., 
compared to $2.7 million in 1980. 

Visual Quality: 
the remaining 1,138,000 acres, timber harvest openings and roads will be 
noticeable o r  dominate the landscape. 

MineralslEnerm: 
oil and gas exploration; 185.000 acres are projected for eventual 
withdrawal from locatable mineral exploration, the lowest of all the 
alternatives. 

New leases and subsequent lease reissuance will undergo additional analysis 
as required by NEPA, tiering to this EIS through incorporation by reference 
the information presented in this EIS. 
whenever the leased area has surface resource values needing special 
protection to meet the alternative management objectives. 

Socio-economics: The present net value (PNv) is $1.1~3,000.000 which is 
the third largest of all the alternatives. 
decade is $27.2 million/yr. 

The migratory 

After this period of decline, the population is expected to stabilize 

Potential Forest-related private sector job 

Visual quality would be protected on 1,108,000 acres. On 

148,000 acres are projected fo r  eventual withdrawal from 

Special stipulations are used 

The budget during the first 

2. Alternative B 

The intent of this alternative is to display an historical perspective to 
the wilderness issue while simultaneously maximizing timber management 
options. The wilderness recommendations portray those endorsed by the 
Administration in RARE I1 (April 1979). Roadless recreation is provided 
where timber management is not cost efficient. 
production and visual quality protection receive less emphasis to provide 
timber management opportunities. 

Other wildlife and fish 
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Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: The su i t ab le  timber 
base is 1,464,000 acres which i s  82% of the 1,788,000 acres determined i n  
the timber benchmark ( A l t .  L ) .  The PLan period (f irst  decade) allowable 
sale quant i ty  (regulated) of 223 mmbf/yr. is 31% more than the 170 mmbfjyr. 
average sell fo r  the last 10 years (1974-83) and w i l l  provide f o r  a 51% 
increase over t h e  l a s t  10-year average harvest l eve l  of 148 mmbf/yr. 

The s a l e  schedule increases t o  247 mmbf/yr. and 333 mmbf/yr. i n  the th i rd  
and f i f t h  decades, respectively.  

New road construction necessary t o  manage the su i t ab le  timberlands w i l l  
increase 14% i n  the f i r s t  decade and require 266 miles/yr. compared t o  the  
233 miles/yr.  average f o r  the last 5 years (1979-83). This would decrease 
t o  125 miles/yr. i n  the th i rd  decade when the road system w i l l  be 
e s sen t i a l ly  completed and t o t a l  11,200 miles, a net  increase of 5,200 miles 
over the ex is t ing  6,000 miles i n  1984. 

Wilderness and Roadless Areas: Wilderness i s  recommended on 64,000 acres 
i n  two locat ions on the Kootenai National Forest ,  including Scotchman Peak 
(48,000 acres) and Cabinet Mountains Wilderness additions (16.000 ac res ) .  
(An addi t ional  22,000 acres  of Scotchman is recommended f o r  wilderness on 
the adjoining Idaho Panhandle National Forest f o r  a t o t a l  of 7O.OOO acres 
recommended fo r  wilderness on Scotchman.) 

I n  addi t ion t o  the 64,000 acres of recommended wilderness, approximately 
164,000 acres or 41% of the 404,000 acres of inventoried roadless area w i l l  
be managed i n  a roadless condition. The remaining 176.000 acres w i l l  be 
scheduled f o r  timber harvest o r  road building over the next 10-30 years. 

Total  roadless  recreat ion opportunities w i l l  be avai lable  on 420,000 acres 
which is 19% of the Forest .  
roadless area and 64.000 acres of recommended wilderness mentioned above, 
plus the ex i s t ing  Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (94.000 ac res ) ,  the Ten 
Lakes MWSA (34,000 a c r e s ) ,  and 64,000 acres of unsuitable timberlands tha t  
are located i n  sca t te red  parcels  outside of inventoried roadless areas. 

Wildlife and Fish Production: 
f o r  i n  a l l  Forest management a c t i v i t i e s  t ha t  occur i n  ident i f ied  gr izz ly  
habi ta t .  

Elk hab i t a t  would be managed t o  provide f o r  an eventual herd s i z e  of 8.500, 
which is 86% of the 9,900 poten t ia l  as  determined i n  the wi ld l i f e  benchmark 
( A l t .  F ) .  This increase i s  estimated to  occur over a 30-year period and 
w i l l  require  5,110 miles of road closure t o  accomplish. This w i l l  be an 
increase of 3,500 miles over the 1,600 closed miles i n  1984. Beyond t h e  
t h i r d  decade, timber harvest  a c t i v i t i e s  are at  a l eve l  t h a t  maintains 
adequate hiding cover but precludes any more s ign i f i can t  increase i n  b ig  
game. 

The total  catchable t rou t  population w i l l  decline approximately 5% over the 
next 40 years because of the additional road building. The migratory f i s h  
portion of the t o t a l  t rou t  population w i l l  decline the most (approximately 
9 % ) .  After t h i s  period of decline the population is expected t o  s t a b i l i z e  
and improve, but not recover t o  current leve ls .  

This includes the 164.000 acres  of inventoried 

The recovery of the g r i zz ly  bear is provided 
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Local Economic Impacts: 
opportunities i n  the f i r s t  decade could be 2,440 compared t o  the 1980 leve l  
of 1.670 jobs. 

Return rece ip ts  t o  the S ta t e  i n  the first decade could be $5.7 million/yr. 
compared t o  $2.7 mill ion i n  1980. 

Visual Quality: 
the remaining 1,132,000 acres ,  t imber  harvest openings and roads w i l l  be 
noticeable o r  dominate the landscape. 

Minerals/EnerFy: 
o i l  and gas exploration; 249,000 acres a re  projected for  eventual 
withdrawal from locatable  mineral exploration. 

New leases  and subsequent lease reissuance w i l l  undergo addi t ional  analysis 
as  required by NEPA.  t i e r i n g  t o  t h i s  EIS through incorporation by reference 
t h e  information presented i n  t h i s  EIS. Special s t ipu la t ions  a re  used 
whenever the leased area has surface resource values needing special  
protection t o  meet t h e  a l te rna t ive  management objectives.  

Socio-economics: The present n e t  value ( P N )  is $1,136,000,000. The 
budget during the f i r s t  decade is $27.0 mill ion/yr.  

Potent ia l  Forest-related pr iva te  sec tor  job 

Visual qua l i ty  would be protected on 1,114,000 acres. On 

212.000 acres are  projected f o r  eventual withdrawal from 

3. Alternative C 

The in t en t  of t h i s  a l te rna t ive  is t o  display a wilderness recommendation 
similar t o  the Montana Wilderness B i l l  of June 1984. with some additions on 
contiguous areas i n  Idaho. Timber management options a re  maximized. 
Roadless recreation i s  provided where timber management i s  not cost  
e f f i c i e n t .  
protection receive less emphasis t o  provide timber management 
opportunities.  This a l te rna t ive  i s  similar t o  Alternative B i n  timber 
production. The s ign i f icant  difference i s  the locat ion and amount of t h e  
recommended wilderness. 

Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: The su i tab le  timber 
base i s  1,466,000 acres which is 82% of the 1,788,000 acres determined i n  
the timber benchmark ( A l t .  L ) .  The Plan period ( f i r s t  decade) allowable 
s a l e  quantity (regulated) of 225 mmbf/yr is 32% more than the 170 mmbf/yr. 
average sell for  the l a s t  10 years (1974-83) and w i l l  provide fo r  a 52% 
increase over the l a s t  10-year average harvest l eve l  of 148 mmbf/yr. 

The s a l e  schedule increases t o  250 mmbf/yr. and 331 mmbf/yr. i n  the th i rd  
and f i f t h  decades, respectively.  

New road construction necessary t o  manage the su i t ab le  timberlands w i l l  
increase 15% i n  the first decade and require 268 miles/yr. compared t o  the 
233 miles/yr. average for the l a s t  5 years (1979-83). This would decrease 
t o  112 miles/yr. i n  the th i rd  decade when the road system w i l l  be 
e s sen t i a l ly  completed and t o t a l  11,150 miles, a n e t  increase of 5,150 miles 
over t h e  ex is t ing  6.000 miles i n  1984. 

Other w i l d l i f e  and f i s h  production and visual  qua l i ty  
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Wilderness and Roadless Areas: Wilderness i s  recommended on 81.000 acres 
i n  f ive  locat ions on the Kootenai National Forest ,  including Scotchman Peak 
(29.000 ac res ) ,  and the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness additions (30.000 
a c r e s ) ,  Trout Creek (13.000 ac res ) ,  Tuchuck (2.000 a c r e s ) ,  and Ten Lakes 
(7.000 acres). (An addi t ional  22,000 acres of Scotchman and 8.000 acres of 
Trout Creek are recommended fo r  wilderness on the adjoining Idaho Panhandle 
National Forest ,  fo r  a t o t a l  of 51,000 acres  fo r  Scotchman and 21,000 acres 
f o r  Trout Creek.) 

The 7,000 acres  of recommended wilderness i n  Ten Lakes are i n  addition t o  
26,000 acres recommended ins ide  t h e  or ig ina l  Ten Lakes MWSA f o r  a t o t a l  of 
33,000 acres. For more d e t a i l  on Ten Lakes, see the Ten Lakes Final Report 
and Proposal when i t  becomes available.  

I n  addi t ion t o  the 81,000 acres of recommended wildierness (excluding the 
Ten Lakes MWSA), approximately 151,000 acres o r  37% of the 404,000 acres of 
inventoried roadless area w i l l  be managed i n  a roadless condition. The 
remaining l72,OOO acres  w i l l  be scheduled f o r  timber harvest o r  other 
a c t i v i t i e s .  

Total  roadless recreat ion opportunities w i l l  be avai lable  on 419.000 acres 
which is 19% of t h e  Forest .  This includes the 151,000 acres of inventoried 
roadless area and 81.000 acres of recommended wilderness mentioned above 
plus the ex i s t ing  Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (94.000 a c r e s ) ,  the Ten 
Lakes MWSA (34,000 a c r e s ) ,  and 59,000 acres of unsuitable timberlands tha t  
are located i n  sca t te red  parcels  outside of inventoried roadless areas.  

Wildlife and Fish Production: The recovery of the gr izz ly  bear i s  provided 
f o r  i n  a l l  Forest  management a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  occur i n  iden t i f i ed  gr izz ly  
hab i t a t .  

Elk hab i t a t  would be managed t o  provide f o r  an. eventual herd s i z e  of 8.500. 
which is 86% of t h e  9.900 poten t ia l  as  determined i n  the wi ld l i f e  benchmark 
( A l t .  F ) .  
w i l l  require  5,120 miles of road closure t o  accomplish. This w i l l  be a net  
increase of 3.520 miles over the 1.600 closed miles i n  1984. 
t h i rd  decade, timber harvest a c t i v i t i e s  a re  a t  a l eve l  t h a t  maintains 
adequate hiding cover but precludes any more s ign i f i can t  increases i n  b ig  
game. 

Catchable t rou t  populations w i l l  decline approximately 5% over the next 40 
years because of the addi t ional  road building. The migratory f i s h  portion 
of the population w i l l  decline the most (approximately 9%).  
period of decline t h e  population i s  expected t o  s t a b i l i z e  and improve, but 
not recover t o  current leve ls .  

Local Economic Impacts: 
opportuni t ies  i n  the f irst  decade could be 2,450 compared t o  the 1980 leve l  
of 1,670 jobs. 

Return rece ip ts  t o  the S t a t e  i n  the f i r s t  decade could be $5.7 million/yr.  
compared t o  $2.7 mill ion i n  1980. 

This increase is estimated t o  occur over a 30-year period and 

Beyond the 

After t h i s  

Poten t ia l  Forest-related pr iva te  sec to r  job 
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Visual Quality: Visual quality would be protected on 1,120,000 acres. On 
the remaining 1,126,000 acres, timber harvest openings and roads will be 
noticeable or dominate the landscape. 

Minerals/Energy: 
oil and gas exploration: 265,000 acres are projected for eventual 
withdrawal from locatable minerals. 

New leases and subsequent lease reissuance will undergo additional analysis 
as required by NFPA, tiering to this EIS through incorporation by reference 
the information presented in this EIS. Special stipulations are used 
whenever the leased area has surface resource values needing special 
protection to meet the alternative management objectives. 

Socio-economics: The present net value (PNV) is $l,l2g,OOO,OOO. The 
budget during the first decade is $27.1 million/yr. 

228,000 acres are projected for eventual withdrawal from 

4. Alternative D - RPA 

The intent of this alternative is to meet o r  exceed the Resources Planning 
Act (RPA) goals assigned to the Kootenai Forest for timber, wilderness, and 
wildlife. The wilderness recommendations are similar to Alternative B 
which is the RARE I1 recommendation of April 1979. 
protection receives less emphasis because there are no specified goals for 
this resource. 

Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: The suitable timber 
base is the second highest of all the alternatives. It i s  1,595,000 acres 
which is 89% of the 1,788.000 acres determined in the timber benchmark 
(Alt. L). The Plan period (first decade) allowable sale quantity 
(regulated) of 227 mmbf/yr is 33% more than the 170 mmbf/yr average sell 
for the last 10 years (1974-83) and will provide for a 53% increase over 
the last 10-year average harvest level of 148 mmbf/yr. 

The sale schedule increases to 285 mmbf/yr. and 344 mmbf/yr. in the third 
and fifth decades, respectively. 
MMBF/yr annual sell in the first decade, going to 292 MMBF/yr. and 345 
MMBF/yr. by the third and fifth decades, respectively. 

New road construction necessary to manage the suitable timberlands will 
increase 15% in the first decade and require 267 miles/yr. compared to the 
233 miles/yr. average for the last 5 years (1979-83). This would decrease 
to 166 miles/yr. in the third decade when the road system will be 
essentially completed and total 11.690 miles, a net increase of 5.690 miles 
over the existing 6,000 miles in 1984. 

Wilderness and Roadless Areas: 
in two locations on the Kootenai National Forest, similar to Alternative B. 
including Scotchman Peak (48.000 acres) and Cabinet Mountains Wilderness 
additions (16.000 acres). (An additional 22.000 acres of Scotchman is 
recommended for wilderness on the adjoining Idaho Panhandle National Forest 
for a total of 70,000 acres recommended for  wilderness on Scotchman.) 

Visual quality 

RPA timber goals for the Kootenai are 228 

Wilderness is recommended on 64,000 acres 
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In addition to the 64,000 acres of recommended wilderness, approximately 
155.000 acres o r  38% of the 404,000 acres of inventoried roadless area will 
be managed in a roadless condition. The remaining 187,000 acres will be 
scheduled for timber harvest or  road building over the next 10-30 years. 

Total roadless recreation opportunities will be available on 410.000 acres 
which is 18% of the Forest. 
roadless area and 64,000 acres of recommended wilderness mentioned above 
plus the existing Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (94.000 acres), the Ten 
Lakes MWSA (34,000 acres), and 63,000 acres of unsuitable timberlands that 
are located in scattered parcels outside of inventoried roadless areas. 

Wildlife and Fish Production: 
for in all Forest management activities that occur in identified grizzly 
habitat. 

Elk habitat would be managed to provide for an eventual herd size of 8,000. 
which is 81% of the 9,900 potential as determined in the wildlife benchmark 
(Alt. F). 
will require 4,770 miles OF road closure to accomplish. This will be a net 
increase of 3.170 miles over the 1,600 closed miles in 1984. 
third decade, timber harvest activities are at a level that maintains 
adequate hiding cover but precludes any more significant increases in big 
game. 

The total catchable trout population will decline approximately 7% in the 
next 30 years because of the additional road building. 
portion of the population will decline the most (approximately 11%). 
this period of decline, the population is expected to stabilize and 
improve, but not recover to current levels. 

Local Economic Impacts: 
opportunities in the first decade could be 2.460 compared to the 1980 level 
of 1,670 jobs. 

Return receipts to the State in the first decade could be $6.0 million/yr. 
compared to $2.7 million in 1980. 

Visual Qualitx: 
the remaining 1,200,000 acres timber harvest openings and roads will be 
noticeable o r  dominate the landscape. 

Minerals/Energy: 212,000 acres are projected for eventual withdrawal from 
oil and gas exploration; 249,000 acres are projected for eventual 
withdrawal form locatable mineral exploration, similar to Alternative B. 

New leases and subsequent lease reissuance will undergo additional analysis 
as required by NEPA, tiering to this EIS through incorporation by reference 
the information presented in this EIS. Special stipulations are used 
whenever the leased area has surface resource values needing special 
protection to meet the alternative management objectives. 

Socio-economics: The present net value (PNV) is $1.064.000.000. The 
budget during the first decade will be $26.9 million/yr. 

This includes the 155,000 acres of inventoried 

The recovery of the grizzly bear is provided 

This increase is estimated to occur over a 30-year period and 

Beyond the 

The migratory fish 
After 

Potential Forest-related private sector job 

Visual quality would be protected on 1.046.000 acres. On 
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5. Alternative E 

The in t en t  of t h i s  a l te rna t ive  i s  t o  exceed the RARE I1 and Montana 
wilderness proposals by recommending some large blocks of land as  
wilderness and wilderness additions,  while still  providing the most 
opportunity possible fo r  timber management. Roadless recreat ion is 
provided where timber management is not cost  e f f i c i e n t .  Other wi ld l i fe  and 
f i s h  production and visual  qua l i ty  protection receive less emphasis t o  
provide timber management opportunities outside the recommended wilderness 
areas.  

Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: The su i t ab le  timber 
base i s  1.425.000 acres which is  80% of t h e  1,788,000 acres determined i n  
the timber benchmark ( A l t .  L ) .  The Plan period ( f i r s t  decade) allowable 
sale quantity (regulated) of 218 mmbf/yr. is 28% more than the 170 mmbf/yr. 
average sell f o r  t h e  last 10 years (1974-83) and w i l l  provide fo r  a 47% 
increase over the l a s t  10-year average harvest l eve l  of 148 mmbf/yr. 

The sale schedule increases t o  238 mmbf/yr. and 323 mmbf/yr. i n  the th i rd  
and f i f t h  decades, respectively.  

N e w  road construction necessary t o  manage the su i t ab le  timberlands w i l l  
increase 13% i n  t h e  first decade and require 263 miles/yr. compared t o  t h e  
233 mi les /yr .  average fo r  the l a s t  5 years (1979-83). This would decrease 
t o  111 miles/yr. i n  the th i rd  decade when the road system w i l l  be 
e s sen t i a l ly  completed and t o t a l  10,950 miles, a net  increase of 4.950 miles 
over the ex is t ing  6,000 miles i n  1984. 

Wilderness and Roadless Area: 
the th i rd  highest acreage, i n  s i x  locations on the Kootenai National 
Forest ,  including Scotchman Peak (49,000 acres), the Cabinet Mountains 
Wilderness additions (68,000 acres) , Trout Creek (24,000 acres)  , Roderick 
(20,000 a c r e s ) ,  Galena (13,000 ac res ) ,  and Cataract (12,000 acres ) .  (An 
addi t ional  22,000 acres of Scotchman i s  recommended fo r  wilderness on the 
adjoining Idaho Panhandle National Forest fo r  a t o t a l  of 71,000 acres 
recommended for  wilderness on Scotchman.) 

In  addition t o  t h e  187,000 acres of recommended wilderness, approximately 
99,000 acres or  25% of the 404.000 acres of inventoried roadless area w i l l  
be managed i n  a roadless condition. The remaining 118,000 acres w i l l  be 
scheduled fo r  timber harvest o r  road building over the next 10-30 years. 

Total roadless recreation opportunities w i l l  be avai lable  on 476.000 acres 
which i s  21% of the Forest. T h i s  includes the 99,000 acres of inventoried 
roadless area and 187,000 acres of recommended wilderness mentioned above 
plus the ex is t ing  Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (94,000 a c r e s ) ,  the Ten 
Lakes MWSA (34,000 ac res ) ,  and 63,000 acres of unsuitable timberlands tha t  
are located i n  scat tered parcels outside of inventoried roadless areas.  

Wildlife and F i s h  Production: 
f o r  i n  a l l  Forest management a c t i v i t i e s  t ha t  occur i n  iden t i f i ed  gr izzly 
habi ta t .  

Wilderness is recommended on 187.000 acres,  

The recovery of the gr izz ly  bear is provided 
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Elk hab i t a t  would be managed t o  provide fo r  an eventual herd s i z e  of 8,400, 
which i s  85% of t h e  9,900 potent ia l  as determined i n  the wi ld l i f e  benchmark 
( A l t .  F ) .  

w i l l  require  4,880 miles of road closure t o  accomplish. This w i l l  be a net 
increase of 3,280 miles over the 1,600 closed miles i n  1984. 
t h i rd  decade timber harvest a c t i v i t i e s  are a t  a leve l  t ha t  maintains 
adequate hiding cover but precludes any more s ign i f i can t  increases i n  big 
game. 

The t o t a l  catchable t rou t  population w i l l  decline approximately 5% i n  the 
next 30 years because of t h e  additional road building. The migratory f i s h  
portion of the population w i l l  decline the most (approximately 9%) .  A f t e r  
t h i s  period of decl ine,  t h e  population i s  expected t o  s t a b i l i z e  and 
improve, but not recover t o  current leve ls .  

Local Economic Impacts: Poten t ia l  Forest-related pr iva te  sec tor  job 
opportunities i n  the first decade can be 2,390 compared t o  the 1980 level  
of 1,670 jobs. 

Return receipts t o  the S ta t e  i n  the f i r s t  decade can be $5.7 mill ion/yr.  
compared t o  $2.7 mill ion i n  1980. 

Visual Qual i ty:  Visual qua l i ty  would be protected on 1,137,000 acres  of 
s ens i t i ve  lands ( re ten t ion  and p a r t i a l  re ten t ion) .  On the remaining 
l.lO9.000 acres ,  timber harvest  openings and roads w i l l  be noticeable or  
dominate the landscape. 

Minerals/Energy: 
from o i l  and gas exploration: 371.000 acres are projected t o  be eventually 
withdrawn from locatable  mineral exploration, the th i rd  highest  of a l l  t h e  
a l t e rna t ives .  

N e w  l eases  and subsequent lease  reissuance w i l l  undergo addi t ional  analysis  
as required by NEPA.  t i e r i n g  t o  t h i s  EIS through incorporation by reference 
the information presented i n  t h i s  EIS. Special  s t i pu la t ions  a re  used 
whenever the leased area has surface resource values needing spec ia l  
protect ion t o  meet the a l t e rna t ive  management object ives .  

Socio-economics: The present ne t  value (PNV) is $l,ll3,OOO,OOO. The 
budget during the f i r s t  decade w i l l  be $26.4 million/yr.  

This increase i s  estimated t o  occur over a 30-year period and 

Beyond the 

335,000 acres  are projected t o  be eventually withdrawn 

6 .  Alternat ive F 

The i n t e n t  of t h i s  a l t e rna t ive  i s  t o  provide s ign i f i can t  b ig  game (e lk )  
hab i t a t  management opportunities.  
than timber production and v isua l  qua l i ty  protection and no addi t ional  
wilderness i s  recommended i n  order t o  provide e l k  management 
opportunities.  This a l t e rna t ive  provides the highest  l eve l  of e l k  
production. 

E l k  production receives more emphasis 
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Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: This alternative 
produces one of the lowest timber yields and requires one of the smallest 
road system of all the alternatives. 

The suitable timber base is 1,132.000 acres which is 63% of the 1,788.000 
acres determined in the timber benchmark (Alt. L )  The Plan period (first 
decade) allowable sale quantity (regulated) of 164 mmbf/yr. is 4% less than 
the 170 mmbf/yr average sell for the last 10 years (1974-83) and would 
result in a 11% increase compared to the last 10-year average harvest level 
of 148 mmbf/yr. 

The sale schedule increases to l9O mmbf/yr. and 198 mmbf/yr. in the third 
and fifth decades, respectively. 

New road construction necessary to manage the suitable timberlands will 
decrease 13% in the first decade and require 202 miles/yr. compared to the 
233 miles/yr. average for  the last 5 years (1979-83). This would decrease 
to lo3 miles/yr. in the third decade when the road system will be 
essentially completed and total 9,850 miles, a net increase of 3,850 miles 
over the existing 6.000 miles in 1984. 

Wilderness and Roadless Areas: No additional wilderness is recommended to 
allow the maximum opportunity to manage elk habitat. 

Approximately 209,000 acres o r  52% of the 404,000 acres of inventoried 
roadless area will be managed in a roadless condition. 
195.000 acres will be scheduled for timber harvest o r  other activities. 

Total roadless recreation opportunities will be available on 401,000 acres 
which is 18% of the Forest. 
roadless area mentioned above plus the existing Cabinet Mountains 
Wilderness (94,000 acres), the Ten Lakes MWSA (34.000 acres), and 64,000 
acres of unsuitable timberlands that are located in scattered parcels 
outside of inventoried roadless areas. 

Wildlife and Fish Production: 
fo r  in all Forest management activities that occur in identified grizzly 
habitat. 

Elk habitat would be managed to provide for an eventual herd size of 9,900. 
which is the highest of all the alternatives. This increase is estimated 
to occur over a 30-year period and will require 4,960 miles of road closure 
to accomplish. This will be a net increase of 3,360 miles over the 1,600 
closed miles in 1984. Beyond the third decade, timber harvest activities 
are at a level that maintains adequate hiding cover but precludes any more 
significant increases in big game. 

The total catchable trout population will decline approximately 5% over the 
next 40 years because of the continued road building. 
portion of the population will decline the most (approximately 8%). 
this period of decline, the population is expected to stabilize and 
improve, but not recover to current levels. 

The remaining 

This includes the 2O9.000 acres of inventoried 

The recovery of the grizzly bear is provided 

The migratory 
After 
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Local Economic Impacts: Potent ia l  Forest-related pr iva te  sector  job 
opportunities i n  the f i r s t  decade can be 2,010 compared t o  the 1980 leve l  
of 1,670 jobs. 

Return rece ip ts  t o  the S ta t e  i n  the f i r s t  decade can be $4.4 mill ion/yr.  
compared t o  $2.7 mill ion i n  1980. 

Visual Qual i tx:  
highest  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  On the remaining 781.000 acres ,  timber 
harvest openings and roads would be noticeable or  dominate the landscape. 

Minerals/Energy: 
from o i l  and gas exploration; 185.000 acres  are projected t o  be eventually 
withdrawn from locatable  mineral exploration. This i s  s imi la r  t o  
Alternative A and one of the lowest of a l l  t h e  a l te rna t ives .  

N e w  leases and subsequent lease  reissuance w i l l  undergo addi t ional  analysis 
as  required by NEPA, t i e r i n g  t o  t h i s  EIS through incorporation by reference 
the information presented i n  t h i s  EIS. Special s t i pu la t ions  a re  used 
whenever the leased area has surface resource values needing spec ia l  
protect ion t o  meet the a l t e rna t ive  management objectives.  

Socio-economics: The present net  value (PNV) i s  $658.000.000 which is t h e  
second lowest of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  The budget during the f i r s t  decade 
w i l l  be $20.7 mill ion/yr. ,  the second lowest of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives .  

Visual qua l i ty  would be protected on 1,465,000 acres ,  t h e  

148,000 acres a re  projected t o  be eventually withdrawn 

7. Alternative G 

The i n t e n t  of t h i s  a l t e rna t ive  is t o  recommend s ign i f i can t  amounts of 
addi t ional  wilderness while providing a high l eve l  of timber production. 
Roadless recreat ion is provided where timber management is not cost  
e f f i c i e n t .  Other w i ld l i f e  and f i s h  production and v isua l  qua l i ty  
protect ion receive less emphasis t o  provide for timber management outside 
the recommended wilderness areas. 

Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: The su i t ab le  timber 
base i s  1,386,000 acres which is 78% of the 1.788.000 acres determined i n  
the timber-benchmark ( A l t .  L )  . 
s a l e  quant i ty  ( regulated)  of 213 mmbf/yr. is 25% more t han  the 170 mmbf/yr. 
average sell f o r  t h e  l as t  10 years (1974-83) and w i l l  provide f o r  a 44% 
increase over the l a s t  10-year average harvest l e v e l  of 148 mmbf/yr. 

The sale schedule increases t o  231 mmbf/yr. and 309 mmbf/yr. i n  the th i rd  
and f i f t h  decades, respectively.  

N e w  road construction necessary t o  manage the su i t ab le  timberlands w i l l  
increase 8% i n  the f i r s t  decade and require 251 miles/yr.  compared t o  the 
233 miles/yr. average f o r  the last 5 years (1979-83). This would decrease 
t o  lo9 miles/yr. i n  the th i rd  decade when the road system w i l l  be 
e s sen t i a l ly  completed and to t a l  10,750 miles, a net  increase of 4,750 miles 
over the ex is t ing  6.000 miles i n  1984. 

The Plan period ( f i r s t  decade) allowable 
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Wilderness and Roadless Areas: Wilderness is recommended on 305.000 acres, 
the second highest acreage, in 15 locations on the Kootenai National 
Forest, including Scotchman Peak (52.000 acres) and Cabinet Mountains 
Wilderness additions (83,000 acres), Trout Creek (30.000 acres), Roderick 
(25,000 acres), Galena (15.000 acres), Cataract (18,000 acres), Buckhorn 
Ridge (22,000 acres), Northwest Peaks (13,000 acres), plus seven other 
areas. (An additional 32.000 acres of Scotchman is recommended for 
wilderness on the adjoining Idaho Panhandle National Forest for a total of 
84.000 acres recommended for  wilderness on Scotchman.) 

In addition to the 305.000 acres of recommended wilderness, approximately 
53,000 acres or 13% of the 404,000 acres of inventoried roadless area will 
be managed in a roadless condition. 
scheduled for timber harvest or other activities. 

Total roadless recreation opportunities will be available on 534,000 acres 
which is 24% of the Forest and the second highest of all the alternatives. 
This includes the 53.000 acres of inventoried roadless area and 305,000 
acres of recommended wilderness mentioned above plus the existing Cabinet 
Mountains Wilderness (94,000 acres), the Ten Lakes MWSA (34.000 acres), and 
48,000 acres of unsuitable timberlands that are located in scattered 
parcels outside of inventoried roadless areas. 

Wildlife and Fish Production: 
for in all Forest management activities that occur in identified grizzly 
habitat. 

Elk habitat would be managed to provide for an eventual herd size of 8,500, 
which is 86% of the 9,900 potential as determined in the wildlife benchmark 
(Alt. F). This increase is estimated to occur over a 30-year period and 
will require 4,780 miles of road closure to accomplish. This will be a net 
increase of 3.180 miles over the 1,600 closed miles in 1984. Beyond the 
third decade, timber harvest activities are at a level that maintains 
adequate hiding cover but precludes any more significant increase in big 
game. 

The total catchable trout population will decline 5% in the next 30 years 
because of the additional road building. 
population will decline the most (approximately 9%). 
decline, the population is expected to stabilize and improve, but not 
recover to current levels. 

Local Economic Impact: 
opportunities in the first decade could be 2,340 compared to the 1980 level 
of 1,670 jobs. 

Return receipts to the State in the first decade could be $5.7 million/yr. 
compared to $2.7 million in 1980. 

Visual Quality: 
the remaining 1.089.000 acres, timber harvest openings and road 
construction would be noticeable or  dominate the landscape. 

The remaining 46.000 acres will be 

The recovery of the grizzly bear is provided 

The migratory fish portion of the 
After this period of 

Potential Forest-related private sector job 

Visual quality would be protected on 1.157.000 acres. On 
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Minerals/Energy: 
o i l  and gas exploration; 184,000 acres are projected f o r  eventual 
withdrawal from locatable  mineral exploration, the second highest  of a l l  
the a l t e rna t ives .  

New leases and subsequent lease reissuance w i l l  undergo addi t ional  analysis 
as required by NEPA, t i e r i n g  t o  t h i s  EIS through incorporation by reference 
the information presented i n  t h i s  EIS. Special  s t ipu la t ions  are used 
whenever the leased area has surface resource values needing spec ia l  
protect ion t o  meet the a l t e rna t ive  management object ives .  

453,000 acres a re  projected f o r  eventual withdrawal from 

Socio-economics: The present net  value (PNV) i s  $1,073,000,000. The f irst  
decade budget is $25.7 mill ion/yr.  

8. Alternat ive H 

The in t en t  of t h i s  a l t e rna t ive  i s  t o  recommend the highest  possible amount 
of wilderness while maintaining a high leve l  of timber production. 
Roadless recreat ion is provided only where timber management i s  not cost  
e f f i c i e n t .  Other w i ld l i f e  and f i s h  production and v isua l  qua l i ty  
protection receive less emphasis t o  provide f o r  timber management outside 
of recommended wilderness areas. T h i s  a l t e rna t ive  can serve as a baseline 
f o r  evaluating wilderness t radeoffs .  

Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: The su i t ab le  timber 
base i s  1,361.000 acres which i s  76% of the 1.788.000 acres determined i n  
the timber-benchmark ( A l t .  L )  . 
sale quant i ty  (regulated) of 208 mmbf/yr. is 22% higher than the 170 
mmbf/yr. average sell  f o r  the last 10 years (1974-83) and w i l l  provide for 
a 40% increase over the las t  10-year average harvest  l eve l  of 148 mmbf/yr. 

The sale schedule increases t o  223 mmbf/yr. and 294 mmbf/yr. i n  the th i rd  
and f i f t h  decades, respectively.  

N e w  road construction necessary t o  manage the su i t ab le  timberlands w i l l  
increase 6% i n  the f i r s t  decade and require 248 miles/yr. compared t o  the 
233 miles/yr. average fo r  t h e  l a s t  5 years (1979-83). This would decrease 
t o  111 miles/yr.  i n  the th i rd  decade when the road system w i l l  be 
e s sen t i a l ly  completed and to ta l  10,590 miles, a ne t  increase of 4,590 miles 
over the ex i s t ing  6.000 miles i n  1984. This a l t e rna t ive  produces t h e  t h i rd  
least  miles of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

Wilderness and Roadless Areas: 
t he  highest  acreage, i n  27 locat ions on the Kootenai National Forest ,  
including Scotchman Peak (52.000 acres)  and Cabinet Mountains Wilderness 
additions (86.000 acres ) .  (An addi t ional  32.000 acres  of Scotchman is 
recommended f o r  wilderness on the adjoining Idaho Panhandle National Forest 
fo r  a t o t a l  of 84.000 acres recommended fo r  wilderness on Scotchman.) 

The Plan period ( f i r s t  decade) allowable 

Wilderness i s  recommended on 404,000 acres ,  
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Total roadless recreation opportunities w i l l  be avai lable  on 583.000 acres 
which is 26% of the Forest and the highest of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives .  This 
includes the 404,000 acres of recommended wilderness mentioned above plus 
the ex is t ing  Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (94.000 acres), t h e  Ten Lakes 
MWSA (34.000 ac res ) ,  and 54,000 acres of unsuitable timberlands tha t  a r e  
located i n  scat tered parcels outside of inventoried roadless areas. 

Wildlife and Fish Production: 
for  i n  a l l  Forest management a c t i v i t i e s  t ha t  occur i n  ident i f ied  gr izzly 
habi ta t .  

Elk habi ta t  would be managed t o  provide fo r  an eventual herd s i ze  of 8,600, 
which is 87% of the 9,900 potent ia l  as determined i n  the wi ld l i fe  benchmark 
( A l t .  F ) .  
w i l l  require  4,730 miles of road closure t o  accomplish. This w i l l  be a net  
increase of 3.130 miles over the 1,600 closed miles i n  1984. 
t h i rd  decade, timber harvest levels  a r e  at  a leve l  t ha t  maintains adequate 
hiding cover but precludes any more s igni f icant  increase i n  b ig  game. 

The t o t a l  catchable t rou t  population w i l l  decline 7% i n  the next 30 years 
because of the additional road building. The migratory f i s h  portion of t h e  
population w i l l  decline the most (approximately 11%). After t h i s  period of 
decl ine,  the population is expected t o  s t a b i l i z e  and improve, but not 
recover t o  current l e v e l s .  

Local Economic Impacts: 
opportunities i n  the first decade could be 2,240 compared t o  the 1980 l e v e l  
of 1,670 jobs. 

Return rece ip ts  t o  the S ta t e  i n  the first decade could be $5.6 mill ion/yr.  
compared t o  $2.7 mill ion i n  1980. 

Visua l  Qual i ty:  
t h e  remaining 1,047,000 acres ,  timber harvest openings and roads would be 
noticeable o r  dominate the landscape. 

Minerals/Enera: 
o i l  and gas exploration; 579.000 acres a re  projected f o r  eventual 
withdrawal from locatable mineral exploration. t h e  highest of a l l  the  
a l te rna t ives .  

New leases  and subsequent lease  reissuance w i l l  undergo addi t ional  analysis 
as  required by NEPA. t i e r i n g  to  t h i s  EIS through incorporation by reference 
the information presented i n  t h i s  EIS. 
whenever the leased area has surface resource values needing special  
protection t o  meet the a l te rna t ive  management objectives.  

Socio-economics: The present net  value (PNV) i s  $1.0j5,000,000. The f i r s t  
decade budget is $25.1 mil l ion/yr . ,  the th i rd  lowest of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives .  

The recovery of the gr izz ly  bear is provided 

This increase i s  estimated t o  occur over a 30-year period and 

Beyond the 

Potent ia l  Forest-related pr iva te  sec tor  job 

Visual qua l i ty  would be protected on 1,199,000 acres.  On 

540.000 acres are  projected for  eventual withdrawal from 

Special s t ipu la t ions  a re  used 
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9. Alternative I (Current Direction) 

The intent of this alternative is to display the direction that the 
Kootenai National Forest is currently following. This Current Direction is 
a composite of 25 separate land use plans completed over a six-year 
period. It has been updated to meet recovery goals for the grizzly bear 
and to provide wildlife diversity for old growth timber-dependent species. 
The budget is constrained to the average amount actually experienced during 
the 1980-82 period. The wilderness recommendations are those endorsed by 
the Administration in RARE I1 which are the same as Alternatives B and D. 
Visual quality protection is provided for in sensitive areas along major 
travel routes and around communities. This alternative can be used as a 
baseline to measure changes in all resources, costs and benefits and is 
referred to as the “No Action” or “No Change” alternative. 

II 

Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: The suitable timber 
base is 1,422.000 acres which is 80% of the 1,788,000 acres determined in 
the timber benchmark (Alt. L). The Plan period (first decade) allowable 
sale quantity (regulated) of 150 mmbf/yr. is 13% less than the 170 mmbf/yr. 
average sell for the last 10 years (1974-83) and will result in about the 
same harvest level as has been experienced over the last ten years (148 
mmbf) . 
The sale schedule increases to 157 mmbf/yr. and 162 mmbf/yr. in the third 
and fifth decades, respectively. 

New road construction necessary to manage the suitable timberlands will L 

decrease 21% in the first decade and require 185 miles/yr.. the lowest of 
all the alternatives. This is compared to the 233 miles/yr. average for 
the last 5 years (1979-83). This would decrease to 138 miles/yr. in the 
third decade when the road system will be essentially completed and total 
9,840 miles, a net increase of 3,840 miles over the existing 6.000 miles in 
1984. 

Wilderness and Roadless Areas : 
on the Kootenai National Forest, including Scotchman Peak (48,000 acres) 
and Cabinet Mountains Wilderness additions (16.000 acres). (An additional 
22,000 acres of Scotchman is recommended for wilderness on the adjoining 
Idaho Panhandle National Forest for a total of 7O.OOO acres recommended for 
wilderness on Scotchman.) 

In addition to the 64,000 acres of recommended wilderness, about 174.000 
acres of inventoried roadless areas will be managed in a roadless 
condition. 
harvest or other activities. 

Wilderness is recommended on 64,000 acres 

The remaining 166,000 acres will be scheduled for timber 

Total roadless recreation opportunities will be available on 441.000 acres 
which is 20% of the Forest. This includes the 174,000 acres of inventoried 
roadless area and 64,000 acres of recommended wilderness acres mentioned 
above plus the existing Cabinet Mountain Wilderness (94,000 acres), the Ten 
Lakes MWSA (34,000 acres), and 76.000 acres of unsuitable timberlands that 
are located in scattered parcels outside of inventoried roadless areas. 
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Wildlife and Fish Production: The recovery of the gr izz ly  bear is provided 
for  i n  a l l  Forest management a c t i v i t i e s  t ha t  occur i n  ident i f ied  gr izz ly  
hab i t a t .  

Elk habi ta t  would be managed t o  provide f o r  an eventual herd s i z e  of 7,300, 
which is 74% of the 9,900 potent ia l  as determined i n  the wi ld l i fe  benchmark 
( A l t .  F ) .  
w i l l  require 4,590 miles of road closure t o  accomplish, the second lowest 
of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  This w i l l  be a ne t  increase of 2.990 miles over 
the 1,600 closed miles i n  1984. 
a c t i v i t i e s  a re  a t  a leve l  t ha t  maintains adequate hiding cover but 
precludes any more s igni f icant  increase i n  b ig  game. 

The to ta l  catchable t rou t  population w i l l  decline 4% i n  the next 30 years 
because of the additional road building. The migratory f i s h  portion of the 
population w i l l  decline the most (approximately 12%) .  After t h i s  period of 
decline the population is expected t o  s t a b i l i z e  and improve, but not 
recover t o  current leve ls .  

Local Economic Impacts: 
opportunities i n  t h e  f i r s t  decade can be 1.930 compared t o  the 1980 level 
of 1.670 jobs. 

Return receipts  t o  the S ta t e  i n  the f i r s t  decade could be $2.3 mill ion/yr.  
compared t o  $2.7 mill ion i n  1980. 

Visual Quality:  
fourth highest of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  
timber harvest openings and roads would be noticeable or dominate the 
landscape. 

Minerals/Energy: 
o i l  and gas exploration: 249,000 acres a re  projected f o r  eventual 
withdrawal from locatable  mineral exploration, which is s imi la r  t o  
Alternatives B and D.  

New leases and subsequent lease  reissuance w i l l  undergo addi t ional  analysis 
as  required by N E P A .  t i e r i n g  t o  t h i s  EIS through incorporation by reference 
the information presented i n  t h i s  EIS. 
whenever t h e  leased area has surface resource values needing special  
protection t o  meet t h e  a l t e rna t ive  management objectives.  

Existing o i l  and gas leases have been processed under the guidelines of the 
"Environmental Assessment on O i l  and Gas Leasing on Nonwilderness Land" 
which i s  incorporated by reference t o  t h i s  EIS. 
f o r  occupancy leasing opportunities f o r  areas outside ex is t ing  wilderness 
and wilderness recommended i n  t h e  RARE I1 Final EIS. 

Socio-economics : The present ne t  value (PNV) is $460,000,000, the lowest 
of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  
lowest of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

This increase is estimated t o  occur over a 30-year period and 

Beyond the th i rd  decade, timber harvest 

Potent ia l  Forest-related pr iva te  sec tor  job 

Visual qua l i ty  would be protected on 1,240,000 acres ,  
On the remaining 1,006.000 acres ,  

212.000 acres are projected f o r  eventual withdrawal from 

Special s t i pu la t ions  are used 

This a l t e rna t ive  allows 

The first decade budget i s  $19.6 mil l ion/yr . ,  the 

. 
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10. 

The intent of this alternative is to provide a combination of wilderness, 
roadless and timber management designations that provide for both stability 
and future options. Roadless designations are provided where timber 
management appears to be environmentally less desirable or not cost 
efficient. Other wildlife and fish production receive more emphasis to 
provide for a balanced multiple resource program. 
protection is provided in sensitive areas such as along major travel routes 
and around communities and recreation sites. The total recommended 
wilderness acreage is similar to the RARE I1 proposal, but is significantly 
different in the location and amount of areas recommended. 

Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: The suitable timber 
base is 1,386,000 acres which is 78% of the 1,788.000 acres determined in 
the timber benchmark (Alt. L). The Plan period (first decade) allowable 
sale quantity (regulated) of 202 mmbf/yr. is 19% greater than the 170 
mmbf/yr. average sell for the last 10 years (1974-83). It will provide for 
a 36% increase over the last 10-year average harvest level of 148 mmbf/yr. 

The sale schedule increases to 224 mmbf/yr. and 277 mmbf/yr. in the third 
and fifth decades, respectively. 

New road construction necessary to manage the suitable timberlands will 
increase 5% in the first decade and require 244 miles/yr. compared to the 
233 miles/yr. average for the last 5 years (1979-83). This would decrease 
to 97 miles/yr. in the third decade when the road system will be 
essentially completed and total 10,690 miles, a net increase of 4.690 miles 
over the existing 6,000 miles in 1984. 

Wilderness and Roadless Areas. 
on the Kootenai National Forest, including Scotchman Peak (24,000 acres) 
and Cabinet Mountains Wilderness additions (36.000 acres), and additions to 
the Ten Lakes Montana Wilderness Study Area (7.000 acres). 
22,000 acres of Scotchman is recommended for wilderness on the adjoining 
Idaho Panhandle National Forest for a total of 46.000 acres recommended for 
wilderness on Scotchman.) 
26,000 acres within the Ten Lakes MWSA that Alternative J recommends for 
wilderness because of the area's Congressionally-designated status as a 
"wilderness study area": because of this status, the acreage for the area 
was not included in the inventory done of roadless areas and is not 
included in the recommended totals. For more detail on the Ten Lakes MWSA. 
see the Ten Lakes Report and Proposal when available. 

In addition to the 67,000 acres of recommended wilderness, approximately 
202.000 acres or  50% of the 404,000 acres of inventoried roadless area will 
be managed in a roadless condition. The remaining 136.000 acres will be 
scheduled for timber harvest or other activities. 

Alternative J (Proposed Action as presented in the Draft EIS) 

Visual quality 

Wilderness is recommended on 67.000 acres 

(An additional 

The figure of 67.000 acres does not reflect the 

.. 
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Total roadless recreation opportunities will be available on 518.000 acres 
which is 23% of the Forest. 
roadless area and 67,000 acres of recommended wilderness mentioned above 
plus the existing Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (94,000 acres), the Ten 
Lakes MWSA (34,000 acres), and 122,000 acres of unsuitable timberlands that 
are located in scattered parcels outside of inventoried roadless areas. 

Wildlife and Fish Production: The recovery of the grizzly bear population 
is provided for in all Forest management activities that occur in 
identified grizzly habitat. 

Elk habitat would be managed to provide for an eventual herd size of 8,000. 
which is 81% of the 9,900 potential as determined in the wildlife benchmark 
(Alt. F). 
will require 6,080 miles of road closure to accomplish. This will be a net 
increase of 4,480 miles over the 1,600 closed miles in 1984, and the most 
miles closed of all the alternatives. Beyond the third decade, timber 
harvest activities are at a level that maintains adequate hiding cover but 
precludes any more significant increase in big game. 

The total catchable trout population will decline 5% in the next 40 years 
because of the additional road building. The migratory fish portion of the 
population will decline the most (approximately 9%) .  
decline, the population is expected to stabilize and improve, but not 
recover to current levels. 

Local Economic Impacts: 
opportunities in the first decade could be 2.300 compared to the 1980 level 
of 1.670 jobs. 

Return receipts to the State in the first decade could be $5.3 million/yr. 
compared to $2.7 million in 1980. 

Visual Quality: 
third highest of all the alternatives. 
timber harvest openings and roads would be noticeable or dominate the 
landscape. 

Minerals/Energy: 215,000 acres are projected for eventual withdrawal from 
oil and gas exploration: 252,000 acres are projected for eventual 
withdrawal from locatable mineral exploration, the third lowest of all the 
alternatives. 

New leases and subsequent lease reissuance will undergo additional analysis 
as required by NEPA, tiering to this EIS through incorporation by reference 
the information presented in this EIS. 
whenever the leased area has surface resource values needing special 
protection to meet the alternative management objectives. 

Socio-economics: The present net value (PNV) is $916,000,000. The first 
decade budget is $25.2 million/yr. 

This includes the 202,000 acres of inventoried 

This increase is estimated to occur over a 30-year period and 

After this period of 

Potential Forest-related private sector job 

Visual quality would be protected on 1,311,000 acres, the 
On the remaining 935,000 acres, 

Special stipulations are used 
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loa. Alternative JF - (Final  P l a n )  

The i n t e n t  of t h i s  a l t e rna t ive  is t o  provide a combination of w i ld l i f e ,  
wilderness, roadless and timber management designations t h a t  provide f o r  
balance, economic s t a b i l i t y  and future  options. Roadless designations a re  
provided where timber management appears t o  be environmentally less 
des i rab le  or not  cost e f f i c i e n t .  Other wi ld l i fe ,  especial ly  old-growth 
timber dependent species,  receive more emphasis t o  provide f o r  a balanced 
multiple resource program. Increased emphasis is a lso  placed on the 
protect ion of f i s h  hab i t a t  and water qual i ty .  Visual qua l i ty  protection i s  
provided i n  sens i t ive  areas such as along major t rave l  routes and around 
communities and recreat ion sites. The recommended wilderness proposal i s  a 
combination of pa r t s  of the RARE I1 Final EIS and the June, 1984, Montana 
Wilderness B i l l .  

Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: The su i t ab le  timber 
base is 1,263,000 acres which i s  71% of the 1.788.000 acres  determined i n  
the timber benchmark ( A l t .  L ) .  This is a 9% decrease from A l t .  J (123,000 
acres)  and i s  a r e s u l t  of designating land f o r  old-growth timber dependent 
species.  (The su i t ab le  acres could be increased i f  t h e  demand fo r  timber 
and its p r i ce  rose s ign i f icant ly .  See Appendix B fo r  more d e t a i l s  on the 
Montana Timber Supply ana lys i s . )  

The Plan period ( f i r s t  decade) regulated sell  of l i v e  green timber is 202 
mmbf/yr. which is no change from A l t .  J. I n  addition 25 MMbf of dead 
lodgepole timber w i l l  be planned fo r  harvest which is a l so  no change from 
A l t .  J .  This w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  an allowable sale quantity of 227 MMbf which 
is 34% grea ter  than the 170 mmbf/yr. average regulated sell  f o r  the 10-year 
period of 1974-83. 
10-year average harvest  l eve l  (regulated) of 148 mmbf/yr. 
harvest  l eve l  is a change from A l t .  J. i n  def in i t ion  only. The t o t a l  
Programmed S e l l  l eve l  (regulated plus unregulated) i s  planned at  233 
mmbf/yr. which is no change from A l t .  J .  

The regulated s a l e  schedule increases t o  227 mmbf/yr. and 234 mmbf/yr. i n  
t he  t h i r d  and f i f t h  decades, respectively.  
the f i f t h  decade compared t o  A l t .  J .  

N e w  road construction necessary t o  manage the su i t ab le  timberlands i n  the 
first decade w i l l  require 237 miles/yr. 
miles/yr. i n  the second decade when the road system w i l l  be e s sen t i a l ly  
completed and t o t a l  10,050 miles, a net  increase of 3.850 miles over t h e  
ex i s t ing  6,200 miles i n  January, 1986. 
from A l t .  J. 

Wilderness and Roadless A r e a s :  Wilderness is recommended on 79,000 acres. 
This provides 12,000 acres more than A l t .  3; and includes Scotchman Peak 
(36,000 acres), the Cabinet Mountain Wilderness Additions (36.000 ac res ) ,  
and additions t o  the Ten Lakes Montana Wilderness Study Area (7,000 ac res ) .  

NOTE: 

It w i l l  provide for  a 53% increase over the comparable 
This timber 

This w i l l  be a 16% reduction i n  

This would decrease t o  140 

This is a 640 mile reduction (6%) 

An addi t ional  22,000 acres of Scotchman Peak is recommended fo r  
wilderness on the adjoining Idaho Panhandle National Forest fo r  a 
total  wilderness recommendation of 58,000 acres  within the 
Scotchman Peak Area. 
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NOTE: The t o t a l  figure of 79,000 acres does not r e f l e c t  the 26,000 acres 
of addi t ional  wilderness recommended within the Ten Lakes MWSA. 
This is because of the area's Congressionally-designated s t a t u s  as  
a Wilderness Study Area. The recommendation within the 34.200 acre 
area is f o r  26,000 acres of wilderness and 8,200 acres of non- 
wilderness. The 26,000 acres recommended wilderness ins ide  the Ten 
Lakes MWSA and the 7.000 acres outside and adjacent would result i n  
a t o t a l  recommended wilderness of 33,000 acres f o r  the overal l  Ten 
Lakes Area. For more d e t a i l  on the Ten L a k e s  MWSA, see the Ten 
L a k e s  Final Report and Proposal when available.  

I n  addition t o  the 79,000 acres of recommended wilderness, approximately 
193,000 acres o r  48% of the 404,000 acres of inventoried roadless area w i l l  
be managed i n  a roadless condition. The remaining 132,000 acres w i l l  be 
scheduled f o r  timber harvest o r  other a c t i v i t i e s .  This i s  similar t o  
A l t .  J .  

Total roadless recreation opportunities w i l l  be avai lable  on 521,000 acres 
which is 23% of the Forest. 
roadless area and 79,000 acres of recommended wilderness mentioned above 
plus the ex is t ing  Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (94,000 ac res ) ,  the Ten 
Lakes MWSA (34,000 ac res ) ,  and 122.000 acres of unsuitable timberlands tha t  
are located i n  scat tered parcels outside of inventoried roadless areas.  
This  is s imi la r  t o  A l t .  J .  

Wildlife and Fish Production: The recovery of the gr izz ly  bear population 
is provided f o r  i n  a l l  Forest management a c t i v i t i e s  t ha t  occur i n  
ident i f ied  gr izz ly  habi ta t  and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has 
issued a non-jeopardy opinion on t h i s  Final Forest Plan. 

The Forest would be managed t o  provide for  habi ta t  t o  support a poten t ia l  
herd s i z e  of 8,000 e lk .  which is 81% of the 9.900 poten t ia l  a s  determined 
i n  the wi ld l i fe  benchmark ( A l t .  F) and no change from A l t .  J .  This 
increase is estimated t o  occur over a 30-year period and w i l l  require 5.730 
miles of road closure t o  accomplish. This w i l l  be a n e t  increase of 4,130 
miles over the 1,600 closed miles i n  1984, and no change from the Proposed 
Plan ( A l t .  J )  i n  the proportion of t o t a l  roads closed (57%). The balance 
between timber harvest ac t iv i ty  and e lk  habi ta t  secur i ty  w i l l  remain 
constant beyond the th i rd  decade. 

The t o t a l  projected catchable t rou t  population w i l l  decline 5% i n  the next 
40 years because of the calculated additional road building. 
f i s h  portion of t h e  population i s  projected t o  decline the most 
(approximately 9 % ) .  After t h i s  period of decline,  t h e  population i s  
projected t o  s t a b i l i z e  and improve. 
Proposed Plan ( A l t .  J) but the s t a t i s t i c a l  r e l i a b i l i t y  of the projections 
a re  unknown. 
stronger measures fo r  the protection of water qua l i ty  have been 
incorporated within the Final Forest P l a n  t o  insure  against  a projected 
decline of t h i s  magnitude. 

This includes the 192.000 acres of inventoried 

The migratory 

This i s  the same as  projected for  the 

Because of t h e  low cer ta in ty  of the projected f i s h  losses ,  

. 
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Local Economic Impacts: I f  the t o t a l  Allowable Sale Quantity is harvested, 
the poten t ia l  Forest-related private-sector job opportunities i n  t h e  f i r s t  
decade could be 2.300 compared t o  t h e  1980 leve l  of 1.670 jobs. 
the same as  Alternative J. 

Return rece ip ts  t o  the S ta t e  i n  the f i r s t  decade could be $6.1 mill ion/yr.  
compared t o  $2.7 mill ion i n  1980. This i s  a 1% decrease from A l t .  J and i s  
due t o  the higher planned harvest of lodgepole pine which is a lower valued 
specie.  

Visual Quality: Visual Qual i ty  would be protected on l . 3 l l . O O O  acres ,  the 
h i g h e s t  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  On the remaining 935.000 acres ,  timber 
harvest  openings and roads would be noticeable or dominate the landscape. 
This is s imi la r  t o  A l t .  J .  

Minerals/Enerpy: 227,000 acres a re  projected f o r  eventual withdrawal from 
o i l  and gas exploration: 264.000 acres a re  projected f o r  eventual 
withdrawal from locatable  mineral exploration. This is a 5% increase from 
A l t .  J and r e s u l t s  d i r e c t l y  from a 12,000 acre increase i n  the wilderness 
recommendation on Scotchman Peak. 

New leases  and subsequent lease reissuance w i l l  undergo addi t ional  analysis  
a s  required by NEPA, t i e r i n g  t o  t h i s  EIS through incorporation by reference 
the information presented i n  t h i s  EIS. Special s t i pu la t ions  a re  used 
whenever the leased area has surface resource values needing spec ia l  
protect ion t o  meet the a l t e rna t ive  management object ives .  

Socio-economic: The present ne t  value (PNV) i s  $733,000,000. The f i r s t  
decade budget i s  $19.2 mill ion/yr. .  a decrease of $1.1 mill ion/yr or 5%. 
from A l t .  J .  

This i s  

11. Alternat ive K - Departure 

The i n t e n t  of t h i s  a l t e rna t ive  is t o  provide f o r  an increase i n  timber 
harvest levels f o r  the f i r s t  two decades t o  more closely approach the RPA 
timber goals.  
except t h a t  a departure from non-declining sustained y i e ld  i s  allowed. 
Alternative J provides the base s a l e  schedule for  t h i s  departure 
a l t e rna t ive .  

Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: The su i t ab le  timber 
base i s  1,386,000 acres which is  the same as  Alternative J (Proposed 
Action). The Plan period ( f i r s t  decade) allowable s a l e  schedule 
( regulated)  of 230 mmbf/yr. is 35% more than the 170 mmbf/yr. average sell 
f o r  the l a s t  10 years (1974-83) and w i l l  provide f o r  a 55% increase over 
the last 10-year average harvest l e v e l  of 148 mmbf/yr. 

The s a l e  schedule decreases t o  216 mmbf/yr. i n  t h e  t h i rd  decade, then 
increases to  271 mmbf/yr. i n  the f i f t h  decade. 

This a l t e rna t ive  i s  e s sen t i a l ly  the same as Alternative J 
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New road construction necessary t o  manage the su i t ab le  timberlands w i l l  
increase 18% i n  t h e  first decade and require 276 miles/yr. compared t o  t h e  
233 miles/yr.  average f o r  the last 5 years (1979-83). This would decrease 
t o  60 miles/yr. i n  the th i rd  decade when the road system w i l l  be 
e s sen t i a l ly  completed and t o t a l  10,720 miles. 
4.720 miles over the ex is t ing  6,000 miles i n  1984 and similar t o  
Alternative J. 

Wilderness and Roadless Areas: Wilderness and roadless areas a re  the same 
as Alternative J. 

This is a ne t  increase of 

. 

Wildlife and Fish Production: The recovery of the gr izz ly  bear i s  provided 
f o r ,  i n  a manner s imilar  t o  tha t  i n  Alternative J. 

E l k  habi ta t  and road closures would be similar t o  Alternative J 

Changes i n  the catchable t rou t  populations w i l l  be s imi la r  t o  A l t .  J .  

Local Economic Impacts: 
opportunities i n  the first decade could be 2,490 compared t o  the 1980 leve l  
of 1.670 jobs. 

Return rece ip ts  t o  t h e  S ta t e  i n  t h e  first decade could be $6.1 mill ion/yr.  
compared t o  $2.7 mill ion i n  1980. 

Potent ia l  Forest-related pr iva te  sec tor  job 

Visual Quality:  
(Proposed Action). 

Visual qua l i ty  protection is the same as  Alternative J 

Minerals/Energx: 
information is the same as Alternative J (Proposed Action). 

Socio-economics: The present ne t  value (PNV is $gll.OOO,OOO. The f i r s t  
decade budget i s  $27.5 million/yr. 

Minerals and o i l  and gas access ib i l i t y  and leasing 

12. Alternative L 

The i n t en t  of t h i s  a l te rna t ive  is t o  provide fo r  the highest possible 
timber yields  over the 200 year analysis period. No addi t ional  wilderness 
is recommended t o  provide options fo r  timber management. 
designations are provided where timber management i s  not cost  e f f i c i e n t .  
Other wi ld l i fe  and f i s h  production and visual  qua l i ty  protection receive 
less emphasis t o  provide options f o r  timber management. 
serves a s  a baseline f o r  evaluating timber management t radeoffs .  

Roadless 

This a l te rna t ive  

Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: This a l te rna t ive  
produces the highest long-term timber yields  and t h e  l a rges t  road system. 
The su i t ab le  timber base is 1,788.000 acres ,  the highest of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives .  The Plan period ( f i r s t  decade) allowable s a l e  quantity of 
255 mmbf/yr. is the second highest of a l l  t h e  a l te rna t ives  and is 50% more 
than the 170 mmbf/yr. average sell fo r  the l a s t  10 years (1974-83). It 
w i l l  provide fo r  a 72% increasf over the l a s t  10-year average harvest l eve l  
of 148 mmbf/yr. 
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The s a l e  schedule increases t o  264 mmbflyr. and 345 mmbflyr. i n  the th i rd  
and f i f t h  decades, respectively.  

N e w  road construction necessary t o  manage the su i t ab le  timberlands w i l l  
increase 33% i n  the f i r s t  decade and w i l l  require 310 mileslyr.  compared t o  
the 233 miles/yr. average f o r  the l a s t  5 years (1979-83). This would 
decrease t o  187 mileslyr.  i n  the th i rd  decade when the road system w i l l  be 
e s sen t i a l ly  completed and t o t a l  12,360 miles, a ne t  increase of 6,360 miles 
over the ex i s t ing  6,000 miles i n  1984. 

Wilderness and Roadless Areas: No additional wilderness i s  recommended t o  
provide options f o r  timber management. 

Approximately 159.000 acres or 39% of the 404,000 acres of inventoried 
roadless area w i l l  be managed i n  a roadless condition. The remaining 
245.000 acres  w i l l  be scheduled for  timber harvest  or other  a c t i v i t i e s .  

Total  roadless recreation opportunities w i l l  be avai lable  on 349.000 acres 
which i s  16% of the Forest .  This includes the 159.000 acres  of inventoried 
roadless area mentioned above plus the ex is t ing  Cabinet Mountains 
Wilderness (94.000 ac res ) ,  the Ten Lakes MWSA (34,000 a c r e s ) ,  and 62.000 
acres of unsuitable timberlands tha t  are located i n  sca t te red  parcels  
outside of inventoried roadless areas. 

Wildlife and Fish Production: 
f o r  i n  a l l  Forest  management a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  occur i n  i den t i f i ed  gr izz ly  
hab i t a t .  

Elk hab i t a t  would be managed to  provide f o r  an eventual herd s i z e  of 8,500, 
which is 86% of the 9,900 potent ia l  as determined i n  t h e  w i ld l i f e  benchmark 
( A l t .  F ) .  This increase is estimated t o  occur over a 30-year period and 

w i l l  require  5.690 miles of road closure t o  accomplish. This w i l l  be a ne t  
increase of 4.090 m i l e s  over the 1,600 closed miles i n  1984. Beyond the 
t h i r d  decade, timber harvest  a c t i v i t i e s  are a t  a leve l  t ha t  maintains 
adequate hiding cover but precludes any more s ign i f i can t  increase i n  big 
game. 

The t o t a l  catchable t rou t  population w i l l  decline 5% i n  the next 40 years 
because of the addi t ional  road building. 
population w i l l  decline the most (approximately 9%). 
decl ine,  the population is expected to  s t a b i l i z e  but not  improve. 

Local Economic Impacts: 
opportunities i n  the f i r s t  decade could be 2,730 compared t o  the 1980 l eve l  
of 1.670 jobs,  the highest  of a l l  the a l t e rna t ives .  

Return rece ip ts  t o  the S t a t e  i n  the first decade could be $6.5 mill ionlyr .  
compared t o  52.7 million i n  1980, t h e  second highest  of a l l  the  
a l t e rna t ives .  

Visual Qual i ty:  
second lowest of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  
timber harvest  openings and roads would be noticeable or dominate the 
landscape. 

The recovery of the g r i zz ly  bear is provided 

The migratory f i s h  portion of the 
After t h i s  period of 

Poten t ia l  Forest-related pr iva te  sec tor  job 

Visual qua l i ty  would be protected on 976,000 acres ,  the 
On the remaining l,27O,OOO acres ,  
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Minerals/Energy: 
o i l  and gas exploration; 185.000 acres are projected f o r  eventual 
withdrawal from locatable  mineral exploration. This is s imi la r  t o  
Alternatives A and F and the lowest of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

New leases and subsequent lease reissuance w i l l  undergo addi t ional  analysis 
as required by NFPA.  t i e r i n g  to t h i s  EIS through incorporation by reference 
the information presented i n  t h i s  EIS. Special s t ipu la t ions  are used 
whenever the leased area has surface resource values needing special  
protection t o  meet the a l te rna t ive  management objectives.  

Socio-economics. The present net  value (PNV) is $1,046,000. The first 
decade budget i s  $34.2 mill ion/yr. .  the highest of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

148,000 acres are  projected f o r  eventual withdrawal from 

13. Alternative M - PNV 
The in t en t  of t h i s  a l te rna t ive  is t o  provide f o r  the highest  possible 
present net  value. Timber harvest l eve ls  a r e  allowed t o  depart  from 
non-declining sustained y ie ld  and no addi t ional  wilderness i s  recommended 
t o  provide options f o r  increasing present ne t  value. Roadless 
designations are provided where it provides the highest  present net  value. 
Other  w i ld l i f e  and f i s h  production and v isua l  qua l i ty  protection receive 
less emphasis t o  provide high present ne t  value. 
as a baseline t o  measure opportunity costs  for  a l l  the other a l te rna t ives .  
Alternative A provides the base s a l e  schedule f o r  t h i s  departure 
a l te rna t ive .  

Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: The su i t ab le  timber 
base i s  t h e  t h i rd  highest of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  It is 1 . 4 8 4 , O O O  acres 
which is 83% of the 1,788,000 acres determined i n  the timber benchmark 
( A l t .  L). The Plan period (first decade) allowable s a l e  quant i ty  
(regulated) 
54% more than the 170 mmbf/yr. average sell  for the last 10 years 
(1974-83). 
average harvest  l eve l  of 148 mmbf/yr. 

The s a l e  schedule increases t o  274 mmbf/yr. and 437 mmbf/yr. i n  t h e  t h i rd  
and f i f t h  decades, respectively.  

New road construction necessary t o  manage the su i t ab le  timberlands w i l l  
increase 35% i n  the f i r s t  decade and require 315 miles/yr. .  t h e  highest of 
a l l  the  a l te rna t ives ,  compared t o  t h e  233 miles/yr. average fo r  the l a s t  5 
years (1979-83). This would decrease t o  104 miles/yr. i n  the th i rd  decade 
when the road system w i l l  be essent ia l ly  completed and t o t a l  11,230 miles, 
a net  increase of 5.230 miles over the ex is t ing  6,000 miles i n  1984. 

This a l te rna t ive  serves 

of 262 mmbf/yr. is t h e  highest of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives  and is 

It w i l l  provide fo r  a 77% increase over the last 10-year 

Wilderness and Roadless Areas: No additional wilderness i s  recommended t o  
provide options f o r  higher present net  value. 

Approximately 200,000 acres or  50% of the 404,000 acres of inventoried 
roadless area w i l l  be managed i n  a roadless condition. 
204.000 acres w i l l  be scheduled for  timber harvest or other  a c t i v i t i e s .  

The remaining 
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Total roadless recreation opportunities will be available on 389.000 acres 
which is 17% of the Forest. This includes the 200.000 acres of inventoried 
roadless area mentioned above plus the existing Cabinet Mountains 
Wilderness (94.000 acres), the Ten Lakes MWSA (34.000 acres), and 61.000 
acres of unsuitable timberland that are located in scattered parcels 
outside of inventoried roadless areas. 

Wildlife and Fish Production: The recovery of the grizzly bear is provided 
for in all Forest management activities that occur in identified grizzly 
habitat. 

Elk habitat would be managed to provide for an eventual herd size of 8,300. 
which is 84% of the 9,900 potential as determined in the wildlife benchmark 
(Alt. F). This increase is estimated to occur over a 30-year period and 
will require 5,100 miles of road closure to accomplish. This will be a net 
increase of 3,500 miles over the 1,600 closed miles in 1984. Beyond the 
third decade, timber harvest activities are at a level that maintains 
adequate hiding cover but precludes any more significant increase in big 
game. 

The total catchable trout population will decline 5% in the next 40 years 
because of the additional road building. The migratory fish portion of the 
population will decline the most (approximately 9%). 
decline, the population is expected to stabilize and improve, but not 
recover to current levels. 

Local Economic Impacts: Potential Forest-related private sector job 
opportunities in the first decade could be 2,710 compared to the 1980 level 
of 1,670 jobs, the second highest of all the alternatives. 

Return receipts to the State in the first decade could be $7.0 million/yr. 
compared to $2.7 million in 1980, the highest of all the alternatives. 

Visual Quality: Visual quality would be protected on l.Og2.000 acres, the 
third lowest of all the alternatives. 
timber harvest openings and roads will be noticeable or dominate the 
landscape. 

Minerals/Energy: 
from oil and gas exploration; 185,000 acres are projected to be withdrawn 
from locatable mineral exploration. This is similar to Alternatives A, F, 
and L and the lowest of all the alternatives. 

New leases and subsequent lease reissuance will undergo additional analysis 
as required by NEPA, tiering to this EIS through incorporation by reference 
the information presented in this EIS. Special stipulations are used 
whenever the leased area has surface resource values needing special 
protection to meet the alternative management objectives. 

Socio-economics: The present net value (PNV) is $1,16~,000.000 which is 
the highest of all the alternatives. 
million/yr.. the second highest of all the alternatives. 

After this period of 

On the remaining 1,154,000 acres, 

148.000 acres are projected to be eventually withdrawn 

The first decade budget is $30.3 
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14. Alternative N 

The in t en t  of t h i s  a l t e rna t ive  is t o  provide high timber harvest  l eve ls  i n  
the f i r s t  decade. It is s imi la r  t o  Alternative A except t ha t  a l imited 
departure from non-declining sustained y ie ld  i s  allowed. No additional 
wilderness is recommended t o  provide options f o r  timber management. 
Roadless designations are provided where timber management is not cost  
e f f i c i e n t .  
protection receive less emphasis t o  provide timber management options. 
Alternative A provides the base s a l e  schedule f o r  t h i s  departure 
a l te rna t ive .  

Timber Production and Associated Road Construction: The su i t ab le  timber 
base is the th i rd  highest of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  and s imilar  t o  
Alternative M. 
determined i n  t h e  timber benchmark ( A l t .  L ) .  The Plan period ( f i r s t  
decade) allowable sale quantity (regulated) of 247 mmbf/yr. is the th i rd  
highest of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives  and i s  45% more than the 170 mmbf/yr. 
average sell fo r  the l a s t  10 years (1974-83). It w i l l  provide f o r  a 67% 
increase over the l a s t  10-year average harvest l eve l  of 148 mmbf/yr. 

The sale schedule increases t o  283 mmbf/yr. and 329 mmbf/yr. i n  the th i rd  
and f i f t h  decades, respectively.  
N e w  road construction necessary to  manage the su i tab le  timberlands w i l l  
increase 24% i n  t h e  f irst  decade and require 290 miles/yr. compared t o  the 
233 miles/yr. average f o r  the last 5 years (1979-84). This would decrease 
t o  lo9 miles/yr. i n  t h e  t h i rd  decade when t h e  road system w i l l  be 
e s sen t i a l ly  completed and t o t a l  11.270 miles. This i s  a ne t  increase of 
5,270 miles over the ex is t ing  6,000 miles i n  1984 and the th i rd  l a rges t  
road system, s imi la r  t o  Alternative A .  

Wilderness and Roadless Areas: No addi t ional  wilderness is recommended t o  
provide options fo r  timber management. 

Approximately 205,000 acres o r  51% of the 404.000 acres of inventoried 
roadless area w i l l  be managed i n  a roadless condition. 
199,000 acres w i l l  be scheduled for  timber harvest o r  other a c t i v i t i e s .  

Total  roadless recreation opportunities w i l l  be avai lable  on 393.000 acres 
which is 18% of t h e  Forest. 
roadless area mentioned above plus the ex is t ing  Cabinet Mountains 
Wilderness (94,000 a c r e s ) ,  the Ten Lakes MWSA (34,000 a c r e s ) ,  and 60,000 
acres of unsuitable timberlands that  a r e  located i n  scat tered parcels 
outside of inventoried roadless areas.  

Wildlife and Fish Production: 
f o r  i n  a l l  Forest management a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  occur i n  ident i f ied  gr izz ly  
habi ta t .  

Elk hab i t a t  would be managed t o  provide f o r  an eventual herd size of 8,400, 
which is 85% of the 9,900 potent ia l  as  determined i n  the wi ld l i fe  benchmark 
( A l t .  F ) .  

w i l l  require 5,130 miles of road closure t o  accomplish. This w i l l  be a net  

Other w i ld l i f e  and f i s h  production and v isua l  qua l i ty  

It is 1.481.000 acres which is 83% of the 1.788.000 acres 

The remaining 

This includes the 2O5.OOO acres of inventoried 

The recovery of the gr izz ly  bear i s  provided 

T h i s  increase is estimated t o  occur over a 30-year period and 



11-46 

increase of 3,530 miles over the 1.600 closed miles i n  1984. Beyond t h e  
t h i rd  decade, timber harvest a c t i v i t i e s  a re  at  a leve l  t h a t  maintains 
adequate hiding cover but precludes any more s ign i f i can t  increase i n  b ig  
game. 

The t o t a l  catchable t rou t  population w i l l  decline 5% i n  the next 40 years 
because of the addi t ional  road building. The migratory portion of the 
population w i l l  decline the most (approximately 9 % ) .  
decl ine,  the population i s  expected t o  s t a b i l i z e  and improve, but not 
recover t o  current leve ls .  

Local Economic Impacts: Potent ia l  Forest-related pr iva te  sec to r  job 
opportunities i n  the f i r s t  decade could be 2.610 compared t o  the 1980 leve l  
of 1.670 jobs, the th i rd  highest  of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives .  

Return rece ip ts  t o  the S ta t e  i n  the first decade could be $6.3 mill ion/yr.  
compared t o  $2.7 mill ion i n  1980, the second highest of a l l  the 
a l t e rna t ives  and s imi la r  t o  Alternative L. 

V i sua l  Qual i ty:  Visual qua l i ty  would be protected on 1,102,000 acres.  On 
the remaining 1,144,000 acres ,  timber harvest openings and roads would be 
noticeable or  dominate the landscape. 

Minerals/Enerm: 
o i l  and gas exploration; 185.000 acres a re  projected f o r  eventual 
withdrawal from locatable  mineral entry.  This i s  s imi la r  t o  Alternatives 
A, F. L ,  and M and t h e  lowest of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

N e w  leases  and subsequent lease reissuance w i l l  undergo addi t ional  analysis  
a s  required by NEPA, t i e r i n g  t o  t h i s  EIS through incorporation by reference 
the information presented i n  t h i s  EIS. Special s t i pu la t ions  are used 
whenever the leased area has surface resource values needing spec ia l  
protect ion t o  meet the a l t e rna t ive  management object ives .  

Socio-economics: The present net  value (PNV) i s  $1,148,000,000 which is 
the second highest  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  The f i r s t  decade budget is 
$29.1 mil l ion/yr . .  the th i rd  highest of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

After t h i s  period of 

148,000 acres a re  projected f o r  eventual withdrawal from 

15. Alternat ive 0 

The in t en t  of t h i s  a l t e rna t ive  is t o  provide s igni f icant  protect ion for  
roadless areas and v isua l  qual i ty .  The wilderness recommendations a re  
s imi la r  t o  the Montana Wilderness B i l l  (as i n  A l t .  C) and roadless 
recreat ion is recommended f o r  a l l  the  remaining inventoried roadless 
areas.  Timber management receives less emphasis i n  order t o  meet the 
recommended v isua l  qua l i ty  goals i n  a l l  areas outside of i den t i f i ed  gr izz ly  
habi ta t .  This a l t e rna t ive  provides the highest l e v e l  of visual  qua l i ty  and 
inventoried roadless area protection. 

. 
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Timber Production and Associated Road Construction. The suitable timber 
base is similar to Alternatives G, J, and K. It is 1,389,000 acres which 
is 78% of the 1,788.000 acres determined 13 the timber benchmark (Alt. L). 
The Plan period (first decade) allowable sale quantity (regulated) of 215 
mmbf/yr. is 26% more than the 170 mmbf/yr. average sell for the last 10 
years (1974-83) and will provide for a 45% increase over the last 10-year 
average harvest level of 148 mmbf/yr. 

The sale schedule increases to 263 mmbf/yr. and 320 mmbf/yr. in the third 
and fifth decades, respectively. 

New road construction necessary to manage the suitable timberlands will 
increase 10% in the first decade and 
233 miles/yr. average for the last 5 years (1979-84). This would decrease 
to 86 miles/yr. in the third decade when the road system will be 
essentially completed and total 10.680 miles. 
4,680 miles over the existing 6,000 miles in 1984. 

Wilderness and Roadless Areas: This alternative achieves the highest 
protection of the inventoried roadless areas, similar to Alternative H. 
Wilderness is recommended on 81,000 acres in five locations on the Kootenai 
National Forest, including Scotchman Peak (29.000 acres), Cabinet Mountains 
Wilderness additions (30.000 acres), Trout Creek (13,000 acres), Tuchuck 
(2.000 acres), and Ten Lakes (7,000 acres). (An additional 22,000 acres of 
Scotchman and 8,000 acres of Trout Creek are recommended for wilderness on 
the adjoining Idaho Panhandle National Forest for a total of 51,000 acres 
recommended for wilderness on Scotchman and 21.000 acres for Trout Creek.) 

The 7,000 acres of recommended wilderness in Ten Lakes are in addition to 
26.000 additional acres inside the Ten Lakes MWSA for a total of 33,000 
acres. (For more detail on Ten Lakes, see the Ten Lakes Final Report and 
Proposal when available.) In addition to the 81.000 acres of recommended 
wilderness, approximately 322,000 acres or the remaining 80% of the 404,000 
acres of inventoried roadless area will be managed in a roadless condition. 

Total roadless recreation opportunities will be available on 574.000 acres 
which is 26% of the Forest and the second highest of all the alternatives. 
This includes the 322.000 acres of inventoried roadless area and 81,000 
acres of recommended wilderness mentioned above plus the existing Cabinet 
Mountains Wilderness (94,000 acres), the Ten Lakes MWSA (34.000 acres), and 
42,000 acres of unsuitable timberlands that are located in scattered 
parcels outside of inventoried roadless areas. 

Wildlife and Fish Production: The recovery of the grizzly bear is provided 
for in a l l  Forest management activities that occur in identified grizzly 
habitat. 

require 256 miles/yr. compared to the 

This is a net increase of 
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Elk hab i t a t  would be managed t o  provide for  an eventual herd s i z e  of 8,500, 
which i s  86% of the 9.900 poten t ia l  as  determined i n  the wi ld l i f e  benchmark 
( A l t .  F ) .  
w i l l  require  4,300 miles of road closure t o  accomplish. This w i l l  be a net  
increase of 2.700 miles over the 1.600 closed miles i n  1984. the lowest of 
a l l  the  a l te rna t ives .  Beyond the th i rd  decade, timber harvest  activit ies 
are a t  a leve l  t ha t  maintains adequate hiding cover but precludes any more 
s ign i f i can t  increase i n  b ig  game. 

The to t a l  catchable t rou t  population w i l l  decline 5% i n  the next 40 years 
because of the addi t ional  road building. The migratory portion of the 
population w i l l  decline the most (approximately 9%).  
decl ine,  the population is expected t o  s t a b i l i z e  and improve, but not 
recover t o  current leve ls .  

Local Economic Impacts: Potent ia l  Forest-related job opportunities i n  the 
f irst  decade could be 2,400 compared t o  the 1980 l e v e l  of 1.670 jobs. 
Return rece ip ts  t o  the S ta t e  i n  t h e  first decade could be $5.3 mill ion/yr.  
compared t o  $2.7 mill ion i n  1980. 

Visual Qual i ty:  Visual qua l i ty  is protected on 1,382,000 acres ,  the 
second highest  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  
timber harvest  openings and roads w i l l  be noticeable or  dominate the 
landscape. 

Minerals/Enera:  
o i l  and gas exploration: 265,000 acres are projected f o r  eventual 
withdrawal from locatable  mineral exploration, similar t o  Alternative C.  

New l eases  and subsequent lease  reissuance w i l l  undergo addi t ional  analysis  
as required by NEPA. t i e r i n g  t o  t h i s  EIS through incorporation by reference 
the information presented i n  t h i s  EIS. Special  s t i pu la t ions  a re  used 
whenever the leased area has surface resource values needing spec ia l  
protection t o  meet the a l t e rna t ive  management objectives.  

Socio-economics: The present net  value (PNV) i s  $1.064,000,000. The first  
decade budget i s  $26.9 mill ion/yr.  

This increase i s  estimated t o  occur over a 30-year period and 

After t h i s  period of 

On the remaining 864,000 acres ,  

228,000 acres are projected f o r  eventual withdrawal from 
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D .  COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

The discussion i n  t h i s  sect ion focuses on how major resource outputs and 
economic e f f e c t s  vary among a l te rna t ives .  This information is provided t o  
assist decision-makers i n  t h e i r  determination of which a l t e rna t ive  provides the 
highest l e v e l  of ne t  publ ic  benef i t s .  
by a l t e rna t ives  i s  i n  Table 11-14 i n  the middle of t h i s  chapter.  Total outputs 
fo r  each a l t e rna t ive  and selected benchmarks are shown i n  Table 11-24 a t  the 
end of t h i s  chapter and outputs t h a t  vary  s ign i f i can t ly  among a l t e rna t ives  are 
discussed below. 

A summary of how each issue is affected 

Summary of Changes between the Draft and Final EIS 

The Proposed Forest  Plan ( A l t .  J )  was re-analyzed t o  resolve the  concerns 
expressed by the Public during the Public Review period, including the concerns 
expressed by S t a t e  o f f i c i a l s  and others  questioning the assumptions used t o  
determine timber supply and demand. A s  s t a t ed  earlier, t h e  pub l i c ' s  primary 
concerns were: Wilderness, Timber Harvest Levels, New Road Construction, 
Old-Growth Timber, Water Qual i ty ,  Effects on the Local Economy, Economic Values 
and Budgets, and Fisher ies .  Changes were made i n  each of these categories t o  
resolve the  Publ ic 's  concern as s t a t e d  during the  Review Period. 
complete descr ipt ion of the Publ ic ' s  concerns, see Chapter V I ,  Consultation 
With Others. 
Forest response, see Appendix E ,  Public Comments and Forest  Service Response. 

For a 

For those in te res ted  i n  the ac tua l  publ ic  input and the  Kootenai 

1. Timber 

Summary of Changes between the D r a f t  and Final EIS 

This sec t ion  has been r e w r i t t e n  t o  present recent information on fu ture  
timber suppl ies  and c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of timber supplies avai lable  on su i t ab le  
timberlands. The f i n a l  Forest Plan ( A l t .  JF )  w i l l  have a smaller su i t ab le  
timber base than the Proposed Plan ( A l t .  J )  i n  the Draft EIS. This is 
because of the need t o  provide f o r  adequate amounts of old-growth timber fo r  
dependent w i ld l i f e  species.  
compared t o  1,386,000 acres i n  A l t .  J .  
w i l l  still  provide for the same Total  Timber S e l l  Program and Allowable Sale 
Quantity (ASQ) as A l t .  J .  The ASQ i n  the Final Plan w i l l  be 227 MMbf/yr and 
the Total  Planned Timber S e l l  Program w i l l  be 233 MMbf/yr. The Total Timber 
Sale  Program f o r  the Final P l a n  is the same as displayed f o r  A l t .  J i n  
Appendix 11 i n  the Proposed Forest Plan document i n  the Draft EIS.  

The su i t ab le  timber base w i l l  be 1,263,000 acres 
This smaller su i t ab le  timber base 
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a. Timber Volume 

(1) 

Timber harvest  volumes on the Kootenai Forest have followed the normal 
cyc l ica l  pa t te rn  associated w i t h  national lumber markets which are usually 
correlated with housing s t a r t s ,  i n t e r e s t  r a t e s ,  unemployment rates, e t c .  The 
h i s t o r i c  pa t te rn  of annual timber harvests fo r  the last 10 years is shown on 
t h e  following Table as well as  t h e  annual timber s a l e  of fe r ings ,  ac tua l  
amounts so ld ,  and the volume remaining under contract  a t  t h e  end of each 
year. NOTE TO READER: Th i s  Table displays a more recent t i m e  period of 
1977-1986 which d i f f e r s  from the other  Tables i n  t h i s  EIS which display an 
e a r l i e r  time period of 1974-1983. Because of t h i s  difference,  s l i g h t l y  
d i f f e ren t  averages w i l l  be evident i n  other discussions.  

His tor ic  Timber H a r v e s t  Volumes on the Kootenai National Forest  

Table 11-la Kootenai National Forest 

His tor ic  Annual Timber Volumes. 1977-1986 
( m i l l i o n s  of board feet) 

Fisca l  
Y e a r  

1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 

Total 
Volume 
Offered 

208 
188 
204 
214 
245 
221 
217 
223 
215 
242 

1 0 - Y e a r  
Average 218 

Total  
Volume 

Sold 

197 
154 
206 
176 
264 
221 
245 
212 
224 
228 

Total 
Volume 

Harvested 

236 
191 
185 
156 
162 
132 
181 
198 
180 
204 

Volume 
Under 
Contract 

563 
518 
538 
534 
665 
763 
828 
835 
848 
615 

182 671 

* The average volume so ld  has been adjusted for the  237 MMbf of Timber Buyback. 

The Volume Harvested column indicates  the var ia t ion  i n  timber harvest  pat terns  
which a re  dependent on the national lumber market, and i t  i s  apparent tha t  a 
low point w a s  reached i n  1982 and the harvest l eve l  has s ince  been on an 
increase back t o  the leve ls  experienced a t  the beginning of the 10-year period. 

The Table ind ica tes  t h a t  the timber harvested is i n  c lose cor re la t ion  t o  the 
actual  volume sold over time, although there  are yearly var ia t ions  depending on 
the ac tua l  demand f o r  lumber a t  the time. The cyc l ica l  var ia t ion  between 
volume ac tua l ly  sold and harvested is cushioned by the amount of volume under 
cont rac t ,  which is usually about 2-3 years of average sell. 

r . 
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The Volume Under Contract reached a high point i n  1985 which resul ted i n  t h e  
Timber Payment Modification Act (Timber Buyback). 
return of previously purchased timber s a l e s ,  under ce r t a in  conditions, t o  
a l l ev ia t e  f inanc ia l  hardships being experienced as  a r e s u l t  of the recent 
recession. After t h i s  Timber Buyback period, the Volume Under Contract 
returned t o  the normal 3-years sell  level .  

This Act allowed f o r  the 

(2) 

Recent concern has been expressed about the ava i l ab i l i t y  of future  timber 
supplies i n  the loca l  market area.  The concern appears t o  be t h a t  even if the 
National Forests made more timber available for  purchase, an ant ic ipated 
decline i n  pr iva te  supplies would o f f se t  these increases.  
cations with regard t o  anticipated soc ia l  and economic impacts i n  the area.  

Some of the public response received on the Draft Forest Plan s t a t ed  tha t  
because of the recent speculation on National Forest timber i n  t h e  late 70 's  
and early 80 's .  timber companies were having t o  cut  heavier on pr iva te  
timberlands t o  o f f s e t  the high pr ices  t h a t  they had bid on the National Forest 
timber. 
overcutting on the pr iva te  timberlands. This ra ised the concern tha t  an 
increased demand would then s h i f t  back t o  the National Forest timber t o  o f f se t  
t h e  inevi tab le  decline on the pr iva te  lands. 

I n  order t o  respond t o  t h i s  concern, a study of past  and fu ture  supply of 
timber i n  the five-county impact area (Lincoln, Sanders and Flathead, Montana; 
BoMer and Boundary, Idaho) was completed. Detai ls  of the study a re  provided 
i n  Appendix B. Section V.  H. 

The following t ab le  displays the actual  timber volume harvested from a l l  major 
ownerships i n  the five-county area over the l a s t  ten years. This is used as  a 
basis  for comparison of ant ic ipated supply-level changes i n  the future .  

Table 11-lb 

Historic and Projected Timber Supplies i n  the Local 5-County Market A r e a  

This has impli- 

The r e s u l t  of t h i s  increased dependence on pr iva te  timber was an 

VOLUME HAFNESTJZD FROM STATE. PRIVATE and FORFST SERVICE LANDS 
IN THB FIW-COUNTY SECONDARY IPACT AREA 

1976 TU 1985 
MMBF 

COUNTY E* 12 ZS Ip 80 - 81 - 82 - 84 @j e. 
Lincoln 314.5 317.3 284.7 265.4 219.0 255.0 231.6 301.3 314.1 269.8 273.1 
Sanders 135.6 112.9 122.8 121.6 81.5 77.4 78.9 107.3 84.2 94.8 101.0 
Flathead 217.3 197.3 157.3 175.0 184.9 195.7 156.0 183.4 196.6 188.0 183.0 
Bonner 126.9 156.8 114.1 137.9 117.2 106.0 103.1 105.9 129.1 124.8 120.4 . ~. 
Boundary 80.2 83.9 71.7 82.9 82.0 44.2 68.6 78 . j  72.7 105.5 76.6 
TOTAL: 874.5 868.4 750.6 782.8 678.3 638.2 776.6 796.7 782.9 754.0 

* The Forest Service portion includes t h e  t r ans i t i on  quarter  
The National Forests t ha t  contribute volume a re  the Kootenai, Flathead, 
Lo10 and Idaho Panhandle. 
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The above Table displays the actual  volumes harvested over the most recent 
ten-year period t h a t  da ta  was available.  This is the raw material  t ha t  was 
used from the five-county area.  
avai lable  and used i n  those years. 

I n  order t o  estimate t h e  future  s i t ua t ion ,  several  assumptions are necessary: 

1. From a National Forest perspective w e  s h a l l  assume tha t  over a ten-year 
period the timber offered w i l l  ac tual ly  be sold and harvested. The 
Forest Plans display the t o t a l  volume avai lable  f o r  s a l e  as the "Timber 
Sale Program Quantity". These volumes can be prorated out t o  the 
counties on the same basis  a s  the h i s t o r i c  cu t  volumes. Inherent,  here, 
is the assumption t h a t  Forest Service budget l eve l s  w i l l  be adequate t o  
provide t h i s  timber sell  program. 

I n  general ,  S t a t e  lands are managed f o r  a continuous y i e ld  so fu ture  
volumes from those lands w i l l  be assumed t o  be equal t o  the 1976 through 
1985 average. 

It can also be equated t o  the supply actual ly  

2 .  

3. No spec i f i c  information is avai lable  about pr iva te  logging plans,  but 
some i n  the industry have suggested tha t  those lands w i l l  be severely 
depleted i n  20 years.  The following discussion w i l l  address four 
scenarios ranging from no reduction t o  75% reduction i n  harvest on 
pr iva te  lands compared t o  the last decade of harvest .  

Under these assumptions, the volumes expected t o  be avai lable  by county are 
shown on the following Table: 
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Table 11-lc 

TIMBER VOLUPIES EXPIXlTiD TO BE AVAILABLE I N  THE NEXT DECADE 

(PIMBF Average Annual) 
(*  Scenarios Described below) 

SOURCE LINCOLN 
Kootenai NF 211.4 
Flathead NF 2.0 
Lo10 NF 0.0 
Panhandle NF 0.6 
S ta t e  3.8 
Private  : 
Scenario I 103.3 
Scenario I1 77.5 
Scenario 111 51.6 
Scenario I v  25.8 

SANDERS FLATHEAD BONNER BOUNDARY 
11.1 6.2 1.4 0.9 211.0 
0.0 88.7 0.0 0.6 90.7 

31.2 0.8 0.0 0.0 32.0 
0.0 0.0 58.3 48.4 107,3 
2.2 9.8 6.6 6.1 28.5 

71.4 88.2 62.6 27.4 352.9 
53.6 66.2 47.0 20.6 264.9 
35.7 44.1 31.3 13.7 176.4 
17.9 22.0 15.6 6.8 88.1 

TOTALS : 
Scenario I 320.9 115.9 193.7 128.9 82.8 842.2 
Scenario I1 295.1 98.1 171.7 113.3 76.0 754.4 
Scenario I11 269.4 80.2 149.6 97.6 69.1 665.9 
Scenario I V  243.4 62.4 127.5 81.9 62.2 577.6 

Definit ions : 
Scenario I - No decline i n  pr ivate  harvest from l a s t  decade. 
Scenario I1 - 25% decline i n  pr ivate  harvest from l a s t  decade. 
Scenario I11 - 50% decline i n  pr ivate  harvest from l a s t  decade. 
Scenario I V  - 75% decline i n  pr ivate  harvest from l a s t  decade. 

The following Table displays t h e  past  as  compared t o  the fu ture  i n  terms of 
t o t a l  timber volume avai lable  for  harvest: 

Table 11-ld 
AVERAGE TIMBER VOLUME HARVJSTED I N  THE PAST TEN YEARS 

AND 
AVERAGE TIMBER VOLUME AVAILABLE FOR HARVEST I N  THE NEXT TEN YEARS 

volumes are average annual in WEIF) 

COUNTY PAST CUT 

Lincoln 273.1 
1976-1985 

Sanders 101.0 
Flathead 183.0 
Bonner 120.9 
Boundary 76.0 
TOTAL 754.0 

POTENTIAL FUTURE CUT: VOLUME AND % CHANGE FROM PAST 
SCENARIO I SCENARIO I1 SCENARIO 111 SCENARIO I V  
320.9 +18% 295.1 +8% 269.2 - 1% 241.4 -11% 
115.9 +15% 98.1 -3% 80.2 -21% 62.4 -38% 
193.7 + 6% 171.7 -6% 149.6 -18% 127.5 -30% 
128.9 + 7% 113.3 -6% 97.6 -19% 81.9 -32% 

842.2 +12% 754.2 0% 665.7 -12% 577.4 -23% 
8 2 . 8 + 9 % 7 6 . 0 0 %  6 9 . 1 - 9 %  - 62.2 -18% 

This data  is displayed i n  t h e  following figures: 
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The assumption of Scenario I1 indicates  t ha t  no change i n  the t o t a l  5-county 
timber supply w i l l  occur, compared t o  the l a s t  ten years ,  if pr iva te  land 
timber harvest  l eve ls  decline no more than 25 percent (except for some 
local ized shortages i n  Sanders and Flathead Counties, Montana, and Bonner 
County, Idaho). The assumptions of Scenario I11 and I V  (50% and 75% decline i n  
pr iva te  timber, respect ively)  indicates  tha t  there  w i l l  be a decline i n  the 
t o t a l  supply of timber i n  the five-county area compared t o  supplies avai lable  
over the last  ten years.  This occurs because projected increases i n  harvest 
from a l l  four National Forests i n  the area are o f f se t  by projected declines i n  
harvest l eve l s  on pr iva te  lands. It is unknown a t  t h i s  t i m e  what the magnitude 
of change w i l l  be on pr iva te  timberlands. 
the change w i l l  be between 25-50%. 

Estimates have been suggested tha t  

(3)  Projected Timber Supplies i n  Northwest Montana and Northern Idaho 
( a s  indicated by the Montana and Idaho Timber Supply Studies) 

The recent concern fo r  future  timber supplies resul ted i n  two statewide 
s tudies ,  e n t i t l e d  "Montana's Timber Supply: An Inquiry i n t o  Possible Futures". 
and "A Report on Idaho's Timber Supply". 
timber supply p o s s i b i l i t i e s  from a l l  ownerships i n  each respective S ta t e .  The 
loca l  area of concern i n  these two s tudies  is Northwest Montana i n  t h e  Montana 
Study and Northern Idaho i n  the Idaho Study. 

The r e s u l t s  of the Montana Study indicated t h a t ,  statewide, harvest  l eve ls  from 
indus t r i a l  timberlands cannot be maintained at  current  l eve l s  because of 
inventory l imi ta t ions .  
maintained i f  the Forest Plans on t h e  National Forests were implemented, and 
other  non-industrial  fo re s t  owners continue t o  harvest t h e i r  lands a t  the 
current r a t e .  (The Montana Study did qualify tha t  a supply problem could occur 
i n  Northwestern Montana because of inventory l imi ta t ions  on indus t r i a l  timber 
lands which supports the analysis  of possible timber supply shortages presented 
i n  the previous sec t ion . )  

The results of the Idaho Study ( f o r  North Idaho) indicated tha t  timber supply 
is adequate t o  maintain recent harvest l eve ls  i f  the Forest Plans on the 
vat ional  Forests a r e  implemented. 
i ndus t r i a l  timberlands cannot be maintained, but t ha t  increases i n  harvest from 
other  ownerships, including t h e  National Forests,  can o f f s e t  the ant ic ipated 
decline.  

These two s tudies  were used to  determine a more spec i f i c  range of po ten t ia l  
timber supply requirements i n  each National Forest area.  The following Table 
displays the range of poten t ia l  timber supply needed i n  t h e  next f i ve  decades 
f o r  the Kootenai National Forest .  The assumptions tha t  a r e  important i n  the 
displayed timber supply requirements a re  t h a t  the volumes described i n  t h e  
Forest Plans within the respective areas w i l l  be avai lable  t o  the timber 
industry.  

These projections are dependent on ex is t ing  log  flow and marketing pa t te rns  as  
w e l l  a s  expected market share. 
d i f f e ren t  requirement could r e s u l t .  

These s tudies  analyzed the t o t a l  

The e x i s t i n g  to t a l  Statewide harvest l eve l s  can be 

It a l so  points  out t ha t  harvest  l eve l s  from 

To the extent t ha t  these pa t te rns  change, a 
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For more d e t a i l  on future  timber supply opportunities on the Kootenai National 
Forest ,  see Appendix E, Section V. 

Table 11-le 
Kmtenai National Forest  

R a n g e  of Poten t ia l  Timber Supply Requirements f o r  5 Decades 
(Estimated from the Montana and Idaho Timber Studies data)  

(mill ion board feet per year) 

Decade 5 Decade 1 Decade 2 Decade 4 

178-224 192-224 196-259 236-295 295-340 

Regional goals based on 1980 RPA projections of demand f o r  Kootenai Forest 
timber are 228 MMbf/yr. T h i s  compares t o  231 MMbf/yr f o r  the Standard and 
Special component of the current Timber Management Plan. 

(4)  Minimum Projected Timber Y i e l d s  Over Time by Forest  Plan Alternative.  

Estimates were made f o r  a l l  a l te rna t ives  to  analyze the minimum timber volumes 
tha t  would be avai lable  over time t o  meet timber industry needs and provide f o r  
loca l  community s t a b i l i t y .  
timber on the su i t ab le  timberlands using the Forplan l inear  program model. 
(For more information on the use of t h e  Forplan model, see Appendix E.) The 
addi t ional  volume t h a t  would be avai lable  during the l i f e  of the Forest P l a n  
(10-15 years) such as  salvage of dead timber i s  discussed i n  the next sect ion 
e n t i t l e d  "Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) and Total  Planned Timber S e l l  Program". 

The following two tables  display the projected average annual l i v e  green timber 
volume avai lable  f o r  each a l te rna t ive  fo r  20 decades i n  both board f ee t  and 
cubic f e e t .  Graphic displays of both of these two Tables follow t o  provide for  
an eas i e r  comparison between a l te rna t ives .  

Although t h e  f i r s t  decade l i v e  green timber volumes i n  t h e  Final PLan ( A l t .  JF) 
a r e  the same as  the Proposed P l a n  ( A l t .  J). the projected harvest  l eve ls  during 
the second through t h e  f i f t h  decades w i l l  not increase at  the same magnitude as  
the Proposed Plan. There w i l l  be a difference i n  l i v e  green timber volume of 3 
mmbf per year t o  43 mmbf per year, respectively,  because of t h e  decrease i n  t h e  
su i t ab le  timber base. T h i s  i s  a 1% and 16% reduction, respectively.  (See 
Table 11-1 and the sect ion on su i tab le  timberland.) An analysis  has been done 
i n  Appendix B, Section V . 1  and V . J .  to  determine additional opportunities f o r  
increased timber production within the  framework of the Final Forest P l a n .  Any 
increased opportuni t ies ,  i f  implemented, w i l l  require an amendment t o  the Final 
P l a n .  

Regional timber ta rge ts  based on 1980 RPA projections f o r  the Kootenai Forest 
are  228. 248, 292. 315, and 345 MMBF/yr for  the f i r s t  5 decades, respectively.  

These estimates were made only f o r  the l i v e  green 
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A l l  a l te rna t ives  provide f o r  increases over the 1977-1986 average timber 
harvest l e v e l  of 182 MMbf/yr except Alternatives F and I. 
shor t  of the 10-year average i n  the first and eighth decades, while Alternative 
I does not reach t h i s  average harvest l eve l  u n t i l  the 10th decade and then is 
def ic ien t  again u n t i l  the  17th decade. Alternative I i s  the Curren t  Direction 
a l t e rna t ive  and i s  constrained by budgetary l imi ta t ions  t o  not exceed the 
average outputs of the 1980-82 period which was a period of low timber harvest. 
Table 11-lf and g,  and the graphic displays ind ica te  tha t  timber harvest  
increases a re  avai lable  on the Kootenai National Forest i f  budgetary 
l imi ta t ions  a re  not excessive. 

Alternatives A .  B ,  C, E ,  G ,  H ,  L, N .  and 0 a l l  produce timber i n  excess of t h e  
260 MMbf/yr estimated ex is t ing  m i l l  capacity i n  Lincoln and Sanders Counties. 
The Kootenai Forest  has produced about half  of the volume u t i l i z e d  by these 
m i l l s ,  the  remainder having been supplied by S ta t e  and pr iva te  timber lands. 

M i l l  capacity for the  5-county area (Lincoln, Sanders, Flathead Counties i n  
Montana, and Bonner and Boundary Counties i n  Idaho) is estimated a t  800 MMbf/yr 

Alternative F i s  

. 



Table 11-lf 11-59 

K o o t e n a i  N a t i o n a l  Forest 

Projected A v e r a g e  Annual T i m b e r  H a r v e s t  V o l u m e  by D e c a d e  (MMBF) - Live G r e e n  Timber only. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  . f . . . . . 
F P A  CD P A  : FP : D e p  PNV 

A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  : A l t . :  A l t .  A l t .  Alt. Alt. Alt. 
D e c a d e  A B C D E F G H I J : J F  : K L M N 0 D e c .  

1 226 223 225 227 218 164 213 208 150 202 : 202 : 230 255 262 247 215 1 .......................................................................................................................... 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
1 4  
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

25 3 
249 
314 
336 
349 
334 
313 
326 
290 
295 
348 
396 
391 
382 
369 
373 
371 
378 
345 

250 
247 
302 
333 
348 
332 
312 
323 
288 
294 
348 
392 
389 
378 
365 
369 
368 
378 
345 

253 
250 
300 
331 
345 
331 
309 
321 
286 
294 
344 
388 
385 
372 
363 
364 
363 
37 6 
34 1 

248 
285 
320 
344 
358 
318 
213 
279 
306 
310 
377 
385 
404 
383 
4 07 
390 
361. 
391 
383 

241 
238 
294 
323 
338 
320 
296 
328 
280 
282 
342 
383 
384 
362 
359 
369 
369 
366 
338 

191 
190 
185 
198 
197 
193 
181 
264 
224 
242 
244 
241 
256 
228 
261 
236 
239 
243 
241 

234 
231 
283 
309 
322 
310 
282 
328 
275 
276 
332 
373 
373 
348 
348 
367 
364 
350 
327 

222 
223 
273 
294 
310 
300 
270 
348 
290 
29 1 
323 
357 
359 
337 
333 
349 
350 
339 
318 

152 
157 
143 
162 
172 
163 
180 
164 
194 
162 
172 
169 
164 
172 
177 
188 
201 
207 
215 

233 : 230 : 241 
224 : 227 : 216 
256 : 213 : 251 
277 : 234 : 271 
280 : 229 : 274 

258 : 217 : 248 
267 : 203 : 261 
239 : 190 : 237 
256 : 216 : 283 
309 : 289 : 311 
321 : 282 : 316 
296 : 281 : 306 
328 : 285 : 326 

313 : 248 : 323 

327 : 284 : 320 
309 : 291 : 312 

279 : 222 : 271 

321 : 267 : 312 

311 : 269 : 310 

. . . . . . . 

245 
264 
316 
345 
339 
360 
327 
385 
341 
375 
410 
458 
427 
4 27 
449 
432 
426 
464 
455 

224 
274 
326 
437 
362 
251 
245 
322 
238 
306 
393 
502 
371 
336 
436 
445 
346 
262 
278 

240 
283 
322 
329 
340 
319 
296 
317 
282 
287 
345 
406 
395 
381 
370 
378 
371 
385 
339 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

H 
H 
I ul 
W 



Table 11-lg 11-60 

Kootenai National Forest 

Projected Average Annual Timber Harvest Volume by Decade (MMCF) - Live green timber only 

2 56 56 
3 56 56 
4 71 71 
5 71 71 
6 71 71 

10 71 71 
11 71 71  
12 a4 a3 
13 a4 a3 
1 4  a4 a3 
15 84 a3 
16 a4 a3 
17 a4 a3 
18 a4 a3 
19 84 a3 
20 a4 a3 

56 
56 
10 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
a2 
a2 
a2 
a2 
a2 

a2 
a2 

82 

82 

56 54 
66 .54 
76 69 
16 69 
75 69 
66 69 
50 69 
63 69 
78. 69 
78 69 
a7 a1 
a7 a i  
87.. a i  
a7 a i  
a7 a i  
a7 81 
a7 a i  
a7 81 
a7 a i  

40 
40 
42 
42 
42 
42 
42 
52 
52 
54 
54 
54 
54 
54 
54 
54 
54 
54 
54 

52 50 
52 50 
66 64 
66 64 
66 64 
66 64 
66 64 
67 70 
67 70 
67 70 
79 76 
79 76 

79 76 
79 76 
79 76 
79 76 
79 76 

79 76 
79 76 

36 51 : 49 : 
36 51 : 49 : 
36 59 : 49 : 
36 59 : 49 : 
36 59 : 49 : 
36 59 : 49 : 
39 59 : 49 : 
39 59 : 49 : 
39 59 : 49 : 
39 59 : 49 : 
4 1  71 : 63 : 
41 71 : 63 : 
4 1  71 : 63 : 
41  71 : 63 : 
41 71 : 63 : 
4 1  71 : 63 : 
41 71 : 63 : 
4 1  71 : 63 : 
41 71 : 63 : 

. . . . . . . 

53 59 49 . 5 3  55 

57 74 77 76 69 
57 74 96 69 69 
57 74 74 69 69 
57 74 55 69 69 
57 74 57 69 69 

48 59 61 63 55 

57 a7 71 69 69 
51 a7 59 69 69 
65 a7 74 69 69 
71 9a 92 a4 a2 
71 9a 110 a4 a2 
71 98 a2 a4 a2 
71 9a 77 a4 a2 
71 9a 93 a4 a2 
71 9a 102 a4 a2 
71 102 77 a4 a2 
71 102 5a a4 a2 
71 102 70 a4 a2 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

19 
20 

a 

la 

H 
H 
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(5) Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) and To ta l  Planned Timber Sale Program. 

Summary of Changes between the Draft and F i n a l  EIS 

C l a r i f i c a t i o n  of what is t o  be included i n  t h e  al lowable sale quan t i ty  i n  the  
f i r s t  decade r ep resen t ing  t h e  10-15 year  l i f e  of  t h e  Fores t  Plan has  been added 
s i n c e  t h e  Draf t  EIS. 
Total Plannned Timber S e l l  Program as ou t l ined  i n  Appendix 11 of  t h e  Fores t  
Plan document t o  more c l e a r l y  show t h e  t o t a l  planned t imber sale o f f e r i n g s  
during t h e  l i f e  of  t h e  Fores t  Plan.  

Fur ther  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  has a l s o  been added t o  d i sp l ay  t h e  

The Allowable Sale Quan t i ty  (ASQ) is t h e  amount of l i v e  green p l u s  t h e  dead 
timber volume on t h e  s u i t a b l e  t imberlands.  
t imberlands is part of  t h e  non-interchangeable component. See Appendix B.  
Sec t ion  V. I, for a more complete desc r ip t ion  of t h i s  component. On t h e  
Kootenai Fores t  t h e  non-interchangeable component i s  p r imar i ly  dead lodgepole 
p ine  t imber.)  Addit ional  timber volume (both l i v e  and dead) can be harvested 
on unsu i t ab le  lands  where timber harves t  i s  permissable.  This  a d d i t i o n a l  
volume on unsu i t ab le  lands  p lus  t h e  ASQ volume on s u i t a b l e  l ands  c o n s t i t u t e s  
t h e  To ta l  Planned S e l l  Program. Because of t h e  unce r t a in ty  of t h e  amount of 
dead t imber a v a i l a b l e  on s u i t a b l e  lands and t h e  amount of t imber t h a t  would be 
harvested on unsu i t ab le  l ands ,  t h e  ASQ and To ta l  Planned Timber S e l l  Program 
are ca l cu la t ed  only f o r  t h e  first decade which corresponds c l o s e l y  t o  t h e  l i f e  
of  the  Fores t  Plan (10-15 y e a r s ) .  

The Allowable Sale Quan t i ty  f o r  t h e  f i n a l  Fores t  Plan ( A l t .  JF)  is 202 mmbf/yr 
( l i v e  green h a r v e s t )  p l u s  25 MMbf of non-interchangeable component which 
c o n s i s t s  mostly of dead lodgepole p ine  t imber ,  f o r  a t o t a l  o f  227 MMbf/yr. 
This  i s  t h e  same as t h e  Proposed Plan ( A l t .  J). Timber volume i n  the  f i r s t  
decade was r e t a ined  a t  t h e  same l e v e l  as t h e  Proposed Fores t  Plan t o  provide 
f o r  l o c a l  community s t a b i l i t y .  See previous Sec t ion  2 and Appendix B. Sec t ion  
V .  Subsect ions H ,  I and J f o r  more d e t a i l  on t h e  timber volume i s s u e ,  inc luding  
timber supply and demand i n  Northwest Montana and Northern Idaho, and t h e  
Kootenai Nat ional  Fo res t .  

The f i n a l  Fores t  Plan w i l l  have a To ta l  Planned Timber S e l l  Program of  233 
MMbf/yr which compares t o  t h e  Regional 1980 RPA p r o j e c t i o n  of  228 MMbf/yr. 

This  p ro jec t ed  t imber sale l e v e l  is a 7% inc rease  over t h e  average annual 
timber sale o f f e r i n g s  of  218 MMbf/yr over t h e  l as t  t e n  yea r s  as displayed i n  
Table 11-la. 

The pro jec ted  s a l e  l e v e l  of 233 mmbf/yr w i l l  provide f o r  an expressed d e s i r e  of 
the  timber indus t ry  t o  r e t a i n  t h e  recent  timber sale program a t  t h e  same l e v e l  
or h igher  t o  in su re  aga ins t  poss ib l e  shor tages  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  because of  recent  
c u t t i n g  l e v e l s  on p r i v a t e  t imberlands.  See previous s e c t i o n  2 and Appendix B. 
Sect ion  V. H. f o r  a d iscuss ion  on Timber Supply i n  t h e  Local Area. 

The fol lowing f i g u r e  d i sp lays  the  f i r s t -decade  t o t a l  p lanned-se l l  timber 
volumes for each a l t e r n a t i v e  which includes t h e  l ive-green  and dead timber 
po r t ion  (non-interchangeable component), p l u s  t h e  es t imated  volume of both l i v e  
and dead t imber on unsu i t ab le  timberland where timber ha rves t  i s  permit ted.  

(The dead timber on t h e  s u i t a b l e  
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FIRST DECADE TOTAL ALLOWABLE SALE QUANTITY (ASQ) AND TOTAL PLANNED TIMBER SALE OFF~RINGS (MMBF) 

TIKBER 
CATEGORY Alt . 

A 

Live Green 
Sawtimber on 226 
s u i t a b l e  
lands 

Non-inter- 

saivage 
component on 
s u i t a b l e  
lands  

changeable 2a 

- 
TOTAL ASQ 
(suitable 254 

land) 

Other Harvest 
or Salvage on 
non-suited 7 
por t ion  of 
t e n t a t i v e l y  
s u i t a b l e  lands  

- 
TOTAL PLANNED 
TIMBER SALE 261 
VOLUME 
OFFERINGS 

RPA 
Alt. Alt. A l t .  

C D E 

225 

2a 

- 
253 

7 

- 

260 

Al te rna t ive  . . . . . . . . 
CD PA : FP : Dep PNV 

A l t .  Alt. Alt. A l t .  Alt . :  Alt.: Alt. A l t .  A l t .  Alt. Alt .  
F G H I 3 : J F :  K L M N 0 

164 

20 

- 

184 

5 

- 

iag 

208 

26 

- 

234 

6 

- 
240 

202 : 202 : 230 

25 : 25 : 2a 

- f _ .  - 
227 : u7 : 258 

6 :  6 :  7 

- - - 
233 : 233 : 265 

. . . . . . . . 

H 
H 
I m m 
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FIGURE 11-17 

. 

HISTORIC AND PROJECTED 
FIRST DECADE TltlBER HARVEST VOLUMES 

LEGEM 
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I O 0  1 0 0  

50 50 

0 0 

NT SOLO ALTERNATIVE 
HISTORIC 

A s  can be seen i n  Figure 11-17, Alternatives L .  M ,  and N produce the highest 
timber harvest l eve ls  i n  the f i r s t  decade. 
because it  u t i l i z e s  a l l  t h e  ten ta t ive ly  su i tab le  timberlands. 
the highest budget. Alternatives M and N are departure a l te rna t ives  which 
u t i l i z e  approximately 83% of the ten ta t ive ly  su i tab le  timberlands and have the 
second and th i rd  highest budgets, respectively.  No additional wilderness is 
recommended i n  any of these three a l te rna t ives .  

While producing high timber yields ,  Alternative L re ta ins  39% of t h e  
inventoried roadless areas and Alternatives M and N r e t a i n  about 50%. 
three of these a l te rna t ives  provide f o r  a low degree of v i sua l  qua l i ty  
protection i n  sens i t ive  viewing areas with Alternative L giving the l e a s t  
protection. 

New road construction requirements are  high i n  these three a l te rna t ives .  
Alternative L requires t h e  highest t o t a l  miles (6.360) w h i l e  Alternative M 
requires the highest amount of road building i n  the f i r s t  decade (3,150 
miles). Additional road closures t o  protect  b ig  game w i l l  be s ign i f i can t ,  w i t h  
Alternative L requiri~ng 4,090 miles of road closures because of the la rge  
number of road miles t o  be eventually constructed. 

Alternative L produces high yields  
It also requires 

A l l  
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As can also be seen in Figure 11-17. Alternatives F and I produce the lowest 
timber harvest levels. 
( e l k ) ,  so only the timber that maximized PNV consistent with this objective was 
harvested. This resulted in a low budget requirement. Alternative I also 
produced low timber yields because of a budget constrained to meet the 1980-82 
average expenditures which were similar, but lower than those of Alternative 
F. 

Alternative F recommends no additional wilderness and Alternative I recommends 
64,000 acres. 
while Alternative I retained 43%. 
high degree of visual quality protection in sensitive areas. These 
alternatives also require the lowest amount of new road construction and 
subsequently require fewer road closures than most of the other alternatives. 

Most of the remaining alternatives fall within the middle range of timber 
volume harvest in the first decade in keeping with their stated objectives 
which were to: 

The objective of Alternative F was to produce big game 

Alternative F retained 52% of the inventoried roadless areas, 
Both of these alternatives provide for a 

1) Recommend wilderness and designate roadless management and that reduced 
the amount of suitable timberland available (Alts. B, C, D. E. G, H. J, 
K, and 0). 

Protect visual quality which reduced the volume per acre available for 
harvest (Alts. J. K, and 0). 

2 )  

3) Specify timber yields to meet RPA goals (Alt. D). 

4) Provide no additional wilderness and non-declining timber flow (A1t.A) 

The Allowable Sale Quantity in the Final Plan in the future could possibly 
increase 24 MMBF if significant increases occurred in the demand and price paid 
for timber. See Appendix B, Section V. I. for an analysis of currently 
unsuitable timberland which could be added to the suitable timber base if 
certain conditions take place. These additional timber lands would require an 
amendment to the Forest Plan before the timber volume could be realized. The 
next section on Suitable Timberlands discusses this item further. 
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b. Land Sui table  f o r  Timber Harvest 

Sui table  timberlands a re  those lands considered biological ly  capable of 
producing timber, harvestable with present technology, avai lable  fo r  
harvest ( i . e . ,  have not been Congressionally or administratively 
withdrawn), where timber harvest would not conf l i c t  wi th  the management 
d i rec t ion  fo r  an area and is calculated as  being cos t -e f f ic ien t .  

Available productive timber land includes a l l  the land which is 
biological ly  capable of producing commercial timber except t ha t  withdrawn 
from commercial timber uses by Congress or the Chief of the Forest Service 
(Wilderness, campgrounds, administrative sites e t c . ) .  The preceding page 
displayed the relat ionship between four components of the wi ld l i f e  and 
roadless area issues  and the avai lable  productive timber land base. I n  
general ,  conf l ic t ing  opinions a r i s e  concerning management where s u i t a b i l -  
i t i e s  fo r  these components e x i s t  on avai lable  productive timber lands. The 
degree t o  which conf l i c t s  w i l l  occur is usually i n  d i r e c t  proportion t o  t h e  
amount of productive timberland area i n  conf l i c t .  A s  can be seen i n  
Figures 11-33 t o  11-36. the largest amount of conf l i c t  with timber 
production i s  on e lk  summer range and gr izzly habi ta t .  Elk winter range 
and inventoried roadless areas have a l e s se r  amount of conf l i c t .  

Summary of Changes between the Draft and Final  EIS 

The acreage su i t ab le  f o r  timber harvest i n  the f i n a l  Forest Plan ( A l t . J F )  
is 1,263,000 acres .  This is a reduction of 123,000 acres (9%) compared t o  
A l t .  J .  and i s  the r e s u l t  of providing additional acres f o r  old-growth 
management f o r  w i ld l i f e  d ivers i ty  and removing old-growth timber acres  from 
the su i t ab le  timber base. This was an on-the-ground determination of 
ex i s t ing  old-growth timber stands which appeared t o  provide the highest 
biological  po ten t ia l  f o r  old-growth t imber  species and the least e f f e c t  on 
timber production and cos ts .  See Appendix B fo r  more d e t a i l  on t h e  
analysis  of old-growth timber. An analysis has been added t o  display the 
r e l a t i v e  eff ic iency and in t ens i ty  of management on the su i t ab le  timberland 
base within each a l t e rna t ive  (See Section f .  i n  t h i s  sec t ion) .  Additional 
analysis  has a l so  been done on t h e  amount of po ten t ia l  timberland tha t  
would be avai lable  if s ign i f i can t  increases occurred i n  the demand and 
p r i ce  paid f o r  timber (See Appendix B, Section V . 1 ) .  

The maximum acreage of su i t ab le  timberland i s  1.788.000 acres  i n  the timber 
benchmark ( A l t .  L ) .  The difference i n  su i t ab le  timberlands between 
a l t e rna t ives  is due to t h e  amount of roadless,  wilderness, or other  
nondevelopmental designations present i n  an a l te rna t ive .  The following 
f igure  displays t h e  amount of su i t ab le  timberlands i n  each of the 
a l t e rna t ives .  Appendix B ,  Section 11 explains why t h e  remainder of t h e  
Forest is never considered su i t ab le  timberland. 

Alternative M .  the PNV Benchmark, u t i l i z e s  83% of the su i t ab le  timberland 
iden t i f i ed  i n  Alternative L ,  the Timber Benchmark. This ind ica tes  t h a t  
304,000 acres  are not cos t -e f f ic ien t  f o r  timber production when PNV is 
maximized. 
but require higher investments i n  r e l a t ion  t o  t h e i r  po ten t ia l  re turn.  

These 304,000 acres a re  still su i t ab le  fo r  timber production, 

. 
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The Final Plan ( A l t .  JF )  includes 139,000 acres t h a t  could be added t o  the  
su i t ab le  timber base i f  t h e  demand and pr ice  paid f o r  timber increased 
s igni f icant ly .  These lands are current ly  considered unsuitable because of 
the high cos t s  required t o  manage the si te (e.g., hab i t a t  types t h a t  are 
d i f f i c u l t  and expensive t o  regenerate, e tc . ) .  See Appendix B ,  Section V . I .  
f o r  more d e t a i l s  on these poten t ia l ly  s u i t a b l e  timberlands. A n  Amendment 
or a revis ion t o  the  Forest Plan would be required before these lands would 
be added t o  the su i t ab le  timber base. 

A B C D E F G H I J .PI$# 1 H W O H I W  

ALUIE~AUOWIE 
P A  CDPAFPMP p5dv LVL 

*. 1 
. c - 

c .  Lodgepole Pine Management 

(1) Lodgepole Pine H a r v e s t  

The i s s u e  of lodgepole p ine  (LPP) harvest stems from t h e  mountain 
pine bee t l e  which is in fe s t ing  stands of lodgepole pine sawtimber 80 
years old and older ,  primarily. The object ive of the lodgepole pine 
harvest  would be t o  salvage as much mature lodgepole pine as possible 
before being k i l l e d  by t h e  mountain pine bee t le .  
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Summary of Changes between the  D r a f t  and Final  EIS 

The amount of lodgepole pine scheduled for  sale and poten t ia l  harvest 
w i l l  be 78 mmbf/yr ( l i v e  green) i n  the f i r s t  decade, a 4% increase (3 
mmbf/yr.) compared t o  A l t .  J and similar t o  the Current Direction ( A l t .  
I ) .  I n  addition, approximately 20 mmbf/yr. of dead lodgepole pine 
volume ( a  portion of the non-interchangeable component) is a lso  
projected f o r  a t o t a l  lodgepole pine sell  l eve l  of 98 mmbf/yr. which is 
consis tent  with the lodgepole pine s a l e  schedule of t h e  recent pas t ,  as 
shown i n  the following table .  

Table 11-3 
Kootenai National Forest 

Lodgepole Pine (LPP) Timber Sold and Harvested (mmbf) 

F isca l  Total  Timber Total  LPP % LPP Total  LPP 
Year Volume Sold Volume Sold Sold Harvested 

1979 206 36 17 46 
1980 176 48 26 34 
1681 264 
1582 221 
1983 245 
1984 212 
1985 224 

93 
91  
97 
98 
97 

35 50 
41 50 
39 72 
46 72 
43 67 

A s  can be seen from the Table, the lodgepole pine harvest  volume has 
been on a steady increase indicat ing continued demand f o r  t h i s  
stumpage. This demand w i l l  enable the continued salvage of mature 
lodgepole pine t o  reduce the loss from the current Mountain Pine Beetle 
in fes ta t ion .  

The following char t  displays the amount of l i v e  green plus the dead 
lodgepole pine tha t  would be offered f o r  harvest each year (average) 
during the f i r s t  decade for  each a l te rna t ive .  Estimates beyond 10 
years are considered academic because a l l  high-risk lodgepole pine 
stands would be infested by t h a t  time and the rapid de te r iora t ion  of 
t h i s  species w i l l  prevent successful economic salvage. The lodgepole 
pine timber volume shown here i s  a subtotal  included within the 
allowable s a l e  quant i ty  displayed e a r l i e r  i n  t h i s  sect ion.  
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Alternatives M and N harvest the highest volume of lodgepole pine 
sawtimber in the first decade because they are departure alternatives 
with no restrictions on the suitable timberland base (no recommended 
wilderness o r  designated roadless areas). 

Alternative L harvests the least volume of lodgepole in the first 
decade because the objective of this alternative is to maximize timber 
over the entire 200 year analysis period. 
the harvest in lodgepole pine sawtimber stands and concentrates the 
harvest and regeneration into higher-productive and higher volume 
mixed-conifer stands in the earlier decades so they can be harvested 
again before the end of the 200 year planning horizon. 

Most of the remaining alternatives fall in the middle range of harvest 
volume in the first decade because of a combination of objectives o r  a 
single objective which were to: 

This results in postponing 

1) Recommend wilderness and designate roadless areas and that 
reduces the amount of suitable timberland available (Alts. B, C. 
D, E,G, H, I, J , K ,  and0). 

2) Maximize big game (elk) which results in harvesting only where 
big game would be the most favorably affected (Alt. F). 
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3) Protect  v i sua l  qua l i ty  which reduces the volume per acre 
avai lable  f o r  harvest on t h e  higher volume nixed-conifer stands 
allowing the lower volume per acre lodgepole pine sawtimber t o  
compete favorably f o r  timber harvest scheduling ( A l t s .  I ,  J ,  K .  
and 0 ) .  

Provide no addi t ional  wilderness and non-declining timber flow 
( A l t .  A ) .  

4) 

(2) 

There a re  94,000 acres of lodgepole pine on the Kootenai Forest where 
the ex is t ing  small saplings and poles a re  so thick t h a t  annual growth 
is a t  a v i r t u a l  s t a n d s t i l l .  These stands a re  very dense and heavily 
loaded with fue l s  causing them t o  be very poor hab i t a t  f o r  big-game 
species  and poten t ia l  f i r e  hazards. These stands need t o  be completely 
replaced t o  regain t h e  inherent productivity of the site. 

It i s  estimated t h a t  i t  w i l l  take approximately 50 years t o  convert the 
94.000 acres (approximately 1,880 acres/year) and tha t  i t  w i l l  take 
approximately 80 years before the new timber stands are mature enough 
t o  harvest .  

The amount of stagnated lodgepole s i t ua t ed  outside inventoried roadless 
areas  is 73,000 acres.  
within 13 inventoried roadless areas. 

Conversion of Stagnated Lodgepole Pine Stands 

The remaining 21.000 acres o r  22% are located 

Summary of Changes between the Draft and Final  EIS 

The F i n a l  Forest Plan ( A l t .  JF) projects  32,000 acres  of stagnated 
lodgepole pine a re  t o  be converted by the f i f t h  decade. Budget 
reductions represented i n  the f irst  p a r t  of the planning period 
necessi ta ted a reduction of 38.000 acres from the Proposed Action 
( A l t .  J )  i n  the Draft EIS .  See Appendix B f o r  more d e t a i l  on t h i s  
analysis .  

The following f igure displays how many acres a re  converted i n  each 
a l t e rna t ive  by t h e  f i f t h  decade. 

A s  can be seen i n  the f igure ,  only s i x  a l t e rna t ives  converted a 
s ign i f i can t  amount of stagnated lodgepole pine ( A l t s .  D .  F. I ,  J. K.  
and L). 
acreage t o  produce the highest  possible benefi t  f o r  the e lk  
population. 
acreage t o  produce the highest possible timber y ie ld  and the lowest 
r i s k  of catastrophic  f i r e .  Alternative D converted almost half  of t h e  
total  acreage (45.000 or 48%) t o  produce the timber y ie lds  of t h e  RPA 
goals. Alternatives I. J ,  and K converted approximately 7O,OOO acres 
(74%) each t o  produce desired t imber  and wi ld l i fe  benefi ts .  The 
remaining al ternat ives  did not r e su l t  i n  conversion of the stagnated 

Alternative F converted 44,000 acres  or 47% of the t o t a l  

Alternative L converted 93.000 acres  or 99% of the t o t a l  
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stands because they were not needed to satisfy the goals and because 
conversion w a s  not cost-efficient. 

f 

d. Silvicultural Systems 

The silvicultural systems used will be even-aged and uneven-aged. 
most cases, even-aged management will be used because it more nearly 
parallels the natural processes observed on the Kootenai. Acres shown in 
the Final EIS for even-aged management, such as clearcutting. are not 
targets but model projections that indicate optimum levels. Final 
determination of which silvicultural system to use will be determined by 
a certified silviculturist after an on-the-ground site survey. 
Chapter IV in the Final EIS for acreages of clearcutting harvest, and 
Appendix 2 in the Forest Plan document for criteria used in determining 
the appropriate vegetation management practices. 

In 

See 
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e. Timber Ut i l iza t ion  Standards 

A l l  timber harvest  volumes are based on the desirable  Regional Ut i l iz -  
a t ion  Standards presented i n  the Regional Guide. 
analysis  of the volume differences and economic value are displayed i n  
Appendix B, sect ion V I .  I n  summary, the difference between the current 
and desired Regional u t i l i z a t i o n  standard is approximately 7%. 

The r e s u l t s  of an 

f .  Timber Resource Management Summary 

Signi f icant  Changes from Draft to  Final EIS 
This sect ion was not displayed i n  the Draft E I S  and i s  presented here t o  ~. 
give a composite technical review of the timber resource. 

(1) Introduction 

Management of the timber resource is a complex problem t h a t  involves 
biological  and ecological productivity,  soc ia l  compatibil i ty,  as w e l l  
a s  economic and physical e f f ec t s .  On a la rge  productive Forest such as  
the Kootenai, the  timber resource is involved i n  every aspect of Forest 
Management; including f ire protection, insec t  and disease control ,  
recreat ion and visual  qua l i ty ,  water qua l i ty  and s o i l  protect ion,  
w i ld l i f e  and f i she r i e s ,  etc. A s  a general rule. the amount of timber 
avai lable  f o r  harvest  usually determines the amount of po ten t ia l  
economic a c t i v i t y  and the leve l  of environmental e f f e c t .  An extension 
of t h i s  ru l e  i s  t h a t  the amount of land managed f o r  timber usually 
determines the leve l  of timber harvest. With these two ru les  i n  mind 
the following discussion is presented along w i t h  Tables 11-2x and 11-2y 

Table 11-2x displays a l l  of the 15 Alternatives tha t  were presented i n  
the Draft EIS, plus The Final Plan ( A l t .  JF ) .  The a l te rna t ives  a re  
presented i n  descending order from the l a rges t  t o  the smallest  su i tab le  
timber base (land avai lable  fo r  timber management) and the Final Plan 
is highlighted f o r  ease of reference. Table 11-2y displays per t inent  
information from the ex is t ing  Timber Management Plan f o r  comparative 
purposes. 

I n  summary, the Final Plan ( A l t .  JF )  w i l l  operate at  a higher in tens i ty  
on an acre-per-acre bas i s  than the Current Direction ( A l t .  I ) .  The 
su i t ab le  timber base w i l l  be smaller as a r e s u l t  of the removal from 
timber harvest  of addi t ional  acres f o r  old-growth timber management for  
w i ld l i f e  d ivers i ty ,  and the removal of s teep  lands and lands tha t  are 
d i f f i c u l t  t o  regenerate from the su i t ab le  timber base during the l i f e  
of the Forest Plan. 

A sec t ion  which fur ther  describes the r e s u l t s  of an evaluation of 
timber supply and su i t ab le  land on the Forest can be found i n  Appendix 
B ,  Section V ,  Subsections H. I. and J. 
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Benchmark or Suitable Tinber Inventory 
A 1  te m a  t ive Begin. Begin./Ae. End 

In Acres) (CP) (nncpy 

Column N O . - - - )  (1 )  

Benchmark 
Maximum Timber 1.788 
Maximum PNV 1,484 

Alternative 
L - Max Timber 1.788 

D - RPA 1.595 
M - Max PNV 1.484 
N - No Wldnn/Dep 1.481 
A - NO Wilderness 1.470 
C - MT Wldns Bill 1,466 
B - RARE I1 Wldns 1.464 

E - RARE I I +  1.425 
I - Current Diree 1.422 

0 - Max Rdls/Visl 1.389 

G - RARE I I + +  1.386 
J - Prop Action 1.386 
K - Prop Act/Dep 1,386 
H - Max WildePnes 1,361 

12) 

4,950 
4.311 

4.950 
4,519 
4,311 
4,034 
4 I320 
4,279 
4 I 289 
4.210 

3,809 
4.211 
4.119 
3.714 
3.714 
4.055 

( 3 )  

2,770 
2.900 

2.770 
2.830 
2.900 
2.720 
2.940 
2.920 
2.930 
2 I 950 
2.680 
3 . 0 3 0  

2,970 
2,680 
2.680 
2.980 

( 4 )  

4.559 
3.736 

4.559 
4,465 
3 I 736 
3.762 
3,806 
3.750 
3 .781  
3 I809 

4.059 
3 . 7 7 1  
3,416 
3,446 
3 762 

5,715 

Long-Term Sustained Yld .  Ave.Ann.Groas Growth First Decade 
Average Annual ASP (Decade E 

J Z  Co1.2) (LIDIBP) J Z  Co1.4). net) (CP/Ac) (CP/Ac) (mdCP) 

( 5 )  

59 
66 

59 
56 
66 
62 

56 
56 
56 
54 
36 
55 
52 
51 
57 
50 

16) 

1 . 2  

1 . 5  

1.2 

1.2 

1.5 
1.5 
1.3 
1 . 3  
1.3 
1 . 3  
1.0 

1.3 
1 . 3  
1.4 

1 . 5  
1.2 

( 7 )  

255 
262 

255 
227 
262 
247 
226 

225 
223 
218 

150 
215 
213 
202 

230 
208 

(8 )  

102 
84 

102 

90 
84 
84 
84 

83 
84 
82 
74 
83 
80 

72 
72 
78 

( 9 )  

2 . 2  

2 .2  

2.2 
2.0 

2.2 

2.2 

2.2 

2.2 

2.2 

2 .2  

1 . 3  
2.0 

2.1 

2.1 

2 . 1  

2.1 

(10) 

18 
NA/1/ 

18 
12 

NA/1/ 
90%/2/ 
12 

12  

12  

12  

55x/2/ 
12 

12 

12  

12 

12 

(11) 

51 
54 

51 
54 
55 
55 
55 
55 
55 
55 
51 
54 
55 
51 
51 
55 

(12)  (13) 

78 66 

99 50 

78 66 
86 60 

99 50 
74 40 
80 48 
81 48 
81 48 
79 44 

55 43 
89 54 
78 42 

76 45 
75 47 
77 40 

53 70 39 
.._---------------.--------------.---....--------------------.-------------------------.-------------------.---.-----------..--. 

P - Max Elk 1,132 3.335 2.950 4.634 40 1.2 164 56 1 . 2  16 51 68 35 

NOTES: Tentatively Suitable Lends for  all Alternatives is 1,788,000 acres. and Beginning Inventory is 4.950 MMCP. 

Column 7 is the Live Glee" Sawtimber only. Column 13 is Average Annual Net Growth for the 5th Decade. 
* The Total ASQ for Alt. JP is 227 MMbf which includes 25 MMbf of "on-interchangeable salvage volume.  

/1/ LTSY ir not reached within the 20 decade analysis period and the percentage is not calculable because of the 
vide variation in harvest levels. 

/2 /  The percentage of LTSY that is achieved either during or at the end or the 20 decade analysis period. 

3 
3 

I 
U 
U 
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Table II-2x (continued) 
Kootenai National Forest 

Timber Resource Uanagement Information by Benchmark and Alternative 

Pirst Decade Harvest method Total 
Benchmark or Area m d  Percent of Suitable Land by Yield Level Overstry 1st Decade 
Alternative Pull Yield (1002) 80-1001 Yield 50-801 Yield Clearcut Shelterwood Removal Harvest Acs. 

XU Acres) (1 C0l.l) ( U Acres) (I Col.1) ( U Acres) ( 2  Col.1) ( u Acres) (n Acres) ( Acres) ( 1 COl.1) 

C ~ l u m n  NO.---) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (24) 

Benchmark 
Max. Timber 811 45 574 32 402 23 192 0 0 11 
Max. PNV 644 43 442 30 398 21 166 0 0 11 

Alternative 

L - Max Timber 811 

D - RPA 734 
M - Max PNV 644 
N - No Wldns.-Dep 626 
A - NO Wilderness 623 
C - MT Wldns. Bill 616 
B - RARE I1  Wldner 627 
E - R A R E  I1 + 643 
1 - Cur. Direction 441 
0 - Max. Rdls/Visl 0 

G - R A R E  I1 t i  632 
J - Prop. Action 315 
K - p r o p .  ~ ~ t . - ~ e p  315 
H - Max. Wildernes 606 
_________.____________________ 

3P - Final Plan 268 

45 574 
46 422 
43 442 

42 512 
42 522 
42 516 
43 509 
45 438 
31 437 
0 1.185 
46 424 

23 559 
23 559 
45 440 

21 565 

32 402 23 192 0 0 

26 439 28 136 0 0 

30 398 27 166 0 0 

35 344 23 151 0 0 

36 325 22 137 0 0 

35 333 23 138 0 0 

35 328 22 137 0 0 

31 344 24 132 0 0 

31 543 38 88 2 0 

85 212 15 106 37 0 

30 330 24 129 0 0 

40 513 37 117 20 0 

40 513 37 135 20 0 

32 315 23 125 0 0 

45 426 34 135 22 0 

-._.---_____________~.~.~~.~..~~~~~~~~~~.~.~~~--------~-~..-...--. 

11 
8 

11 
10 

9 
9 
9 
9 
6 
10 

9 
10 

11 

9 _ _ _ _ _ _  
12 

F - Max. Elk 30 3 698 62 404 35 97 0 0 9 

NOTES: Tentatively Suitable Lands f o r  1111 Alternatives is 1.788.000 acres. Beginning Inventory 1s 4.950 MMCF. 

I 
U co 
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........................................................................ 
Table  11-2y 

Kootenai Nat iona l  Fo res t  

P e r t i n e n t  Timber Data from t h e  E x i s t i n g  Timber Management P lan  

Average Annual To ta l  o f  Standard.  S p e c i a l ,  : 
Average Annual Chargeable Volume and Marginal Lands Used f o r  : 
P o t e n t i a l  Yield Sold (1967-1985) P o t e n t i a l  Yield Calcu la t ion  : 

MMCF MMBF MMCF Thousand Acres - _ _  

69 277 50 198 I/ 1,490 
162 2/ 

: 1/ Inc ludes  Salvage Volume and the  Timber "Buy-Back" Volumes. 
: 2/ Excludes Salvage Volume and Timber "Buy-Back'' Volumes and 

is d i r e c t l y  comparable t o  ASQ's i n  Table  11-2x (Column 7 ) .  
.......................................................................... 

(2) Timber Resource Information 

I n  Table 11-2y. t h e  Average Annual P o t e n t i a l  Yield corresponds t o  the  F i r s t  
Decade Average Annual Allowable S a l e  Quan t i ty  (ASQ) i n  Table 11-2x (Columns 5 
and 7 ) .  The T o t a l  o f  Standard,  Spec ia l  and Marginal Lands corresponds t o  
S u i t a b l e  Lands i n  Table 11-2x (Column 1 ) .  

The Average Annual Chargeable Volume Sold,  i n  Table 11-2y i s  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  
t o t a l  t imber volume s o l d  and r ep resen t s  a combination of budget c o n s t r a i n t s  and 
l o c a l  demand. It a l s o  inc ludes  t h e  t imber volume t h a t  has  s i n c e  been "Bought 
Back" under t h e  Timber "Buy-Back'' B i l l .  When t h e  Timber "Buy-Back'' i s  removed 
from t h e  198 mmbf/year shown above, t h e  t o t a l  Chargeable Volume is 186 
mmbf/year. This  still  inc ludes  sa lvage  volumes o f  dead t imber which averages 
24 mmbflyear. 
Chargeable Volume of 162 mmbf/year which can be compared t o  t h e  F i r s t  Decade 
Average Annual Allowable S a l e  Quan t i ty  (ASQ) i n  Table  11-2x (Column 7 ) .  

When sa lvage  volume i s  excluded, t h e  result  is a "net" regula ted  

S u i t a b l e  Lands - Column 1. Table 11-2x: S u i t a b l e  l ands  are those  areas t h a t  
are t o  be s p e c i f i c a l l y  managed t o  produce regula ted  y i e l d s  of green timber 
( p l u s  t h e  non-interchangeable component) dur ing  t h e  l i f e  of t h e  Fores t  P lan  
(10-15 y e a r s ) .  
a l t e r n a t i v e  is a d i r e c t  r e f l e c t i o n  of the  amount of road le s s  or  wi lderness  
recommended; t h e  h ighe r  t h e  amount of s u i t a b l e  t imberland,  t h e  lower the  amount 
o f  road le s s  or wilderness .  The except ion  is A l t .  F which only  selected 
timberlands t h a t  would produce optimum h a b i t a t  l e v e l s  f o r  e l k  management. A l t .  
L .  t h e  maximum timber a l t e r n a t i v e ,  has  the  h ighes t  amount of t imberland 
a v a i l a b l e  fo r  management and t h e  lowest a v a i l a b l e  f o r  road le s s  des igna t ion .  

A l t .  M .  t he  m a x i m u m  PNV a l t e r n a t i v e ,  i s  the  3rd ranked i n  descending o rde r  
because of economic l i m i t a t i o n s  on 304,000 acres o f  t e n t a t i v e l y  s u i t a b l e  

I n  gene ra l ,  t he  amount of s u i t a b l e  t imberland i n  each 

. t imberland. A l t .  H. t h e  maximum wilderness  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  u t i l i z e s  only t h e  



11-80 

economically-suited timberlands outside of inventoried roadless areas and 
provides the highest amount of roadless opportunity. 

The Final Plan (Alt. JF) has the second lowest suitable timberland because of a 
combination of a large amount of roadless/wilderness opportunity, a significant 
amount of old-growth timber (126,000 acres) designated as unsuitable for timber 
management during the life of the Forest Plan, and lands that are steep and/or 
difficult to regenerate (116,000 acres). These are the reasons for the 
difference between the Suitable Land for Alt. JF and the Total Acres of 
Standard, Special and Marginal lands Used to Calculate the Potential Yield for 
the Existing Timber Management Plan displayed in Table 11-2y. 
roadless opportunity provided in Alt. JF are those lands identified as 
economically unsuitable in Alt. M (Maximum PNV). 

Much of the 

Timber Inventory - Columns 2. 3 and 4. Table 11-2x: 
(Column 2) is the total amount of measurable timber volume that is available on 

The Beginning Inventory 

the suitable timberlands (Column 1) and is usually directly related. 
exceptions are Alts. I, J, K, and JF. These alternatives purposefully selected 
more suitable timberland with insect-infested lodgepole pine which has a lower 
timber-volume per acre, and stagnated lodgepole pine stands which do not have 
any merchantable volume (See Column 3 ) .  In addition. Alt. JF has 126.000 acres 
of old-growth timber designated as unsuitable timberland. These old-growth 
stands have high volumes-per-acre which, when removed, reduce the beginning 
inventory. 

The Beginning-Timber-Inventory per Acre (Column 3)  is the result of dividing 
Column 2 by Column 1, and indicates the average stocking per acre at the start 
of the analysis period (200 years). The higher volumes-per-acre are the result 
of selecting a higher proportion of well-stocked timberland in contrast to Alt. 
L (Max. Timber) which includes all the tentatively suitable timberlands, 
including poorly-stocked and stagnated lodgepole pine stands. Alts. I, J. K. 
and JF had lower volumes-per-acre because of the purposeful selection of more 
area with insect-infested lodgepole pine which has a lower volume-per-acre, and 
stagnated lodgepole pine which does not have any merchantable volume per acre. 
In addition, Alt. JF designated 126,000 acres of old-growth timber as 
unsuitable timberland. These stands were high volume-per-acre stands which, 
when removed, reduced the inventory and the resulting inventory per acre. 

The Timber Inventory at the End of the Planning Period (Column 4 )  is a function 
of the intensity of timber management and the amount of suitable acres (Col.1). 
The more suitable acres available, the higher the ending inventory: and the 
more constraints on timber management, such as visual quality which restricts 
the amount and frequency of timber harvest, the higher the ending inventory. 

Alt. I and Alt. F have the highest ending inventories because of budget 
constraints that limited the regulated timber harvest to 150 mmbf/year (Alt. 
I), and to limited timber harvesting because of the goal to optimize elk 
habitat (Alt. F). Both of these alternatives resulted in inventory increases 
(50% and 39% respectively) in contrast to Alt. L (Maximum Timber) which 
experienced an 8% reduction. All other alternatives resulted in an inventory 
reduction. Alt. M (PNV) had the largest inventory reduction of all the 
alternatives (13%) which resulted from a significant departure schedule. Alt. 
D, the W A  alternative, had the smallest inventory reduction (1%), indicating 
that timber management intensities and inventories were in close balance. 

The 
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. 

F i r s t  Decade Average Annual Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) - Cols. 5. 6 and 7: 
Columns 5 and 7 display the ASQ (green timber only) f o r  the f i r s t  decade, which 
is the planning period f o r  the Forest Plan, and are i n  cubic and board f e e t ,  
respectively.  
land (Column 1). (See the discussion on Table 11-2y. above.) The exceptions 
a re  A l t s .  M .  N ,  I, and K .  A l t s .  M ,  N and K are  allowed t o  depart  from the 
non-declining, even-flow pr inc ip le  of timber harvest .  This allows a higher 
harvest rate e a r l i e r  i n  the analysis  period (200 years) which i s  usually the 
first decade. This higher harvest rate would then have t o  be o f f s e t  by a 
decline sometime i n  the future ,  usually 3 t o  6 decades later. 

Volumes are generally proportional t o  the amount of su i tab le  

A l t .  I (Current Direction) has a disproportionately lower harvest l e v e l  because 
i t  is purposefully constrained t o  simulate t h e  average budget leve l  experienced 
during the 1980-1982 period. Without t h i s  budget constraint ,  A l t .  I could 
harvest approximately 204 mmbf/year which is similar t o  A l t .  J and JF (See 
section VI.D.5.e. i n  Appendix B ) .  

The difference between the Average Annual Potent ia l  Yield shown i n  Table 11-2y 
and A l t .  J F  ( t h e  Final Plan) is because of the combination of the lower 
su i tab le  timberland base, and the s p a t i a l  timber harvesting constraints  t ha t  
have been incorporated for  the recovery of the gr izz ly  bear; a species tha t  is 
threatened with ext inct ion.  The lower su i tab le  timberland base i n  A l t .  JF is 
primarily because the old-growth timber designations (Management Area 13) were 
revised t o  not allow the production of regulated timber yields  during the l i f e  
of t h e  Forest Plan, and the s teep and diff icul t - to-regenerate  lands were 
removed from the su i t ab le  base (Management Areas 19 and 18. respect ively) .  The 
s p a t i a l  timber-harvesting constraints  for  the gr izz ly  bear have been designed 
and incorporated s ince the Existing Timber Management Plan was formulated i n  
1967. 
developed o r  impacted at  any time t o  approximately 8% of the ident i f ied  gr izzly 
habi ta t .  

Column 6 is the r e s u l t  of dividing Column 5 by Column 2. It displays the 
relative in t ens i ty  of timber management i n  the first decade regarding the 
amount of land t reated t o  produce the yields  s t a t ed  i n  Columns 5 and 7. A l t .  I 
(Current Direction) has the lowest r a t e  of i n t ens i ty  because of the budget 
constraint  s t a t ed  above. A l t s .  M ,  N and J F  have the highest rate of 
in tens i ty .  A l t s .  M and N a re  departure a l te rna t ives  and are producing high 
timber volume leve ls  i n  the f irst  decade as  s t a t ed  above. A l t .  J F ,  t h e  Final 
Plan, has a high r a t e  of i n t ens i ty  a l so  because it is attempting t o  produce 
high timber volumes i n  the first decade on a non-declining basis  on a small 
su i tab le  timberland base. 

Long-Term Sustained Yield - Columns 8. 9 and 10. Table 11-2x: Long-Term 
Sustained Yield (LTSY) i s  the average annual timber harvest l eve l  t ha t  could be 
sustained indef in i te ly  a t  some point i n  the future.  It i s  usually d i r ec t ly  
re la ted t o  t h e  amount of su i t ab le  land avai lable  fo r  timber management (Col.1):  
t h e  higher the amount of su i t ab le  land, the higher the poten t i s l  LTSY. The 
exceptions t o  t h i s  a r e  when the su i tab le  timberland is not being u t i l i z e d  
e f f i c i e n t l y  fo r  timber management; such as  i n  A l t .  I (Current Direction) which 
is purposefully constrained t o  simulate a par t icu lar  budget leve l .  
l e v e l  constraint  does not allow the harvest l eve l  t o  reach its poten t ia l  which 
results i n  a high ending inventory as displayed i n  Column 4 .  

These s p a t i a l  constraints  r e s t r i c t  the amount of acreage tha t  can be 

T h i s  budget 
* 
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Column 10 displays the t i m e  period (decade) when LTSY is reached. It is an 
indicat ion of the r e l a t i v e  productive eff ic iency of the timber management 
program: the earlier the LTSY is reached, the more e f f i c i e n t  the Alternative.  
The exception is A l t .  L ,  the maximum timber a l te rna t ive .  This a l t e rna t ive  i s  
producing the highest possible amount of timber and the Minimum Management 
Requirements t ha t  a r e  necessary d i c t a t e  t ha t  18 decades w i l l  be needed t o  
achieve the LTSY on 1,788,000 acres. 

A l t s .  M and I do not reach LTSY within the analysis  period (200 years ) .  A l t .  
M .  the  maximum PNV a l t e rna t ive ,  does not achieve LTSY because of the nature of 
the departures allowed i n  the harvest schedule; the decadal harvest l eve l  can 
increase or decrease plus or minus 25% from the preceding decade. This 
departure allowance never achieves LTSY within the 200 year analysis  period. 
A l t .  I. the  Current Direction a l te rna t ive ,  does not achieve LTSY within the 200 
year planning period because of the constrained budget mentioned above which 
resul ted i n  reduced timber harvest l eve ls .  

Column 9 is the r e s u l t  of dividing Column 8 by Column 4. This a l so  gives a 
r e l a t i v e  comparison of the eff ic iency of the timber management program inherent 
i n  the a l te rna t ive .  A s  can be seen, A l t s .  I and F have t h e  lowest ra t ings .  
A l t .  I is low because of the previously-decribed harvest  l eve l  constraints .  
A l t .  F is low because of the emphasis on providing f o r  optimum e l k  hab i t a t .  
Both of these a l t e rna t ives  produce high ending inventories (Column 4 )  which 
r e s u l t s  i n  a low ra t ing .  

Average Annual Gross Growth - Columns 11. 12 and 13, Table 11-2x: The 
Beginning Average Annual Gross Growth Per Acre (Column 11) i s  an indicat ion of 
the eff ic iency of the a l t e rna t ive  for timber production. The a l t e rna t ives  w i t h  
the highest  growth-per-acre are u t i l i z i n g  the most productive lands. A l t s .  L .  
I, J ,  K and F have the lowest Beginning Growth-per-acre. This is because they 
a l l  have a higher percentage of insect-infested lodgepole pine which i s  a lower 
t o t a l  volume-per-acre (and therefore a lower t o t a l  growth-per-acre) species.  
They a l so  include s igni f icant  amounts of stagnated lodgepole pine stands which 
do not produce any growth. (NOTE: Columns 11 and 12 displays gross growth- 
per-acre instead of net  growth-per-acre because net-growth data  was not 
avai lable  f o r  Column 11. The comparisons between the Alternatives i n  Columns 
11 and 12 are still  va l id . )  

Column 12 is the Average Annual Gross Growth P e r  Acre a t  the end of 50 years. 
A l t .  M, the Maximum PNV a l t e rna t ive ,  has the highest average ne t  growth because 
i t  selected only the highly productive lands which produced the highest  
economic returns .  A l t .  I, the  Current Direction, has the lowest gross growth 
because of the combination of reduced harvest l eve l s  d ic ta ted  by a r e s t r i c t ed  
budget, a s ign i f i can t  amount of insect- infested lodgepole pine stands as  w e l l  
a s  a large acreage of stagnated lodgepole pine. 

Column 13 is the Total  Average Annual N e t  Growth i n  mill ion of cubic f e e t  tha t  
could be expected a t  the end of 50 years. It i s  comparable t o  Columns 8 and is 
usually i n  d i r e c t  proportion t o  the su i tab le  timber base (Column 1). A l t .  L ,  
the Maximum Timber a l t e rna t ive  has t h e  highest t o t a l  ne t  growth and A l t .  F. the 
Maximum Elk Habitat a l t e rna t ive ,  has the lowest t o t a l  ne t  growth. 
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Area and Percent of Suitable  Land by Yield Level. Columns 14-19: 
and 15 display the acres of Full-Yield Timber Production (Management Area 15) 

Columns 14 
. -  

and the percent of the Sui table  Timber B a s e  (Column 1). 
r e l a t ive  in t ens i ty  of timber production among the a l te rna t ives .  A l t .  L ,  t h e  
Maximum Timber a l t e rna t ive ,  has the highest to ta l  acreage i n  the Ful l  Yield 
Category. A l t .  0. the  Roadless/Visual Qual i ty  Protection a l t e rna t ive ,  ha5 the 
least amount of acres i n  t h i s  category with A l t .  F a l so  on the low end. These 
two a l t e rna t ives  did not have high timber harvest  l eve l s  as  an important 
objective.  
Full-Yield Timber category. Both of these a l te rna t ives  were attempting t o  
produce high timber harvest l eve ls  as well as  resolve other  i s sues  such as 
wilderness. A l t .  JF, the Final Plan, has a r e l a t ive ly  low acreage and 
percentage because of the goal of producing wi ld l i fe  and v isua l  qua l i ty  a5 well 
as  timber production (See Columns 16 and 17) .  

Columns 16 and 17 display the acres of Sui table  Timber (Column 1) and the 
percentage i n  the reduced production range of 80-100%. Timber management 
prescr ipt ions i n  t h i s  category a re  usually those associated with visual  qual i ty  
protection and e lk  summer range management (Management Areas 16, 17 and 12 
respect ively) .  A s  can be seen, A l t .  0. the  Visual Qual i ty  Protection 
a l te rna t ive ,  has the highest t o t a l  acreage and percentage i n  t h i s  category. 
A l t .  D ,  the RPA a l te rna t ive ,  had the lowest amount and percentage i n  t h i s  
category because visual  qua l i ty  protection was not a primary objective.  A l t .  
JF, the Final Plan, has a r e l a t ive ly  high amount of area and percentage i n  t h i s  
category because of the emphasis on visual  qua l i ty  protection and e l k  
summer-range management. 

Columns 18 and 19 display the acres of Sui table  Timber (Column 1) and the 
percentage i n  the reduced production range of 50-80X. 
prescr ipt ions i n  t h i s  category a re  those associated with big-game winter range, 
gr izz ly  bear and old-growth timber management (Management Areas 11. 14 and 13 
respect ively) .  A l t .  I, the Current Direction, has the highest acreage and 
percentage because of t h e  combination of emphasis on winter-range, gr izz ly  bear 
and old-growth timber management. A l t .  0 ,  the roadless/visual qua l i ty  
a l te rna t ive ,  has the lowest acreage and percentage i n  t h i s  category because of 
i t ' s  goal of v i sua l  qua l i ty  (See Column 16 and 17) .  

F i r s t  Decade Harvest Method. Columns 20-22: 
acres of c learcut t ing.  shelterwood and overstory removal that  was modeled f o r  
each a l t e rna t ive  i n  t h e  f irst  decade which is the approximate l i f e  of t h e  
Forest Plan. In  general, t h e  amount of c learcu t t ing  is closely re la ted  t o  the 
amount of Sui table  Acres displayed i n  Column 1. The exception i s  A l t .  0 .  the 
Visual Qual i ty  Protection a l te rna t ive ,  which has the lowest c learcut  acreage 
(Column 20).  A l t s .  0. J. K and JF were the only a l te rna t ives  tha t  u t i l i z e d  
extensive acreages of shelterwood harvesting i n  t h e  first decade because of 
t h e i r  concern fo r  visual  qua l i ty  protection (Column 21). No a l te rna t ives  
u t i l i zed  overstory removal i n  the first decade (Column 22) .  

It displays the 

A l t s .  D and G have the highest percentage of Sui table  Timber i n  the 

Timber management 

These three columns display the 

. 
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T o t a l  F i r s t  Decade Harvest Acres, Column 24: This  Column i s  t h e  t o t a l  of 
Columns 20-22 and divided by Column 1. It i s  a r e l a t i v e  i n d i c a t o r  o f  t h e  
i n t e n s i t y  of t imber management f o r  each a l t e r n a t i v e .  A l t .  JF,  t h e  F i n a l  P lan ,  
has t h e  h ighes t  percentage of h i t a b l e  acreage a v a i l a b l e  f o r  ha rves t  i n  t h e  
f irst  decade. This  i s  because of t h e  goa l  of ha rves t ing  as much i n s e c t -  
i n f e s t e d  lodgepole  p i n e  as p o s s i b l e  as w e l l  as maintaining an h i s t o r i c a l  l e v e l  
of t imber f o r  sale t o  provide for  l o c a l  economic s t a b i l i t y .  A l t .  I, t he  
Current  D i rec t ion ,  has  t h e  lowest percentage because of t h e  r e s t r a i n e d  ha rves t  
l e v e l  d i c t a t e d  by a given budget l e v e l .  

2. F a c i l i t i e s  

Summary of Changes between t h e  Draft and F i n a l  EIS  

The t o t a l  amount of roads needed t o  manage t h e  Kootenai Fo res t  i n  t h e  F ina l  
P lan  ( A l t .  JF )  was reduced by 6% from the  Proposed Plan  ( A l t .  J )  because t h e  
s u i t a b l e  t imberland base was reduced t o  provide for old-growth 
timber-dependent s p e c i e s .  
r e s t r i c t i o n s  needed. 

No change occurred i n  t h e  propor t ion  of road 

a. Road Cons t ruc t ion  

There were approximately 6.000 miles of roads (3,750 miles of l o c a l  roads 
and 2,250 miles of arterials and c o l l e c t o r  roads)  i n  p l ace  on t h e  Kootenai 
on January 1. 1984. 
1986.) 
t h e  amount of which i s  dependent on t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e  area from which t imber 
w i l l  be harves ted  ( s u i t a b l e  t imber land) .  

(There were 6.200 miles of road as o f  January 1, 
Each a l t e r n a t i v e  r e q u i r e s  a d d i t i o n a l  miles o f  road c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  

Summary of Changes between t h e  D r a f t  and F i n a l  EIS 

The p r o j e c t e d  a d d i t i o n a l  miles o f  road t o  be b u i l t  ( a s  of 1/1/86) i n  the  
F i n a l  Fo res t  P lan  ( A l t .  JF )  i s  3.850 o r  a 62% i n c r e a s e  from t h e  e x i s t i n g  
mileage of 6.200. This  cons t ruc t ion  w i l l  occur  i n  t h e  next  20 yea r s  and 
w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  a f i n a l  t o t a l  of 10,050 miles o f  road needed t o  manage the  
s u i t a b l e  t imberland base and a 6% dec l ine  from t h e  Proposed Plan ( A 1 t . J ) .  

The maximum rate of road cons t ruc t ion  i s  c a l c u l a t e d  a t  2 ,370  miles i n  the  
f i r s t  decade du r ing  t h e  l i f e  of t h e  Fores t  P lan .  
t h e  Proposed Plan ( A l t .  J). 

A s  of January,  1986 t h e r e  were 6,200 miles o f  e x i s t i n g  road on t h e  Kootenai 
Nat iona l  F o r e s t ,  i nc lud ing  3,950 miles of l o c a l  roads (200 m i l e s  more than 
the  January 1. 1984 d a t a  presented  i n  t h e  Draft EIS) and 2,250 miles of 
a r te r ia l  and c o l l e c t o r  roads.  

This  i s  a 3% d e c l i n e  from 
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The rate of new road construction was projected using r e s u l t s  from previous 
years. Recent experience indicates  t ha t  the r a t e  is on a decline as  a 
r e s u l t  of more intense timber s a l e  design t o  protect  water qua l i ty  and 
reduce t o t a l  timber s a l e  costs.  The following Table 11-4 displays the 
actual  road construction mileages for  1980-1985. 

Table II-3b 
Kootenai National Forest 

N e w  Road Construction by Calendar Year (miles) 

Calendar Road 
Year Construction 

1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 

As can be seen from the above tab le ,  the road construction r a t e  has 
declined s ince 1980. If t h i s  rate continues, fewer roads would be 
b u i l t  during the l i f e  of the Forest Plan than what is displayed i n  
2 .a . .  above. 

The following chart  displays the t o t a l  miles of new road t o  be b u i l t  by t h e  
f i f t h  decade as  of January 1, 1984. 

A B C D E  F G H  I J J F K L H t d O M I N  
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The a l t e rna t ive  displaying the highest new road construction is Alternative 
L. This i s  because Alternative L has the l a rges t  acreage of su i tab le  
timberland (see the previous sect ion on su i tab le  timberland). Conversely, 
Alternative F has the smallest acreage of su i t ab le  timberland and one of 
the smallest needs f o r  new road construction. 

The exception is Alternative I which did not call  f o r  building of a l l  the 
required roads within the ZOO-year planning horizon because of the required 
budget l imi ta t ions .  
b u i l t  and considerably more timber harvested i f  adequate funding had been 
ava i lab le . )  

A l l  the  other  a l te rna t ives  follow t h e  pa t te rn  displayed above by 
Alternatives L and F. t ha t  is. the more su i t ab le  timberland designated i n  
an a l t e rna t ive ,  the more road construction needed t o  manage the t o t a l  
acreage. 

(Approximately 740 more miles of road would have been 

b. Road Restrictions 

Road r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  e i t h e r  year long o r  seasonally,  are done i n  order t o  
minimize the cos t  of maintaining a road a f t e r  a pro jec t  has been completed, 
t o  pro tec t  recreat ion values of an area,  o r  t o  pro tec t  w i ld l i f e  values 
during seasons of w i ld l i f e  use. Each a l t e rna t ive  proposes a ce r t a in  amount 
of roads t o  be closed. 
Kootenai t h a t  are closed e i t h e r  seasonally or year-long (700 and 900 miles, 
respect ively) .  

There are current ly  1.600 miles of roads on t h e  

Summary of Changes between the Draft and Final ETS 

The t o t a l  miles of r e s t r i c t e d  roads under the Final  Forest Plan ( A l t . J F )  
w i l l  be 5,730 miles. ( A l t .  
J )  because of the 63 decrease i n  the t o t a l  miles of road needed t o  manage 
the su i t ab le  timberland. The percentage of closed roads is still  the same 
as A l t .  J (57%). 

This is a 6% decrease from the Proposed Plan 

. 

The following char t  displays the addi t ional  miles of road needing eventual 
r e s t r i c t i o n s  f o r  a l l  the a l te rna t ives ,  e i t h e r  during a portion of each year 
o r  year-long, by the year 2030. 

f 
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I n  general, the amount of road r e s t r i c t ions  is i n  d i r e c t  proportion to  the 
amount of road construction needed t o  manage the su i t ab le  timberland and 
the goal of the a l te rna t ive .  A cer ta in  minimum amount is required t o  
provide fo r  the recovery of the gr izzly bear. 
a l l  t o t a l  road r e s t r i c t ions  needed i n  any a l t e rna t ive  are considered 
necessary t o  meet the recovery goal for gr izzly.  
protect  recreation and other wi ld l i fe  and s o i l s  values. 

Alternative L requires more miles of road than any other  a l te rna t ive  and 
a l so  requires a high leve l  of additional road r e s t r i c t ions .  
i n  contrast ,  requires the fewest miles of addi t ional  roads but requires a 
s ign i f icant  amount of additional road r e s t r i c t i o n s  because of the emphasis 
on e lk  management. Alternative 0 requires the l e a s t  amount of additional 
road r e s t r i c t i o n s  because of a moderate amount of new road construction and 
a low emphasis on e lk  management. Alternatives J and K require t h e  highest 
amount of addi t ional  road r e s t r i c t i o n  because of the emphasis on wi ld l i fe  
and non-motorized recreation management. 

Approximately 48% t o  68% of 

These r e s t r i c t i o n s  a l so  

Alternative F. 
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3. Wilderness and Roadless Areas 

Summary of Changes between the Draft and Final EZS 

An additional 12,000 acres of wilderness have been recommended on Pellick 
Ridge in the Scotchman Peak Roadless Area, in response to public comment 
received during the review period and more recent information on mineral 
potential in that area. See section II.D.7, Locatable Minerals. 

a. The Inventory 

No Changes occurred between the Draft and F i n a l  EIS 

The Cabinet Mountains Wilderness, at 94,360 acres, is the only designated 
wilderness on the Forest. During the 1979 RARE 11 study, twenty seven 
roadless areas were evaluated for wilderness. As a result of this study, 
four roadless areas were recommended for wilderness totalling about 64.000 
acres. The areas included Scotchman Peaks, and Cabinet Face West, Chippewa 
Creek, and McKay Creek. The latter three are collectively referred to as 
"Cabinet Additions." (Scotchman Peaks proposed wilderness also included 
about 22,500 acres located on the Idaho Panhandle National Forest). 
areas were not designated as wilderness prior to the 1983 re-inventory, 
however. 
the Forest and Appendix C for a detailed discussion of each roadless area. 

These 

See Chapter 111 for a general discussion of the roadless areas on 

In 1983, the Forest updated the inventory of the roadless areas from the 
1979 RARE I1 Final EIS. a nation-wide study. Added to the inventory were 
roadless lands that were part of unit plans completed prior to RARE 11. In 
addition, portions of roadless areas were deleted from the inventory 
because of developmental activities that had occurred in them. 

The 1983 inventory update identified 403,700 acres of roadless areas in 32 
separate locations which met the roadless criteria. This includes 376.100 
acres in Montana and 27,600 acres in Idaho. 
considered for wilderness in this EIS and shows how and why they have 
changed in acres from the RARE I1 inventory. 

Figure 11-42 shows how the Forest is designated for Wilderness, other 
roadless recreation, and other categories which generally involve roads. 
Each column represents the total acreage of the Forest. The top portion 
(grey) represents those acres which may involve roads. The dotted portion 
represents the acreage of the inventoried roadless areas on the Forest 
which are designated for roadless. non-wilderness recreation. The solid 
black area represents areas of existing and proposed Wilderness. 

TABLE 11-4 shows the areas 



FIGURE 11-42 

LEGEND WILDERNESS. DESIGNATED ROADLESS IN INVENTORBED 
ROADLESS AREAS AND QTHER DESIGNATIONS 
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Table 11-4, P a r t  1 ADJUSTMENTS MADE To RARE 11 ROADLESS AREAS 

CHANGE CHANGE REVISED w1sm 
AREA AREA GROSS NEr INGROSS INNEr  moss NEr 

I D  NAME ACRES ACRES ACRES ACRES REASON FORCHANGE ACRES ACRES 
8600 8300 672 Berray Mountain 8600 8200 0 +loo data  base adjustment 

22000 22000 661 Buckhorn Ridge - Koot. 2900 2900 +20000 +20000 Combined with a former 

IPNF 5500 5500 ~4300  +4300 Additional acres ident i f ied.  9800 800 
671 Cabinet Face East 18200 18000 t36600 +32400 Combined w i t h  a RARE I and 54800 5z400 

former RARE I1 Area. 
13300 10900 670 Cabinet Face West 12000 9600 +1300 +1300 data base adjustment 

17700 665 

RARE I Area 

Cataract - Koot. 18200 18100 -400 -400 Timber sale affect ing 1200 17800 
acres plus 300 additional 
acres ident i f ied  plus data 

Lolo 9900 9900 0 0 base adjustment 9900 9900 
682 Chippewa 1000 1000 +1300 +1300 Additional acres ident i f ied 2300 2300 

adjacent t o  Cabinets plus 
data base adjustment 

784 Cube-Iron - Koot. 400 400 +800 +800 data base adjustment 1200 1200 
Lolo 24200 23900 +15000 +I3800 Timber s a l e  affect ing 1200 39200 37700 

acres plus additional acres 
ident i f ied.  

acres & data  base adjustment 
678 East Fork Elk Creek 6400 6400 -1400 -1400 Timber sale affect ing 1000 5000 5000 

X690 Flagstaff  Mountain 0 0 +9500 +9500 New Roadless Area 9500 9500 
677 Galena 17000 15000 +500 +500 Timber sale affect ing 1400 17500 15500 

acres plus addition of former 
Canyon Peak roadless area 
(3200 woss acres) plus .- . .  
data base adjustment 

668 Gold H i l l  17700 17300 -6600 -6600 Timber sale scheduled w i l l  10700 10700 - .-  
af fec t  7900 acres: plus 

a timber s a l e  H 

507 LeBeau Koot 0 0 +800 +800 New acres ident i f ied 800 800 '? 
Flathead 5400 5400 0 0 5400 5400 
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Table 11-4. Par t  2 ADJUSTMENTS MADE To RARE I1 ROADLESS AREAS 

AREA AREA 
CHANGE CHANGE 

GROSS NET I N  GROSS INNET 
REVISED REVISED 
moss NET 

I D  NAME ACRES ACRFS ACRES ACRES REASON FOR CHANGE ACRES ACRES 
141 Maple Peak - Koot. 900 900 +500 +500 data  base adjustment 1400 1400 

IPNF 8820 8740 -90 -90 90 acres affected by road 8730 8650 
construction. 

LO10 +6960 +6960 6960 acres ident i f ied .  6960 6960 
xi72 Marston Face 0 0 ~ 6 0 0 0  +6000 RARE I Roadless Area 6000 6000 
676 McKay C r .  11800 11700 +2700 +2700 Additional acres ident i f ied 13600 13500 

675 McNeeley 8800 8800 -1100 -1100 data  base adjustment 7700 7700 
663 Northwest Peak - Koot. 8800 8800 ~5100 +5100 4200 additional roadless 13400 13400 

IPNF 5670 5670 0 0 data  base adjustment 5670 5670 
X691 Roberts Mountain 0 0 +8000 +8000 RARE I Roadless Area 8000 8000 
X693 Rock Creek 0 0 +400 +400 N e w  Roadless Area 400 400 

684 Roderick 1600 1600 +232OO +232OO Combined w i t h  former Rare I 24800 24800 

(2300) plus data base adjust .  

acres ident i f ied  plus 

adjacent to  Cabinets 

roadless acres plus 2900 
additional roadless acres.  

662 Scotchman Peaks - Koot. 52600 52100 -200 -200 data  base adjustment 52400 51900 
IPNF 33 660 32190 +190 -350 Timber Sale 7,3850 31840 

683a Ten Lakes Contiguous 0 0 +7100 +7lOO New Roadless Area adjacent 7100 7100 

483 Thompson-Seton - Koot. 5700 5700 +14400 ~14400 Combines Deep Creek roadless 20100 20100 
t o  TEN LAKES MWSA 

area (10.400 acres) p lus  
4000 additional acres. 

recalculation of acreage 
plus additional 30350 
ident i f ied .  

Flathead 23000 23000 +29650 +29650 700 acre deletion due t o  52650 52650 

664 Trout Creek - Koot. 32600 32600 -800 -800 Timber s a l e  affect ing 31400 31400 
800 acres.  

IPNF 8500 8400 -100 -100 8300 8300 
482 Tuchuck - Koot. 2300 2300 0 0 2300 2300 

Flathead 18600 18600 -1080 -1080 data  base adjustment 17520 17520 
X692 West Fork E l k  Creek 0 0 +4800 +4800 N e w  Roadless Area 4800 4800 
173 Willard-Lake Estelle-Koot. 0 0 +18500 +I8500 RARE I Roadless Area 18500 18500 - 

IPNF 0 0 +35300 ~35300 RARE I Roadless Area 35300 35300 
xi66 Zulu  Creek 0 0 +6400 +6400 RARE I Roadless Area 6400 6400 r 



Table 11-5. Par t  1 RECO*:MENDE9 :1ILCERNESS DESIG:!ATICN FOR 9OA3LFSS AREAS 3Y ALTERPUITIVE (thousands of acres) 

RPA CO PA : FP : Oep. PNV 
A l t .  AI?. AI?. A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t -  A I ? .  : A l t .  : AI:. A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  h i t .  

Scotchman Peaks 662 83.7 0 70.8 51.4 70.8 71.8 0 83.7 83.7 50.1 46.7 : 59.0 : 46.7 0 0 0 51.4 

Koctenai 51.9 48.3 2E.9 48.3 49.3 51.9 51.9 47.6 24.2 : 36.5 : 24.2 28.9 
Idaho Panhandle 31.8 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 31.8 31.8 22.5 22.5 : 22.5 : 22.5 22.5 

Ten Lakes Contiguous 683a 7.1 0 0 7.1 0 0 0 0 7.1 6.3 : 6.8 : 6.8 0 0 0 7.1 

Trout  Creek 664 39.7 0 0 21.4 0 24.1 0 38.6 39.7 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 21.4 

Kootensi 31.4 13.1 24.1 30.3 31.4 13.1 

Cabinet Face Nest 670 10.9 0 8.1 6.7 8.1 9.8 o 10.4 10.9 8.2 e.o : 8.0 : 8.0 0 0 0 6.7 
746 6% 74% 9fl 95% 100% 754 73s : 73% : 73< 61s 

- 4  20.4 : 20.4 : 20.4 0 0 0 17.9 Cabinet Face East 671 50.4 0 .4 17.9 0 46.7 0 50.2 50.4 

1 3< 72% 1ooi 

-55  Ar?a E!o. XAcs A 8 C 0 E F G H I J : J F  : K L 3 N 0 

845 61: 855 86% loo? lo@ 6@ 56: : 7oJ : 565 61s 

1 OH 1006 966 : 96: : 966 1004 

54: 61: 972 100: : 542 

Idaho Panhandle 9.3 8.3 0 8.3 8.3 8.Z 

1% 3% 925 9% 100% 1% 4% : 4 e  : 405 355 
Government Xt. 673 8.6 0 0 0 0 1.1 0 6.2 8.6 0 0: 0 :  0 0 0 0 0 

5oi 372 50? 781 ( O M  100% 46% 5M : 50' s : 50?1 37? 
:.icSay Creek 676 13.5 0 6.7 5.0 6.7 10.5 0 13.5 13.5 6.3 6.7 : 6.7 : 6.7 0 0 0 5.0 

0 .. 0 0 .4 Chippewa Creek 682 2.3 0 .4 .4 .4 .4 . 0 2.3 2.3 .4 .4 : .4 : .4 

Dock Creek 693 .4 0 0 0 0 0 0 .4 .4 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0 
100% 10M 

Roderick 684 24.8 0 0 0 19.7 0 0 24.8 24.8 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0 
7% lo& 100% 

0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0 
82s 1oe loo$ 

Galena 

Catarsct  665 27.6 0 0 0 0 12.3 0 17.7 27.6 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0 
45: 64: 100: 

Xootenai 17.7 12.3 17.7 17.7 : 
Lo10 9.9 0 0 9.9 

100s 10% 
Kootenal 22.0 22.0 22.0 
Idaho Panhandle 9.6 9.6 9.6 

98% 100: 

17% 17% 17% 173 100T loo? 174 1Z : 175 : 171 175 

: 
677 15.5 0 0 0 0 12.7 0 15.5 15.5 _ -  

3uckho;n Ridge 661 31.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 31.6 31.6 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0 

hT! Paaks 663 l?.l 0 0 0 0 0 0 18.9 15.1 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0 

Kootenai 13.6 13.2 13.6 
Idaho Panhandle 5.7 5.7 5.7 

loop 1003 
West Fork E l k  Creak 692 4.8 

Go!d H i l l  668 10.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 10.7 10.7 
100% loo$ 

0 " 0  0 0 0 0 4.8 4.8 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 :  0 :  0 



Table 11-5. P a r t  2 RECO!:!IE~lOEO :'IILCER!IESS DES IG!!ATION FOR ROAOLESS AREAS BY ALTER?!AT'VE (thousands of acres1 

FLDA CD PA : FP : Oep priv 
A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  : A l t .  : A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t o  A l t .  

Roadless Area No. !.lAcs A 8 C 0 E F G H I .I : J F : K  L M N 0 
Gold FliI I (!lest) X176 10.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 10.2 10.2 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0  

Berray Mountain 672 8.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 8.0 8.2 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0  

East Fork Elk Creek 678 5.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.0 5.0 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0  

Lone C l i f f  Smeads 674 6.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6.6 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0  

!Icb!eeley 675 7.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7.7 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0  

F l  ags ta f f  Xountain 690 9.5 0 0 0 @ 0 0 0 9.5 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0  

Roberts Mountain 691 8.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8.0 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0  

G r i z z l y  Peak 657 6.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6.0 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0  

Zu lu  Creek 166 6.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6.4 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0  

fMarston Face 172 6.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6.0 0 0 :  0 :  0 ~ 0 0 0 0  

Willard-Lake E s t e l l e  173 53.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 53.7 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0  

100% 100% 

96% 100% 

loo? 10s  

1 om 
1 00% 

100% 

100:: 

100' 

1 00% 

100% 

1005 
Idaho Panhandle 35.3 35.3 
K w t e n a l  18.4 18.4 

" 100; 
Lolo 37.7 37.7 
Kootenai 1.2 1.2 

38s 100% 
F I athesd 52.6 22.3 52.6 
Koofenai 20.1 5.7 20.1 

9s.: too: 100% 

Cube- I ron 784 38.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 38.9 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0  

Thonpson-Seton 483 72.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 28.0 72.7 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0  

Tuchuck 482 19.8 0 0 19.7 0 0 0 19.8 19.8 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 19.7 

12.5 
985 

F I athead 17.5 12.5 17.5 17.5 
Aaotena I 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.2 

Map I e Peak 141 17.0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 17.0 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0  
1005 

Idaho Panhandle 8.6 8.6 
Lo lo  7.0 7.0 
Kootena i 1 .A 1.4 

100% 
LeEeau 507 6.2 0 '  0 0 0 0 0 0 6.2 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0  

F I athead 
Kootenai 

5.5 
.7 

5.5 
.7 
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b. 

No Changes occurred between the D r a f t  and Final  EIS 

Contiguous A r e a s  on Adjacent Forests 

Eleven roadless areas  extend i n t o  t h e  three adjoining Forests which a re  
the Flathead National Forest t o  the eas t ;  the Lolo National Forest t o  the 
south; and the Idaho Panhandle National Forest t o  the w e s t .  

The roadless areas  adjoining t h e  Flathead Forest a r e  Tuchuck (#482), 
Thompson-Seton (#483),  and LeBeau (#507). 

The roadless areas adjoining the Lolo Forest are Cube Iron (#784) and 
Cataract (#665) and Maple Peak (141) .  The roadless areas adjoining t h e  
Idaho Panhandle Forest are:  
Scotchman Peak (#662),  Willard-Lake Estelle ( #  X173). Buckhorn Ridge 
(#661), and Northwest Peaks (#663). Information i s  shown f o r . t h e  
respective Forests i n  Appendix C and summarized i n  Table 11-5. 

Maple Peak (#141) ,  Trout Creek (#664),  

c. 

No Changes occurred between the  Draft and Final  E I S  

The Ten Lakes Montana Wilderness Study A c t  Area (MWS 

Ten L a k e s  Montana Wilderness Study A r e a  

) conta n s  34,000 
The roadless inventory acres and is discussed i n  a separate document. 

below, however, includes the "Ten Lakes Contiguous" areas (an addi t ional  
7,100 acres). 
Study Area was included i n  the Montana Wilderness B i l l  of June 1984. 
s imi la r  portion (26.000 acres) i s  being recommended for  wilderness i n  the 
Final  Ten Lakes Report and Proposal. The contiguous portion of 7.100 
acres  is being evaluated f o r  wilderness i n  t h i s  Draft E I S  and 7.000 acres 
a re  being recommended fo r  wilderness i n  the Proposed Action ( A l t .  J ) .  
This would r e s u l t  i n  a t o t a l  of 33,000 acres of recommended wilderness i n  
the Ten Lakes Area. 
includes maps). 

A portion of the or ig ina l  34.000 acre Montana Wilderness 
A 

(See the Ten Lakes Final Report and Proposal which 



Table 11-5, Part 1 Inventoried Roadless Areas 
Summary of Uanagenent Emphases by Alternative, Including Contiguous Areas. (thousands of acres) 

Alternatives 

Alt. 
Wanrmement Emha* A 

Nonallderness (Roadless) 
Primitive/Semiprimitive 

Recreation, Viewing, 
JGiniaun Use Areas 

Koctanai: 211.2 
idaho Panhandle NF: 70.1 

Flathead HF: 26.5 
Lalo P!F: 8.0 

Nonwllderness (Some Development) 
3ig Game ?!inter aange 

Kootenai: 
Idaho Penhandle NF: 

Flathead NF: 
Lolo NF: 

Nonailderness (Development) 
Timber Harvest ?lith 

Wi Idi l f e  andfor 
Viewing Management, 
f4lninum Use Areas due to 
Steep Slopes or 
ReGeneration 
Prob lens 

Kootenai : 
Idaho Panhandle N F :  

Flathead NF: 
Lolo NF: 

HI  lderness 

RE-nded Wilderness 
Kootena I 
Idaho Panhandle 
Flathead 
Lolo 

9.4 
0 
0 
0 

183.1 
37.4 

5.4 
1.9 

0 
0 
0 
0 

AI t. 
B 

154.4 
52.4 
61.2 

3.6 

9.4 
0 
0 
0 

166.0 
33.8 
31.5 

2.2 

63,.9 
22.5 

0 
0 

Alt. 
C 

150.8 
48.9 
44.9 
3.6 

9.4 
0 
0 
0 

162.2 
31.5 

5.0 
2.2 

81.3 
30.8 

0 
0 

RPA 
AI t. 
0 

155.4 
63.4 
20.2 

3.6 

9.0 
0 
0 
0 

115.4 
22.2 
31.5 

2.2 

63.9 
22.5 

0 
0 

Alt. 
E 

s3.9 
65.3 
20.2 
8.0 

7.9 
0 
0 
0 

110.3 
25.6 
31.5 

1.9 

185.6 
22.5 

0 
0 

Alt. 
F 

209.0 
70.1 
26.6 
3.6 

9.4 
0 
0 
0 

185.3 
31.4 

5.4 
2.2 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Ait. 
G 

53.1 
0 

44.9 
7.7 

5.4 
0 
0 
0 

40.3 
0 
.5 

2.2 

304.9 
108.8 
22.6 
0 

Alt. 
H 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

403.7 
108.8 

91.7 
9.9 

CD 
Alt. 
I 

174.2 
63.5 
27.8 
2.0 

23.0 
0 
0 
0 

143.6 
23.1 
39.6 

7.9 

62.9 
22.5 

0 
0 

PA : FP : Dep 
Alt. : Alt. : Alt. 
J :  J F :  K 

. .. . .- . . .  

202.1 : 103.1 : 202.1 
65.6 : 65.6 : 65.6 
31.4 : 31.4 : 37.4 
8.0 : 8.0 : 8.0 

41.6 : 39.1 : 41.6 
0 :  0 :  0 
0 :  0 :  0 
0 :  0 :  0 

93.5 : 93.5 : 93.5 
19.9 : 19.9 : 19.6 
6.1 : 6.1 : 6.1 
1.9 : 1.9 : 1.9 

66.5 : 78.5 : 66.5 
22.5 : 22.5 : 22.5 
0 :  0 :  0 
0 :  0 :  0 

Alt. 
L 

158.6 
10.1 
26.6 
8.0 

9.4 
- 0  
- 0  

0 

235.1 
31.4 

5.4 
1.9 

0 
0 
0 
0 

PE!V 

M 
. Alt. 

1??.6 
10.1 
26.5 

8.0 

9.4 
0 
0 
0 

194.7 
31.4 

5.4 
1.9 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Alt. Alt. 
N 0 

204.8 322.4 
10.1 62.5 
26.6 44.9 

8.0 3.5 

9.4 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

180.5 0 
31.4 14.5 

5.4 5.0 
1.9 2.2 

0 81.3 
o 30.8 
0 0 
0 0 



Table 11-5. ? a r t  2 

Su-y of Xanagenent Ecphasis 

Nonrilderness 
DeveloDe4 - Decade 1: 

Kootenal : 
Idzho ? a h a n d l a  V i :  

F iathazd '5: 
Lolo !IF: 

Decade 5: 
Kootenai : 

Idzho ?anhrndle !F: 
Flathead :!F: 

Lolo :IF: 

- Decade 1: 
Kootenal: 

ICjho ?anhandle KF: 
Flathead NF: 

Lolo NF: 
De=ade 5: 
Kootenai : 

Idaho Panhandle :IF: 
Flathead NF: 

Lolo HF: 

%exmended V i  lderness 
Kcotanai 
Idaho Pmhandle XF: 
F I athead E: 
Lolo X i :  

Alt. 
A 

46.2 
16.4 
.7 
0 

183.1 
53.4 
15.1 
1 .? 

351.5 
9d.4 
97.0 
9.9 

21 1.2 
55.4 
eo.9 

e .0  

0 
0 
0 
0 

Al t .  
9 

50.4 
17.7 
4.3 
0 

166.9 
39.4 
30.5 
2.? 

209.4 
62.5 
92.3 
9.9 

154.4 
46.9 

i 56.7 
3.6 

63.9 
22.5 
0 
0 

A l t .  
c 

44.7 
17.5 
.5 
0 

162.2 
33.8 
5.0 
2.2 

277.7 
60.4 
49.4 
C.9 

150.8 
44.2 
44.9 
3.5 

81 . j  
30.8 
0 
0 

R?A 
A l t .  
0 

38.7 
13.9 
4.8 
0 

175.4 
31.2 
30.5 
2.2 

301.1 
56.5 
92.3 
9.9 

155.4 
55.1 
6E.7 
3.6 

63.9 
22.5 
0 
0 

! 

AI?. 
E 

45.0 
1r.2 
4.8 
0 

113.3 
21.7 
30.5 
1.9 

171.8 
72.1 
92.3 
9.9 

98.9 
57.9 
66.7 
6.0 

186.6 
22.5 
0 
0 

S l t .  
. F  

42.6 
16.4 

.7 
0 

185.3 
53.4 
16.1 
2.2 

355.1 
94.4 
97.0 
9.9 

209.0 
55.4 
80.9 
3.5 

0 
0 
0 
0 

A I  t. 
s 

17.4 
0 
.5 
0 

40.3 
0 
5.0 
2.2 

81.4 
0 

49.4 
9.9 

53.1 
0 

$4.9 
7.7 

3C4.9 
103.8 
22.5 
0 

AI:. 
H 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

103.7 

97.7 
9.9 

ioe.8 

CD 
A I  t. 
I 

34.0 

4.9 
9 

a.o 

143.6 
34.3 
28.5 
7.9 

306.8 
78.3 
6.0 
9.9 

174.2 
51 .O 
69.4 
2.0 

62.9 
22.5 
0 
0 

*5oss not include acre225 on th; Lolo for  Cute-Iron a d  the  Idaho Panhandle and t h e  Lolo for :.:aple Peak. 

?A : F? : 391) 
AI:. : A l t .  : P l t .  

J : J i :  K 

. . .  

1C.5 : 10.5 : 10.5 
11.e : 11.9 : 19.1 

1.2 : 2.2 : 2.2 
0 :  3 :  0 

93.5 : 93.5 : 93.5 
3.2 : 29.2 : 28.9 
12.2 : 12.2 : 12.2 
1.9 : l.? : 1.9 

526.7 : 314.7 ; 326.7 
69.6 : 60.5 : 71.4 

6.0 : 6.0 : 6.0 
9.9 : 9.9 : 9.9 

202.1 : 190.1 : 202.1 
55.5 : 55.5 : 55.5 
85.5 : 85.5 : 85.5 
e.0 : 8.0 : 8.0 

66.5 : 76.5 : 66.5 
22.5 : 22.5 : 22.5 
0 :  0 :  0' 
0 :  0 :  0 

Ai:. 
L 

57.0 
16.4 

.7 
0 

235.7 
53.4 
16.1 
1 .a 

-346.7 
94.4 
6.2 
9.9 

158.6 
55.4 
60.9 
6.0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

p'!V . h l t .  .. I. 

54.1 
16.4 
.7 
G 

194.7 
53.3 
15.1 

1 .? 

34s.1 
94.4 
6.2 
9.9 

199.5 
55.4 
80.9 
3.0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

% I t .  
N 

41.7 
15.4 
.7 
3 

195.5 
53.4 
16.1 
1 .? 

362.0 
94.4 
6.2 
9.9 

204.8 
55.4 
60.9 
8.0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

.<It. 
0 

0 
12.6 

0 

3 
23.5 
5.0 
2.2 

= ., 

572.4 
60.2 
5.2 
9.0 

322.4 
53.2 
64.9 
3.6 

81.3 
3C.8 
0 
a 

W 
01 
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d. Recommended Wilderness Alternatives 

Summary of Changes between the Draft and Final EIS 

79,000 acres of wilderness are recommended in the Final Forest Plan 
(Alt. JF) an increase of 12,000 acres (18%) over the Proposed Plan 
(Alt. J). This 12,000 acre increase occurs on Pellick Ridge within the 
Scotchman Peak Roadless Area and was in response to the concern expressed 
by the public during the review period. This results in a total of 
59,000 acres of recommended wilderness within the 83,700 acre Scotchman 
Peak Roadless Area (70%) .  36,000 acres are now located on the Kootenai 
Forest while 22.500 acres (no change) are located on the Idaho Panhandle 
Forest. See Appendix C for more detail on the Scotchman Peak Roadless 
Area. No changes occurred on any of the two other recommended wilderness 
areas. 

The above results are summarized in Table 11-5 which is described next. 

Table 11-5 displays the acres recommended for wilderness in each roadless 
area in each alternative. Alternatives range from complete wilderness 
for inventoried roadless areas (Alt. H) to no wilderness other than the 
existing Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (Alternatives A, F. L, M, and N). 

The remainder of the alternatives address resolution of the wilderness 
issue to varying degrees. Alternatives B. D and I (Current Direction), 
portray the original RARE I1 recommendations while Alternative C and 0 
portray the Montana Wilderness Bill of June, 1984. 
Alternative E is to exceed the wilderness recommendation in the RARE I1 
proposal. 
still maintaining o r  increasing commodity production on the other Forest 
lands. Alternative J is the proposed action which is a combination of 
parts of the RARE I1 recommendation and the June, 1984. Montana 
Wilderness Bill. 

The intent of 

Alternative G recommends significant acres of wilderness while 

e. 

No Changes occurred betwen the Draft and Final EIS. 
between the Draft and Final EIS in the amount of area developed within 
the inventoried roadless areas. 
that occurred in the Scotchman Peak area because of the recommended 
wilderness change mentioned above. 

Changes in Roadless A r e a s  Over Time 

There was no change 

See Appendix C for the category changes 
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Table 11-6 shows how the roadless resource will be managed under 
different alternatives. Management is summarized by "Management 
Emphasis" which is: (1) Wilderness and (2) Non-wilderness. The 
Non-wilderness is further broken out by "Roadless Management", "Some 
Development", and "Development". A summary of the Management Emphasis is 
displayed at the end of the table to interpret how the roadless resource 
will change over time. The "developed" category indicates the rate of 
access into roadless lands which are assigned to the "Development" (or 
timber harvest) emphasis. The "roadless" category is the sum of all the 
roadless area acres still in a roadless condition. This includes the 
"Roadless Management" acres plus the "Development" acres that have not 
yet been accessed. 
larger and will be available for future consideration for wilderness. 
Similar information for each individual roadless area is displayed in 
Appendix C. 

Many of these roadless areas are 5,000 acres or 

The following charts compare the alternatives in terms of the acreages of 
the inventoried roadless areas designated for various categories of use. 
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4. Recreation 

No Changes occurred between the Draft and F i n a l  EIS. 

Each alternative provides varying amounts of the developed and dispersed 
recreation, both motorized and nonmotorized. expressed in Recreation 
Visitor Days (RVDs). According to demand projections, all alternatives, 
except Alternative F, provide enough RVD's to meet roaded recreation 
through at least 13 decades, but only 4 alternatives (I. J. K, and 0) 
provide enough semiprimitive motorized recreation beyond the first decade 
(see following chart). All alternatives provide nonmotorized recreation 
opportunities (outside wilderness) and wilderness recreation opportunities 
sufficient to met demand well beyond the fifth decade. Developed 
recreation would be met through decade eleven in all alternatives. 

TABLE 11-7 
Decade When Recreation Demand Exceeds 

Recreation Capacity 

Roaded SemiprimitveSemiprimitive Developed /1/ 
- Alt. Recreation Motorized Nonmtorized Wilderness Recreation 

A 14 1 beyond 20 19 11 
B 14 1 beyond 20 beyond 20 11 
C 14 1 beyond 20 beyond 20 11 
D ( P A )  13 1 beyond 20 beyond 20 11 
E 13 1 beyond 20 beyond 20 11 
F 10 1 beyond 20 19 11 
0 13 1 beyond 20 beyond 20 11 
n 13 1 18 beyond 20 11 
I (CD) beyond 20 5 beyond 20 beyond 20 11 
J (PA) beyond 20 6 beyond 20 beyond 20 11 

JF (FP) beyond 20 6 beyond 20 beyond 20 11 
.................................................................. 

K (Dep) beyond 20 6 beyond 20 beyond 20 11 
L beyond 20 1 beyond 20 19 11 
M (PNV) 13 1 beyond 20 19 11 
N 14 1 beyond 20 beyond 20 11 
0 beyond 20 4 beyond 20 beyond 20 11 

/1/ At 75% of physical capacity. 
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The following graph displays the combined acreages of all land areas 
contributing to roadless recreation opportunities (wilderness and 
semi-primitive non-motorized recreation). The land areas include the 
existing Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (94,000 acres), the recommended 
wilderness areas, the designated roadless acres within the inventoried 
roadless areas, the designated roadless acres located in scattered parcels 
outside of the inventoried roadless areas. and the Ten Lakes Montana 
Wilderness Study Area (34,000 acres) 
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5. Visua l  Quality Protection (Viewing) 

No Changes occurred between the  Draft and Final  EIS 

Visual qua l i ty  i s  measured i n  terms of "Visual Qual i ty  Objectives," ( V Q O s )  
which a re  standards tha t  indicate  how much s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  the view should 
be applied while conducting Forest management a c t i v i t i e s .  Each a l te rna t ive  
a l loca tes  land tha t  prescribes d i f fe ren t  amounts of cer ta in  VQOs .  The 
sens i t ive  VQOs include "Preservation," which applies t o  wilderness and 
other special  areas where no development w i l l  occur; "Retention." which i s  
where developmental a c t i v i t i e s  are  subordinate t o  the landscape; and 
"Partial Retention." which is where developmental activit ies should not be 
noticeable t o  the casual Forest v i s i t o r .  The other VQOs a r e  "Modification" 
and "Maximum Modification" which are  applied t o  less sens i t ive  areas where 
a c t i v i t i e s  can be noticeable and/or dominate the landscape. The VQOs of 
Retention and P a r t i a l  Retention are  considered t h e  most sens i t ive  because 
of t h e i r  association w i t h  important viewing arees t h a t  can be affected by 
Forest management a c t i v i t i e s  such as  timber harvesting and road 
construction. An inventory was conducted t o  determine a recommended 
baseline f o r  visual  qual i ty .  Alternative 0 was designed t o  meet the 
recommended visual  qual i ty  objectives outside of ident i f ied  gr izz ly  bear 
habi ta t  because visual  management often requires frequent management 
a c t i v i t i e s  which can be detrimental t o  recovery of the gr izz ly  bear 
population. Other a l te rna t ives  gave d i f f e ren t  emphasis t o  meeting t h e  
recommended VQOs depending on the in t en t  of the a l te rna t ive .  The following 
chart  displays the d i f f e ren t  amounts of visual  qual i ty  protection resul t ing 
from the in t en t  of the a l te rna t ive .  

. 
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Alternative L had the l e a s t  amount of visual  qua l i ty  protection because t h e  
goal of t h i s  a l t e rna t ive  was t o  produce high timber yields  with a 
s ign i f i can t  amount of new road construction. Alternative 0 provided a 
high degree of protection because it was designed t o  pro tec t  v i sua l  qual i ty  
outside of gr izz ly  bear habi ta t .  It a l so  provided v isua l  qua l i ty  
protection as an ind i r ec t  r e s u l t  of providing roadless area protection. 
Alternative F resul ted i n  a high degree of visual  qua l i ty  protection as an 
ind i r ec t  r e s u l t  of managing f o r  wi ld l i fe  which involved only a l imited 
amount of timber harvest and road construction. Alternatives J and K 
resul ted i n  a high degree of visual  qual i ty  protection because of a 
combination of managing f o r  both wi ld l i fe  and visual  qua l i ty .  

6 .  Wildl i fe  and Fish Production 

Summary of  Changes between the Draft and Final  EIS 

The Final  Forest Plan ( A l t .  JF )  provides f o r  a minimum of 10% Old-Growth 
Timber (Forest-wide) compared t o  the 8% provided f o r  i n  the Proposed Plan 
( A l t .  J ) .  I n  addition, the old-growth timber designations are removed from 
t h e  su i t ab le  ( regulated)  timber base. The Forest w i l l ,  during the next ten 
years ,  attempt t o  be t t e r  define the components of old-growth timber habi ta t  
and determine i f  a regulated y ie ld  can be ant ic ipated i n  the future .  Until  
t ha t  determination i s  made, the old-growth designation w i l l  remain 
unsuitable.  

a. Big Game - Elk 

No  Changes occurred between the  D r a f t  and Final  EIS  

Increases i n  e l k  numbers are re la ted  t o  more acres being managed for  
big-game summer range and road use  r e s t r i c t i o n s  i n  e l k  hab i t a t  during 
c r i t i c a l  periods. Summer range i s  t h e  l imi t ing  f ac to r  on the Kootenai i n  
r e l a t ion  t o  e l k  populations. Browse production estimates on winter range 
ind ica te  t h a t  a four-fold increase i n  e lk  population i s  supportable. 
Because of the behavioral adaptations of the e lk  t h a t  tend t o  set a 
na tura l  l i m i t  on dens i t ies  i n  the summer range, an environment must be 
provided f o r  them t o  u t i l i z e  the avai lable  summer range e f fec t ive ly .  
balance of the environmental requirements which e l k  need (cover, forage, 
secur i ty ,  e t c . )  is necessary t o  provide t h i s  hab i t a t .  

The following graph displays the expected e lk  population f o r  each 
a l t e rna t ive  by the th i rd  decade. The Regionally suggested goal f o r  e l k  
on the Kootenai is 6,400. The estimated population i n  1983 was 5.500. 
The t h i r d  decade is displayed because i t  i s  estimated tha t  t h i s  is the 
time required f o r  the ex i s t ing  population t o  reach i ts  poten t ia l  under 
the management scheme envisioned by each a l t e rna t ive .  After t h e  t h i rd  
decade, the population is projected t o  be r e l a t ive ly  s t ab le .  

A 
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A l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  are p ro jec t ed  t o  exceed t h e  Regional goa l  of 6,400 e l k .  
Many areas have been harves ted  on t h e  Fores t  and are now provid ing  forage 
for  e l k .  
and scheduled t imber ha rves t  t o  maintain forage  w i l l  al low t h e  populat ion 
t o  grow. 

The a p p l i c a t i o n  of road use r e s t r i c t i o n s  t o  provide  s e c u r i t y  
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Because of the management requirements needed t o  recover the gr izz ly  
bear, secur i ty  w i l l  be provided f o r  e l k  i nd i r ec t ly  on approximately 46% 
of the Forest under a l l  a l te rna t ives .  This is why the e l k  population 
increases under a l l  the a l ternat ives  including the Minimum Level 
Benchmark. 

A l l  a l t e rna t ives  provide adequate secur i ty  t o  increase the population a t  
l e a s t  33%. 
and secur i ty  t h a t  r e s u l t s  i n  an 80% increase i n  population. 

Alternative F provides f o r  a combination of forage production 

b. Catchable Trout 

The ex i s t ing  catchable t rou t  population on the Kootenai National Forest 
i s  estimated a t  approximately 1,016,000 f i s h  i n  1980. 
cons is t s  of res ident  f i s h  which inhabi t  t h e  streams year-long and the 
migratory f i s h ,  those t h a t  move from the lakes ,  r i v e r s  and reservoirs  
i n t o  the streams to spawn. This does not include stocked f i s h  numbers 
such a s  those i n  Lake Koocanusa o r  the high mountain lakes.  

The resident  population i s  estimated t o  be approximately 77% (784.000 
f i s h )  of the t o t a l  population w i t h  the migratory f i s h  cons t i tu t ing  the 
remaining 23% (205,000 f i s h ) .  Of these two f i s h  populations, the 
migratory f i s h  are considered t o  be the most s ens i t i ve  t o  Forest 
management a c t i v i t i e s ,  pa r t i cu la r ly  road construction. Roads have been 
iden t i f i ed  as  the most s ign i f i can t  contributor of sediment t o  the streams 
which are necessary for  successful spawning. 

This population 

Summary of Changes between the D r a f t  and Final  EIS 

No Changes occurred between t h e  Draft and Final EIS i n  the f i r s t  decade 
fo r  the calculat ion of f i s h  production poten t ia l .  This is because the 
po ten t i a l  was calculated from a sediment model which i s  correlated t o  the 
acres  disturbed by road construction and logging; and the f i n a l  Forest 
P l a n  pro jec ts  a s imi la r  amount of road construction and logging i n  the 
f i r s t  decade. The sediment model was used as a r i s k  ind ica tor  and Table 
IV-28 i n  t h i s  Final EIS displays t h e  r e l a t i v e  r i s k  f o r  degrading water 
qua l i ty  f o r  each a l te rna t ive .  

Public comment received during the review period expressed concern for  
the protect ion of water qua l i ty  and f i s h  hab i t a t .  They asked tha t  t h e  
Monitoring and Evaluation Plan be strengthened t o  ensure tha t  develop- 
mental a c t i v i t i e s  such as  road building and logging do not degrade t h e  
water and f i she r i e s  resource on t h e  Kootenai Forest .  The public a l so  
expressed concern about the s t a t i s t i c a l  r e l i a b i l i t y  of the sediment 
model. A s  a r e s u l t  of the public concern, s o i l  and water conservation 
prac t ices  a re  t o  be used i n  a l l  proposed a c t i v i t i e s  t o  assure tha t  they 
meet o r  exceed the S t a t e  water qua l i ty  standards. These prac t ices  are 
out l ined i n  a handbook e n t i t l e d  "Soil and Water Conservation Practices" 
(FSH 2509.22) and w i l l  be a pa r t  of t h e  basic  functional land management 
d i rec t ion  f o r  the National Forests.  I n  addition, language i s  included i n  
the Forest  Plan Goals and Objectives t h a t  state tha t  a l l  pro jec ts  are t o  
be evaluated t o  ensure t ha t  S t a t e  water qua l i ty  standards are not c 
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exceeded. Projects that can not meet these standards will be redesigned, 
rescheduled o r  eliminated. 
and the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan in the Forest Plan document for 
water quality monitoring changes.) 

(Also see Chapter IV for mitigation changes 

. Using the above-mentioned fish model, all alternatives except the Minimum 
Level Benchmark project a decline in the total fish population from 
approximately 4% to 7% and no alternative will meet the desired Regional 
goal of approximately 1,054,000 fish by the third decade. This projected 
decline is primarily the result of additional new road construction which 
will affect the migratory fish population mostly, although the resident 
fish population is also affected. The migratory fish population is 
projected to decline approximately 7% to 12% under all the alternatives. 

Alternatives D and H will have the greatest effect on the fish population 
because of a combination of the miles of new road construction and the 
location of the road construction which results in higher sediment 
production. Alternative F will have the least effect on the fish 
population because of a combination of low road miles and location which 
yields lower sediment production. 

The following chart displays the total fish population expected for each 
alternative in the third decade. 

1200 1 1200 1 
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c. Old-Growth Timber 

Old-growth timber is known to be an important component of wildlife 
habitat for some species (pileated woodpeckers, barred owls, etc.) 
Roughly 58 wildlife species on the Kootenai (about 20% of the total) find 
optimum breeding or feeding in old growth timber stands. Since 
old-growth stands often have high wood-volumes per acre and are not 
producing new wood as fast as some of their younger counterparts, they 
have usually been considered a high priority for timber harvest. Once 
harvested, however, old-growth timber cannot be readily replaced. 

Because of the predictable, eventual diminishing acreage of old growth 
timber in some areas, it is important to ensure beforehand that a certain 
amount is managed to ensure viability of timber-dependent species. On 
the Kootenai. the areas generally below 5,500 feet elevation appear to 
provide the conditions suitable for reproduction of old-growth-dependent 
species. 
elevation. Within this area, approximately 149,000 acres, or  8%. have 
been identified as necessary for old-growth timber management. 
areas will be maintained to ensure that a desirable distribution of 
old-growth timber is maintained. 

Approximately 1,860,000 acres are located below 5,500 feet 

These 

Summary of Changes between the Draft and Final  EIS 

The Final Forest Plan (Alt. JF) provides for a 10% level of old-growth 
timber compared to 8% for the Proposed Plan (Alt. J). This was in 
response to the public concern for the adequacy of the 8% level. 
provide for a total of 126.000 acres of designated old-growth timber 
(Management Area 13) in addition to the 60.000 acres identified within 
other non-developmental designations such as wilderness, roadless 
management, etc. In addition, the 126,000 acres of designated old-growth 
timber will be removed from the suitable timber base. This will provide 
for a 25% increase, and a total of 186,000 acres of old-growth timber 
compared to the 149.000 acres provided in the Proposed Plan (Alt. J). 
See Appendix B for more detail on the Old-Growth Timber analysis. 

It will 

All alternatives provide for the minimum desired acreage of 149,000 acres 
of old-growth timber (8%). Some alternatives, because of their goals f o r  
providing wilderness and roadless opportunities, will provide more. 
Other alternatives, because of their goals to provide high timber yields, 
will tend to provide only the minimum. 

The following chart displays the acreage of old-growth timber represented 
by stands of trees 160 years old or older on the commercial forest lands 
on the Kootenai for all alternatives after 100 years. 100 years is 
displayed because that is the calculated time that it will take to reach 
the lowest amount of old-growth timber acreage among all the 
alternatives. 
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Alternative I provides t h e  highest l e v e l  of old-growth timber because 
t h i s  a l t e rna t ive  i s  r e s t r i c t ed  by budget l imi ta t ions  t o  harvesting the 
l e a s t  amount of timber of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  which ind i r ec t ly  provides 
for old-growth timber. 
timber because of t h e  low level of timber harvest associated with the 
goal of providing the m a x i m u m  e lk  habi ta t .  Alternative L .  i n  contrast ,  
harvests t h e  grea tes t  amount of timber and provides the lowest l e v e l  of 
old-growth timber. Alternatives M .  N, and D provide high timber yields  
and consequently a low acreage of old-growth timber. 
K, and 0 provide a high l e v e l  of old-growth timber because of the 
s ign i f icant  amounts of timberland tha t  a r e  designated for  non-development 
such as  wilderness and roadless recreation. 

Alternative F provides a high leve l  of old-growth 

Alternatives H ,  J ,  

d.  Grizzly Bears 

The Kootenai National Forest is responsible, under provisions of the 
Endangered Species Act, for ensuring tha t  Forest Management a c t i v i t i e s  do 
not jeopardize the continued existence of gr izzly bears or adversely 
modify t h e i r  habi ta t .  
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Grizzly bears on the Kootenai occupy portions of two primary ecosystems, 
the Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem (NCDE) and the Cabinet-Yaak 
Ecosystem (CYE) .  The Kootenai contributes about 3%. or ZO7.ZOO acres ,  to 
the t o t a l  NCDE. The Kootenai's contribution t o  the CYE is about 70%. or 
828,400 acres.  (See Appendix D for  a de ta i led  descr ipt ion of the gr izzly 
s i t u a t i o n  on the Forest ,  ecosystem descriptions,  and management 
guidel ines . )  

Grizzly management on the Kootenai has focused on hab i t a t .  Over most of 
the Forest  a data  base has been developed down t o  the habi ta t  component 
l e v e l .  Because of the d i f f i c u l t y  i n  locat ing o r  trapping gr izz ly  bears,  
l i t t l e  da ta  on the ac tua l  number of g r i z z l i e s  o r  any population 
cha rac t e r i s t i c s  ex i s t .  It i s  generally agreed among the appropriate 
agencies tha t  su i t ab le  habi ta t  e x i s t s  i n  the CYE but t h a t  a low densi ty ,  
small population of g r i zz l i e s  i s  present i n  t h a t  ecosystem. 
hand, the Kootenai's portion of the NCDE supports a r e l a t ive ly  high 
density of g r i z z l i e s  and is i n t r i n s i c a l l y  bound t o  populations of bears 
i n  the Flathead drainage, which have been r e l a t ive ly  well-studied i n  the 
pas t  10 years.  

A l l  National Forests i n  the Northern Region have s t r a t i f i e d  t h e i r  g r izz ly  
hab i t a t  along t h e  guidelines established i n  the "Guidelines f o r  
Management Involving Grizzly bears i n  the Greater Yellowstone Area," 
otherwise known as  the "Interagency Guidelines" ( I G ) .  A def in i t ion  of 
the guidelines a re  contained i n  Appendix D and the Glossary, and 
summarized as: 

On the other 

S i tua t ion  1 - Areas considered key t o  the survival  of the species.  

S i tua t ion  2 - Areas which may be necessary f o r  survival  and recovery of 
the species,  pending ongoing evaluation. 

S i tua t ion  3 - Areas where gr izz ly  presence is  possible and where 
management i s  necessary t o  exclude the bear ( i .e . ,  high 
human use  areas such as  r e so r t s ,  campgrounds, e t c . ) .  

The following t ab le  displays the acres of Management S i tua t ions  by 
Ecosystem on the Kootenai. 

TABLE 11-8 
Grizzly B e a r  Ecosystems and 

Interagency Guideline S i tua t ion  Acres 

Cabinet Yaak Northern Continental 
Ecosystem Divide Ecosystem 

S i t .  1 628.000 
S i t .  2 199;600 
S i t .  3 800 
Total 828,400 

116,500 
90.400 _ .  

400 
207,300 = 1.035.700 

. 
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Following the jeopardy opinion rendered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service on the November 1982 DEIS and Draft Forest Plan, the agreement 
was made to designate every acre of grizzly habitat (Situations 1 and 2 )  
to either supportive or compatible management emphases. Management 
emphases considered supportive include existing and recommended 
wilderness and any other nondevelopmental management emphasis. 
Compatible emphases can include developmental designations, such as 
timber harvest while accommodating grizzly habitat, as long as the 
emphases includes compensation measures during and after project 
activities. Compensation measures include restricting use of roads upon 
completion of the activity and scheduling activities during periods of 
light or no use by the bears. Scheduling involves not only seasonal 
considerations but long-term, decadal scheduling as well. (See Proposed 
Forest Plan - Section I11 - Management Area 14). 

Summary of Changes between the Draft and Final EIS 

No Changes occurred in the grizzly bear's status between the Draft and 
Final EIS. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has issued a non-jeopardy 
opinion on the Final Forest Plan (Alt. JF) and have made several on-the- 
ground suggestions that were accepted. Please refer to Letter #1 in 
Appendix E for further details on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
response. In addition, the "Yellowstone Guidelines" are now known as the 
"Interagency Guidelines. " 

Since all alternatives contain Minimum Management Requirements (MMRs) to 
ensure recovery of the grizzly bear, all alternatives are projected to 
meet the recovery goals. 
alternative manages the available grizzly habitat on the Kootenai, either 
through developmental land designations where compensation for impacts to 
the bear are included in the management emphasis, or by non-development 
(or limited development) where management activities do not occur. The 
ecosystems are broken down by Interagency Guideline Situations 1 and 2, 
shown as IG1 and IG2. 

The following chart displays how each 

. 



Table 11-9 Acres of Management Category by Grizzly Ecosystem and Situation (thousands of Acres) 

Grizzly RPA co PA : FP : Oep. 

Management Ecosystem Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. A l l .  Alt. : Alt. : Alt. Ait. 

Category b Situation A B C n E F G H I J : J F  : K L 

Developmental CY IC1 341 326 335 318 285 386 253 233 255. 210 : 188 : 210 393 
CY IC2 135 139 136 130 138 171 138 138 130 127 : 131 : 127 154 

timber har- Total 477 466 472 449 424 558 392 372 386 338 : 320 : 338 548 
Vest b road 

building OD NC IC1 62 64 50 50 64 56 57 45 29 40 : 34 : 40 5j 
sui table NC 1G2 67 68 68 64 69 85 69 70 67 69 : 6j : 69 7j 
timberland) NC I G 3  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 

Total 129 132 118 114 133 142 126 115 96 109 : 99 : 109 130 

(Scheduled CY 1 ~ 3  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 :  1 :  1 1 

PNV 

Alt. Alt. Alt. 

M N 0 

347 346 295 
133 133 150 

1 1 1 
481 480 446 

49 64 72 
67 66 71 
0 0 0 

116 130 143 

41 38 38 39 37 3 37 33 83 70 : 82 : 69 1 1  40 42 32 Non-Develop- CY 1G1 

menta1 CY IC2 40 37 ' 38 47 36 2 31 27 53 37 : 43 ! 33 30 45 44 26 
CY IC3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0 

(occarional Total 81 75 76 86 73 5 68 60 136 107 : 125 : 102 41 85 86 58 
timber sal- 

"age h wild- NC IC1 8 7 4 5 7 0 5 6 13 7 :  6 :  7 1 6 7 3 
life habitat NC IC2 24 21 20 24 20 3 20 18 22 18 : 21 : 18 14 21 23 16 
burning on NC I G ~  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0 

unsuitable Total 32 28 24 29 27 3 25 24 35 25 : 27 : 25 15 27 30 19 
timberlands) 

Roadless h CY IC1 
Undevelopqd CY IC2 

(Includes Total 
CY I G ~  

existing Ir 

recommended NC 1G1 
wilderness. NC IG2 
vildepness NC I G ~  

study. h Total 
designated 
roadless 
management) 

250 270 
14 15 
0 0 

264 285 

46 44 
2 2 
0 0 

48 46 

259 
17 
0 

276 

61 
2 
0 

63 

277 
15 
0 

292 

60 
2 
0 

62 

313 
15 
0 

328 

45 
2 
0 

47 

245 
18 
0 

263 

60 
2 
0 
62 

343 
22 

0 

365 

54 
2 
0 

56 

366 
26 
0 

392 

66 
3 
0 

69 

289 
15 
0 

304 

75 
1 
0 

76 

348 : 348 : 348 
36 : 31 : 36 

0 :  0 :  0 
384 : 379 : 384 

69 : 74 : 69 
4 :  4 :  4 
0 :  0 :  0 

73 : 18 : 73 

230 
6 
0 

236 

60 
2 
0 

62 

245 247 
14 14 
0 0 

259 261 

61 45 
2 2 
0 0 

63  47 

302 
25 
0 

327 

37 
3 
0 

40 
H 
H 
I 
P 
P 
N 

Total 1.036- 

CY = Cabinet Yaak Ecosystem 
NC = Northern Contlncntal Divide Ecosystem 
IC = Interagency Guideline 
* = Column totals d o  not alwayl match becnuSe of rounding 
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. 

The preceding table  and the following graph show t h a t  Alternatives F and L 
designate the higher proportion of the avai lable  gr izz ly  hab i t a t  (both 
ecosystems) t o  developmental management emphases where compensation must 
occur t o  assure no adverse impacts occur i n  gr izz ly  habi ta t .  Alternatives 
J. JF and K designate the higher proportion of the avai lable  gr izz ly  
habi ta t  t o  l imited,  or  non-developmental management emphases where no 
a c t i v i t i e s  are scheduled. 

'FEURE 11-52 
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The following tab le  shows the expected decadal timber harvest acres within 
the gr izz ly  ecosystems, i n  each of the management s i t ua t ions .  The tab le  
indicates  the amount of human ac t iv i ty  tha t  w i l l  occur by a l te rna t ive ,  i n  
each ecosystem and gr izz ly  management s i tua t ion .  
the additional acres tha t  could be affected by t h e  normal amount of 
associated road building. 

The tab le  shows tha t  through t h e  f i r s t  decade, Alternatives F. L ,  M and N 
would generate t h e  most a c t i v i t y  while Alternatives B and C would produce 
t h e  l e a s t .  Alternatives L ,  M .  and N a r e  high timber-producing 
a l te rna t ives  which would require timber harvesting everywhere on the 
Forest ,  including i n  gr izzly habi ta t .  Alternative F has a goal t o  support 
high e l k  production, habi ta t  f o r  which i s  much the same as  for  g r i zz l i e s .  
Alternatives B and C a r e  t h e  RARE I1 and Montana Wilderness Alternatives,  
respectively,  and postpone entry i n t o  gr izz ly  habi ta t  u n t i l  the  second and 
th i rd  decades. 

The acres do not include 



Table 11-10 ACES of Timber Harvest By Decade. by Grizzly Ecosystem & Situation (thousands of acres) 

Grizzly , . .  RPA CD PA : FT : k p .  PNV 
Ecosystem A l t .  A l t .  Alt. A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  Al t .  Al t .  : A l t .  : A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  

6. Situation A B C D E F G 1% I J : J F  : K 1 M N 0 

CY I C 1  

Decade 1 22.2 15.0 18.2 36.5 35.6 58.9 42.2 44.6 23.4 2 9 . 9 : 2 8 . 6 : 3 1 . 6  48.9 41.3 41.5 40.1 
2 59.4 60.1 64.8 62.3 48.5 42.4 39.8 32.4 18.5 4 4 . 4 : 2 1 . 8 : 3 9 . 9  55.0 41.3 48.5 36.7 
3 53 .9  56.0 57.6 48.6 40.4 50.9 36.6 33.1 9.7 3 3 . 1 : 2 7 . 5 : 3 6 . 6  55.5 62.0 62.5 31.3 
4 25.9 23.5 22.9 65.9 22.4 56.0 22.6 21.8 14.8 2 5 . 2 :  4 . 0 : Z j . g  62.5 43.1 27.3 27.6 
5 54.1 5 0 . 1  49.8 11.2 46.4 78.8 46.2 36.3 50.4 4 5 . 5 :  8.6:4j.1 83.8 89 .5  65.4 58.3 

CY IS2 

Decade 1 19.3 17.3 17 .3  17.8 18.2 23.3 18.8 18.2 15.4 2 4 . 2 : 1 9 . 5 : 2 4 . 2  19.0 21.0 19.0 2 4 . 1  
2 24 .0  25.0 25.4 25.9 24.8 19.1 25.4 25.4 9.1 1 8 . 0 : 1 j . 0 : 1 8 . 7  22.8 21.4 24.3 19 .3  
3 19.1 18.4 18.8 21.1 11.4 18.1 11.3 18.8 16.8 1 j . 0 : 1 6 . 4 : 1 7 . 0  20.2 20.9 20.9 20 .0  
4 1 2 . 1  16.0 16 .1  22.2 16.0 15.1 13.6 13.2 8.1 1 6 . 4 : 1 1 . 8 : 1 4 . 0  9.6 22.0 13.1 22.9 
5 21.9 21.3 21.5 28.1 21.2 19.4 21.2 21.1 14.8 2 6 . 2 : 1 1 . 0 : 2 6 . 2  15.1 28.4 27.4 29.5 

CY 1 ~ 3  

Decade 1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0 .2  0 . 2  0 .2  0.2 0 0 . 1 :  0 . 1 :  0.1 0 .1  0.2 0.2 0 .1  
2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0 . 2  0 . 2  0.2 0.2 0 0 . 1 :  0 . 1 :  0.1 0.2 0 .2  0.2 0 .1  
3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0 . 2  0 . 2  0.2 0.2 0.1 0 . 1 :  0 . 1 :  0.1 0.2 0 . 2  0.2 0 .1  
4 0 .1  0.1 0 . 1  0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0 0 .1  : 0.1 : 0.1 0 0.1 0.1 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 : 0.1.: 0 0 0 0 0 

NC I C 1  

Decade 1 5.0 5.0 4.3 3.2 3.4 9 . 8  1.0 1 .0  4.8 1.0: 7 . 4 :  7.0 8.6 6.1 9.9 2 . 1  
2 5.8 7 .6  5.2  9.0 8.1 1 .7  7.3 3 .9  5 . 3  3 . 6 :  3 . 2 :  3 .6  4.5 3.3 6.0 8.2 
3 9 .9  8.2 1.5 8.9 8 . 9  2.8 1 . 4  5.5 3 .6  3 . 8 :  4 . 5 :  6.0 6.0 10.0 11.2 2.0 

5 7.0 6.4 4.6 11.5 6.1  11.4 3.3 2.8 5.2 4 . 8 :  2 . 3 :  3.8 8.5 10.7 8.0 9.6  
4 2.6 2.6 1 .4  6.4 2 . 5  6.3  1.6 1 . 3  0.6 2 . 6 :  1 . 6 :  2 .6  5 .1  2.1 2.8 2.5 

NC IC2 

Decade 1 8.4 8 .3  8 .3  8.7 0.3  8.5 8.3 8 . 3  8.4 8.2  : 7.7 I 8 .3 9.0 8.5 8.5 8.2 
2 8.1 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.1 8.2 1.1 1.1 6.2 1 . 0  : 7.6 : 1.8 6.4 8.5 8.4 1.1 
3 6.9 7 .0  7.0 8.1  7 .0  6.4 7.0 6.1 6.6 6.5 : 1.3 6.5  5.9 6 . 9  1.0 6.8 ~. 
4 2 . 7  2.9  3 .4  8.1 3.9 6.9 4 . 1  4.5 8.0 7 . 6 :  1.4; 1.i 5.1  8 .8  2.5 8 .1  
5 10.1 10.1 10.1 11.1 10.7 5 . 0  10.1 10.6 5.0 1 . 4  : 1 .6  : 7.4 10.7 11.1 10.1 10.6 

NC 1c3 

Decade 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0 
2 0.1 0 .1  0 0 0.1 0 0 . 1  0.1 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 . 1  0 
3 0.1 0 . 1  0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 . 1  0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0 
i 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0 

CY = Cabinet Yaak Ecosystem 
NC = Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem 
IC = Interagency Guide l ines  1. 2 ,  & 3 . .  
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7. Minerals 

Forest lands were placed i n  four categories which generally depict  the 
degree of operabi l i ty  or the conditions tha t  w i l l  be necessary t o  meet 
lega l  or  environmental requirements. 

These categories are: 

Category A: - Areas tha t  a r e  withdrawn or proposed fo r  withdrawal from 
mineral entry.  

Category B: - Administrative o r  environmental conditions tha t  severely 
l i m i t  the operabi l i ty  f o r  exploration. 

Category C: - Environmental conditions tha t  require some spec ia l  l ease  
s t ipu la t ions  or  plan of operation conditions t o  mitigate,  
such as  timing of operations, e t c .  

Category D: - Areas where standard lease s t ipu la t ion  and plan of 
operation conditions apply. 

The geologic poten t ia l  f o r  locatable  (hard rock) and leasable  ( o i l  and gas) 
resources have been evaluated. 

Acreages f o r  a l l  of the operabi l i ty  categories are compared with t h e  
geologic poten t ia l  r a t ing  i n  the main tab le  (Table 11-24). 

Summary of Changes between the D r a f t  and Final  EIS 

The land area on the Kootenai Forest t ha t  w i l l  be eventually withdrawn from 
oi l /gas  and locatable  mineral exploration increased 5%. 
r e su l t  of the 12.000 acres of additional wilderness recommended on Pel l ick 
Ridge within the Scotchman Peak Roadless Area. 

This is a d i r ec t  

a. Leasable Minerals 

The Final Forest Plan ( A l t .  JF )  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  a 12.000 acre  increase i n  
the acres proposed f o r  withdrawal from o i l  and gas exploration. This 
w i l l  be 227,000 acres compared t o  215,000 acres displayed i n  the Proposed 
Plan ( A l t .  J) i n  Table 11-24. A s  s t a t ed  above, a l l  of the 12,000 acres 
a re  on Pel l ick Ridge within the Scotchman Peak Roadless Area which i s  
considered t o  be of moderate potent ia l  fo r  o i l  and gas. 

O i l  and gas leases generate revenues of $1.00 per acre per year t o  the 
U.S. Treasury. Currently there  are approximately 600,000 acres of o i l  
and gas leases  on t h e  Kootenai Forest. 

. 
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b. Locatable Minerals 

The Final  Forest Plan ( A l t .  JF )  w i l l  r e su l t  i n  a 12.000 acre increase i n  
the acres proposed f o r  withdrawal from locatable mineral exploration. 
T h i s  w i l l  be 264,000 acres compared t o  252,000 acres displayed i n  the 
Proposed Plan ( A l t .  J) i n  Table 11-24. A s  s t a t ed  above, a l l  of t h e  
12,000 acres  are on Pel l ick Ridge within the Scotchman Peak Roadless Area 
which is considered t o  be primarily low mineral po ten t ia l .  The exception 
is a 1,200 acre  area within S ta r  Gulch which i s  now considered t o  be of 
moderate poten t ia l .  I n  the Draft EIS,  the  S ta r  Gulch area was presented 
as  a high mineral po ten t ia l .  See Chapter 111. Minerals Section fo r  more 
recent information about the S t a r  Gulch mineral po ten t ia l .  

The following two tab les  display the results determined f o r  each 
a l t e rna t ive  i n  category A which is considered t o  be the most r e s t r i c t i v e  
f o r  mineral and energy (o i l /gas)  exploration. 

The acres of projected withdrawals (Category A )  i n  both the leasable  and 
loca tab le  minerals a r e  d i r ec t ly  correlated t o  the amount of recommended 
wilderness. Alternative H has t h e  highest amount of recommended wilderness 
and displays the highest  amount of projected withdrawals. I n  cont ras t ,  
Alternatives A, F. L .  M ,  and N do not recommend any addi t ional  wilderness 
and they display the lowest level  of withdrawals. Other a l te rna t ives  range 
i n  between depending on t h e i r  recommended wilderness acreage. The other 
categories ,  E, C ,  and D ,  a r e  considered operable, although Category B would 
be more r e s t r i c t i v e  than Category C ,  and C more r e s t r i c t i v e  than D.  These 
d i f f e ren t  r e s t r i c t i o n  leve ls  would generally r e s u l t  i n  increased costs  of 
exploration because of timing of operation, sca le  of operation, type of 
access,  etc. 
estimated mineral po ten t ia l  for each a l te rna t ive .  

Table 11-24 displays the acreage of each category by the 
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8. Landownership Adjustment 

No Changes occurred between the  Draft and Final  EIS (except f o r  some 
acreage changes i n  Table 11-11). 

The Forest has iden t i f i ed  about 90.990 acres of pr iva te  land tha t  would be 
desirable  t o  acquire (by exchange) t o  permit more productive management of 
National Forest lands. (88,300 acres was the f igure  displayed i n  the 
DEIS.) This enhanced productivity would occur by providing desirable  
wi ld l i f e  hab i t a t  f o r  gr izz ly  bear recovery and by providing areas needed 
f o r  wilderness and roadless recreation management. This landownership 
adjustment plan represents t h e  current land management d i rec t ion  and t h e  
t o t a l  value of these proposed acquis i t ion acres i s  about $86.000.000. 
re turn ,  the Kootenai has iden t i f i ed  approximately 68.930 acres  of National 
Forest land tha t  should be disposed o f ,  l a rge ly  t o  r e c t i f y  conf l ic t ing  
management objectives with pr iva te  landowners and t o  resolve innocent 
t respass  s i t ua t ions .  This 68,930 
acres  of National Forest land i s  estimated t o  be worth about $87.000.000 
indicat ing t h a t  adequate value i s  available t o  achieve the desired land 
acquis i t ion proposal. (It i s  important t o  understand tha t  land i s  traded 
f o r  equal value not for equal acreage.) 
t h e  Kootenai's land adjustment plan, see Appendix 9 of the Kootenai Draft 
Forest P lan) .  

The landownership adjustment p l an  addresses the acquis i t ion and disposal of 
lands according t o  spec i f i c  areas on the Forest (see map on next page). 
These areas are: 

In 

(69,900 acres displayed i n  the DEIS. ) 

(For a more de ta i led  discussion of 

A. 

B. 

C .  

D .  

E. 

F. 

G. 

Troy-Lower Yaak River: 
Forest and pr iva te  lands. 

Libby-Lower Pipe Creek: Predominantly pr iva te  land with some 
intermingled National Forest lands. 

Eureka-Fortine-Tobacco Valley: 
National Forest and pr iva te  land, similar t o  Area A .  

Clark Fork River -Bul l  River: A complex pa t te rn  of intermingled 
blocks of pr iva te  and National Forest land. 

Upper Pipe Creek-Fisher River-Wolf Creek-Pleasant Valley: A complex 
pa t te rn  of intermingled National Forest and pr iva te  lands as w e l l  a s  
l a rge  corporate ownership blocks. 

Upper Fisher-Vermilion-McGinnis: Primarily a "checkerboard" 
ownership pa t te rn  w i t h  p r iva te  and National Forest lands 
a l te rna t ing .  

R e s t  of Forest: Predominantly National Forest land with some 
sca t te red  parcels  of pr iva te  land. 

A complex pa t te rn  of intermingled National 

A complex pa t te rn  of intermingled 

. 

c 
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As can be seen in the following table, the largest proposed acreage of land 
acquisition would be in area "F" in the southern portion of the Forest. 
This area is in a "checkerboard" ownership pattern with alternate sections 
of land in large corporate ownership. Plum Creek Timberlands. Inc. is the 
major landowner. This area has identified grizzly habitat and large 
portions are roadless and undeveloped. Road construction and timber 
harvest will be expensive on much of the area. Consolidation into National 
Forest ownership would provide greater assurance for grizzly bear recovery. 

TABLE 11-11 

ESTIMATED ACRFS AND VALUE OF LAND ACQUISITION AND DISPOSAL 

Landownership 
Adjustment 

Area 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 

TOTAL 

BY LANDOWNERSHIP ADJUSTWENT AREA 
(Current Direction and Final Plan) 

Estimated Estimated 
To Acquire Value To Dispose Value 

(Acres) (Million $) (Acres) (Million $) 

11,310 15.0 3.150 11.2 
840 0-3 5,600 20.0 

13.760 10.7 11.060 9.8 
16,740 9.7 910 2.3 
9.660 10.7 47.740 43.8 . . .  

30; 250 25.7 130 0.2 
8,430 14.2 -..2&!2 0 
90,990 85.9 68,930 87.3 

Area "E" is the largest proposed land disposal area. This large area is 
located within the southeast corner of the Forest and contains large blocks 
of corporate ownership. By trading out of this area, corporate timberland 
management would be facilitated. The remaining land adjustment areas would 
also be involved in exchanging lands to facilitate grizzly recovery and at 
the same time allow for the productive use of the concerned private lands. 

Each alternative was compared to the Current Direction landownership 
adjustment plan. 
implementable in all alternatives; there is essentially no change in the 
landownership adjustment scheme by alternative. The primary emphasis for 
landownership adjustment, from the Forest standpoint, is to enhance 
existing grizzly bear habitat and to provide adequate roadless recreation 
opportunities where such opportunities exist. 

The comparison showed that the plan would be 

9. R a n g e  

N o  C h a n g e s  occurred b e t w e e n  the D r a f t  and Final EIS 

Currently, there are 41 cattle allotments on the Kootenai. 
allotments occur on transitory range in timber areas. 
range is found in the northeast part of the Forest in the Tobacco Valley 
area. 

Many of these 
The only primary 
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Current use is about 13.000 AUMs per year,  with about 3,100 animals being 
grazed. The Region has established a suggested goal of 20.000 AUMs for  the 
Kootenai. A l l  a l t e rna t ives  can exceed the Regional goal if demand ex i s t s .  
It should be noted t h a t ,  based upon 1970-79 production f igures  f o r  Lincoln 
and Sanders Counties, production trends f o r  l ivestock show a gradual 
decline i n  numbers of l ivestock. It i s  not l i k e l y  tha t  the 20,000 AUM goal 
w i l l  be reached because the demand does not e x i s t  i n  t h i s  area.  

The projected use of AUMs was a priced resource and was included i n  the 
calculat ion of the PNV. 

10. Research Natural A r e a s  

No Changes occurred between the Draft and Final EIS 

The Forest has no established Research Natural Areas ( R N A s )  a t  t h i s  time 
but does have 7 proposed i n  Alternatives J and JF .  and one i n  Alternative 
I. Total acreage involves approximately 3,320 acres i n  Alternatives J and 
JF, and 670 acres i n  Alternative I. These areas would be removed from the 
su i t ab le  timberland category and be proposed as  RNAs i n  the Forest Plan. 
The small acreages involved make the differences between the a l te rna t ives  
negl igible  i n  terms of resource outputs and e f f ec t s .  The Regional goals 
for  RNA designations would be s a t i s f i e d  by Alternative J. 
d e t a i l s  r e f e r  t o  Chapter 111. Section B.  

For fur ther  

11. F i r e  Management 

No Changes occurred between the D r a f t  and Final  EXS 

A t  present there a re  two approved fire act ion areas on the Kootenai Forest, 
one f o r  the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness and one f o r  the Troy Ranger 
Di s t r i c t .  It i s  t h e  i n t en t ,  regardless of t h e  a l te rna t ive ,  t o  develop f i r e  
action plans f o r  the e n t i r e  Forest. The f i r e  action plan fo r  the Cabinets 
allows f i r e  t o  play as  nearly a natural  ro l e  as  possible.  Protection of 
l i f e  and property on areas adjacent t o  the wilderness w i l l  be taken in to  
consideration i f  the f i r e  comes close t o  the borders. 

Prescribed burns are f i r e s  set del iberately t o  meet some management 
objective.  Prescribed f i r e  is used t o  burn underbrush i n  thinned stands as 
well a s  s lash  from logging operations. Some burning i s  done t o  enhance 
wi ld l i fe  hab i t a t .  
burned annually by prescr ipt ion.  O f  t h a t ,  2,370 acres (or  20%) were burned 
annually t o  benefi t  wi ld l i fe .  

Prescribed f i r e s  can r e s u l t  from planned and unplanned igni t ions .  Planned 
igni t ions ,  such as  those described above, a r e  used t o  accomplish the goals 
of R spec i f ic  land al locat ion.  The only area where planned igni t ions  are  
not used i s  i n  the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness. Policy allows such 
ign i t ions  only f o r  t h e  purpose of perpetuating t h e  wilderness, but none are 
planned. 

Between 1979 and 1983. an average of 11.570 acres were 
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An unplanned igni t ion ,  such as  one s t a r t ed  by l ightning,  can be t reated as  
a prescribed f ire if i t  serves the purposes of the management area where i t  
i s  located and i f  resources adjacent t o  i t  are not i n  danger. Unplanned 
igni t ions  a re  not appropriate i n  areas with high t imber  values o r  i n  
developed recreation areas.  Such f i r e s  are considered wildf i res  and a re  
suppressed. 

The type of suppression used depends on where the f i r e  is occurring and the 
burning conditions. Response can vary from confinement (where na tura l  
ba r r i e r s  a r e  used and suppression l imited t o  surve i l lance) ,  t o  containment 
and control  whereby the f i r e  i s  surrounded by l i n e ,  completely checked and 
extinguished. 
the F i r e  Action P l a n  which, i n  turn,  is developed from land use 
designations f o r  the area i n  question. 

I n  the event a f i r e  cannot be checked by i n i t i a l  suppression e f f o r t s  and 
the f i r e  "escapes", other  s t r a t eg ie s  a re  used which take i n t o  account the 
f i r e  s i t ua t ion ,  cos ts  and damages, and land management object ives .  

The appropriateness of the suppression act ion is based on 

12. Cul tural  Resources 

No Changes occurred between the  D r a f t  and Final  EIS. 

The Kootenai National Forest contains many h i s t o r i c  and prehis tor ic  sites 
tha t  a r e  known and probably many tha t  have yet  t o  be discovered. The 
implementation of any a l te rna t ive  c a l l s  f o r  act ions which are intended t o  
prevent the l o s s  of information tha t  can be derived from these sites. To 
t h i s  extent  the a l t e rna t ives  are the same. 

The r i s k  of loss of information from these sites tends t o  be higher where 
the si te i s  subject  t o  disturbance. Road building and timber harvesting 
a re  the two a c t i v i t i e s  which generate the most ground disturbance because 
of t h e i r  use  of heavy equipment. The more timber and road building tha t  i s  
ca l led  f o r  i n  an a l t e rna t ive ,  the grea te r  the r i s k  t h a t  some cu l tu ra l  s i te 
w i l l  be damaged. Alternative L requires the most roads and harvests the 
most timber over t h e  200 year analysis  period thus i t  generates the most 
r i s k  of los ing  cu l tu ra l  resource information. Alternatives F and I have 
the lowest roading needs and timber harvests thus generating a lower r i s k  
of damage t o  cu l tu ra l  resources. 

13. Energy 

No Changes occurred between the  D r a f t  and Final  EIS 

Energy consumption f o r  each a l te rna t ive  was determined by multiplying 
Regional coef f ic ien ts  of energy use for  various a c t i v i t i e s  times 8 var iable  
fac tors .  Most of the fac tors  were re la ted  t o  timber harvest  volume, acres 
harvested, and road construction. Dispersed and developed recreation 
fac tors  varied by RVD use and included energy expended by the u s e r  from 
home t o  recreat ion area or site.  
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A s  can be seen from the following tab le ,  nearly 75% of the energy consumed 
i n  each a l te rna t ive  i s  re la ted  t o  timber harvest a c t i v i t i e s .  I n  general, 
the higher the timber volume i n  an a l te rna t ive ,  the grea te r  t h e  energy 
consumption. Recreation uses vary only s l i g h t l y  among a l te rna t ives .  

14. Comparison of Social Effects 

No Changes occurred between the D r a f t  and Final  EIS 

While employment and income a re  important t o  the qua l i ty  of l i f e ,  other 
soc ia l  values such as maintaining aes the t ic  q u a l i t i e s  o r  preserving 
community soc ia l  t i e s  a r e  a l so  important. The e f f e c t s  of Forest resource 
use on these l a t t e r  a c t i v i t i e s  are l e s s  quant i f iable  than employment or  
income estimates; however, they a re  important t o  the l i f e s t y l e s  of 
res idents  on the regional and loca l  leve l ,  as  w e l l  a s  a t  a National leve l .  

Five soc ia l  var iables  were used t o  compare t h e  e f f e c t s  generated by Forest 
outputs and a c t i v i t i e s  (see Appendix E. Chapter V ) .  The var iables  include 
(1) population change, (2)  community cohesion, (3) l i fes tyles ,  ( 4 )  
a t t i t udes ,  be l i e f s ,  and values, and (5) aesthet ics .  Comparisons were made 
t o  the current s i t ua t ion  (1980) expressed by residents  i n  interviews 
conducted as pa r t  of the Social  Impact Assessment. 
subjective (see Appendix E ,  Chapter V ) .  Following is a descr ipt ion of what 
was ident i f ied  a s  a desirable  s i t ua t ion  f o r  the soc ia l  variables:  

The analysis  i s  

Population change - Changes i n  population d i r ec t ly  a t t r i bu tab le  t o  Forest 
Service a c t i v i t i e s .  Change should be a steady, gradual increase,  
avoiding sharp, dramatic changes not exceeding p l u s  or  minus 20% i n  a 
decade. 

Community cohesion - Promote cohesiveness of loca l  interest  groups and 
organizations w i t h  respect t o  loca l  ident i f ica t ion ;  seek t o  minimize 
polar izat ion of issues .  
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Lifestyles - Provide "traditional" forms of employment (timber industry, 
mining, recreation), promote local use of Forest recreation opportunities 
and continuation of existing lifestyles. 

Attitudes, beliefs, and values - Avoid rapid, drastic changes that would 
alter the perception the public has of the forest and their place in it. 

Aesthetics - Provide for the recreation and other amenity features valued 
by the public: avoid drastic o r  sudden disruption of the existing 
recreation patterns. 

a. Population Change 

The population of the local area, represented by Lincoln and Sanders 
Counties, Montana, and the affected portions of Flathead County, Montana, 
and BoMer and Boundary Counties, Idaho, is expected to continue to 
increase slowly and steadily (approximately 10% per decade). Population 
increases (or decreases) in exces,s of 20% over a ten year period are 
considered to be disruptive to the social structure of the communities. 
Population increases that can be directly attributed to Forest Service 
activites are calculated for each alternative. 

Each alternative projects a population increase based upon expected 
activities and programs that will occur. Alternatives with larger 
projected timber harvests and associated activities could be expected to 
project larger increases in population because of employment 
opportunities while in the less commodity oriented alternatives, the 
increase is not as large. No alternative projects population increases 
larger than 20% per decade. 

b. Community Cohesion 

Community cohesion is maintained o r  enhanced when local interest groups 
and organizations remain intact. This situation will occur as long as 
there are no large shifts in population o r  employment. Community 
cohesion also relates to the polarization that occurs over resource 
issues, particularly development versus nondevelopment. 

All alternatives satisfy this variable insofar as the maintenance of 
local interest groups and organizations is concerned. Those alternatives 
that emphasize one aspect of the development/nondevelopment issue could 
widen the polarization that already exists. Alternatives G, H, and 0 
emphasize wilderness or  roadless management whereas Alternatives L and M 
emphasize the timber resource. These alternatives have the potential of 
weakening community cohesion. 

r 
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c. Lifestyles 

Traditional qualities of life such as individuality, freedom, and 
permanence, are important values to local residents. It is presumed that 
all alternatives will have only a minor effect on lifestyle and, in most 
cases, will help to reinforce these characteristics. 

d. Attitudes, Beliefs, and Values 

This variable relates to the way people perceive the Forest and how it 
should be used. Those alternatives which emphasize commodity production 
as a means of producing timber, wildlife benefits, and providing jobs, 
would encourage the "extractive" perception people have of the Forest. 
Alternatives which emphasize the nondevelopmental approach and protection 
of currently unroaded areas, would encourage the "nonextractive" 
perception. 

Most alternatives do not project a re-emphasis of resource use that would 
produce significant effects on public perception of the Forest. Those 
alternatives which emphasize timber harvest (Alternatives L and M) and 
those alternatives which emphasize wilderness or roadless management 
(Alternatives G, H, and O), have the potential of producing a change in 
people's perception. 

e. Aesthetics 

This variable deals with the amenity values people attach to the Forest, 
primarily recreation opportunities that are available. Recreation on the 
Forest is characterized as motorized or nonmotorized with most 
participation usually associated with motorized. Nonmotorized, or 
roadless recreation, is increasingly important because of the perception 
that opportunities for this form of recreation are diminishing. 

All alternatives provide a mix of motorized/nonmotorized recreation 
opportunities that do not deviate significantly from what is available 
now. However, because of emphasis on wilderness or roadless management, 
Alternatives G, H, and 0 provide for long term assurance that roadless 
recreation opportunities will be available in the future. Alternatives L 
and M project significant increases in timber harvest and roading which 
will lessen the roadless recreation opportunities but will emphasize 
motorized recreation. 
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15. Local Economic Impacts (Primary Market A r e a s )  

Summary of Changes between the  D r a f t  and Final  EIS 

As a r e s u l t  of the public review, some e r ro r s  were found i n  the calculat ion 
of the “Returns t o  the S ta tes”  and are presented below i n  sect ion b. 

a. Employment and Income 

No Changes occurred between the  D r a f t  and Final  FXS 

Changes i n  t o t a l  personal income and employment r e su l t i ng  from the Forest 
Plan a l t e rna t ives  produce significant impacts on t h e  primary market area 
of Lincoln and Sanders Counties, Montana. A larger five-county market 
area which i s  a l so  affected by the Forest P l a n  includes Flathead County 
i n  Montana, and Bonner and Boundary Counties i n  Idaho. 

The loca l  economic impact r e su l t i ng  from timber, recreat ion,  and grazing 
outputs is subs tan t ia l  i n  the primary market area,  but l imited within t h e  
t o t a l  f i v e  county market area.  Th i s  is due t o  the existence of the two 
rapidly developing ru ra l  growth centers of Kal ispel l .  Montana, and 
Sandpoint. Idaho. Within the primary market area,  Forest-related pr iva te  
sector job opportunities account for  1,670 person years of employment and 
$23.4 mill ion i n  personal income. 
exported t o  the surrounding counties,  the Kootenai contr ibutes  t o  t h e i r  
economic s t a b i l i t y .  Assuming tha t  the current  pa t te rns  of log  flows 
continue, changes i n  the magnitude of l oca l  economic impacts a re  evident 
throughout the range of a l te rna t ives .  

Table 11-24 displays loca l  economic impacts i n  r e l a t ion  t o  jobs and 
personal income by a l t e rna t ive  f o r  the primary market area. These 
impacts have been estimated us ing  an input/output computer model 

By producing resources t h a t  are 

(IMPLAN) . 
The following t ab le  displays the changes from the 1980 base year t ha t  
would occur i n  the primary market area under each a l t e rna t ive  f o r  t h e  
f i r s t  decade. The number of Forest-related pr iva te  sec tor  jobs f o r  t h e  
1980 base year i s  1.666 and the portion of personal income f o r  Lincoln 
and Sanders Counties i s  $23.450.000. 
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TABLE 11-13 

- WIPUIYMENT and INCOkE in  the First Decade - 
AVERAGE ANNUAL FOREST-RELATED PRIVATE SECrOR JOBS 

and PERSONAL INCOME i n  LINCOLN and SANDERS COUNTIES 

Alternative Jobs Income ($MM) 
Total % Change Total Change 

I n  1980 1666 0 23.4 0 
A 2457 +41 43.2 +85 
B 2436 +46 42.8 +83 
C 2447 +47 43.0 +84 
D (RPA) 2457 +47 43.2 +85 
E 2391 +43 41.9 +79 
F 2006 +20 34.1 +46 
G 2343 +40 41.0 +75 
H 2231 + 34 39.5 + 69 
1 (CD)  1931 +16 32.4 +38 
J (PA) 2299 +38 39.9 +71 

2299 +38 39.9 +I1 

2492 +49 43.8 +87 
2727 +63 48.5 +io7 
2706 +62 48.3 +lo6 
2608 +56 46.2 +97 
2401 +44 41.9 +79 
1256 -25 20.0 -15 

.................................... 

A l l  a l t e rna t ives  project  an increase i n  the number of jobs and an 
increase i n  personal income. Alternatives L and M produce t h e  la rges t  
projected increases because of t h e  strong emphasis on timber harvest and 
road construction. The remaining a l te rna t ives  generally follow t h e  
pat tern of timber harvesting, i . e . ,  increasing timber harvests generate 
t h e  potent ia l  f o r  increased employment and personal income. Alternative 
I produces the smallest projected increase because of the constrained 
timber harvest which was used t o  keep the budget at  current leve ls .  
Where timber harvest is lower and recreation opportunities a re  higher 
there i s  less employment i n  timber-related jobs and more i n  recreation- 
re la ted  jobs. I n  general the increase i n  recreat ion jobs w i l l  not o f f se t  
decreases i n  timber jobs. 
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b. Returns to the States 

Summary of Changes between the Draft and Fina l  EIS 

An e r r o r  i n  t h i s  calculat ion was found during the public review period 
(See Letter #301 i n  Appendix E ) .  
16% i n  the Returns t o  the  S ta t e s  and is presented i n  the  following 
Table. A 1% decrease occurred between the Proposed P l a n  ( A l t .  J) and t h e  
Final Plan ( A l t .  JF) because of the  4% increase i n  the amount of 
lodgepole pine harvested i n  the  Final Forest  Plan. 
lower-priced timber species. See Section 1I.l.c. 

The r e s u l t  was an average increase of 

Lodgepole p ine  is a 
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Table I I - l3a  
Kootenai National Forest 

Returns t o  the S ta t e s  i n  the F i r s t  Decade (Million $ per yr.) 

DEIS A l t s .  Million $ FEIS A l t s .  Million $ 

A 
B 
C 
D - RPA 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I - CD 
J - PA 

5.88 
5.69 
5.72 
6.04 
5.72 
4.44 
5.69 
5.60 
2.30 
5.33 

A 
B 
C 
D - RPA 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I - CD 
J - PA 

6.80 
6.60 
6.65 
6.96 
6.60 
4.33 
6.55 
6.43 
2.88 
6.15 

- JF- FP 6.10 

K - DEP 6.08 K - DEP 7.02 
L 6.47 L 7.46 
M - PNV 6.97 M - PNV 8.04 

- 
____________--__________________________--------------_- 

N 6.52 N 7.54 
0 5.34 0 6.25 
MinLvl 0.06 MinLvl 0.07 

The following chart  displays the t o t a l  expected r e t u r n s  t o  the S ta tes  by 
a l te rna t ive  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  decade. These r e t u r n s  are s igni f icant  because 
of t h e i r  contribution t o  the funding base for loca l  schools and roads. 
Table 11-24 displays the t o t a l  returns t o  the S ta t e s  beyond t h e  f i r s t  
decade f o r  a l l  t h e  a l te rna t ives .  These estimates are heavily dependent 
upon projected,  r e a l ,  stumpage pr ice  increases,  i . e . .  stumpage pr ices  
tha t  a r e  forecast  t o  rise higher than in f l a t ion  due t o  increased demand 
and f i n i t e  supplies.  

. 
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' 
These r e t u r n s  t o  t h e  S ta t e s  a re  a r e su l t  of 25% in- l ieu tax payments t ha t  
are calculated from t h e  rece ip ts  t o  t h e  U.S. Treasury. These rece ip ts  
are grea t ly  influenced by the amount of timber harvested because timber 
i s  the biggest  contributor t o  the receipts  t o  the Treasury. 

A s  can be seen i n  the char t ,  Alternatives K ,  L ,  M and N produce the 
highest  re turns  t o  the S ta tes .  This is because of the high timber 
harvest  l eve l s  associated with these a l te rna t ives .  I n  cont ras t ,  
Alternative I produces the smallest  r e t u r n s  because of the lower timber 
harvest  l eve ls .  The remaining a l te rna t ives  a re  generally correlated t o  
the amount of timber harvesting done i n  each a l te rna t ive .  A l l  
a l t e rna t ives  except Alternative I project  increases i n  revenues over t h e  
1980 l eve l .  
l eve l  includes both regulated and unregulated harvest volumes. 

Alternative I projects  a decrease because the 1980 harvest 
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16. 

Summary of Changes between the D r a f t  and Final  EIS 

Comparison of Alternatives for Response t o  Major Issues  

The Final Forest Plan ( A l t .  JF) is a modification of the Proposed P l a n  
( A l t .  J ) .  
f o r  more old-growth timber. These two modifications r e s u l t  i n  several  
other changes which help t o  fur ther  resolve other  i s sues  such as  operating 
budgets and miles of new road construction. 

It now contains more recommended wilderness acreage and provides 

The following tab le  presents some key indicators  tha t  display how the major 
issues ,  concerns and opportunities ( I C O ' s )  are addressed. The I C O ' s  are  
outlined i n  Chapter 1 and Appendix A and a re  res ta ted  here f o r  your 
convenience. 

IC0 NUMBER 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 

NAME 

Timber Volume 
Transportation F a c i l i t i e s  
Roadless Recreation 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
Special Wildlife Habitat 
Local Economic Impact 
Wilderness 
Minerals, O i l  and Gas 
Wildlife and Fish Habitat 
Esthetics 
Landownership Adjustment 
Diseases and P e s t s  
F i re  Management 

Indicator No. 
On Next Page 

1, 2 
3, 4, 5, 12 

10 
15 
1 4  

11, 12, 13 
16 
25 

17, 18 - 

. 



1 " d i C D t O l  Of RPI CD P A  : SP : DE@. PBY 
N O .  , r r u e r .  c o n c e r n s .  *,I. L l f .  A l t .  * I f .  * I f .  A l t .  . I l t .  l i t .  A l t .  * I t .  : A I I .  : l i t .  A , % .  A L t .  1 1 1 ,  Llf. 

6. 0 p p o r t u n i t i . r  A B  e E P c 1 :,P : K  L " N  0 

Decade L rrgu l l l t cd  

t m b r .  harv.(mmbc/yr~ 226 223 225 227 218 164 213 208 150 202 : 2 0 2  : 230 2jj 262 2117 215 

10-yr. aucrage 
rcgu l i l t ed  harrcrl 53 .51 .52 .i3 .I, .44 .40 0 136 : -36 : +s r72 -77 -67 +45 
S"illbl* tmbrland 

1.  L I ensngc from Last 

2. ma"agCd1DIAErF.l L 1470 1464 1466 1595 1425 1132 1386 1361 1422 1386 : 1263 : 1386 1788 1484 1481 1389 

I o <  t o t s ,  

.Y.II.DIC 82 82 82 89 80 63 78 76 80 78 : 71 : 78 1 0 0  83 83 78 
v e w  road canrt. 

n e e d e d  by Decade 5 

change ,ram sxi*t. 

3 .  ( m i i r . ,  and I 5270 5200 5150 5690 4950 3850 4750 4590 3840 4690 : 4050 : 4720 6360 5230 5270 4680 

miles on 1/1/84 -88 4 7  -86 195 4 3  +64 -79 77 +64 +78 : t68 : f79 +io6 .81 188 -78 
miles or ne" road 

4. r o n s t .  needed 2690 2660 2680 2670 2630 2020 2510 2480 1850 2440 : 2370 : 2760 3100 3150 2890 2560 

5. Total road ' Y l t L r n  

oventusllp ,1270 11200 11150 11690 lo950 9850 10750 10590 9840 10690 : lo050 : 10720 12360 11230 11270 10680 
* @ * " i r e d  ( V i . )  

R L E .  wildern*** h n e  64 81 64 187 wine 305 404 611 66 : 78 : 66 wont ~~n~ 8 1  

6. I M A C C ~ S I  i number 

o< Locoti.". 0 2  5 2 6  0 15 27 . 2 1 3 3 0 0 0  5 
DI.1gn.t.d r . l , e s s  
acres I" i n v e n t .  211 164 151 155 99 209 53 0 174 202 : 192 : 202 159 200 205 322 

1. 1cre.1 L I 52 41 37 38 25 52 13 0 43 50 : 48 : 50 39 50 51 80 
7. r d l e s r  areas 

+4 
H 

I 
I- 
W 
N 



Table ll-lh, Parr 2 

lndicsfor of RPA CD P A  : V P  : Dcp. PN” 

L apportunitier A B C 0 E f G I3 1 J : J P  : K  L n N 0 

& i f .  + , i t .  : 111. : A I I .  A i t .  All. A l t .  * I f .  No. Issues. C o n c e r n s .  A l t .  A l l .  Alt. Alf. A l t .  A L f .  A l t .  A l f .  

Grizzly habitat 

design. for limited 
1 5 .  or no development 425 434 439 469 475 339 514 595 551 589 : 609 : 589 3518 434 424 444 

IM A c i e r l  6 X of 
total habitat 42 42 42 45 46 50 57 : 59 : 57 34 42 41 43 
virva1 qY.lify 

vroteetion(prc*er- 

33 53 53 

16. vatian,retention. 1108 i l l 4  1120 1046 1137 1465 1157 1199 1240 1311 : 1311 : 1311 976 10q2 1102 1382 
6 partial r e t e n f .  

V W r I  I M A c r r s l  

Decade 1 lodgepole 
17. Pine h a r v e s t  69 70 72 67 64 56 59 51 77 75 : 78 : 79 42 93 85 75 

l’iMBF/yrl L X c h a n g e  

from lasf 5 Y‘I. a38 -40 .44 ’ + 3 4  +26 -12 +18 - 2  .54 +go : -56 : +58 -16 +86 +70 +5O 

Stagnated lodgepole 

18. vine stands covert. 
by Decade 5IRAcresl 2 2 1 4 5 1  44 1 1 6 9 7  0 : 2  3 : o  7 93 1 1 5 
Projected uithdrav- 

212 215 : 227 ; 215 148 148 148 228 19. alp from o i l  6 gas 148 212 228 2 1 2  335 148 453 540 , 

explorationlMAcrc.1 

Projected withdrawals 

20. from locatable mineral 
252 : 264 : 252 185 185 185 265 explor.(M A c r e s 1  185 249 2 6 5  249 371 185 484 579 249 

Forest-related 

cmploymf.ljobs) i n  2460 2440 2450 2460 2390 2010 2340 2240 1930 2300 : 2300 ; 2490 2730 2710 2610 2400 
21. Decade I in private 

sector L I change 

-44 +20 -41 -30 + ~ b  +j8 : +38 : +50 +b4 -62 +57 *44 f ro* 1980 + 4 7  *46 +47 
Decade 1 total a v e r .  

22. ann. budget needed 27.2 27.0 27.1 26.9 26.4 20.7 25.7 25.1 19.6 25.2 :24.0 :27.5 34.2 30.4 29.1 26.9 
fmillion dollars1 

Average annual 
c a p i t a 1  investmt. 

4.3 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.1 3 . 4  3.9 3 . 8  2.4 3.7 :3.6 : 4 . 2  5.2 5 . 1  4.6 3.9 23. road Const. 

H 
Decade 1 H 

I 
(million dollars1 w 

w 
Decade 1 appropriated ‘ 0  

funding needed i n  

budBct needed:capital 

24. inVCSLmCntI . 21.7 21.6 21.8 21.5 21.1 1 6 . 8  20.6 20.0 16.6 20.3 :19.2 :22.0 28.1 24.1 23.2 21.8 
OpCl.tIon 6 msint. 
,nlll*On d0l:arS) 

A 1 1  alternatives treated landownership adjustment similarly - Dispose of aPprOXiaafelY 
25. Landornerrhip 6 9 . 0 0 0  acres a n d  acquire a p p r a r i ~ s t ~ i y  91.000 acres t o  meet grizzly recovery goal. 

Adiurtment recreation and wildlife needs. solve trespass. c t c .  



17. Projected Change From The Current Direction (Alt. I) 

Summary of Changes between the Draft and Final EIS. 

The Final Forest Plan (Alt. JF) recommends more wilderness and old-growth 
timber than the Proposed Plan (Alt. J) which results in several changes 
that helped resolve other issues, such as the miles of new road 
construction, etc. These changes are presented in the following Table 
11-15 that shows the projected change in the first decade for  each 
alternative when compared to the Current Direction (Alt. I) 



Table 11-15 
PROJECTED CHANGE from t h e  CURRENT DIRECTION ( A l t .  I )  i n  t h e  F i r s t  Decade ( P e r c e n t )  

A l t e r n a t i v e s  

PNV CD PA : FP : Dep. I s s u e  RPA 
I n d i c a t o r  
Lodgepole p i n e  

Leasable  minera l  

A B C D E F G H I J : J F  : K L M  N 0 

h a r v e s t  volume -10 -10 -6 -13 -17 -27 -23 -34 o -3 : +3 : +3 -45 +21 +10 -1 

acres withdrawn -30 0 +8 0 +58 -30 +114 +155 0 +1 : +5 : +1 -30 -30 -30 +8 
Locatable  minera l  
acres withdrawn -26 0 +6 0 +49 -26 +94 +133 0 +1 : +5 : +1 -26 -26 -26 +6 
Designated o l d  
growth t imber  -4 -4 -4 +lo8 +17 +62 +3O +45 0 -1 : +20 : -1 +56 -4 -4 -6 
Visual  q u a l i t y  
p r o t e c t i o n  -11 -10 -10 -16 -8 +18 -7 -3 0 +6 : +6 : +6 -21 -12 -11 +I.I 
Number of 
jobs  +27 +26 +27 +27 +24 +4 +21 +16 0 +l9 : + l 9  : +29 +41 +40 +35 +24 

Migratory 

Timber h a r v e s t  i n  
g r i z z l y  h a b i t a t  +6 -12 -5 +27 +26 +4 +47 +51 0 +33 : +32 : +48 +65 +60 +63 +43 

PNV +148 +147 +145 +125 +142 +43 +133 +125 o +99 : +59 : +98 +127 +i53 +150 +131 

- f i s h  -4 -4 -4 -5 -4 -3 - 0 -4 : -4 : -4 -6 -4 -5 - 

0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 :  0 :  0 0 0 0 0 Elk p o p u l a t i o n  
T o t a l  d i s p e r s e d  

-1 -1 -2 -2 -3 -1 -7 -13 0 0 :  0 :  0 -2 -1 -1 0 

-2 -2 -4 -1 -6 -7 O 0 :  0 :  0 -2 -1 -1 0 

r e c r e a t i o n  R V D s  
Motorized 
Recrea t ion  RVDs -1 
I n v e n t o r i e d  
Roadless Acres 
P r o t e c t e d  +21 -6 -13 -11 -43 +20 -70 -100 0 +16 : +16 : +16 -9 +15 +18 +85 
Recommended 
w i l d e r n e s s  -100 o +29 0 +197 -100 +384 +541 0 +5 : +24 : +5 -100 -100 -100 +29 
Miles o f  new road 
c o n s t r u c t i o n  +45 +44 +45 +44 +42 +9 +36 +34 0 +32 : +6 : +49 +68 +70 +56 +38 
S u i t a b l e  

Timber h a r v e s t  

volume +51 +49 +50 +51 +45 +9 +42 +39 0 +35 : +35 : +53 +70 +75 +65 +43 

- 

H 
t imber land  + + + +12 0 -20 -3 -4 0 -3 : -11 : -3 +26 +4 +4 -2 7 

r 
W 
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18. Signif icant  Differences i n  Economic Values Among Alternatives 

This sect ion explains tradeoffs t ha t  would occur among the quantified 
economic benefi ts  and outputs. Additional t radeoffs  involving outputs and 
benefi ts  not quantified i n  economic terms by PNV together w i t h  community 
e f f ec t s  and d i f f e ren t  responses t o  Forest issues  a re  explained i n  sect ion 19 
of t h i s  chapter. 

Summary of Changes between the Draft and Final  EIS 

The Final Forest P l a n  ( A l t .  JF) recommends more wilderness and old-growth 
timber than the Proposed Plan ( A l t .  J) t o  respond t o  public requests f o r  
more balance i n  the management of the Kootenai. 
recommendation did not s ign i f icant ly  a f f ec t  the t o t a l  Present Net Value 
because the land area involved was already designated f o r  roadless and 
other  non-developmental uses. 

The designation of more old-growth timber removed regulated timberland from 
t h e  su i t ab le  timber base which lowered the t o t a l  Present N e t  Value and 
caused a s imi la r  increase i n  the Opportunity Cost. The smaller su i t ab le  
timber base a l so  reduced the Discounted Costs because of the lower road 
mileage and fu ture  logging needed. The resu l tan t  lower fu ture  timber 
harvests caused a decrease i n  the Discounted Benefits. 

Other attempts t o  s a t i s f y  public concerns, such as  reducing the operating 
budgets, had some e f f e c t  on the overal l  economics of the Final Forest P l a n .  

I n  addi t ion,  an error i n  ca lcu la t ing  the  Returns t o  the Treasury was found 
by a member of the public during t h e  review period (See L e t t e r  #3Ol i n  
Appendix E ) .  
the  Treasury which a l so  resul ted i n  s imilar  increases i n  t h e  Net Returns.  
These correct ions a re  presented i n  t h i s  sect ion.  

The addi t ional  wilderness 

T h i s  resul ted i n  a 16% average increase f o r  t h e  Returns t o  

a. Differences i n  Present N e t  Values 

The primary measure of economic eff ic iency is present ne t  value (PNV) 
which i s  the sum of discounted benefi ts  f o r  both market and non-market 
priced benef i t s  minus the t o t a l  discounted cos ts  of each a l t e rna t ive  
calculated over the planning horizon (200 years) and discounted at  4 
percent. The PNV of the a l te rna t ives  i s  displayed i n  Figure 11-72. a t  
the end of t h i s  sub-section, and Tables 11-16 and 11-17. 
PNV a t ta inable  from the Forest i s  $1163 million as defined by the PNV 
benchmark (Alternative M ) .  Most of the change i n  PNV among 
a l t e rna t ives  is due t o  changes i n  the net  value of the timber 
resource. 

The m a x i m u m  

. 
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In general, decreases i n  PNV a re  the r e s u l t  of reductions i n  ne t  timber 
benef i t s ,  because timber benefi ts  cons t i tu te  approximately 77-883 of 
the priced resource values of each a l te rna t ive .  These decreases a re  
caused primarily by two fac tors  constraining timber production: 
prescr ipt ions which preclude timber development on otherwise 
cos t -e f f ic ien t  lands including those fo r  wilderness and roadless area 
management, and increased costs  i n  access roads and harvests on lands 
t h a t  are not usually cos t -e f f ic ien t ,  such as  stagnated lodgepole, e t c .  
where these lands are needed t o  increase the overa l l  timber yields .  

The a l te rna t ives  are ranked by present net  value i n  Table 11-16, where 
PNV is defined t o  be t h e  difference between the discounted benefi ts  and 
the discounted costs  of each a l te rna t ive .  The second column i n  Table 
11-16 shows the differences i n  PNV between pa i r s  of a l te rna t ives .  
These f igures  are estimates of the net  economic values tha t  would be 
foregone i f  a lower ranked a l te rna t ive  ra ther  than the preceding one 
were selected.  Because timber values a re  t h e  major component of PNV. 
these poten t ia l ly  forgone values are largely due t o  fac tors  which l i m i t  
timber production leve ls .  

The changes i n  PNV a re  associated w i t h  achieving the pa r t i cu la r  
objectives per t inent  t o  t h e  a l te rna t ive .  The PNV changes r e s u l t  from 
e i t h e r  increased costs  or  decreased benefi ts  or  both. Increased costs  
a r e  the r e s u l t  of achieving nonpriced goals,  such as v isua l  qua l i ty ,  or  
from achieving priced goals t ha t  are  set above the l eve l  which 
maximizes PNV (such as timber harvest l eve ls  t ha t  a r e  set higher than  
t h e  optimum indicated) .  
priced goals tha t  are set below the l e v e l  which maximizes PNV. such as 
a reduced timber harvest l e v e l  set below the optimum as indicated.  
Differences i n  a l te rna t ives  can be analyzed i n  r e l a t ion  t o  the changes 
i n  PNV as displayed i n  the following Table 11-16. 

Table 11-16 displays the a l te rna t ives  i n  descending order of PNV along 
w i t h  t h e  t o t a l  discounted benefi ts  and costs  (present value benefi ts  
and present value cos t s ) .  
a l t e rna t ives  have fewer present value benefi ts  than Alternative M 
because Alternative M was able t o  optimize the harvest of timber 
(without the non-declining y ie ld  constraint)  which accounted fo r  
approximately 88% of the t o t a l  benefits .  
average annual timber harvest i n  t h e  first decade. In  cont ras t ,  
Alternatives D and L have higher t o t a l  costs  than Alternative M because 
of t h e i r  goal t o  achieve timber harvest l eve ls  which were s e t  above the 
economically optimum 200 year t o t a l  cut  demonstrated by Alternative M .  

Decreased benefi ts  are the r e su l t  of achieving 

A s  can be seen i n  Table 11-16 a l l  

This resul ted i n  the highest 

. 



11-142 

....................................................................... 
: Table 11-16 

Kootenai National Forest 

Present Net Value, Discounted Costs and Discounted Benefits : 
(Millions of dollars discounted at 4% over 200 years) : 

Discounted Discounted 
: Alts. PNV Change Costs Change Benefits Change : 

: M-PNV 1,163 698 1,861 

: N  1,148 689 1,838 

: A  1,143 675 1.819 

: B  1.136 673 1,809 

: c  1.129 673 1,803 

: E  1,113 659 1,772 

: G  1,073 647 1,720 

: D-RPA 1,064 719 1,782 

: o  1,064 689 1.753 

: L  1.046 776 1,823 

: H  1.035 630 1,663 

: J-PA 916 646 1,563 

: K-Dep 9 l l  662 1,574 

: JF-FP 733 611 1.345 

- 15 - 9  - 23 

- 5  - 1 4  - 19 

- 7  - 2  - 10 

- 7  0 - 6  : 

- 16 - 14 - 31 

- 40 - 12 - 5 2  : 

- 9  + 72 + 62 

0 - 30 - 29 

- 18 + 87 + 70 : 

- 11 - 146 - 160 : 

- 119 + 16 - 100 

- 5  + 16 + 11 

- 178 - 51 - 230 : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
- 75 - 71 - 145 : . .................................................................. . 

: F  658 540 1.199 
- 198 + 7  - 191 _ -  

: I-CD 460 547 1,006 
- 457 - 351 - 807 : 

: MinLvl 3 196 199 

: NOTE: Some numbers vary due to rounding. 

....................................................................... 



Summary of Changes Between the Draft and Final EIS 

The PNV of the Final Forest Plan (Alt. JF) is $733,000,000 which is a 
20% reduction from the Proposed Plan (Alt. J). This is a result of the 
lower projected outyear timber harvests which will occur because of the 
9% smaller suitable timber base. The timber base was reduced to 
provide wildlife habitat fo r  old-growth timber dependent species. See 
section II.D.6.c. and 1I.D.l.b. for more information on old-growth 
timber and suitable timberland. In addition, the requirement for  
substantial commercial thinning was removed. This is discussed in 
detail in Appendix B [sections VI.B.4.c. VI.C.3.e, VI.D.6.c and 
VIII.C.2.p(2)(a & b)]. 
altered to maximize timber production in the first decade, thus 
reducing the PNV further (see Appendix B section VI.C.3.i.). The 
$733,000.000 of PNV is a 59% increase over the Current Direction (Alt. 
I). See Table 11-17 for a display of the PNV for all the alternatives. 

Finally, the long range schedule of harvest was 



Table 11-17 PRESENT NET VALUE-AND PNV CHANGE BY ALTERNATIVE INCLUDING 
TOTAL DISCOUNTED BENEFITS AND COSTS FOR RESOURCE GROUPS I N  DESCENDING ORDER OF PNV 

(Mil l ions  of 1978 Dol lars ,  Discounted a t  4%) 

Discounted Benef i t s  Discounted Costs  
Change i n  To ta l  (1) T o t a l  (1) 

Discounted Al te rna t ives  P r e s e n t  PNV f r o m  Discounted 

Benchmarks Value A l t .  Timber Wild l i fe  Range (PVB) Timber Wi ld l i f e  Range Roads Other (PVC) 
M (PNV) 1163 0 1631 227 3 1860 251 80 2 204 161 697 
N 1148 14 1603 231 3 1837 245 81 2 200 161 689 
A 1143 5 1588 228 3 1819 236 81 2 195 161 676 
B 1136 8 1575 231 3 1809 236 81 2 194 160 674 
C 1129 7 1569 231 3 1803 236 81 2 194 160 674 
E 1113 16 1538 231 3 1772 229 81 2 186 161 658 
G 1073 40 1490 227 3 1720 222 80 2 183 160 647 

2 205 163 718 D (RPA) 1064 8 1552 227 3 1782 267 81 
0 1064 1 1514 236 3 1753 263 83 2 178 163 689 
L 1046 17 1591 229 3 1823 300 81 2 227 166 776 
H 1035 12 1441 219 3 1662 218 76 2 175 159 627 

19 1328 232 3 1563 223 82 2 175 164 647 
231 82 2 182 164 662 

J ( P A )  916 
K (Dep.) 9ll 5 1339 232 3 1573 

JF (FP) 733 178 1134 232 3 1369 220 81 2 170 163 636 

75 962 234 3 1198 151 80 2 149 158 541 
1006 169 82 2 125 169 547 

0 2 147 196 

and N e t  Previous Recreation/ Benef i t s  Recreat ion1 costs 

________________________________________----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

________________________________________----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
F 658 
I (CD) 460 198 776 227 3 
M I N  LVL 3 457 26 172 1 199 2 45 

(1) Figures do no t  always add exac t ly  because of rounding. 

Note: The d i r e c t  comparison o f  ind iv idua l  resource b e n e f i t s  and c o s t s  can be misleading because not  a l l  c o s t s  a r e  
a l l o c a t e d  t o  each resource.  The “o ther”  cos t  category includes inseparable  j o i n t  c o s t s  a s soc ia t ed  with 
s e v e r a l  resources .  

Note: Costs are l imi t ed  t o  National Forest  Expenditures and exclude payments t o  count ies .  
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The following discussion describes the alternatives, individually, in 
relation to their respective PNVs and discusses the predominant reasons 
for their differences, Table 11-16. which summarizes the discussion, 
shows the changing PNV, discounted costs and discounted benefits from 
one alternative to the next in order of decreasing PNV. (The changes 
in PNV do not always add exactly because of rounding.) 
shows the discounted benefits and costs by resource group. It reveals 
that, as mentioned above, timber values make up the majority of the PNV 
values. Most of the changes in PNV are due to changes in the net value 
of the timber resource. PNV declines because some cost efficient 
timber sales are forgone while increases in recreation related benefits 
are not sufficient to offset the decline in timber benefits. this 
occurs because timber has higher priced benefits than the other 
resources and management for some nontimber resources do not provide 
priced benefits. 

Table 11-17 

Alternative M (Maximum PNV and PNV Benchmark) 

PNV: $l,l6j,OOO,OOO 
Change in PNV from previous alternative: 0 

Alternative M achieves the maximum PNV by being able to select the most 
cost-efficient timberlands under a schedule which is allowed to depart 
somewhat from non-declining flow. A departure of plus or  minus 25% is 
allowed between any decade if PNV could be increased by so doing. The 
highest harvest level in the first decade is achieved and no additional 
wilderness is proposed. 

Alternative H 

PNV: $1.148,000,000 
Change in PNV from previous alternative: $l5,OOO,OOO 

Alternative N achieves 99% of the PNV of Alternative M by also being 
able to select the most cost-efficient timberlands and by being able to 
depart from a non-declining flow of timber harvest. The $l5,OOO,OOO 
reduction in PNV is the result of a more constrained upper and lower 
bound on the departure (plus 20% and minus 15% compared to plus/minus 
25% in the PNV benchmark). The first decade harvest decreases by 6% 
compared to the maximum PNV benchmark and no additional wilderness is 
proposed. 

. 
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Alternat ive A 

PNV : $1,143,000,000 
Change i n  PNV from previous a l te rna t ive :  $5,OOO,OOO 

Alternative A represents a 2% reduction from the maximum PNV and i s  the 
r e s u l t  of the non-declining timber flow constraint .  F i r s t  decade timber 
harvest  i s  reduced approximately 14% from the maximum PNV and 9% from 
Alternative N .  No addi t ional  wilderness i s  proposed, s imi la r  t o  t h e  PNV 
benchmark and Alternative N. 

Al ternat ive B 

PNV: $l,l36,000,000 
Change i n  PNV from previous a l te rna t ive :  $7.OOO.OOO 

Alternative B a l so  represents a 2% reduction from the maximum PNV. 
resul ted from a combination of a 20,000-acre reduction i n  the su i t ab le  
timberland base from Alternative M and the requirement of a 
non-declining timber flow constraint .  Alternative B is similar t o  
Alternative A except f o r  the 64,000 acres of proposed wilderness, 
s imi la r  t o  the RARE I1 recommendation. 
from Alternative A i s  due e n t i r e l y  t o  the 6,000 fewer acres of su i t ab le  
timberland avai lable  because of the RARE I1 wilderness recommendation. 
F i r s t  decade timber harvest is 15% l e s s  than the maximum PNV and 1% l e s s  
than Alternative A. 

This 

The $8,000,000 change i n  PNV 

Alternat ive C 

PNV: ~1,129,000.000 
PNV change from previous a l te rna t ive :  87.OOO.OOO 

Alternat ive C a l so  represents a 2% reduction from the maximum PNV. 
resul ted from a combination of an 18,000-acre reduction i n  the su i t ab le  
timberland base from Alternative M and the requirement of a 
non-declining timber flow constraint .  F i r s t  decade timber harvest i s  
14% less than the maximum PNV and similar t o  Alternative B. 
$7,OOO,OOO change i n  PNV from Alternative B is primarily the r e s u l t  of 
reduced timber benef i t s  occurring as a r e s u l t  of a d i f f e ren t  
geographical locat ion of the recommended wilderness. Alternative C 
recommends 81,000 acres  of addi t ional  wilderness compared t o  64.000 
acres  i n  Alternative B. The su i t ab le  timberland bases a re  similar. 

T h i s  

The 
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Alternative E 

PNV: ~1,113,000.000 
PNV change from previous a l te rna t ive :  $16,000,000 

Alternative E represents a 4% reduction from t h e  maximum PNV because of 
a combination of a 59.000-acre reduction i n  the su i t ab le  timberland base 
from Alternat ive M and the non-declining timber flow constraint .  The 
$16,000,000 change from Alternative C is the r e s u l t  of a 41,000-acre 
decline i n  the su i tab le  timberland base. Alternative E recommends 
187.000 acres of additional wilderness compared t o  81,000 acres i n  
Alternative C.  F i r s t  decade timber harvest i s  17% below the m a x i m u m  PNV 
and 3% below Alternative C.  

Alternative G 

PNV: $1,073,000,000 
PNV change from previous a l te rna t ive :  $40,000.000 

Alternative G represents an 8% reduction from the maximum PNV. This is 
the r e s u l t  of a combination of the non-declining timber flow constraint  
and a 98,000-acre reduction i n  t h e  su i t ab le  timberland base from 
Alternative M .  
a 39,000-acre reduction i n  t h e  su i tab le  timberland base. Alternative G 
recommends 305,000 acres of wilderness compared t o  187,000 acres i n  
Alternative E. F i r s t  decade t imber  harvest is 19% less than the PNV 
benchmark and 2% below Alternative E. 

The 840,000,000 change from Alternative E is a r e s u l t  of 

Alternative D (WA) 

PNV: $1,064,000.000 
PNV change from previous al ternat ive:  $~.OOO,OOO 

Alternative D represents a 9% reduction from t h e  maximum PNV. 
r e s u l t  of the timber flow constraint  necessary t o  reach desired harvest 
levels  i n  the f i r s t  f i ve  decades and the cost  of managing an additional 
111,000 acres  of su i t ab le  timberlands compared t o  the maximum PNV. 
a l te rna t ive  a l so  includes the conversion of 45,000 acres of stagnated 
lodgepole p ine  stands and a recommended wilderness proposal of 64,000 
acres ,  s imilar  t o  Alternative B. F i r s t  decade timber harvest decreases 
by 13% compared to  maximum PNV. 

This i s  a 

This 

. 
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Alternative 0 

PNV: $1,064,000.000 
PNV change from previous alternative: $0 

Alternative 0 represents a 9% reduction from the maximum PNV. This is a 
result of a combination of (1) the non-declining timber harvest 
constraint, (2) a 95,000-acre reduction in the suitable timberland base 
from Alternative M, and ( 3 )  a visual quality constraint on 829,000 acres 
of suitable timberland. The reduction in the suitable timberland base 
is a result of a proposed 80.000 acres of recommended wilderness 
additions and 322,000 acres of designated roadless areas. The first 
decade timber harvest is 18% below the maximum PNV and similar to 
Alternative G. 

Alternative L 

PNV: $1,046.000,000 
PNV change from previous alternative: $18,000,000 

Alternative L represents a 10% reduction from the maximum PNV. 
a result of a combination of the non-declining timber flow constraint 
and the cost of managing an additional 304,000 acres of suitable 
timberland compared to the maximum PNV. This includes the conversion of 
93,000 acres of stagnated lodgepole pine stands. First decade timber 
harvest is similar to the maximum PNV and no additional wilderness is 
recommended. The first decade budget is the highest of all the 
alternatives. 

This is 

Alternative H 

PNV: $1.035,000.000 
PNV change from previous alternative: $11,000,000 

Alternative H represents an 11% reduction from the maximum PNV. This is 
a result of a combination of the non-declining timber flow constraint 
and a reduction of 123,000 acres of suitable timberland base from 
Alternative M. 
wilderness. 
the maximum PNV. 

Alternative H proposes 404,000 acres of recommended 
First decade timber harvest decreases by 21% compared to 
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Alternative J (Proposed Action) 

. 

PNV: $916.000,000 
PNV change from previous a l te rna t ive :  $ll~,OOO,OOO 

Alternative J represents a 21% reduction from the maximum PNV. This is 
a r e s u l t  of a combination of (1) the non-declining timber flow 
cons t ra in t ,  (2)  a reduction of 98,000 acres of su i t ab le  timberland base 
from Alternative M ,  (3 )  a visual  qual i ty  constraint  on 124,000 acres of 
su i t ab le  timberland, and ( 4 )  the conversion of 70.000 acres  of stagnated 
lodgepole pine stands. The reduction i n  the su i t ab le  land base i s  t h e  
r e s u l t  of a proposed 66.000 acres of recommended wilderness and 324.000 
acres of designated roadless areas.  The first decade harvest  is 23% 
below the maximum PNV and s imilar  t o  Alternative H. 

Alternative K (Departure on Proposed Action) 

PNV: $g11.000,000 
PNV change from previous al ternat ive:  $5,OOO,OOO 

Alternative K represents a 22% reduction from the maximum PNV. This i s  
for the same reasons as  Alternative J (Proposed Action) except fo r  the 
timber flow constraint  necessary t o  reach desired harvest  l eve l s  i n  the 
f i r s t  two decades. 
timber management and road building costs  i n  the f irst  decade. 
first decade harvest is 12% below the maximum PNV and similar t o  
Alternative A .  

The $5,OOO,OOO drop i n  PNV is a r e s u l t  of higher 
The 

Alternative JF (Final Plan) 

PNV: $733.000.000 
PNV change from previous a l te rna t ive :  $178.000,000 

Alternative JF represents a 37% reduction from the maximum PNV benchmark 
( A l t .  M) because of constraints  s imi la r  t o  A l t .  J. These constraints  
are a combination of (1) the non-declining timber flow constraint ,  (2)  a 
reduction of 221,000 acres  of su i tab le  timberland base from A l t .  M .  (3) 
a visual  qua l i ty  constraint  on 120,000 acres of su i t ab le  timberland, and 
( 4 )  t h e  conversion of 32,000 acres of stagnated lodgepole pine stands. 
The reduction i n  t h e  su i t ab le  timberland base i s  the r e s u l t  of a 
proposed 79,000 acres of recommended wilderness, 314,000 acres of 
designated roadless areas ,  and 124,000 acres of old-growth timber 
management f o r  wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  d ivers i ty .  

In  addition, A l t .  J F  removes commercial thinning as  a required 
management technique. This reduces budgets, but was i n i t i a l l y  proposed 
because recent experience has shown tha t  s e l l i n g  these type of sa les  
w i l l  probably not be r e a l i s t i c  i n  current markets. Thus, even though 
calculated PNV drops, i t  appears impractical t o  expect t ha t  t ha t  portion 
of PNV could actual ly  be achieved under any a l te rna t ive .  
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The f i n a l  key change i n  the development of t h e  Final Plan i s  tha t  timber 
harvest l eve ls  i n  the first decade are maximized t o  contribute t o  local  
community s t a b i l i t y .  Increasing f i r s t  decade harvest l eve ls  beyond t h e  
l eve l  t h a t  maximizes PNV (given a l l  the other  l imi t ing  fac tors )  causes 
PNV t o  drop. 
from A l t .  J .  The f i r s t  decade harvest is 23% below the maximum PNV and 
the same as  Alternative J. 

These combined constraints  produced a 20% reduction i n  PNV 

Alternat ive F 

PNV: $658,000,000 
PNV change from previous a l te rna t ive :  $75,000,000 

Alternative F represents a 43% reduction from t h e  maximum PNV. 
a r e s u l t  of a combination of (1) the  non-declining timber flow 
cons t ra in t ,  (2)  a reduction of 352,000 acres of su i t ab le  timberland base 
from Alternative M ,  and (3)  the conversion of 44,000 acres  of stagnated 
lodgepole pine t o  improve big game (e lk )  habi ta t .  The reduction i n  t h e  
su i t ab le  timberland base is the r e su l t  of the goal t o  provide the 
combination of secur i ty  and forage which can support the l a rges t  
possible e l k  population. The f i r s t  decade harvest  i s  37% below t h e  
maximum PNV. 

T h i s  is 

Alternat ive I (Current Direction) 

PNV: $460,000,000 
PNV change from previous a l te rna t ive :  $198,000,000 

Alternative I represents a reduction of 60% from the maximum PNV. 
i s  a r e s u l t  of a combination of (1) the non-declining timber flow 
cons t ra in t ,  (2 )  a reduction of 62.000 acres  of su i t ab le  timberland base, 
(3) a v isua l  qua l i ty  constraint  on 243,000 acres  of su i t ab le  timberland, 
( 4 )  the conversion of 69,000 acres of stagnated lodgepole pine stands,  
and (5)  a constrained budget equal t o  the average of 1980-1982 f i s c a l  
year expenditures which l imited the timber offered for s a l e  t o  match 
those years.  The reduction i n  the su i t ab le  land base i s  t h e  r e s u l t  of a 
proposed 64,000 acres  of recommended wilderness and 250.000 acres of 
designated roadless areas.  
maximum PNV. 

This 

The f i r s t  decade harvest is 43% below t h e  

F igure  11-72 displays PNV by al ternat ive.  
as  defined by Alternative M .  t h e  maximum PNV benchmark. The Figure shows 
tha t  there  a r e  s ign i f i can t  differences i n  economic values among t h e  
a l te rna t ives .  

The maximum PNV i s  $1.163 m i l l i o n  
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b. U.S. Treasury Cash Flows and Non-Cash Benefits  

Summary of Changes between t h e  D r a f t  and F i n a l  EIS 

This s e c t i o n  was combined with the  s e c t i o n  which followed i t  i n  the  DEIS 
("Income Transfer  Bene f i t s " ) .  I n  add i t ion ,  an e r r o r  w a s  found i n  the  
c a l c u l a t i o n  of t he  Returns t o  the  U.S. Treasury during t h e  pub l i c  review 
period (See L e t t e r  #3Ol i n  Appendix E ) .  
average inc rease  f o r  a l l  the  a l t e r n a t i v e s  which is displayed i n  Table 
11-18. 
between the  F ina l  Plan ( A l t .  JF) and the  Proposed Plan ( A l t .  J )  because 
of a 4% increase  i n  the  amount of lodgepole p ine  harvested.  
p ine  is a lower-valued timber species. 

The e r r o r  r e s u l t e d  i n  a 16% 

A 1% decrease i n  the  Returns t o  the  U.S. Treasury occurred 

Lodgepole 
See s e c t i o n  I I . D . l . c . ( l ) .  



11-152 

1 . .  

.................................................................... 
TABLE 11-18 

Kootenai National Forest 

Returns t o  the Treasury i n  the F i r s t  Decade (Million $ per y r . )  : 

DEIS A l t s .  Million $ FEIS A l t s .  Million $ 

A 23.51 A 21.19 
B 22.76 B 26.41 
C 22.91 C 26.59 
D - RPA 24.16 D - RPA 27.83 
E 22.86 E 26.40 
F 14.74 F 11.33 
G 22.74 G 26.18 

I - CD 9.20 I - CD 11.53 
J - PA 21.31 J - PA 24.61 

- - JF- FP 24.39 

K - Dep 24.33 K - Dep 28.06 
L 25.88 L 29.82 
M - PNV 27.89 M - PNV 32.16 
N 26.08 N 30.14 
0 21.34 0 24.99 
MinLvl 0.25 0.27 

H 22.38 H 25.12 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

......................................................... 

.................................................................... 

(1) Returns t o  the  U.S. (Including Value of Purchaser Roads) 

Average annual economic benefi ts  associated with market and non-market 
resources a re  displayed by a l te rna t ive  i n  Table 11-24 by decade. 
Market resources include timber, l ivestock grazing, campgrounds and 
spec ia l  u ses  f o r  which fees  a re  collected.  Non-market resource values 
are do l l a r  values assigned t o  various types of recreation use  
(dispersed, Wilderness, hunting e t c . ) .  The purpose of assigning 
do l l a r  values is t o  r e f l e c t  the f u l l  economic value even though none 
or only pa r t  of the value associated with pa r t i cu la r  resources a re  
ac tua l ly  col lected as  fees  under current laws and pol ic ies .  

Comparison of economic benefi ts  t o  budget cos ts  measure the overa l l  
economic eff ic iency of a l te rna t ives .  
ac tua l  flows t o  and from t h e  U . S .  Treasury and the taxpayers. On t h i s  
Forest ,  the  major differences among both economic values and cash 
rece ip ts  are due t o  d i f f e r ing  leve ls  of timber production. N e t  cash 
flows f o r  the f i rs t  and f i f t h  decade are displayed i n  Table 11-20 by 
decreasing f i r s t  decade net  receipts .  

Cash rece ip ts  and costs  measure 
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The portion of the market benefi ts  which are projected cash flows t o  
t h e  U.S. Treasury ( t o t a l  rece ip ts )  a r e  displayed i n  Figure 11-73 for  
Decade 1. Total rece ip ts  r e s u l t s  primarily from the sale of timber 
and includes purchaser road cred i t s .  Other rece ip ts  are campground 
fees  and spec ia l  use fees and a re  estimated a t  less than $100.000/year 
i n  a l l  a l te rna t ives .  N e t  receipts  ( t o t a l  rece ip ts  minus t o t a l  cos ts )  
are expected to  increase by the f i f t h  decade i n  a l l  a l te rna t ives  
because of real stumpage p r i ce  increases,  because the timber harvest 
l e v e l  increases ,  and because the roads w i l l  be i n  place by tha t  time. 
The differences i n  ne t  rece ip ts  among a l te rna t ives  a re  due t o  
differences i n  the value and amount of timber harvest .  Receipts i n  
the f i r s t  decade f o r  a l l  a l te rna t ives  except Alternative I are 
s ign i f i can t ly  higher than the 1980 returns  of $10.8 mill ion.  
t o t a l  rece ip ts  ( re turns  t o  the U.S. Treasury) by category f o r  Decades 
1-20 are displayed i n  Table 11-24. 
rece ip ts  a r e  returned t o  the S ta tes  fo r  payment in- l ieu  of taxes,  and 
a re  a l so  displayed i n  Table 11-24. 

The 

Twenty-five percent of the 

FIGURE 11-73 
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(2) N e t  R e t u r n s  to the  Treasury (Excluding Purchaser Credi t  Road Values) 

The returns  discussed above and l i s t e d  i n  Table 11-18 include the 
value of purchaser c red i t  roads even though t h i s  item does not 
d i r e c t l y  contribute cash t o  the U.S. Treasury. N e t  r e t u r n s  a r e  the 
actual  cash returns  t o  the U.S. Treasury (which exclude purchaser road 
c r e d i t s  i n  t h i s  discussion) less t o t a l  Forest Service 
appropriated-budget costs  ( t h i s  does not include purchaser road 
c r e d i t s  because these are not considered appropriated-budget cos t s ) .  
This represents the ne t  cash flow t o  o r  from the U.S. Treasury as  a 
r e s u l t  of managing the Forest under each a l t e rna t ive .  Forest Service 
appropriated-budget costs  exceed cash returns  t o  the U.S. Treasury i n  
ha l f  of the a l t e rna t ives  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  decade (Table 11-19). By t h e  
second decade, a pos i t ive  cash flow t o  the U.S. Treasury occurs i n  
most a l t e rna t ives  except the Current Direction and the Minimum Level 
benchmark because the volume of timber harvested and its associated 
value has r i s en  su f f i c i en t ly  t o  cover the cos ts  of most cap i t a l  
investment road construction work. By the f i f t h  decade (Table 11-20) 
a l l  a l t e rna t ives  are generating pos i t ive  cash flows. 

.......................................................................... 
Table 11-19 

Kootenai National Forest 

Net Returns t o  the U.S.  Treasury (Millions of 1978 do l l a r s )  
F i r s t  Decade 

Cash Re tu rns  t o  Total  Appropriated N e t  Cash Flow : 
U.S. Treasury Budget (Operation & Difference t o  : 
(excludes Pur- Maintenance plus the Treasury : 

: A l t s .  chaser Credits)  Capital Investments) (plus  o r  minus) : 

: A  21.8 21.8 0 
: B  21.0 21.6 - 0.6 
: c  21.2 21.7 - 0.5 
: D-RPA 22.4 21.5 + 0.9 
: E  21.2 21.1 + 0.1 
: F  13.4 16.8 - 3.4 
: G  21.1 20.6 + 0.5 
: H  20.7 20.1 + 0.6 
: I - C D  8.5 16.6 - 8.1 
: J-PA 19.7 20.3 - 0.6 ._______________________________________-----------------------------------. 
: JF-FP 19.6 19.2 + 0.4 

: K-Dep 22.6 22.0 + 0.6 

: M-PNV 25.9 24.1 + 1.8 

._______________________________________-----------------------------------. 
: L  23.7 28.1 - 4.4  

: N  24.2 23.2 + 1.0 
: o  19.8 21.7 - 1.9 
: MinLvl 0.3 5.6 - 5.3 ............................................................................ 
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Table 11-19 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t he  F i n a l  Fo res t  P lan  ( A l t .  JF )  w i l l  have a 
p o s i t i v e  cash flow compared t o  t h e  nega t ive  cash flow o f  t h e  Proposed 
Plan  ( A l t .  J ) .  

NOTE: 
Chapter I11 because of d i f f e r e n t  economic va lues .  Table  111-1 uses 
actual  1985 values  while  Table 11-19 uses va lues  f o r  t h e  t h e  per iod  
1974-1980 expressed i n  1978 d o l l a r s .  
l e v e l  for 1985 was 180 mmbf i n  Table 111-1 while  A l t .  J F  presumed a 
timber ha rves t  l e v e l  ( l i v e  green)  o f  202 mmbf. 

Table 11-19 i s  n o t  d i r e c t l y  comparable t o  Table 111-1 i n  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t h e  t imber ha rves t  

... .......................................................................... 
TABLE 11-20 

AVERAGE ANNUAL CASH FLOW AND NON-CASH BENEFITS 

Average Annual Values 
(Mi l l ions  of 1978 Dol la r s )  

I N  THE FIRST AND FIFI’H DECADPS BY ALTERNATIVE 

DECADE ONE DECADE FIVE 

NONCASH NONCASH : 
ALT NET TOTAL TOTAL BENEFITS NET TOTAL TOTAL BENEFITS : 

RECEIPTS COSTS RECEIPTS TO USERS RECEIPTS COSTS RECEIPTS TO USERS : 

M 1.8 30.4 32.2 6.5 130.8 22.1 152.9 12.3 : 
N 1.0 29.1 30.1 6.5 92.6 17.9 110.5 12.5 : 

H 0.6 25.1 25.7 6.1 95.1 16.9 112.0 12.5 : 
D 0.9 26.9 27.8 6.5 107.0 19.6 126.6 12.4 : 

K 0.6 27.5 28.1 6.5 71.1 19.9 91.0 12.4 : 
G 0.5 25.7 26.2 6.4 96.4 17.6 114.0 12.4 : .___________________---------------------------------------------------------. 
JF  0.4 24.0 24.4 6.6 61.2 14.8 76.0 12.5 : 

E 0.0 26.4 26.4 6.5 100.7 17.8 118.5 12.5 : 
c -0.5 27.1 26.6 6.5 100.4 18.0 118.4 12.7 : 
B -0.6 27.0 26.4 6.5 100.8 18.2 119.0 12.7 : 

0 -1.9 26.9 25.0 6.6 95.2 19.0 114.2 12.9 : 

I -8.1 19.6 11.5 6.6 38.1 18.0 56.1 12.0 : 

.___________________---------------------------------------------------------. 
A 0.0 27.2 27.2 6.5 100.9 18.0 118.9 12.4 : 

J -0.6 25.2 24.6 6.5 72.3 20.1 92.4 12.4 : 

F -3.4 20.7 17.3 6.5 47.8 15.0 62.8 12.8 : 
L -4.4 34.2 29.8 6.4 93.8 19.1 112.9 12.4 : 

: NOTE: Returns t o  t h e  S t a t e s  are a d i s c r e t i o n a r y  expendi ture  from the  
U.S. Treasury and are no t  deducted from t o t a l  r e c e i p t s .  To ta l  
c o s t s  inc lude  purchaser  c r e d i t  road c o s t s .  

.............................................................................. 
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( 3 )  Non-Cash Benefits t o  Users 

The non-cash benefi ts  t o  use r s  as  shown i n  Table 11-20 are the 
non-market resource benefi ts  which a re  a l so  displayed i n  Table 11-24. 
This includes a l l  recreation benefi ts ,  except developed recreation for  
which fees  a re  charged, and the difference between RPA grazing values 
and the fees  col lected.  The non-cash benef i t s  t o  forage users 
(grazing) amounts t o  about $94.000 per  year based upon returns  of 
$1.38 per AUM and benefi ts  of $8.61 per AUM. The balance i s  a 
non-cash benefi t  t o  recrea t ion is t s  (hunters,  campers, firewood 
gatherers ,  e tc . )  for  which no returns a re  col lected and benef i t s  
ranging from $3.00 t o  $21.00 per Recreation Vis i tor  Day are 
estimated. 
assessed which reduced non-cash benefi ts  by increasing returns  t o  t h e  
treasury.  
F isca l  Year 1986 and was in su f f i c i en t  t o  a f f e c t  the f igures  shown 
above. 

A s  of April 1, 1985 a charge fo r  firewood col lect ion was 

The income from firewood col lect ions amounted t o  $17.415 i n  

c .  Budget 

The annual appropriated budget costs  f o r  Decade 1 by a l t e rna t ive  a re  
displayed i n  Figure 11-21 by two cost  categories:  cap i t a l  investment 
and operation and maintenance. Capital investment cos ts  a r e  
appropriated do l l a r s  (not purchaser c r e d i t s )  used primarily fo r  road 
construction. Operation and maintenance costs  a r e  a l l  other  cos ts ,  
exclusive of purchaser c red i t  road costs .  For a de ta i led  breakdown of 
cos t  categories ,  see Appendix B. Section I V .  The annual budget costs  
f o r  a l l  a l t e rna t ives  are the same or  higher than the average 1980-1982 
expenditure l eve l  of $16.6 mill ion.  
s ign i f i can t  po ten t ia l  t o  increase PNV on the Forest  i f  adequate 
investments a re  made. Alternative I (Current Direction) was r e s t r i c t ed  
by the h i s t o r i c  budget leve l .  

Fif teen t o  twenty-five percent of the cos ts  i n  a l l  a l t e rna t ives  a re  for  
a c t i v i t i e s  which a re  not s ign i f icant ly  influenced by the objectives of 
the a l t e rna t ives  (overhead cos ts )  . These cos ts  are approximately $5.6 
mill ion/year and include general administration. f i re  cont ro l ,  law 
enforcement, threatened and endangered species hab i t a t  maintenance, 
planning and inventory, firewood administration, and other programs. 
The other  75-85X of the costs a re  for  resource management a c t i v i t i e s  
which a re  determined by the objectives of the a l te rna t ives .  

Alternatives with emphasis on market resources have higher road and 
timber management costs  while a l te rna t ives  w i t h  emphasis on nonmarket 
resources have higher recreation and wi ld l i f e  cos ts .  
Alternative H which provides high wilderness acreages which reduce 
recreat ion cos ts .  Total  cos ts  decrease i n  a l l  a l t e rna t ives  after Decade 
3 because most of the roads are constructed. The annual costs  f o r  
decades beyond Decade 1 a re  displayed i n  Table 11-24. 

This occurs because there  is a 

The exception is 

, 
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Summary of Changes between the Draft and Final EIS 

The annual appropriated budget costs were reduced by $1.1 million per 
year (57.) in the Final Forest Plan (Alt. JF). This was in response to 
the public concern over the size of the budget, especially in light of 
todays economic and budgetary climate. The Final Forest Plan has the 
third lowest budget of all the alternatives. The budget was reduced by 
decreasing planned commercial thinning and delaying the conversion of 
stagnated lodgepole pine stands. Actual experience revealed that 
economic commercial thinning opportunities are uncommon. Thus this 
practice was removed from the forest planning model as a budget-reducing 
measure. See Appendix B for more detail on the Analysis of Commercial 
Thinning. 

................................................................. 
: TABLE 11-21 

KDOTWAI NATIONAL FQREST ANNUAL BUDGE2 COSTS 
(APPROPRIATED DOLLARS) FOR THE FIRST DECADE 

(Millions of 1978 dollars) 

Operations Capital Total 
& Maintenance Investment Appropriated 

ALT ( O&M ) (C.I.) Budget Costs 
A 17.4 4.3 21.7 

D ( P A )  17.2 4.3 21.5 
E 17.0 4.1 21.1 
F 13,4 3.4 16.8 
G 16.7 3.9 20.6 
H 16.2 3.8 20.0 
1 (CD) 14.2 2.4 16.6 
J (PA) 16.6 3.7 20.3 

JF (FP) 15.6 3.6 19.2 

K (Dep.) 17.8 4.2 22.0 
L 22.9 5.2 28.1 

N 18.6 4.6 23.2 
0 17.9 3.9 21.8 
MIN LVL 5.6 0 5.6 

B 17.4 4.2 21.6 
C 121.8 4.3 21.8 

______-----_____________________________---_-_-__ 
_______----______________________________________ 

M (PNV) 19.0 5.1 24.1 

................................................................. 
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d.  Present Value Costs 

Summary of Changes between the Draft and Final EIS 

The Final Forest Plan (Alt. JF) has a 6% lower Total Discounted Cost 
compared to the Proposed Forest Plan (Alt. J). This is the result of 
a 9% reduction in the suitable timber base. This reduced the needed 
roads by 6% which also lowered the projected future logging needed. 
In addition, less commercial thinning is planned to reduce the total 
operating budget. See sections 1I.D.l.b. for a discussion of the 
suitable timber base and Appendix B for the analysis of commercial 
thinning. 

The discounted costs for 200 years by major resource group by 
alternative are displayed in Tables 11-22 and 11-24. 
cost is the sum of all expenditures (discounted at 4%) for 200 years. 
The minimum discounted cost for Federal ownership of the Forest is $196 
million as defined by the Minimum Level Benchmark (MIN LVL). 
maximum discounted cost is $776 million from Alternative L. 
alternatives include costs to provide both priced and nonpriced outputs. 

The discounted 

The 
All 

.. .................................................................... 
TABLE 11-22 

TOTAL DISCOUNTED COSTS (4%) BY MAJOR RESOURCE 
GROUP BY ALTERNATIVE 

(Millions of 1978 Dollars) 

Alternative 

A 
B 
C 
D (RPA) 
E 
F 
G 

1 (CD) 
J (PA) 

n 

Timber 

236 
236 
236 
267 
229 
151 
222 
218 
169 
223 

Recreation/ 
Wildlife Range 

81 2 
81 2 
81 2 
81 2 
81 2 
80 2 
80 2 
76 2 . 
a2 2 
82 2 

Roads 

195 
194 
194 
205 
186 
149 
183 
175 
125 
175 

Other 

161 
160 
160 
163 
161 
158 
160 
159 
169 
164 

I Total is not exact because of rounding. 
NOTE: The "other" cost category includes inseparable joint 
costs associated with several resources. 

..... 

. . .  , .  
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e. Annual Priced Benefits  

This sect ion describes the values associated w i t h  outputs t ha t  can be 
measured i n  do l l a r s .  
discussion of nonpriced output benefi ts . )  Values may be derived from 
market a c t i v i t y  (timber, grazing and developed recreat ion)  o r  from 
s tudies  of willingness-to-pay or other approaches (roadless recreat ion,  
hunting and wilderness u s e ) .  
included i n  calculat ions of PNV or discounted benefi ts .  The non-priced 
benef i t s ,  which w i l l  be discussed l a t e r ,  can not be included i n  these 
calculat ions and must be assessed i n  a subject ive manner. 

Average Annual Benefits f o r  the F i r s t  decade are displayed i n  the 
following Figure. They are the sum of market and non-market benef i t s  
and a re  both displayed t o  ind ica te  t h e  r e l a t i v e  proportion of each 
category. 
timber sale stumpage rece ip ts ,  grazing fees ,  spec ia l  land-use f ees ,  and 
recreat ion fees paid a t  campgrounds, e t c .  These rece ip ts  are displayed 
i n  Table 11-24. The non-market values a re  the do l l a r  values assigned 
t o  dispersed recreation and wilderness use,  big-game hunting, and the 
difference i n  the grazing value above the cash cos t  of grazing on the 
National Forest .  (Appendix B has a de ta i led  discussion of both the 
market and non-market values.)  

Dollar values,  o r  market values, contribute 64-83% of the t o t a l  
benef i t s  on the Kootenai National Forest. Timber stumpage rece ip ts  a r e  
the predominant contributor of the market value portion (98%). The 
non-market values are s imi la r  among a l l  the a l te rna t ives  because of t h e  
l imited demand fo r  the resources involved. 

Alternat ive M (PNV) has the largest market value (83%) i n  the f i r s t  
decade as a r e s u l t  of the highest possible timber harvest .  Alternative 
I (Current Direction) has the smallest market value (64%) because the 
timber harvest is limited by a budget constraint  t ha t  l i m i t s  timber 
sale offer ings to  the average harvested during the period 1980-1982. 
The Final P l a n  ( A l t .  JF) has a market value of 79% and w i l l  be a 
s ign i f i can t  increase over the Current Direction and similar t o  the 
Proposed Action i n  the Draft EIS  ( A l t .  J ) .  

Figure 11-76 indicates  t ha t  there  is no change i n  r e l a t i v e  ranking 
among the a l te rna t ives  when the t o t a l  values are compared. 
because of the s ign i f i can t  difference i n  t h e  market value of timber i n  
r e l a t ion  t o  the non-market values of dispersed recreat ion,  wilderness, 
e t c .  

(See Section D . 1 9 .  of t h i s  chapter for  a 

Only these priced benefi ts  can be 

Market values are the t o t a l  of a l l  t h e  do l l a r s  received for  

This is 

, 



11-161 - 

FIGURE 11-76 

FIRST DECADE AVERAGE ANNUAL BENEFITS 
MARKET PLUS NON-MARKET VALUES 

a " .  , .o 

f. Present Value Benefits 

Discounted benefits are the sum of market and nonmarket values 
(discounted at 4%) for 200 years. 
timber stumpage values. Appendix B. Section I V .  includes a detailed 
discussion of priced (market and nonmarket) and nonpriced benefits. 
Discounted benefits by major resource group are displayed in Tables 
11-23 and 11-24. 
level management activities are $199 million as defined by the Minimum 
Level Benchmark. The minimum benefits are: $172 million from 
recreation use and $27 million from timber sales and livestock grazing 
permits currently under contract. Under the minimum management 
benchmark, only timber currently under contract would be harvested. 

The maximum discounted benefits result from managing for maximum 
present net value as defined by Alternative M and totals $1860 million. 

Dollar values associated with market resources contribute 77% to 88% of 
the discounted benefit value in all alternatives. 

The timber benefits contain only the 

The discounted benefits resulting from custodial 
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............................................................... 
: TABLE 11-23 

... 

- 
TOTAL DISCOUNTED BENEFITS (4%) BY MAJOR 

RESOURCE GROUP BY ALTERNATIVE 
(Millions of 1978 Dollars) 

Alternative 

A 
B 
C 
D (RPA) 
E 
F 
G 
H 
1 (CD) 
J (PA) 

Recreation/ 
Timber Wildlife 

1588 228 
1575 231 
1569 231 
1552 227 
1538 231 
962 234 

1490 227 
1441 219 
776 227 

1328 

1 

3 1819 

Range- 

~ 

3 1809 
3 1803 
3 1782 
3 1772 
3 1198 
3 1720 
3 1662 
3 1006 
3 1563 

K (Dep.) 1339 232 
L 1591 229 
M (PNV) 1631 227 

3 1573 
3 1823 
3 1860 

N 1604 231 3 1837 
0 1514 236 3 1753 
MIN LVL 26 172 1 199 

'Total is not exact because of rounding. 
. . .  I .  ................................................. 

g. Average Costs 

Summary of Changes Between the Draft and Final EIS 

This section was not included in the DEE. It is provided here to help 
address public concerns about the size of the Forest budget displayed in 
the DEIS and to compare the relative production costs of the various 
alternatives. 

, 



(1) Introduction 

The DEIS discussed costs i n  terms of t h e i r  t o t a l s  or t h e i r  discounted 
t o t a l s .  Sometimes i t  is helpful t o  view cos ts  i n  terms of un i t s  of 
production. 
products occurs without much var ia t ion i n  cost .  
l ivestock grazing remains constant across the a l te rna t ives .  Thus. 
timber production i s  the major i t e m  a f fec t ing  var iable  costs .  The 
more timber production and associated a c t i v i t i e s  (such as road 
bui lding) ,  the more the t o t a l  cost  of operating under the Forest 
Plan. We can look at  the cost  of operating the Forest i n  terms of 
volume of timber by expressing t h e  cos ts  on a per  u n i t  timber basis  
($/MBF). 
timber program costs  from other re la ted  costs .  Instead the to t a l  
Forest Service cost  ( including purchaser c r e d i t )  i s  divided by t h e  
t o t a l  first decade average annual timber volume (ASQ). 

In  the Forest Plan, the production of the various amenity 
The l eve l  of domestic 

I n  the following discussion, no attempt is made t o  separate 

(2) Discussion 

The Forest Service costs  come from Table 11-24 a t  the end of t h i s  
chapter. 
(Table 11-24). Table 11-23a shows the t o t a l  timber volume, short-run 
average cost  and long-run average cost  f o r  each a l te rna t ive .  The 
short-run average cost is the t o t a l  cost  minus $5,160,000, the 
estimated fixed costs,  divided by the t o t a l  timber volume. The 
long-run average costs is simply the t o t a l  cost  again divided by t h e  
t o t a l  timber volume. 

The timber volume is equal t o  the Allowable Sale Quantity 

.................................................................... 
: Table II-23a 

TIMBER VOLUME AND AVERAGE COSTS 
(Decade 1 - 1978 do l l a r s )  

Alternative 

A - No Wilderness 
B - RARE I1 
C - MT Wilderness 
D - RPA 
E - RARE 11+ 
F - Maximum Elk 
G - RARE II++ 
H - Max Wilderness 
I - Current Direct 
J - Proposed Action 

K - PA Departure 
L - Maximum Timber 
M - Maximum PNV Dep 
N - No Wilder Dep 

JF - Final  Plan 

Timber 
Volume 
MMBF/yr 

254 
250 
253 
255 
245 
184 
240 
234 
168 
227 
.=7 
258 
286 
294 
278 

Short-Run 
Avg Cost 

$/MBF 

87 
87 
87 
85 
86 
84 
86 
85 
86 
88 
83 
87 

102 
86 
86 

0 - Max RoadlessjView 242 90 .................................................... 

Long-Run : 
Avg Cost : 

$/MBF 

107 
108 
107 
106 
108 
112 
107 
107 
117 
111 
106 
107 
120 
103 
105 
111 

............. 
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Figures 11-77 and 11-73 display this data in the form of scatter 
diagrams along with a fitted curve. For details on the 
significance of the fitted curve and other aspects of this 
analysis see the Planning Records (Cost Analysis - Alternative 
Forest Plans, Haugen. September 5, 1986). 

FIGURE 11-77 
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Figure 11-u displays the average var iable  cos ts  on a un i t  timber 
volume basis .  This i s  sometimes referred t o  as the short-run average 
cost  curve. Fixed costs can not be changed i n  the shor t  run, thus  
those costs  a r e  not included here. The var iable  cos ts  can be changed 
r e l a t ive ly  quickly by a l t e r i n g  management of the Forest .  The trend i s  
f o r  increasing cost  per MBF as the harvested volume increases a f t e r  a 
decline i n  those costs  between 165 and 200 MMBF. 
var iable  cost  re la t ionship such as displayed i n  Figure 11-77, the 
f i r s t  few un i t s  of production tend t o  be cos t ly ,  the mid-range levels 
of production tend t o  be cheaper, and the very high production l e v e l s  
again become more expensive. A t  the lower production leve ls  cer ta in  
base cos ts  a r e  necessary t o  generate outputs,  but the output leve ls  
can be increased without much increase i n  those costs .  Thus the 
i n i t i a l  decline i n  short-term average un i t  costs .  Figure 11-77 shows 
tha t  between about 190 and 210 MMBF the average short-run costs  are  
lowest. It is i n  t h i s  range tha t  cos ts  and production l eve l s  are well 
balanced and those costs  are the lowest on a un i t  production basis .  
Beyond 210 MMEJF, the u n i t  costs  tend t o  rise because the higher 
production leve ls  tend t o  decrease the eff ic iency of the operation. 
The a l te rna t ives  do not a l l  fa l l  on the regression l i n e  because they 
represent d i f f e ren t  ways of managing the Forest as  w e l l  a s  d i f fe ren t  
production leve ls .  

I n  comparing the a l te rna t ives  i n  terms of t h e i r  posi t ion on t h e  
s c a t t e r  diagram, w e  can see tha t  Alternative L is the most cost ly .  
This was t h e  maximum timber benchmark. In  maximizing timber, a l l  the 
ten ta t ive ly  su i t ab le  timber base is put i n t o  production. This 
includes lands tha t  can produce timber, but t ha t  require la rge  
infusions of money t o  make tha t  production possible.  Steep and 
unroaded ground which requires expensive road construction dr ives  up 
the average cost  of t h i s  a l te rna t ive .  Alternative M produces s l i g h t l y  
more timber volume i n  the f i r s t  decade than does a l t e rna t ive  L .  but i t  
is done on lands which a re  cheaper to  manage. 
maximum PNV benchmark. It ge ts  more volume than Alternative L i n  the 
f i r s t  decade (but not over the 200 year time horizon) because a 
departure sequence is followed. 

Alternative I (Current Direction) has a low volume and s l i g h t l y  higher 
costs  because harvest l eve ls  are kept low even though most of the 
i n i t i a l  costs  which would be needed f o r  higher production leve ls  are  
already being expended. 

Alternatives 0 and J are  more cost ly  than other a l te rna t ives  which 
produce s imilar  volumes because shelterwood cut t ing  i s  s t ressed.  

Alternative J (Proposed Action) and Alternative JF (Final  Plan) 
produce the same timber volume, but the Final Plan does i t  at  a 
considerably lower cost .  In  response t o  public concerns about t h e  
budget presented i n  the Proposed Action, the Final Plan was modified 
t o  reduce costs .  The major modification was elimination of commercial 
thinning as  a means t o  produce timber volume. By ge t t ing  the volume 
from f i n a l  harvests ra ther  than from expensive intermediate cu ts ,  the 
costs  drop on a u n i t  volume basis.  The un i t  cost  i s  the lowest of a l l  
the a l te rna t ives  due t o  t h i s  difference.  

In  a c l a s s i c  

Alternative M is t h e  
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Figure 11-78 displays the timber volume vs the average t o t a l  costs .  
This curve i s  sometimes cal led t h e  long-run average cost  curve. 
Figure 11-77 d i f f e r s  from Figure 11-78 because the fixed cos ts  a r e  
included i n  Figure 11-78. Typically a t  higher production l e v e l s  the 
average to ta l  cos ts  w i l l  decline as the fixed cos ts  a r e  divided over 
more un i t s  of production. Alternative L i s  an o u t l i e r  i n  t h i s  
analysis  because i n  maximizing timber production the var iable  costs  
rise so much t h a t  they override the decrease i n  fixed cost  per un i t  of 
production. 

Alternatives I and F. which had low variable  u n i t  cos ts ,  have much 
higher t o t a l  u n i t  cos ts  because the fixed costs  a r e  divided over fewer 
un i t s  of production than the other a l te rna t ives .  The sca l e  of 
production i s n ' t  su f f i c i en t  t o  bring the t o t a l  un i t  cos ts  down. 

Alternatives 0 and J produce more timber than Alternative I ,  but the 
cos ts  a r e  as  high because shelterwood cu t t ing  is s t ressed .  

Alternative L has high t o t a l  un i t  cos ts  because the var iable  costs  
associated with roading and managing the s teep  and unroaded lands 
overrides the declining u n i t  contribution of the fixed costs .  

Alternative M has the lowest t o t a l  un i t  cos ts  because t h e  sca le  of 
production reduces the un i t  contribution of the fixed costs  while t h e  
var iable  cos ts  a r e  a l so  r e l a t ive ly  low as discussed above. 

Alternative JF (Final Plan) has e s sen t i a l ly  the same relat ionship t o  
Alternative J (Proposed Action) as  when only var iable  cos ts  are 
considered. The f a c t  t ha t  the fixed cos ts  a r e  divided by the same 
timber volume causes t h i s .  Again, the Final Plan i s  considerably 
cheaper than the Proposed Action because commercial thinning is not 
used. 

The Final Plan f a l l s  near the bottom of the cos t  s ca l e  regardless of 
whether t o t a l  or variable  cos ts  are considered. A s  noted by several  
people t h a t  commented on the DEIS, Alternative J resolved most of the 
i ssues  f a i r l y  well, but was ra ther  cost ly .  The elimination of 
commercial thinning as a standard prac t ice  i n  the Final  Plan reduces 
the cos ts  s ign i f icant ly .  This allows the Final Plan t o  be i n  a 
favorable posi t ion among a l l  the a l te rna t ives  when Forest Service 
cos ts  are the prime consideration. 
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19. N e t  Public Benefit  and Non-Priced Benefits Addressed i n  the 
Alternatives.  

Summary of Changes between the D r a f t  and F i n a l  EIS 

Old-growth timber habi ta t  management has been added as  an indicator  of Net 
Public Benefit as a r e su l t  of comments received on the D E E .  

a. Introduction 

Net public benefi t  i s  the overal l  long-term value t o  the nation of a l l  
outputs and pos i t ive  e f f e c t s  (benef i t s )  less a l l  associated Forest 
inputs and negative e f f ec t s  (costs)  of producing priced and non-priced 
outputs from Kootenai National Forest lands. Thus, net  public benefi t  
represents the sum of present net value (PNV) plus the value of 
non-priced outputs (See Appendix 8. Section I V ) .  A goal of Forest 
planning is t o  provide analysis-derived information tha t  helps 
decision-makers maximize the net  public benefi ts  of managing the 
National Forest. 
the a l te rna t ives  with respect t o  the priced benefi ts  which are 
summarized by PNV. This section w i l l  address the non-priced benefi ts  
which a re  handled subjectively.  The f i n a l  sect ion of t h i s  chapter w i l l  
discuss the combination of priced and non-priced fac tors  and the 
t radeoffs  between them. 

Net public benefi t  is maximized by the a l t e rna t ive  which has the 
greatest excess of benefi ts  over the costs .  The choice of the 
a l t e rna t ive  tha t  maximizes net  public benefi t  is a subject ive decision 
because many of the benefi ts  are not quant i f iable  i n  do l l a r  terms. 

The numeric portion of the net  public benefi t  is described as  Present 
N e t  Value. Recall t ha t  Present N e t  Value (PNV) represents the net  
discounted value of the benefi ts  and costs  which have been assigned a 
monetary value. 
a l te rna t ives  and is closely correlated t o  the l eve l  of timber harvest. 

The non-numeric portion of net  public benefi t  i s  the perceived value of 
outputs which can not be given monetary value. Market transaction 
evidence or other  methods are not avai lable  t o  develop pr ices  for  these 
benefi ts  thus they must be valued subjectively.  Benefits which do not 
have do l l a r  values a re  simply cal led non-priced benefi ts .  

If the se lec t ion  of a Final Plan were based only upon priced benefi ts  
and cos ts ,  t h e  a l te rna t ive  wi th  the highest PNV would normally be 
proposed f o r  implementation. Since non-priced benef i t s  do have value, a 
series of a l te rna t ives  with d i f fe ren t  approaches t o  supplying packages 
of non-priced benefi ts  were developed. In  general, supplying more of 
some non-priced benefi t  e i t h e r  costs  more i n  budget do l l a r s  or causes a 
reduction i n  some priced benefi t  o r  both. 

The previous section discussed the relat ionships  among 

PNV is t h e  basis  fo r  the economic comparisons among the 

. 
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The most important non-priced outputs i n  t h i s  analysis ,  along with t h e  
issues  t o  which they are re la ted ,  are  as  follows: 

Jobs and Community S t a b i l i t y  (Local Economic Impacts Issue) 
Visual Qual i ty  Protection i n  Sensi t ive Areas (Esthet ics  Issue)  
Wilderness and Roadless Qual i ty  (Wilderness & Roadless Recreation 
Issues)  
Mineral Accessibil i ty (Minerals, O i l  and Gas Issue)  
Grizzly Bear Recovery (Threatened & Endangered Species Issue) 
Lodgepole Pine Risk Management (Disease and Pests  Issue)  
Miles of Road Needed f o r  Management (Transportation F a c i l i t i e s  
Issue)  
F i r s t  Decade Appropriated Budget (Management Concern) 
Old Growth Timber habi ta t s  (Special Wildlife Habitat Issue)  

This sect ion describes these major non-priced outputs,  who is affected 
by changes i n  output leve ls ,  generally how these outputs relate t o  PNV 
and what indicators  were used t o  measure them. non-priced outputs a re  
addressed more fu l ly  i n  Appendix B and are discussed, as issues, i n  
Appendix A .  

b. Jobs and Community S t a b i l i t y  

Jobs and community s t a b i l i t y ,  which a re  l inked, are major non-priced 
benefi ts .  T h e i r  value is associated with the value of l i f e  sa t i s f ac t ion  
t o  individuals.  L i fe  s a t i s f ac t ion  of individuals is, i n  turn ,  linked t o  
sa t i s f ac t ion  with work and standard of l iv ing .  
job is, of course, d i r ec t ly  re la ted  t o  these elements of l i f e  
s a t i s f ac t ion .  

JOBS. Jobs i n  the pr iva te  sec tor  which are re la ted  t o  Kootenai National 
Forest  a c t i v i t i e s  a re  estimated at  1,666 jobs (1980) of the 6.380 t o t a l  
jobs (26%) i n  the Lincoln and Sanders County region. I n  addition there  
were about 600 Forest Service jobs thus about 36% of the total  
employment i n  the region is associated with Kootenai National Forest 
a c t i v i t i e s .  

Another segment of the employment s i t ua t ion  is re la ted  t o  mining. These 
a c t i v i t i e s  are not d i r e c t l y  re la ted  t o  Forest Service a c t i v i t i e s  even 
though they of ten occur on or adjacent t o  National Forest lands because 
they a re  dependent upon pr iva te  sector  i n i t i a t i v e .  
about 10% of the jobs i n  the region (1980) are re la ted  t o  mining 
a c t i v i t i e s .  

The f o r e s t  products sec tor  has been dependent on the Forest  f o r  about 
half  (1974-1983) of the r a w  materials harvested i n  the region. Changes 
i n  the timber harvest program on the Forest w i l l  influence jobs,  
incomes, and l i f e s t y l e s  d i r e c t l y  i n  the fo re s t  products industry as well 
as ind i r ec t ly  i n  a l l  sectors. 

The a b i l i t y  to  have a 

It i s  estimated tha t  
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I n  general, the PNV of the Forest increases as the l e v e l  of pr iva te  
sector Forest  re la ted  employment i n  the first decade increases,  because 
more timber is harvested. 
harvests are forced t o  occur on lands which do not have a pos i t ive  
return.  This causes a decline i n  PNV, but a higher timber harvest l eve l  
and more jobs. 

As the l eve l  of harvest decreases i t  is generally the case tha t  roadless 
types of recreation opportunity increase thus t o  some extent timber 
re la ted  jobs a re  replaced by jobs i n  indus t r ies  which serv ice  the 
increased number of recreation users.  The relat ionship between t h e  
decline i n  timber harvest  and increase i n  roadless s o r t s  of recreation 
is such tha t  a n e t  decl ine i n  jobs occurs as  timber harvest declines.  
I n  addition recreation re la ted  jobs which a re  generally i n  the service 
indus t r ies  tend t o  be lower paid than those i n  the manufacturing of 
lumber. 

COMMUNITY STABILLITI. 
and rapid changes i n  population a re  avoided. 
jobs i s  a f a i r  predictor of population. Thus, a gradual increase i n  
jobs i s  seen as  more desirable  because t h i s  would allow a t  l e a s t  a 
portion of new job hunters (both new comers and young adul ts  j u s t  
entering the job market) t o  s tay  i n  the area.  A constant or  gradually 
declining number of jobs would be preferable  t o  a rapid decl ine because 
l i f e s t y l e s  could be gradually adjusted causing l e s s  of an overa l l  impact 
on community services  and allowing time t o  develop plans t o  deal with 
foreseen d i f f i c u l t i e s .  
opportunity for  mitigation than would a rapid increase. 

The measurable indicator  of s t a b i l i t y  i n  the loca l  community is the 
number of Forest-related jobs i n  the pr iva te  sector  f o r  the two-county 
area (Lincoln and Sanders) and its relat ionship t o  population change. 

It i s  assumed tha t  a change i n  the population of more than 20% i n  a 
decade would produce soc ia l  disruption. This r a t e  of change can be 
compared t o  the 44% increase from 1950 t o  1960 and from 1960 t o  1970 
caused by the spruce logging a c t i v i t i e s  and the Libby Dam construction 
respectively.  Both of these decades saw rapid expansion and associated 
community growing pains which could be avoided with a slower rate of 
change. 

An exception t o  t h i s  r u l e  occurs when 

Community s t a b i l i t y  is best  served when d r a s t i c  
The number of avai lable  

Likewise a gradual increase provides more 

c. Visual Quality Protection in Sensi t ive A r e a  

Visual qua l i ty  i s  a major i s s u e  because over 50 percent of t h e  
non-wilderness area is v i s i b l e  from major t rave l  corr idors  and 
population centers.  Changes i n  the visual  qual i ty  of the Forest may 
a f f ec t  the people who l i v e  i n  or v i s i t  the area as  well as those who 
t r ave l  through the Forest. 
who hike and dr ive i n  t h e  Forest i s  p a r t i a l l y  included i n  the value 
assigned t o  recreation. However, these assigned pr ices  do not r e f l e c t  
the t o t a l  value of scenery on the Forest. The value of visual  qua l i ty  
to  t h e  people who l i v e  i n  the area,  as  w e l l  as the people who v i s i t  t h e  
area was not assigned a monetary value i n  the planning process. 

The do l l a r  value of v i sua l  qua l i ty  t o  people 



I 
11-170 

Visual quality is maintained or enhanced as more of the Forest is 
managed to satisfy recommended visual quality objectives (VQO's). 

As the level of visual quality is increased from maximum modification to 
preservation, the PNV tends to decrease because cost-efficient timber 
management activities are replaced with more costly practices. 
quality generally increases or is maintained as the timber cut is 
decreased and the acres of roadless management and wilderness 
increases. The indicator of visual quality is the area in the VQO 
categories of preservation, retention and partial retention in visually 
sensitive areas on the Forest. 

Visual 

d. Wilderness and Roadless Quality 

A major issue on the Forest is how to allocate 403.700 acres of 
inventoried roadless area made UP of 32 areas on the Forest. While an 
average monetary value has been assigned to wilderness and dispersed 
recreation, these prices do not account for the total value of an 
above-average-quality wilderness and roadless recreation experience on 
the Forest. The benefactors are recreationists who desire undeveloped, 
roadless recreation even though they may never use it and those that 
want areas reserved for the future or just to know they are there. 

The measurable indicator is acres of wilderness and/or roadless land. 
Present net value decreases as the availability of valuable timberlands 
decreases and the recreation budget generally increases. 

Visual quality, wildlife diversity, water quality, old-growth timber and 
non-motorized recreation-related employment increase with an increase in 
wilderness and/or roadless areas. Timber harvest, forests products 
industry employment, and motorized recreation-related employment will 
normally decrease as wilderness and roadless lands increase. 

The indicator of wilderness and roadless quality is the acreage of all 
the potential roadless recreation opportunities which include the 
existing Cabinet Mountains Wilderness (94,000 acres), any recommended 
wilderness, any designated roadless areas including inventoried and 
other roadless areas and the Ten Lakes Montana Wilderness Study Area 
(34,000 acres) . 

e. Accessibility for Minerals. Oil and Gas Exploration 

The preservation of the option to explore for minerals, or oil and gas 
deposits has a social value even though it was not assigned a monetary 
value in the analysis. 
management prescriptions which preclude such exploration. 
prescriptions include Wilderness, recommended wilderness, wilderness 
study, developed recreation and a@inistrative sites (Management Areas 
7 ,  8, 9 ,  6 and 20 respectively) which would be withdrawn from mineral 
entry. 

This value can be forgone by designating land to 
These 
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Existing withdrawals include 16.000 acres for oil and gas and 53.000 
acres for locatable minerals. The existing withdrawals include portions 
of some of the management areas noted above plus some special 
withdrawals for  items such as the Burlington Northern railroad tunnel 
and Koocanusa Reservoir. 

Accessibility for exploration decreases with increases in lands 
designated to the noted management prescriptions. On a site-by-site 
basis, as the land which would be withdrawn increases, commercial 
timberland is eventually withdrawn. As commercial timberland is 
withdrawn, the PNV will decrease. One technical point is important to 
note here: 
and unless the area actually receives Congressional designation as 
Wilderness. The analysis here addresses the situation under the 
assumption that the noted acres will receive Congressional approval 
under the respective alternative. 

The unit of measure for the accessibility concern is total acres that 
will be withdrawn if the alternative is implemented. This includes both 
the specified management areas and the existing withdrawals outside 
those areas. 

exploration is not precluded for locatable minerals until 

f. Grizzly B e a r  Recovery 

All alternatives and benchmarks have been designed to include a minimum 
management requirement intended to assure recovery of the grizzly 
population. This is a minimum requirement that will satisfy the letter 
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 
yet irreplaceable asset such as a grizzly population entails some level 
of risk. 

There are many factors which can affect the grizzly population and many 
of these are beyond the control of any manager. Some may be beyond the 
level of knowledge defined as the current state-of-the-art. Any effort 
to accommodate the known needs of the grizzly bear beyond those that 
will minimally satisfy the requirements of law reduces the risk of 
losing the population. 

The existence of the Endangered Species Act is evidence that retaining 
the population has value. 
management requirement is one way of monetarily valuing the population. 
Any other effort which reduces the risk of losing the population has 
additional value. It is this additional value, which is not quantified, 
that is of concern here. 

The minimum management requirement that is modeled in FOWLAN involves 
removing timber harvest options from grizzly habitat unless due 
consideration is given to grizzly habitat needs. In addition the model 
is constrained so that only a limited amount of acreage in grizzly 
habitat is harvested each decade. 
requirement the alternatives provide varying amounts of land designated 
to uses with no scheduled timber harvest in grizzly habitat. 

Any effort to retain a dynamic 

The opportunity cost of the minimum 

Beyond this minimum management 
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These designations provide reduced poten t ia l  f o r  human/grizzly 
encounters and reduced poten t ia l  for  gr izz ly  (and human) mortali ty.  As 
more land i n  gr izz ly  habi ta t  is designated t o  uses  with no scheduled 
timber harvest ,  the  r i s k  of losing the population is decreased as  is the 
PNV . 
The u n i t  of measure for  reducing the r i s k  t o  gr izz ly  bear recovery i s  
the amount of land i n  ident i f ied  gr izz ly  habi ta t  t ha t  w i l l  have l i t t l e  
o r  no development. Development i s  defined as  scheduled timber harvest 
and i ts  associated road building which causes the increased r i s k  of 
human/grizzly encounters even though road r e s t r i c t i o n s  would be a normal 
management pract ice .  

g. Lodgepole Pine Risk Management 

The cos ts  and values associated with managing lodgepole pine are priced 
benef i t s .  There a r e  other values associated with managing lodgepole 
pine stands which a re  not quantified but which a re  addressed here. 

(1) Stagnated Lodgepole Pine 

A stagnated stand is  a stand which due t o  excessive stocking has 
e s sen t i a l ly  stopped growing at  a s i z e  tha t  i s  not merchantable. 
Lodgepole pine is associated with conditions tha t  r e s u l t  i n  stagnation 
more than other species.  

The typica l  way of returning these stands t o  a condition where 
merchantable timber can be produced i s  t o  remove the ex i s t ing  trees 
then s t a r t  a new stand, usually with a mix of species ,  and manage t h e  
new stand through precommercial and/or commercial thinning t o  prevent 
stagnation. Thinning i n  a stand which has already stagnated usually 
does not h e l p  much. 

The PNV associated w i t h  management of a stagnated stand i s  very low, 
and usually negative, because of the high cos ts  associated w i t h  
removing t h e  ex i s t ing  trees and s t a r t i n g  a new stand and t h e  long 
delay before the trees a re  la rge  enough t o  be sold.  For t h i s  reason 
the FOFPLAN model w i l l  not usually convert these stands unless forced 
t o  by other  resource objectives (maximizing timber or wi ld l i f e ) .  

There is a non-priced value i n  converting these stands. This value 
derives from the improvement i n  big game and gr izz ly  bear hab i t a t  
qua l i ty  along with reductions i n  f i re  hazards and po ten t i a l  f o r  
mountain pine bee t le  in fes ta t ion .  Elk and other  b ig  game a re  of ten 
r e s t r i c t e d  from even t rave l l ing  through these stands because of the 
quant i ty  of dead and down material and the density of the stand. A 
stagnated lodgepole pine stand w i l l  provide no forage and only low 
qual i ty  cover t o  these species.  
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The dead materials i n  these stands are generally associated with 
blowdown and mountain pine bee t le  ac t iv i ty .  
provides excel lent  fue l  and increases the r i s k  of fo re s t  f i r e .  
Removing the stand would reduce t h i s  r i sk .  

A stagnated stand is generally less healthy than a s imi la r  but 
non-stagnated stand and thus can not survive a pine bee t le  a t tack  as 
w e l l .  The question of mountain pine bee t le  w i l l  be discussed i n  the 
next sect ion.  

As the acres of stagnated lodgepole pine converted increases,  the PNV 
tends t o  decrease but the unquantified values discussed above tend t o  
increase.  

The indicator  of measure are the acres of stagnated lodgepole 
converted by the f i f t h  decade. 

This dead material 

(2) Mountain Pine Beetle 

Mountain pine beet les  a re  endemic t o  the Forest and there  is no 
reasonable way t o  eliminate them. Losses re la ted  t o  infes ta t ion  of 
t h i s  bee t le  are considered i n  the FORPLAN model t o  some extent because 
the lodgepole pine timber yield tables  take i n t o  account the 
associated mortali ty.  

The primary non-priced value associated with harvesting dead or high 
r i s k  lodgepole pine i s  the reduced r i s k  of catastrophic fire. Fires  
destroy much of t h e  value of standing timber and are generally 
expensive t o  f igh t .  Harvesting lodgepole pine d i r e c t l y  reduces t h e  
r i s k  of f i r e  by removing those trees which are l ike ly  t o  d i e  and 
produce fue l  concentrations. 

Ind i rec t ly ,  the harvest of mature lodgepole pine removes the food 
source f o r  the beet les  and tends t o  slow t h e i r  impacts upon adjacent 
stands.  

The lodgepole pine tha t  is merchantable now provides the largest 
element of r i sk .  The indicator  of reduced r i s k  is the lodgepole pine 
volume harvested i n  the f irst  decade. A s  the  lodgepole pine volume 
harvested goes up t h e  PNV tends t o  increase because more stands are 
brought i n t o  solut ion and most have a pos i t ive  contribution t o  PNV. 

h. Miles of Road (Access) 

Roads are considered i n  the FORPLAN model i n  terms of t h e i r  
construction, reconstruction and maintenance cos ts ,  but there  is a 
value t o  having fewer roads beyond the reduced costs  associated with 
fewer roads. The unquantified values associated w i t h  fewer roads come 
from several  sources. 
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F i r s t ,  roads impact the s o i l s  upon which they a re  b u i l t  and contribute 
t o  increased sedimentation and reduced water qua l i ty  which impact 
fisheries. 

Second, the construction of roads e f fec t ive ly  removes options f o r  
fu ture  non-roaded management. Primitive,  semi-primitive and 
wilderness recreation categories are most d i r e c t l y  affected.  

Third, fewer roads implies greater  assurance of improved secur i ty  for  
wi ld l i fe .  The assurance is greater because access is non-existent 
ra ther  than simply closed t o  use. 

Road construction i s  d i r ec t ly  linked t o  timber volume harvested, so. 
a s  noted e a r l i e r ,  when PNV increases w i t h  increased harvest  - road 
miles also increase.  

The ind ica tor  f o r  t h i s  value is the number of miles of new road 
construction needed. 

i. F i r s t  Decade Appropriated Budget 

The f i r s t  decade appropriated budget i s  a d i r e c t  function of the 
a c t i v i t i e s  which a re  necessary t o  produce the outputs from any 
a l te rna t ive .  
model. 
seen as a benef i t  and can be quantified.  

The unquantified benefi t  of a lower budget is associated with the 
added options t h a t  the Federal government has when deciding how t o  
a l loca t e  funds t o  competing agency needs. 
increase i n  funds t h a t  would be avai lable  f o r  other  uses,  because that  
can be quant i f ied,  but rather the added value i n  being able t o  divide 
the t o t a l  funds d i f fe ren t ly .  

The ind ica tor  of t h i s  value is t h e  f i r s t  decade appropriated budget. 
This excludes purchaser c red i t  because unused purchaser c red i t  i s  
e s sen t i a l ly  trees t h a t  are l e f t  t o  grow and t h i s  value i s  quantified 
i n  the FOFPLAN model. 

PNV tends to  decrease with decreases i n  budget except where a c t i v i t i e s  
which do not contribute t o  increased PNV are pursued. 

Most of the budget cos ts  are included i n  the FOWLAN 
I n  as much as a lower budget involves lower cos ts  i t  can be 

A t  i s sue  is not the 

j . Old-Growth Timber Habitat  Management 

Old-growth timber is known t o  be an important component of w i ld l i f e  
hab i t a t  f o r  some species on the Kootenai (e.g. p i lea ted  woodpeckers). 
Since many old-growth timber stands have high wood-volumes per acre 
and are ready f o r  harvest ,  they a re  considered a high p r i o r i t y  fo r  
harvest  scheduling. Because of t h i s  high scheduling p r i o r i t y ,  an 
eventual reduction or harvest of much of the old-growth timber i s  
predictable.  
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All alternatives and benchmarks have been designed to include a 
minimum management requirement intended to ensure the perpetuation of 
an assigned level of old-growth timber acreage. 
acreage to satisfy the state-of-the-art knowledge and recommendation 
made by recent research on old-growth timber-dependent species. 

The minimum management requirement that is modeled in FORPLAN involves 
assigning certain timber stands to a specific management prescription 
that perpetuates old-growth timber. This results in a removal of this 
acreage from timber harvest options. The timber acreage removed can 
be measured by FORPLAN and the present net value decreases as the 
suitable timber acreage decreases. 

What isn't measured in FORPLAN is the risk that the minimum levels 
provided for old-growth timber habitat will not remain in-place and be 
further reduced through fires or windthrow. Any provision which could 
reduce this risk would have value. 

The unit of measure for decreasing the risk that adequate amounts of 
old-growth timber habitat will not be provided is the percentage of 
the total Forest land acreage below 5,500 feet elevation that is 
assigned to an old-growth management designation. The higher the 
percentage of old-growth timber management provided, the less the risk 
of loss of the habitat component. 

This is a minimum 
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20. Major Tradeoffs Among Alternatives 

Summary of Changes between the Draft and Final EIS 

The Final Forest Plan (Alt. JF) is a modification of the Proposed Forest 
Plan (Alt. J). As a result of the Public's concern expressed during the 
review period, a change was made to provide for an increase in the amount 
of wilderness recommended. In addition, an increase in the minimum 
amount of old-growth timber habitat for timber-dependent wildlife species 
was also provided. Changes were also made to reduce the appropriated 
budget because of the current budgetary climate, and to strengthen the 
Monitoring Plan to protect water quality and fisheries. 

a. Introduction 

The tradeoff concept is useful in describing the differences between 
alternatives. 
and the non-priced benefits are described in section 19 of this 
chapter. This section compares the alternatives in terms of the 
tradeoffs between these two types of benefits. Except for the 
quantified economic outputs, the adequacy of each alternative's attempt 
to address the Issues, Concerns and Opportunities is subject to the 
values individual reviewers attribute to the different resource mixes 
and degrees of response. 

The net quantified benefits are described in section 18 

(1) National, Regional and Local Demand Outlook 

This subsection briefly describes the projected long term demand for 
resources from this National Forest. This will provide a framework 
for assessing responses to the issues, concerns and opportunities 
which are described in detail in Appendix A .  More details on 
projected demand for specific resources are provided in Appendix B. 

The FPA analysis projects increases in total national demand for all 
outputs of National Forests. These outputs involve timber, minerals, 
forage, outdoor recreation opportunities, wildlife, wilderness, water 
supply and many amenity uses of the forest. 
desire to protect and enhance the quality of the environment while 
meeting these demands. The nation benefits when these resources can 
be efficiently supplied. 
these resources and can supply them to the region and nation 
efficiently. 

There is also a strong 

In general the Kootenai National Forest has 

. 
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Generally users of National Forest outdoor recreat ion,  w i ld l i f e  and 
wilderness are loca l  people or  people from the region adjacent t o  t h e  
National Forest. I n  Montana, for  example, about 84% of the 
recreat ion use comes from those who are residents  of the s t a t e  
(SCORP. 1983). Nationwide, over 90% of hunters t rave l led  less than  
100 miles from t h e i r  residences f o r  hunting opportunities.  Salmon 
f i sh ing  i n  Lake Koocanusa has drawn v i s i t o r s  from longer dis tances ,  
but these users are predominatly from the region composed of eastern 
Washington, northern Idaho, western Montana and pa r t s  of Canada. 
Projections of recreation demand and avai lable  capaci t ies  are 
described i n  sect ion B.3.a,b.c,d and e of t h i s  chapter. 

The loca l  communities a re  qui te  dependent on National Forest 
a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  the jobs and income they produce. 
estimated t h a t  about 36% of the t o t a l  jobs i n  the Lincoln/Sanders 
counties area were associated with a c t i v i t i e s  on the Kootenai 
National Forest. In  addition about 10% of the t o t a l  jobs a re  
associated with the mining industry which is  not d i r ec t ly  re la ted t o  
Forest Service a c t i v i t i e s  although mining of ten occurs on o r  adjacent 
t o  National Forest lands. 

I n  1980 it is 

(2) Economic Values and Responses t o  Major Issues, Concerns and 
Resource Use/Development Opportunities 

Relationships between priced and non-priced outputs i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  
in te rac t ions  between various a l te rna t ive  objectives and constraints .  
It i s  c l ea r  t ha t  competitive public issues, management concerns, and 
resource opportunities e x i s t  and tha t  i t  is impossible t o  f u l l y  meet 
a l l  wants and des i res  a t  the same t i m e .  
priced outputs and indicators  of non-priced outputs it becomes 
possible t o  see more c lear ly  what is ac tua l ly  given up and what is 
ac tua l ly  achieved as  a range of a l te rna t ives  is explored. An 
understanding of the t radeoffs  between a l te rna t ives  i s  required t o  
help decision-makers determine which a l t e rna t ive  maximizes ne t  public 
benefi ts .  
each a l te rna t ive  a re  a d i r ec t  r e su l t  of the varied attempts t o  
resolve the issues  described i n  Chapter I. 

Appendix A f u l l y  discusses each of the issues ,  concerns and 
opportunities.  The 10 major issues with the grea tes t  influence on 
the a l te rna t ives  and t h e i r  indicators  of responsiveness are: 

1. Timber Volume 

By examining an array of 

The mixes of priced and non-priced outputs resu l t ing  from 

- 1st decade timber harvest 
- avai lable  timberlands 
- lodgepole pine harvest (a lso Insect and Disease Issue)  
- stagnated LPP stands converted ( a l so  Insect  and Disease Issue) 

- N e w  road construction needed 
- F i r s t  decade new road miles 
- Total eventual s i z e  of t h e  road network 
- Additional road use r e s t r i c t ions  needed 

2 .  Transportation F a c i l i t i e s  
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3. 

4. 

5. 

6 .  

7 .  

8. 

9. 

10. 

Roadless Recreation 
- Lands from t h e  inventoried roadless areas tha t  a r e  designated 

- Lands from the inventoried roadless areas tha t  are t o  be 

- Inventoried roadless lands tha t  w i l l  still be roadless a t  t h e  

- Total roadless recreat ion opportunities provided 
Threatened and Endangered Species - Grizzly hab i t a t  with l i t t l e  or no development 
Special Wildlife Habitat 
- Acres of overmature timber (approaching or ex i s t ing  

"old-growth") at  the end of 100 years - Percent of key land i n  old-growth condition 
Local Economic Impacts 
- Forest re la ted  pr iva te  sector jobs 
Wilderness 
- Recommended Wilderness acres 
- Number of areas recommended f o r  Wilderness designation 
Minerals, O i l  and Gas 
- Acres withdrawn from exploration 
Wildlife and Fish Habitat 
- Elk forage poten t ia l  
- Migratory f i s h  produced i n  the f i r s t  decade 
Esthet ics  

t o  remain roadless 

developed i n  decade 1 

end of decade 1 

Acres with preservation, re tent ion and p a r t i a l  re tent ion as 
v isua l  qua l i ty  objectives 

I n  addi t ion,  the nation a s  a whole has an i n t e r e s t  i n  ensuring t h a t  the 
Forest is managed i n  a f inanc ia l ly  prudent manner while the qua l i ty  of 
the physical environment is protected and enhanced. 
associated w i t h  t h i s  are: 

The indica tors  

- Present ne t  value 
- cash r ece ip t s  t o  the treasury 
- non-cash benef i t s  t o  Forest users 
- Appropriated Budget items 

The mixes of priced and non-priced outputs r e su l t i ng  from each 
a l t e rna t ive  a re  a d i r e c t  r e s u l t  of the varied attempts t o  resolve the 
broad public i s sues  discussed above. Other issues  tha t  were defined 
i n  Chapter 1 have been resolved through KNF policy or standards and 
guidelines,  and include landownership adjustment, and f i re  
management. A l l  of these issues  a re  discussed i n  Appendix A.  A s  can 
be seen, the issues  iden t i f i ed  during public par t ic ipa t ion ,  including 
the Draft EIS review period, cover the e n t i r e  range of priced and 
non-priced resources. 

b. Differences and S imi l a r i t i e s  of Individual Alternatives 

The following tab le  and discussion ident i fy  the t radeoffs  between 
monetary goals ( re turns  to  the Treasury and PNV) and addressing the 
issues .  The a l t e rna t ives  are l i s t e d  i n  order of decreasing PNV. For a 
more de ta i led  discussion of t radeoffs ,  see Appendix B ,  Section 1V.C 
and Section V I I I .  



I n  general PNV tends t o  decline with increases i n  gr izz ly  bear hab i t a t  
secur i ty ,  re tent ion of over-mature timber, conversion of stagnated 
lodgepole pine, v i sua l  qua l i ty  protection and roadless management. PNV 
tends t o  increase with increases i n  timber harvest .  Road construction, 
jobs and access ib i l i ty  fo r  mineral, o i l  and gas exploration a l so  are 
linked t o  increases i n  PNV because they a re  d i r ec t ly  associated with 
timber harvest l eve ls  and the s i z e  of the land area managed for  
timber. These relat ionships  are described i n  more d e t a i l  i n  Appendix B 
sect ion 1 V . C .  

Increased gr izz ly  hab i t a t  securi ty ,  re tent ion of over-mature timber 
(and old-growth) and increased roadless management generally reduce PNV 
by excluding timber harvest from areas where i t  can be prof i tab le .  
Visual qua l i ty  protection and conversion of stagnated lodgepole pine 
stands tend t o  decrease PNV by making timber management more cost ly .  
Converting stagnated stands is cost ly  and there  is a long time span 
before re turns  are generated so PNV tends t o  drop when more of t h i s  
a c t i v i t y  i s  planned. 
improved visual  qual i ty  is linked t o  the exclusion of timber management 
from potent ia l ly  prof i tab le  areas. The remainder is associated w i t h  
the increased costs associated with shelterwood harvests which are l e s s  
visual ly  impacting but which do not remove a l l  the saleable  timber. I n  
t h i s  last s i tua t ion ,  the costs  of logging may be only s l i g h t l y  higher, 
but the returns  generated on a per-acre basis  a r e  lower because not as  
many trees are removed. 

Table II-23b displays the indicators  discussed above. It shows t h e  
degree of response of each a l te rna t ive  t o  the i ssues ,  concerns and 
opportunities.  The following sections discuss the t radeoffs  between 
a l te rna t ives  i n  more d e t a i l .  

A portion of the decline i n  PNV associated with 

. 



Table 11-23b (Part 1) INDICATORS OF RESPONSIVENESS OP ALTERNATIVES 
TO TlIE UAJOR ISSUES AND NATIONAL CONCERNS 

. . . . . . . . 
: FF : 

Alt.: Alt.: 
K : J F :  

911 : 733 : 

0.6 : 0.4 : 
71.1: 61.2 : 

6.5: 6.6 : 
12.4: 12.5 : 

22.0: 19.2: 

27.5: 24.0: 

4.2: 3.6: 

230: 202: 

1386: 1263: 

99: 98: 

7 0 :  32: 

4720: 4050: 

2760: 2370: 

10720: 10050: 

4480: 4130: 

Alt. 
G 

CD 
AI t 

PNV 
Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. 

M N A B C E 

QUANTIFIED COSTS AND BENEFITS 
Fresent Net Value ( $ M i l )  1163 1148 1143 1136 1129 1113 
Average Annual Net receipts ($MM/yr) 

Decade 1 1.8 1.0 0 . 0  -0.6 -0.5 0 . 0  

Decade 5 130.8 92.6 100.9 100.8 100.4 100.7 
Average  Annual Non-Cash Benefits ($MM/yr) 

Decade 1 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 
Decade j 12.3 12.5 12.4 12.7 12.7 12.5 

Average Appropriated Budget ($MM/yrl 

Decade 1 24.1 23.2 21.8 21.6 21.7 21.1 
Average Total Budget - Including purchaser Credit ($MM/yr) 

Decade 1 30.4 29.1 27.2 27.0 27.1 26.4 
Average Capital Investment Road Construction (SMM/yr) 

Decade 1 5.1 4.6 4.3 4.2 4.3 4.1 

ISSUE RESPONSE INDICATORS 

Timber Issue 
Regulated (live green1 Timber Harvest (MMBP/yr) 

Decade 1 262 247 226 223 225 218 
Suitable Timberland Managed 

M Acres 1484 1481 1470 1464 1466 1425 
Total Lodgepole Fine Harvest - Including dead (MMBF/yr) 

Decade 1 117 107 87 88 90 80 
Stagnated LPF Stands Converted by Decade 5 

M Acres 1 1 2 2 1 1 

Transportation Facilities Issue 
Total N e w  Roads needed a f t e r  1/1/84 

Miles 5230 5270 5270 5200 5150 4950 
Miles of new road (decade total) 

Decade 1 3150 2890 2690 2660 2680 2630 

Miles 11250 11270 11270 11200 11150 10950 
Total Road System Eventually Required 

Additional Road Restrictions needed by Decade 5 
M i l e s  3500 3520 3510 3510 3520 3280 

PA 
Alt. Alt. Alt. 
L H J 

RFA 
Alt. Alt. 
D 0 

Alt. 
F 

~ 

460 1073 1064 1064 1046 1035 916 

-4.4 0.6 -0.6 
93.8 95.1 72.3 

6.4 6.1 6.5 
12.4 12.5 12.4 

658 

-3.4 
47.8 

-8.1 
38.1 

6.6 
12.0 

16.6 

0.5 
96.4 

0.9 -1.9 
107.0 95.2 

6.5 6.6 
12.4 12.9 

6.4 
12.4 

6.5 
12.8 

20.6 21.5 21.7 

26.9 26.9 

4 . 3  3.9 

28.1 20.1 20.3 

34.2 25.1 25.2 

5.2 3.8 3.7 

16.8 

20.7 19.6 25.7 

3.9 3.4 2.4 

213 

1386 

74 

1 

227 215 

1595 1389 

84 94 

45 5 

255 208 202 

1788 1361 1386 

53 64 94 

93 1 70 

164 

1132 

70 

44 

150 

1422 

97 

69 

5690 4680 

2670 2560 

11690 10680 

3170 2700 

6360 4590 4690 

3100 2480 2440 

12360 10590 10690 

4090 3130 4480 

3850 

2020 

9850 

3360 

38400 

1850 

9840 

2990 

4750 

2510 

10750 

3180 

Y 

. 



. 
Table lI-23b (Pert 2) INDICATORS OF RCSPONSIVCNESS 

TO TllE MAJOR ISSUES AND NATIONAL CONCKRNS 
. . . . . . . . 

PNV RPA PA : FP : C D  

M N A R C E G D 0 L 11 J K : J F :  F 1 
Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. All. Alt. Alt. Alt.: Alt.: Alt. Alt. 

Roadless Recreation 
Designated Roadless Lands in Inventoried Roadless Areas 

M Acres 200 205 211 164 I51 
Inventoried Roadless Lands Developed in Decade 1 

M Acres 55 42 46 50 !I 5 
lnventoried Roadless Lands Remaining After Decade 1 

M Acres 349 362 358 289 278 
Total Roadless Recreation Oppo~tunities Provided 

M A c r e s  389 393 399 428 419 
ThFeatened h Endangered Species 

Grizzly Habitat with little or NO Development 

M Acres 434 424 425 434 439 
Special Wildlife Habitat 

Overmature (ase 160.) Timber After Decade 10 
M Acrcs 191 196 204 203 204 

99 

45 

172 

476 

475 

206 
Minimum Acres Below 5500 feet in Old Growth Condition 

percent 8 8 8 8 8 8 
Local Economic Impacts 

Forest-related Employment in the Private Sector 
Job6 2710 2610 2460 2440 2450 2390 

Wilderness 
Recommended Wilderness 

M Acres None None None 64 81 187 
Sites 0 0 0 2 5 6 

Minerals. Oil h Gas 

Withdrawals from Oil b Gas Exploration 
M Acres 148 148 148 212 228 335 

Withdrawals from Locatable Mineral Exploration 
M Acres 185 185 185 249 265 371 

Wildlife b Fish Habitat 
E l k  POPulation By Decade 3 

Number 8300 8400 8400 8500 8500 8400 
Migratory Fish (Smolts) Produced in Decade 1 

MM Fish/year 192 189 191 192 191 192 
Esthetics 

visual Quality Protection (VQO Of P. R, b PR) 
M Acres 1092 1102 1108 1114 1120 1137 

53 

17 

81 

534 

514 

218 

a 

23110 

305 
15 

453 

484 

8500 

193 

1157 

155 

39 

301 

410 

469 

186 

8 

2460 

64 
2 

212 

249 

8000 

190 

1046 

322 

0 

322 

574 

444 

232 

8 

2400 

81 

5 

228 

265 

8500 

190 

1382 

159 0 

57 0 

347 0 

349 583 

354 545 

168 230 

8 8 

2730 2240 

None 404 
0 27 

I48 540 

185 579 

8500 8600 

188 193 

976 1199 

202 

IO 

327 

518 

589 

255 

8 

2300 

66 
3 

215 

252 

8000 

192 

1311 

202: 192: 209 

10: 10: 49 

327: 315: 355 

518: 521: 401 

589: 609: 339 

255: 311: 344 

8: 10: 8 

2il90: 2300: 2010 

66: 78: None 

3: 3: 0 

215: 227: 148 

252: 264: 185 

8000: 8000: 9900 

192: 192: I94 

1311: 1311: 1465 

174 

34 

307 

441 

551 

537 

8 

1930 

64 
2 

212 

249 . 

7300 

H 
199 H 

I 
P 
03 

1240 P 

, . . . . . . . 
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(1) ALTIGWATIVE PI (PNV Benchmark o r  M a x i m u m  PNV ) 

Alternative M i d e n t i f i e s  the m a x i m u m  PNV tha t  can be reasonably 
generated from the Forest a t  $1,163,000.000. 
MMBF ( l i v e  green) was achieved i n  decade 1 while meeting minimum 
management requirements and permitting timber volume f luctuat ions as  
high as 25% from one decade t o  the next. 
goals of other  resources, timber harvest  occurs on the most 
economically e f f i c i e n t  lands. 
1,788,000 acres tha t  were ten ta t ive ly  su i t ab le ,  a r e  managed fo r  
timber production. 

Costs and Budget: A l t .  M has the highest PNV ($1,163,000.000) of a l l  
the  a l t e rna t ives  because i t  has t h e  highest discounted benef i t s  and 
the t h i r d  highest discounted costs .  
budget is the second highest of a l l  the  a l t e rna t ives  and 45% higher 
than the average fo r  t h e  the 1980-1982 period. 
unres t r ic ted  goal of maximizing PNV. t h i s  a l t e rna t ive  generates the 
highest  net  re turns  t o  the treasury of a l l  the  a l t e rna t ives  i n  both 
the first and f i f t h  decades. 

Jobs and Community S tab i l i t y :  The high PNV i s  achieved with t h e  
highest  timber harvest  i n  the first decade. 
short-term community s t a b i l i t y  with a poten t ia l  fo r  a 40% increase i n  
jobs over the Current Direction and is the second highest  increase of 
a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  Job opportunities would be expected t o  
f luc tua te  considerably a f t e r  the first decade due t o  the rise and 
f a l l  i n  timber harvest  l eve ls .  This would tend t o  increase 
i n s t a b i l i t y  i n  the loca l  economy i n  the long run. 

Mineral Accessibil i ty:  The poten t ia l  f o r  exploration f o r  minerals 
and o i l / gas  is increased 26% and 30%. respectively,  over the Current 
Direction. This a l t e rna t ive  has some of the fewest r e s t r i c t i o n s  
compared t o  o ther  a l te rna t ives  because no addi t ional  wilderness i s  
recommended. 

A harvest  volume of 262 

I n  the absence of competing 

A t o t a l  of 1,484,000 acres, out of the 

The f i r s t  decade appropriated 

Due t o  the r e l a t ive ly  

This w i l l  provide fo r  

Miles of N e w  Road Construction: Fisher ies ,  w i ld l i f e  and water 
qua l i ty  w i l l  be affected because the road system w i l l  increase 87% 
over the system (1984) exis t ing.  
the a l t e rna t ives  and w i l l  be needed t o  manage the designated su i t ab le  
timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: Mountain pine bee t le  i n fe s t a t ions  and 
po ten t i a l  f i r e  r i s k  w i l l  be reduced with an 86% increase i n  lodgepole 
pine timber harvest compared t o  the last f i v e  year average. 
a r e s u l t  of the high timber harvest l eve l s  i n  the f i r s t  decade and is  
the highest  lodgepole pine harvest l eve l  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

I n  cont ras t ,  the r i s k  of potent ia l  mountain pine bee t le  and f ire w i l l  
not improve i n  the stagnated lodgepole pine stands. Almost none (1%) 
of the avai lable  stands w i l l  be converted i n  the next 50 years 
because of the high investment costs required. 
decrease from the Current Direction. 

This is the fourth largest of a l l  

This is 

This is a 99% 
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Visual Qual i ty  Protection: Forest management a c t i v i t i e s ,  such as  
timber harvesting and road construction, w i l l  be more evident as  
v i sua l  qua l i ty  protection is reduced approximately 12% from the 
Current Direction. This is because of the high l eve l  of timber 
harvest and is the th i rd  lowest leve l  of v i sua l  qua l i ty  protection of 
a l l  t h e  a l te rna t ives .  

Wilderness and Roadless Quality:  Roadless recreation opportunities 
w i l l  be avai lable  on 17% of t h e  fo re s t .  This w i l l  be a 12% reduction 
from the Current Direction and is the second lowest amount available 
of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  Fewer roadless recreation opportunities are 
provided because only roadless lands determined t o  be unsuitable f o r  
timber management are selected f o r  roadless designation. 
addi t ional  wilderness is recommended. 

Grizzly Bear Recovery: 
bear is increased i n  re la t ion  t o  the the Current Direction. 
Approximately 21% less gr izz ly  habi ta t  w i l l  be l e f t  i n  an undisturbed 
manner which w i l l  produce a higher probabi l i ty  of human/bear 
encounters. This is t h e  f i f t h  highest r i s k  of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives .  

Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of a l l  the Forest land below 5.500 
f e e t  elevation i s  managed t o  provide wi ld l i f e  habi ta t  for old-growth 
timber-dependent species.  This i s  similar t o  a l l  the other 
a l te rna t ives  except the Final Plan ( A l t .  JF ) .  The amount of 
overmature timber remaining a f t e r  10 decades i s  the th i rd  lowest of 
a l l  the a l te rna t ives  because t h e  departure harvest  sequence permits 
t h i s  valuable timber t o  be scheduled fo r  harvest before then. 

No 

The r i s k  of f a i l i n g  t o  recover the gr izz ly  

(2) ALTERNATIVE N 

Alternative N is qu i t e  similar t o  a l te rna t ive  M except t h a t  the 
l a t i t u d e  t o  depart from non-declining y ie ld  i s  less broad. Rather 
than the +25% fluctuat ion from one decade t o  the next of a l te rna t ive  
M. t h i s  a l te rna t ive  permits up t o  a 20% increase or a 15% decrease 
from one decade t o  the next and returns  to  a non-declining schedule 
a f t e r  decade 5. This f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  harvest scheduling and the 
absence of other resource goals beyond the minimum management 
objectives permits the generation of the second highest PNV of the 
a l te rna t ives .  The land base managed for  timber production is about 
t h e  same as  Alternative M ,  but the f i r s t  decade timber harvest  i s  
s l i g h t l y  lower due t o  the reduced f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  long range harvest 
scheduling. 

Costs and Budget: A l t .  N has the second highest PNV ($l,l48.000,000) 
of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  generated by the second highest discounted 
benef i t s  and the fourth highest discounted costs .  The f i r s t  decade 
appropriated budget is t h e  t h i rd  highest of a l l  t h e  a l te rna t ives  and 
40% higher than the average for the 1980-1982 period. The net  
rece ip ts  t o  the treasury a re  t h e  second highest  of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives .  
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Jobs and Community S tab i l i t y :  The PNV i s  achieved w i t h  the t h i r d  
highest  timber harvest i n  the first decade. 
community s t a b i l i t y  with a potent ia l  for  a 35% increase i n  jobs over 
the Current Direction, and is the t h i r d  highest  of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives .  The s l i g h t  decline i n  the second decade harvest  l e v e l  
would generate some community i n s t a b i l i t y  then. 

Mineral Accessibil i ty:  The poten t ia l  f o r  exploration f o r  minerals 
and o i l / gas  is increased 26-30% over the Current Direction. 
one of the lowest amount of r e s t r i c t i o n s  of a l l  t h e  a l t e rna t ives  
because no new wilderness i s  recommended, s i m i l a r  t o  ALT. M .  

Miles of New Road Construction: Fisher ies ,  w i ld l i f e  and water 
qua l i ty  w i l l  be affected because the road system w i l l  need t o  
increase 88% over the ex is t ing  system i n  1984. 
l a rges t  of all the  a l te rna t ives  and w i l l  be needed t o  manage the 
designated su i t ab le  timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: Mountain pine bee t le  i n fe s t a t ions  and 
po ten t i a l  f ire r i s k  w i l l  be reduced w i t h  a 70% increase i n  lodgepole 
pine timber harvest  compared t o  the l a s t  f i ve  year average. This is 
the second highest  lodgepole pine harvest l eve l  of a l l  the 
a l t e rna t ives .  

I n  cont ras t ,  the r i s k  of poten t ia l  mountain pine bee t le  and fire w i l l  
not improve i n  the stagnated lodgepole pine stands. Almost none (1%) 
of the avai lable  stands w i l l  be converted i n  the next 50 years 
because of the high investment costs  required. 
decrease from the Current Direction and similar t o  ALT. M .  

Visual Qual i ty  Protection: Forest management a c t i v i t i e s ,  such as  
timber harvesting and road construction, w i l l  be more evident as 
Visual Qual i ty  Protection is reduced approximately 11% from the 
Current Direction. 
protect ion of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

This w i l l  provide for  

This i s  

This i s  the th i rd  

This is a 99% 

This is the fourth lowest leve l  of v i sua l  qua l i ty  

Wilderness and Roadless Quality:  Roadless recreat ion opportunities 
w i l l  be avai lable  on 18% of the fo re s t .  T h i s  w i l l  be a 11% reduction 
from the Current Direction and is the th i rd  lowest amount avai lable  
of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  No addi t ional  wilderness is recommended, 
s imi la r  t o  ALT.M. 

Grizzly Bear Recovery: 
bear is increased i n  r e l a t ion  t o  the the Current Direction. 
Approximately 23% less gr izz ly  habi ta t  w i l l  be lef t  i n  an undisturbed 
manner which w i l l  produce a higher probabi l i ty  of human/bear 
encounters. This is the th i rd  highest r i s k  of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives .  

Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of a l l  the Forest  land below 5.500 
feet elevat ion is managed t o  provide wi ld l i f e  habi ta t  f o r  old-growth 
timber- dependent species.  This is similar t o  a l l  the other  
a l t e rna t ives  except the Final Plan ( A l t .  JF ) .  The over-mature timber 
remaining a f t e r  decade 10 i s  the fourth lowest of a l l  the 
a l t e rna t ives  because much of t h i s  valuable timber i s  cut  ear ly .  

The r i s k  of f a i l i n g  t o  recover the gr izz ly  
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(3)  ALTERNATIVE A 

Alternative A has the highest PNV of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  which 
constrain timber harvest t o  a non-declining schedule. The su i t ab le  
timber base and the f i r s t  decade harvest l eve l  a r e  both s l i g h t l y  
smaller than Alternatives M and N because of the l imi ta t ions  on 
harvest scheduling. 

Costs and Budget: A l t .  A generates the th i rd  highest PNV 
($1,143,000,000) of the a l te rna t ives  with the fourth highest  
discounted benefi ts  and the f i f t h  highest discounted cos ts .  The 
first decade appropriated budget is the s i x t h  highest  of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives  and 31% higher than the average f o r  the the 1980-1982 
period. The average annual net re turns  t o  the treasury balance to  
zero i n  the f i r s t  decade meaning tha t  income t o  the treasury matches 
the expenses of managing the Forest. 

Jobs and Community S tab i l i t y :  The PNV is achieved with the s ix th  
highest  timber harvest  i n  the  first decade. This w i l l  provide for 
community s t a b i l i t y  with a potent ia l  fo r  a 27% increase i n  jobs over 
the Current Direction, and is t h e  f i f t h  highest  of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives .  S t a b i l i t y  is retained i n t o  the future  due t o  the 
non-declining harvest schedule. 

Mineral Accessibil i ty:  The potent ia l  f o r  exploration f o r  minerals 
and o i l /gas  is increased 26 and 30%, respectively,  over the Current 
Direction. This is one of the lowest amount of r e s t r i c t i o n s  of a l l  
the  a l te rna t ives ,  similar t o  A l t s .  M and N ,  because no addi t ional  
wilderness is recommended. 

Miles of N e w  Road Construction: F i s h e r i e s ,  wi ld l i fe  and water 
qua l i ty  w i l l  be affected because the road system w i l l  need t o  
increase 88% over the ex is t ing  system i n  1984. 
largest of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  (similar t o  A l t .  N )  and w i l l  be 
needed t o  manage the designated su i tab le  timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: Mountain pine bee t le  in fes ta t ions  and 
poten t ia l  f i r e  r i s k  w i l l  be reduced with a 38% increase i n  lodgepole 
pine timber harvest compared t o  the last f ive  year average. This is 
the eighth highest lodgepole pine harvest l eve l  of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives .  

I n  contrast ,  t h e  r i s k  of potent ia l  mountain pine bee t le  and f i r e  w i l l  
not improve i n  the stagnated lodgepole pine stands. Almost none (2%)  
of the avai lable  stands w i l l  be converted i n  the next 50 years 
because of the high investment costs required. 
decrease from the Current Direction. 

This is the th i rd  

T h i s  is a 97% 
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Visual Qual i ty  Protection: Forest management a c t i v i t i e s ,  such as 
timber harvesting and road construction, w i l l  be more evident as  
visual  qua l i ty  protection is reduced approximately 11% from the 
Current Direction ( s imi la r  t o  A l t .  N). This is because of the 
emphasis on timber harvest and i s  the f i f t h  lowest l eve l  of visual 
qua l i ty  protection of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives .  

Wilderness and Roadless Quality:  Roadless recreat ion opportunities 
w i l l  be avai lable  on 18% of the fo re s t  (similar t o  A l t .  N ) .  This 
w i l l  be a 10% reduction from the Current Direction and is  the fourth 
lowest amount avai lable  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  Fewer roadless 
recreat ion opportunities are provided because only roadless lands 
determined t o  be unsuitable f o r  timber management are selected fo r  
roadless designation. No additional wilderness is recommended. 

Grizzly Bear Recoverx: 
bear is increased i n  r e l a t ion  t o  the the Current Direction. 
Approximately 23% less gr izz ly  habi ta t  w i l l  be l e f t  i n  an undisturbed 
manner which w i l l  produce a higher probabi l i ty  fo r  human/bear 
encounters. This is the fourth highest r i s k  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of a l l  the Forest land below 5,500 
feet elevat ion is managed t o  provide wi ld l i fe  hab i t a t  f o r  old-growth 
timber-dependent species.  This is s imi la r  t o  a l l  the o ther  
a l t e rna t ives  except the Final Plan ( A l t .  JF) .  

The r i s k  of f a i l i n g  t o  recover the gr izz ly  

(4) ALTERNATIVE B 

Alternative B is s imi la r  t o  a l t e rna t ive  A except t h a t  64.000 acres 
are recommended f o r  Wilderness designation. 
acres were i n  the su i t ab le  timber base i n  Alternative A. Their 
removal from the su i t ab le  base causes a reduction i n  decade 1 timber 
harvest  l eve ls  and a lower PNV compared t o  Alternative A. 

Costs and Budget: A l t .  B has the fourth highest  PNV ($1.136.000.000) 
of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  generated by the f i f t h  highest  discounted 
benef i t s  and the s i x t h  highest  discounted costs .  The first decade 
appropriated budget is the seventh highest  of a l l  the a l t e rna t ives  
and 30% higher than the average fo r  the the 1980-1982 period. The 
in t ens i ty  of management and the reduced f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  schedule 
harvest  over time r e s u l t s  i n  a net  negative return (cash outflow) t o  
the treasury.  

Jobs and Community S tab i l i t y :  The PNV is achieved with the eighth 
highest  timber harvest i n  the first decade. This w i l l  provide f o r  
community s t a b i l i t y  with a po ten t ia l  f o r  a 26% increase i n  jobs over 
the Current Direction, and is the seventh highest  of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives .  

Mineral Accessibi l i ty  The potent ia l  f o r  exploration f o r  minerals and 
o i l / gas  is the same as the Current Direction. 
lowest amount of r e s t r i c t i o n s  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

About 6.000 of these 

This is the second 
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Miles of N e w  Road Construction: Fisher ies ,  w i ld l i f e  and water 
qua l i ty  w i l l  be affected because the road system w i l l  need t o  
increase 87% over the ex is t ing  (1984) system. 
largest of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives  ( s imi la r  t o  A 1 t . M )  and w i l l  be needed 
to  manage the designated su i tab le  timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: Mountain pine bee t le  in fes ta t ions  and 
poten t ia l  f i r e  r i s k  w i l l  be reduced with a 40% increase i n  lodgepole 
pine timber harvest compared t o  the last f ive  year average. This is 
the seventh highest lodgepole pine harvest l eve l  of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives .  

I n  cont ras t ,  the  r i s k  of potent ia l  mountain pine bee t le  and f i r e  w i l l  
not improve i n  the stagnated lodgepole pine stands.  Almost none (2%)  
of the avai lable  stands w i l l  be converted i n  the next 50 years 
because of the high investment costs  required. 
decrease from the Current Direction and s imi la r  t o  A l t .  A .  

Visual Qual i ty  Protection: Forest management a c t i v i t i e s ,  such as  
timber harvesting and road construction, w i l l  be more evident as 
Visual Qual i ty  Protection is reduced approximately 10% from the 
Current Direction. This is the s i x t h  lowest leve l  of v i sua l  qual i ty  
protection of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives .  

Wilderness and Roadless Quality:  
w i l l  be avai lable  on 19% of the fo re s t .  This w i l l  be a 3% reduction 
from the Current Direction and is the seventh lowest amount available 
of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  Wilderness recommendations are made i n  two 
locat ions,  similar t o  RARE I1 and are the same as the Current 
Direction. 

Grizzly Bear Recovery: 
bear is increased i n  r e l a t ion  to  the the Current Direction. 
Approximately 21% less gr izz ly  habi ta t  w i l l  be l e f t  i n  an undisturbed 
manner which w i l l  produce a higher probabi l i ty  for human/bear 
encounters. This is the f i f t h  highest r i s k  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  
and s imi la r  t o  A l t .  M .  

Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of a l l  the Forest land below 5.500 
feet elevation i s  managed t o  provide wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  f o r  old-growth 
timber- dependent species. This is similar t o  a l l  the  other 
a l te rna t ives  except the Final Plan ( A l t .  JF) .  

This is the f i f t h  

This is a 97% 

Roadless recreat ion opportunities 

The r i s k  of f a i l i n g  t o  recover the gr izzly 
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(5) ALTERNATIVE C 

Alternative C continues the trend of Alternatives A and E. It is the 
same as  those two a l te rna t ives  except t ha t  the Wilderness 
recommendation is d i f f e ren t .  About 19.000 acres  i n  the Wilderness 
recommendation were su i t ab le  i n  Alternative A. This reduction of 
l 9 , O O O  acres  of su i t ab le  base due t o  Wilderness recommendations was 
o f f s e t  by an increase of about 15,000 acres  which became cost  
e f f i c i e n t  t o  manage f o r  timber. Thus Alternative C has about 4.000 
fewer acres i n  the su i t ab le  timber base than Alternative A.  The 
15,000 acres  which became cost  e f f i c i e n t  did so because of t h e  
a l t e r ed  age c l a s s  d i s t r ibu t ion  t h a t  was avai lable  fo r  management with 
the change i n  Wilderness recommendation. Managing t h i s  pa r t i cu la r  
15,000 acres  f o r  timber permits a schedule of harvest  which w i l l  
generate a higher PNV i n  the long run than i f  t h i s  land were not 
managed f o r  timber proauction. 

Costs and BudRet: A l t .  C h a s  the f i f t h  highest PNV (S l , lZ9 ,OOO,OOO)  
of a l l  the  a l t e rna t ives  because of the s i x t h  highest  discounted 
benef i t s  and the s i x t h  highest  discounted costs.  The first decade 
appropriated budget i s  the f i f t h  highest  of a l l  the a l t e rna t ives  and 
31% higher than the average f o r  the the 1980-1982 period. 
the t reasury are s l i g h t l y  higher than f o r  Alternative B due t o  t h e  
s l i g h t l y  higher timber harvest  l eve l .  

Jobs and Community S t a b i l i t y :  The PNV is achieved with the seventh 
highest  timber harvest  i n  the first decade. 
community s t a b i l i t y  with a poten t ia l  f o r  a 27% increase i n  jobs over 
the Current Direction, and is the s i x t h  highest  of a l l  the 
a l t e rna t ives  and similar t o  A l t .  A.  

Mineral Accessibi l i ty:  The poten t ia l  fo r  exploration f o r  minerals 
and o i l / gas  i s  decreased from 6-8%, respect ively,  compared t o  t h e  
Current Direction. Th-is is the fourth highest  amount of r e s t r i c t i o n s  
of a l l  the a l t e rna t ives  because of the addi t ional  wilderness being 
recommended. 

Miles of N e w  Road Construction: Fisher ies ,  w i ld l i f e  and water 
qua l i t y  w i l l  be affected because the road system w i l l  increase 86% 
over the ex i s t ing  (1984) system. This i s  the s i x t h  l a rges t  of a l l  
the a l t e rna t ives  and w i l l  be needed t o  manage the designated su i t ab le  
timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: Mountain pine bee t le  i n fe s t a t ions  and 
poten t ia l  f i r e  r i s k  w i l l  be reduced w i t h  an 44% increase i n  lodgepole 
pine timber harvest  compared t o  the l a s t  f i ve  year average. This is 
a r e s u l t - o f  the  moderate timber harvest l eve ls  i n  the f i r s t  decade 
and is the s i x t h  highest lodgepole pine harvest  l eve l  of a l l  the 
a l t e rna t ives .  

Returns t o  

This w i l l  provide f o r  
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In contrast, the risk of potential mountain pine beetle and fire will 
not improve in the stagnated lodgepole pine stands. Almost none (1%) 
of the available stands will be converted in the next 50 years 
because of the high investment costs required. 
decrease from the Current Direction and similar to Alts. A, B. M. and 
N. 

Visual Quality Protection: Forest management activities, such as 
timber harvesting and road construction, will be more evident as 
visual quality protection is reduced approximately 10% from the 
Current Direction. This is because of the moderate level of timber 
harvest and is the seventh lowest level of visual quality protection 
of all the alternatives. 

This is a 99% 

-: Roadless recreation opportunities 
will be available on 19% of the forest. This will be a 5% reduction 
from the Current Direction and is the eighth highest amount available 
of all the alternatives. Wilderness recommendations are similar to 
the Montana Wilderness Bill of June, 1984. The recommended 
wilderness acreage is similar to the RARE I1 total acreage but the 
geographic locations are significantly different. 
recommended in five locations. 

Grizzly Bear Recovery: 
bear is increased in relation to the the Current Direction. 
Approximately 20% less grizzly habitat will be left in an undisturbed 
manner which will produce a higher probability for human/bear 
encounters. This is the sixth highest risk of all the alternatives. 

Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of all the Forest land below 5,500 
feet elevation is managed to provide wildlife habitat for old-growth 
timber- dependent species. This is similar to all the other 
alternatives except the Final Plan (Alt. JF). 

Wilderness is 

The risk of failing to recover the grizzly 

(6) ALTERNATIVE E 

Alternative E is again similar to alternatives A .  B and C except for 
its different Wilderness recommendation. The suitable timber base 
and the timber harvest level is lower than those alternatives 
discussed above because of the larger Wilderness recommendation. 

Costs and Budnet: Alt. E has the sixth highest PNV (Sl,llj.OOO,OOO) 
of all the alternatives because of the eighth highest discounted 
benefits and the eighth highest discounted costs. The first decade 
appropriated budget is the ninth highest of all the alternatives and 
27% higher than the average for the the 1980-1982 period. 
returns to the treasury are zero as expenditures match income. 

Jobs and Community Stabilitx: 
highest timber harvest in the first decade. 
community stability with a potential for a 24% increase in jobs over 
the Current Direction, and is the ninth highest of all the 
alternatives. 

The net 

The PNV is achieved with the ninth 
This will provide for 
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Mineral Accessibility: The potential for exploration for minerals 
and oil/gas is reduced compared to the Current Direction. 
Exploration restrictions are increased 49-583. respectively, because 
of increased acres of wilderness recommendations. This is the third 
highest level of exploration restrictions of all the alternatives. 

Miles of New Road Construction: Fisheries, wildlife and water 
quality will be affected because the road system will need to 
increase 83% over the existing (1984) system. This is the seventh 
largest increase of all the alternatives and will be needed to manage 
the designated suitable timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: Mountain pine beetle infestations and 
potential fire risk will be reduced with a 28% increase in lodgepole 
pine timber harvest compared to the last five year average. This is 
the tenth highest lodgepole pine harvest level of all the 
alternatives. In contrast, the risk of potential mountain pine 
beetle and fire will not improve in the stagnated lodgepole pine 
stands. Almost none (1%) of the available stands will be converted 
in the next 50 years because of the high investment costs required. 
This is a 99% decrease from the Current Direction and similar to 
Alts. C, M, and N. 

Visual Quality Protection: Forest management activities, such as 
timber harvesting and road construction, will be more evident as 
visual quality protection'is reduced approximately 8% from the 
Current Direction, This is the seventh highest level of visual 
quality protection of all the alternatives. 

Wilderness and Roadless Quality: Roadless recreation opportunities 
will be available on 21% of the forest. This will be an 8% increase 
over the Current Direction and is the fifth highest amount available 
of all the alternatives. Wilderness is recommended on six different 
locations on the forest. 

Grizzly Bear recoverx: 
bear is increased in relation to the the Current Direction. 
Approximately 14% less grizzly habitat will be left in an undisturbed 
manner which will produce a higher probability for human/bear 
encounters. This is the fifth lowest risk of all the alternatives. 

Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of all the Forest land below 5,500 
feet elevation is managed to provide wildlife habitat for old-growth 
timber- dependent species. This is similar to all the other 
alternatives except the Final Plan (Alt. JF). 

The risk of failing to recover the grizzly 
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(7) ALTERNATIVE G 

Alternative G is the same as alternative A, B. C and E except that it 
has a different Wilderness recommendation. The Wilderness 
recommendation of 305.000 acres is 163% of that for Alternative E and 
the suitable timber base is 3% smaller. Because of this, the first 
decade timber harvest is also slightly lower. 

Costs and Budget: Alt. G has the seventh highest PNV 
($l.O~~,OOO.OOO) of all the alternatives resulting from a combination 
of the tenth highest discounted benefits and the ninth highest 
discounted costs. The first decade appropriated budget is the fifth 
lowest of all the alternatives and 24% higher than the average for 
the 1980-1982 period. The net returns to the treasury is positive, 
in contrast to Alternatives 9, C and E, because of the particular 
lands being managed for timber production and the associated harvest 
schedule. 

Jobs and Community Stability. The PNV is achieved with the fifth 
lowest timber harvest in the first decade. This will provide for 
community stability with a potential for a 21% increase in jobs over 
the Current Direction, and is the fifth lowest increase of all the 
alternatives. 

Mineral Accessibility: The potential for exploration for minerals 
and oil/gas is reduced compared to the Current Direction. 
Exploration restrictions are increased 94-114%, respectively, because 
of increased acres of wilderness recommendations. This is the second 
highest level of exploration restrictions of all the alternatives. 

Miles of New Road Construction: Fisheries, wildlife and water 
quality will be affected because the road system will need to 
increase 79% over the existing (1984) system. 
largest increase of all the alternatives and will be needed to manage 
the designated suitable timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: Mountain pine beetle infestations and 
potential fire risk will be reduced with an 18% increase in lodgepole 
pine timber harvest compared to the last five year average. 
the fourth lowest lodgepole pine harvest level of all the 
alternatives. 

In contrast, the risk of potential mountain pine beetle and fire will 
not improve in the stagnated lodgepole pine stands. Almost none (1%) 
of the available stands will be converted in the next 50 years 
because of the high investment costs required. 
decrease from the Current Direction and similar to Alts. A, B. C. E, 
M. and N. 

Visual Quality Protection: Forest management activities, such as 
timber harvesting and road construction, will be more evident as 
visual quality protection is reduced approximately 7% from the 
Current Direction. 
protection of all the alternatives. 

This is the eighth 

This is 

This is a 99% 

This is the sixth highest level of visual quality 
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Wilderness and Roadless Quality: 
will be available on 24% of the forest. This will be a 21% increase 
over the Current Direction and is the third highest amount available 
of all the alternatives. Wilderness is recommended on six different 
locations on the forest. 

Grizzly Bear Recovery: 
bear is increased in relation to the the Current Direction. 
Approximately 7% less grizzly habitat will be left in an undisturbed 
manner which will produce a higher probability for human/bear 
encounters. This is the fourth lowest risk of all the alternatives. 

Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of all the Forest land below 5.500 
feet elevation is managed to provide wildlife habitat for old-growth 
timber- dependent species. This is similar to all the other 
alternatives except the Final Plan (Alt. JF). The overmature timber 
remaining after 10 decades is larger than that remaining in the 
alternatives discussed above primarily because the land base managed 
for timber production is smaller than for those alternatives. 

Roadless recreation opportunities 

The risk of failing to recover the grizzly 

( 8 )  ALTERNATIVE D (RPA) 

Alternative D is the same as Alternative B except that timber volumes 
in decades one through five are forced to match those developed for 
the Kootenai National Forest as part of the 1980 FPA process. The 
Wilderness recommendation also matches the recommendation on which 
the 1980 RPA analysis was based. In order to achieve these timber 
goals a departure from non-declining yield was necessary and 
additional lands had to be brought into production. 
larger suitable timber base than Alternative B. a higher timber 
harvest level and a lower PNV. The PNV drops because the lands added 
to the suitable base are not as cost effective as those of 
Alternative B and because the schedule of harvest is forced to differ 
from that which would generate a higher PNV. 

Costs and Budget: Alt. D is the eighth most efficient of all the 
alternatives, with a PNV of $1.064.000.000, because of the 
combination of the seventh highest discounted benefits and the second 
highest discounted costs. The first decade appropriated budget is 
the eighth highest of all the alternatives and 30% higher than the 
average for the 1980-1982 period. The net returns to the treasury 
are higher in decade one than the other alternatives discussed above, 
but they are lower in the fifth decade than most of those 
alternatives. This results from the higher, but relatively efficient 
harvest level in decade one and the required high volume in decade 5 
which forces the scheduling of less cost effective lands for 
harvest. Only Alternative M (due to broad departure options) and L 
(maximize timber) scheduled more timber for harvest in decade 5. 

The result is a 
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Jobs and Community Stabilitx: 
highest timber harvest in the first decade. 
community stability with a potential for a 27% increase in jobs over 
the Current Direction, and is the fifth highest increase of all the 
alternatives and similar to Alts. A, B, and C. 

Mineral Accessibility: The potential for exploration for minerals 
and oil/gas is the same as the Current Direction. This is the second 
lowest amount of restrictions of all the alternatives and similar to 
Alt. B. 

Miles of New Road Construction: Fisheries, wildlife and water 
quality will be affected because the road system will need to 
increase 95% over the existing (1984) system. 
largest of all the alternatives and will be needed to manage the 
designated suitable timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: Mountain pine beetle infestations and 
potential fire risk will be reduced with a 34% increase in lodgepole 
pine timber harvest compared to the last five year average. This is 
the ninth highest lodgepole pine harvest level of all the 
alternatives. 

The risk of potential mountain pine beetle and fire will improve in 
the stagnated lodgepole pine stands. 
available stands will be converted in the next 50 years to increase 
timber production. 
Direction. 

Visual Quality Protection: Forest management activities, such as 
timber harvesting and road construction, will be more evident as 
visual quality protection is reduced approximately 16% from the 
Current Direction. This is the second lowest level of visual quality 
protection of all the alternatives. 

Wilderness and Roadless Quality: Roadless recreation opportunities 
will be available on 18% of the forest. 
from the Current Direction and is the sixth lowest amount available 
of all the alternatives. Wilderness is recommended in two locations, 
similar to RARE 11, and is the same as Alt. B and the Current 
Direction. 

Grizzly Bear Recoverx: 
bear is increased in relation to the the Current Direction. 
Approximately 15% less grizzly habitat will be left in an undisturbed 
manner which will produce a higher probability for humanlbear 
encounters. This is the sixth lowest risk of all the alternatives. 

The PNV is achieved with the fifth 
This will provide for 

This is the second 

Approximately 48% of the 

This is a 35% decrease from the Current 

This will be a 7% reduction 

The risk of failing to recover the grizzly 
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Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of a l l  the Forest land below 5,500 
feet elevat ion i s  managed t o  provide wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  f o r  old-growth 
timber- dependent species.  This is s imi la r  t o  a l l  the other  
a l t e rna t ives  except the Final Plan ( A l t .  JF ) .  The over-mature t imber  
remaining after 10 decades is the lowest of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives  
discussed above because the high harvest l eve ls  force most of i t  t o  
be cu t  ea r ly  i n  the t i m e  horizon. 

(9) ALTEFNATIVE 0 

Alternat ive 0 is the same as Alternative C except t ha t  added emphasis 
is given t o  v isua l  qua l i ty  by a l t e r i n g  harvest p rac t ices ,  or 
eliminating them e n t i r e l y ,  i n  areas of high v isua l  s ignif icance.  
This reduced the su i t ab le  timber base and the f i r s t  decade harvest  
l eve l  t o  the second lowest of the a l te rna t ives  discussed above. 

Costs and Budget: A l t .  0 has the ninth highest PNV ($1.064.000,000) 
of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  resu l t ing  from the combination of the ninth 
highest  discounted benefi ts  and the fourth highest  discounted costs .  
The first decade appropriated budget i s  the f i f t h  highest  of a l l  t h e  
a l t e rna t ives  and 31% higher than the average fo r  the 1980-1982 
period. The f irst  decade returns  t o  the treasury are the lowest of 
the a l t e rna t ives  discussed above primarily because of t h e  increased 
cos ts  and reduced r e t u r n s  of shelterwood harvest  methods. 

Jobs and Community S tab i l i t y :  The PNV is achieved with the tenth 
highest  timber harvest  i n  the f i r s t  decade. 
community s t a b i l i t y  with a poten t ia l  for a 24% increase i n  jobs over 
the Current Direction, and is the eighth highest  increase of a l l  t h e  
a l t e rna t ives  and similar t o  A l t .  E. 

Mineral Accessibil i ty:  The poten t ia l  f o r  exploration for minerals 
and o i l / gas  is reduced compared t o  the Current Direction. 
Exploration r e s t r i c t i o n s  w i l l  increase approximately 6-8%, 
respect ively,  because of an increase i n  recommended wilderness. This 
i s  the fourth highest  amount of r e s t r i c t i o n s  of a l l  t h e  a l te rna t ives  
and similar t o  A l t .  C .  

Miles of New Road Construction: Fisher ies ,  w i ld l i f e  and water 
qua l i ty  w i l l  be affected because the road system w i l l  need t o  
increase 78% over the ex is t ing  (1984) system. This i s  the fourth 
lowest amount of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  and w i l l  be needed t o  manage 
the designated su i t ab le  timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: Mountain pine bee t le  i n fe s t a t ions  and 
poten t ia l  f i r e  r i s k  w i l l  be reduced with a 50% increase i n  lodgepole 
pine timber harvest  compared t o  the last f i v e  years '  average. This 
is the f i f t h  highest  lodgepole pine harvest l eve l  of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives .  

This w i l l  provide fo r  
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The r i s k  of po ten t ia l  mountain pine bee t le  and fire w i l l  not improve 
i n  the stagnated lodgepole pine stands. 
avai lable  stands w i l l  be converted i n  the next 50 years t o  increase 
timber production. This is a 93% decrease from the Current 
Direction. 

Visual Qual i ty  Protection: Forest management a c t i v i t i e s ,  such as 
timber harvesting and road construction, w i l l  be less evident as  
visual  qua l i ty  protection i s  increased approximately 11% over the 
Current Direction. This is the second highest l eve l  of v i sua l  
qua l i ty  protection of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

Wilderness and Roadless Qual i tx:  Roadless recreat ion opportunities 
w i l l  be avai lable  on 26% of the fo re s t .  
over the Current Direction and i s  the second highest amount avai lable  
of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  Wilderness is recommended i n  f ive  
locat ions,  similar t o  A l t .  C .  

Grizzly Bear Recovery: 
bear is increased i n  r e l a t ion  t o  the the Current Direction. 
Approximately 19% less gr izz ly  habi ta t  w i l l  be l e f t  i n  an undisturbed 
manner which w i l l  produce a higher probabi l i ty  f o r  human/bear 
encounters. This is the seventh lowest r i s k  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of a l l  the Forest land below 5,500 
f e e t  elevation is managed t o  provide wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  f o r  old-growth 
timber- dependent species.  This is similar to  a l l  the other  
a l te rna t ives  except the Final Plan ( A l t .  JF) .  The amount of 
over-mature timber remaining a f t e r  decade 10 is the largest of the 
a l te rna t ives  discussed above, primarily because of the smaller 
su i t ab le  timber base. 

Approximately 5% of the 

This w i l l  be a 30% increase 

The r i s k  of f a i l i n g  t o  recover the gr izz ly  

(10) ALTERNATIVE L 

Alternative L is t h e  maximum timber benchmark. It is l i k e  
a l t e rna t ive  A except t h a t ,  instead of maximizing PNV, timber 
production over the e n t i r e  200 year time horizon is maximized. To 
maximize timber production, a l l  the  ten ta t ive ly  su i t ab le  timberlands 
are managed for  timber production. Due t o  the non-declining harvest 
schedule, the first decade harvest l eve l  is lower than Alternative M .  
but higher than a l l  the other  a l te rna t ives .  

Costs and Budget: A l t .  L has the tenth highest PNV ($1.046.000,000) 
of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives  because of the combination of the th i rd  
highest discounted benefi ts  and the highest discounted costs .  
first decade appropriated budget is the highest of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives  and is 69% higher than the average f o r  the the 1980-1982 
period. Due t o  the high costs of managing some of the more d i f f i c u l t  
timber lands,  including converting stagnated lodgepole pine stands,  
t h i s  a l t e rna t ive  returns a net  loss of $4.4 MM t o  t h e  treasury.  

The 
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Jobs and Community S tab i l i t y :  The PNV is achieved with the second 
highest  timber harvest i n  the f irst  decade. This w i l l  provide f o r  
community s t a b i l i t y  with a potent ia l  for  a 41% increase i n  jobs over 
the Current Direction and is the highest increase of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives  and s imilar  t o  A l t .  M .  

Mineral Accessibil i ty:  The potent ia l  fo r  exploration fo r  minerals 
and oil/gas is increased 26-30X. respect ively,  over the Current 
Direction. This i s  one of the lowest amounts of r e s t r i c t i o n s  of a l l  
the  a l t e rna t ives  because no new wilderness is recommended and i s  
similar t o  A l t s .  A ,  M ,  and N. 

Miles of N e w  Road Construction: Fisher ies ,  w i ld l i f e  and water 
qua l i t y  w i l l  be affected because the road system w i l l  need t o  
increase 106% over the ex i s t ing  (1984) system. 
amount of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  and w i l l  be needed t o  manage the 
designated su i t ab le  timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: Mountain pine bee t le  i n fe s t a t ions  and 
poten t ia l  f ire r i s k  w i l l  increase because of a 16% decrease i n  
lodgepole pine timber harvest compared t o  the last f i v e  year 
average. This is the lowest lodgepole pine harvest  l eve l  of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives .  

The r i s k  of po ten t ia l  mountain pine bee t le  and f i r e  w i l l  improve i n  
the stagnated lodgepole pine stands. 
ava i lab le  stands w i l l  be converted i n  the next 50 years t o  increase 
timber production. This is a 35% increase over the Current Direction 
and the highest  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

Visual Qual i ty  Protection: Forest management a c t i v i t i e s ,  such as 
timber harvesting and road construction, w i l l  be more evident as 
v isua l  qua l i ty  protection is reduced approximately 21% from the 
Current Direction. This is the lowest l eve l  of v i sua l  qua l i ty  
protect ion of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives .  

Wilderness and Roadless Quality:  Roadless recreat ion opportunities 
w i l l  be avai lable  on 16% of the fo re s t .  
from the Current Direction and i s  the lowest amount avai lable  of a l l  
the a l t e rna t ives .  No addi t ional  wilderness is recommended, s imi la r  
t o  A l t s .  A ,  M .  and N. 

Grizzly Bear Recovery: The r i s k  of f a i l i n g  t o  recover the gr izz ly  
bear i s  increased i n  r e l a t ion  t o  the the Current Direction. 
Approximately 36% less gr izz ly  habi ta t  w i l l  be l e f t  i n  an undisturbed 
manner which w i l l  produce a higher probabi l i ty  f o r  human/bear 
encounters. This is the second highest r i s k  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

This is the l a rges t  

Approximately 99% of the 

This w i l l  be a 21% reduction 
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Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of a l l  the Forest land below 5.500 
feet elevation i s  managed t o  provide wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  fo r  old-growth 
timber- dependent species. This is similar to  a l l  the other 
a l te rna t ives  except the Final Plan ( A l t .  JF) .  This a l t e rna t ive  cuts 
most of the older timber e a r l y  so t h a t  a second roatat ion can be 
harvested before the end of the time horizon. The r e s u l t  is tha t  i t  
has the smallest  amount of over-mature timber remaining after the 
tenth decade. 

(11) ALTERNATIVE H 

Alternative H i s  l i k e  Alternatives A ,  B,  C.  E and G except t ha t  a l l  
the inventoried roadless areas a re  recommended for  Wilderness 
designation. This r e su l t s  i n  the smallest su i t ab le  timber base and 
t h e  smallest  f i r s t  decade harvest l eve l  of the a l te rna t ives  discussed 
above. 

Costs and Budget: A l t .  H has the eleventh highest PNV 
($1,035,000.000) of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  because of a combination of 
the eleventh highest discounted benefi ts  and the tenth highest 
discounted costs .  The first decade appropriated budget is the th i rd  
lowest of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  and 20% higher than the average f o r  
the 1980-1982 period. The ne t  re turns  t o  the treasury are posi t ive.  

Jobs and Community S tab i l i t y :  The PNV is achieved with the twelfth 
highest  timber harvest i n  the first decade. This w i l l  provide for  
community s t a b i l i t y  with a potent ia l  for  a 16% increase i n  jobs over 
the Current Direction, and i s  the th i rd  lowest increase of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives .  

Mineral Accessibil i ty:  The potent ia l  fo r  exploration for minerals 
and o i l /gas  is reduced compared t o  the Current Direction. 
Exploration r e s t r i c t ions  are increased 133-155%, respect ively,  
because of increased acres of wilderness recommendations. This is 
the highest l eve l  of exploration r e s t r i c t i o n s  of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives .  

Miles of New Road Construction: Fisher ies ,  wi ld l i fe  and water 
qua l i ty  w i l l  be affected because the road system w i l l  need t o  
increase 77% over the ex is t ing  (1984) system. 
smallest  increase of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  and w i l l  be needed t o  
manage the designated su i tab le  timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: Mountain pine bee t le  in fes ta t ions  and 
poten t ia l  f i r e  r i s k  w i l l  be maintained at  approximately the same 
leve l  with a 2% increase i n  lodgepole pine timber harvest  compared t o  
the l a s t  f i ve  year average. This is the second lowest lodgepole pine 
harvest l eve l  of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives .  

This is t h e  t h i rd  
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In contrast, the risk of potential mountain pine beetle and fire will 
not improve in the stagnated lodgepole pine stands. Almost none (1%) 
of the available stands will be converted in the next 50 years 
because of the high investment costs required. 
decrease from the Current Direction and similar to Alts. C. E, G, M, 
and N. 

Visual Quality Protection: Forest management activities, such as 
timber harvesting and road construction, will be more evident as 
visual quality protection is reduced approximately 3% from the 
Current Direction. 
protection of all the alternatives. 

Wilderness and Roadless Quality: Roadless recreation opportunities 
will be available on 26% of the forest. 
over the Current Direction and is the highest amount available of all 
the alternatives. Wilderness is recommended on 27 different 
locations on the forest. 

Grizzly Bear Recoverx: The risk of failing to recover the grizzly 
bear is similar to the the Current Direction. Approximately 1% less 
grizzly habitat will be left in an undisturbed manner which will 
contribute to the probability for human/bear encounters. This is the 
third lowest risk of all the alternatives. 

Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of all the Forest land below 5,500 
feet elevation is managed to provide wildlife habitat for old-growth 
timber- dependent species. This is similar to all the other 
alternatives except the Final Plan (Alt. JF). Among the alternatives 
discussed above, Alternative H retains more over-mature timber after 
decade 10 than do all the alternatives except Alternative 0. 

This is a 99% 

This is the fifth highest level of visual quality 

This will be a 32% increase 

(12) ALTERNATIVE J (Proposed Action) 

Alternative J was the Proposed Action presented in the Draft EIS. 
This alternative differs from those discussed above in three ways: 1) 
shelterwood harvest methods are used in sensitive viewing areas, 2) a 
different Wilderness recommendation is presented and, 3)  all 
management designations are designed to retain future option. 
resulted in a suitable timber base similar to Alternative G, but a 
lower first decade harvest level. 

Costs and Budget: Alt. J has the twelfth highest PNV ($916.000,000) 
of all the alternatives because of the thirteenth highest discounted 
benefits and the ninth highest discounted costs. The first decade 
appropriated budget is the fourth lowest of all the alternatives and 
22% higher than the average for the the 1980-1982 period. 
generates a flow of cash out of the treasury. 

This 

It 
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Jobs and Community S tab i l i t x :  
th i r teen th  highest timber harvest i n  the first decade. 
provide f o r  community s t a b i l i t y  with a poten t ia l  f o r  a 19% increase 
i n  jobs over the Current Direction, and is the fourth smallest 
increase of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

Mineral Accessibil i ty:  The poten t ia l  for exploration f o r  minerals 
and o i l / gas  i s  similar t o  the Current Direction. Exploration 
r e s t r i c t i o n s  a re  1% more than the Current Direction because of an 
increase i n  wilderness recommendations. This is the th i rd  lowest 
amount of r e s t r i c t i o n s  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

Miles of New Road Construction: Fisher ies ,  w i ld l i f e  and water 
qua l i ty  w i l l  be affected because the road system w i l l  need t o  
increase 78% over the ex is t ing  (1984) system. This is the f i f t h  
smallest  of a l l  t h e  a l te rna t ives  (similar t o  A l t .  0) and w i l l  be 
needed t o  manage the designated su i t ab le  timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: Mountain pine bee t le  in fes ta t ions  and 
poten t ia l  f i r e  r i s k  w i l l  be reduced with a 50% increase i n  lodgepole 
pine timber harvest compared t o  the l a s t  f i v e  years '  average. 
i s  the f i f t h  highest lodgepole pine harvest l eve l  of a l l  t h e  
a l te rna t ives  and s imi la r  t o  A l t .  0. 

The r i s k  of po ten t ia l  mountain pine bee t le  and f ire w i l l  be 
maintained i n  the stagnated lodgepole pine stands. 
of the avai lable  stands w i l l  be converted i n  the next 50 years t o  
provide increased timber yields  and wi ld l i fe  benef i t s .  This is a 1% 
increase over the Current Direction and the second highest  of a l l  t h e  
a l te rna t ives .  

Visual Qual i ty  Protection: Forest management a c t i v i t i e s ,  such as  
timber harvesting and road construction, w i l l  be less evident as  
visual  qua l i ty  protection i s  increased approximately 6% over the 
Current Direction. 
protect ion of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

Wilderness and Roadless Quality:  
w i l l  be avai lable  on 23% of the fores t .  
over the Current Direction and is the fourth highest amount available 
of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  Wilderness recommendations a re  made on 
three d i f f e ren t  locations on the Forest. 

Grizzly Bear Recovery: 
bear i s  decreased i n  re la t ion  t o  the the Current Direction. 
Approximately 7% more gr izz ly  habi ta t  w i l l  be l e f t  i n  an undisturbed 
manner which w i l l  produce a lower probabi l i ty  f o r  human/bear 
encounters. This is the lowest r i s k  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

The PNV is achieved with the 
This w i l l  

This 

Approximately 74% 

This is t h e  t h i rd  highest l eve l  of v i sua l  qua l i ty  

Roadless recreation opportunities 
This w i l l  be a 17% increase 

The r i s k  of f a i l i n g  t o  recover the gr izzly 
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Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of a l l  the Forest  land below 5,500 
f e e t  e levat ion is managed t o  provide wi ld l i f e  hab i t a t  f o r  old-growth 
timber-dependent species. This is similar t o  a l l  the other  
a l t e rna t ives  except the Final Plan ( A l t .  J F ) .  Only three other  
a l t e rna t ives  r e t a i n  more over-mature timber beyond decade 10. This 
is a r e s u l t  of re ta in ing  future  options. 

(13) ALTERNATIVE K (Departure on Proposed Action) 

Alternative K is l i k e  Alternative J except t h a t  timber harvest l eve ls  
a r e  forced upward i n  the f i r s t  two decades followed by a decline i n  
decade 3. These manipulations r e su l t  i n  a decreased PNV from 
Alternative J. 

Costs and Budget: A l t .  K has the th i r teen th  highest  PNV 
($9ll.OOO,OOO) of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  because of the twelfth highest 
discounted benef i t s  and the seventh highest discounted cos ts .  The 
first decade appropriated budget is the fourth highest  of a l l  the 
a l t e rna t ives  and 33% higher than the average f o r  the 1980-1982 
period. 
cont ras t  t o  Alternative 3, because of the higher timber harvest  
l eve l .  

Jobs and Community S tab i l i t y :  The PNV is achieved with the fourth 
highest  timber harvest  i n  the f i r s t  decade. This w i l l  provide f o r  
community s t a b i l i t y  with a poten t ia l  for a 29% increase i n  jobs over 
the Current Direction. This i s  the fourth highest  increase of a l l  
the a l t e rna t ives .  

Mineral Accessibil i ty:  The poten t ia l  fo r  exploration f o r  minerals 
and o i l / gas  is s imi la r  t o  the Current Direction. Exploration 
r e s t r i c t i o n s  are 1% more than the Current Direction because of an 
increase i n  wilderness recommendations. This is the th i rd  lowest 
amount of r e s t r i c t i o n s  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  (similar t o  A l t .  J ) .  

Miles of N e w  Road Construction: Fisher ies ,  wi ld l i fe  and water 
qua l i ty  w i l l  be affected because the road system w i l l  need t o  
increase 79% over the ex i s t ing  (1984) system. This is t h e  s i x t h  
smallest  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  (similar t o  A l t .  J )  and w i l l  be 
needed t o  manage the designated su i t ab le  timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: 
po ten t i a l  f i r e  r i s k  w i l l  be reduced with a 58% increase i n  lodgepole 
pine timber harvest  compared t o  the l a s t  f i v e  year average. This is 
the th i rd  highest  lodgepole pine harvest  l eve l  of a l l  the 
a l t e rna t ives .  

The r i s k  of po ten t i a l  mountain pine bee t le  and f ire w i l l  be 
maintained i n  t h e  stagnated lodgepole pine stands. 
of the avai lable  stands w i l l  be converted i n  the next 50 years t o  
provide increased timber y ie lds  and wi ld l i fe  benef i t s .  
increase over the Current Direction and the second highest  of a l l  the 
a l t e rna t ives .  

Returns t o  the treasury a re  pos i t ive  i n  the f irst  decade, i n  

Mountain pine bee t le  i n fe s t a t ions  and 

Approximately 74% 

This i s  a 1% 

.. 
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Visual Qual i ty  Protection: Forest management a c t i v i t i e s ,  such as 
timber harvesting and road construction, w i l l  be less evident as 
v isua l  qua l i ty  protection is increased approximately 6% over the 
Current Direction. 
protection of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  and similar t o  A l t .  J .  

Wilderness and Roadless Quality:  Roadless recreation opportunities 
w i l l  be avai lable  on 23% of the fores t .  
over the Current Direction and i s  the fourth highest  amount avai lable  
of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  (s imilar  t o  A l t .  J). Wilderness 
recommendations are made on th ree  d i f f e ren t  locations on the Forest. 

Grizzly Bear Recovery: 
bear is decreased i n  re la t ion  t o  the the Current Direction. 
Approximately 7% more gr izzly habi ta t  w i l l  be l e f t  i n  an undisturbed 
manner which w i l l  produce a lower probabi l i ty  f o r  human/bear 
encounters. This i s  the lowest r i s k  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  and 
similar t o  A l t .  J. 

Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of a l l  the Forest land below 5,500 
f e e t  elevation i s  managed t o  provide wi ld l i fe  hab i t a t  f o r  old-growth 
timber- dependent species.  This i s  s imi la r  t o  a l l  the other  
a l te rna t ives  except the Final Plan ( A l t .  J F ) .  The over-mature timber 
t h a t  remains after decade 10 i s  the same as f o r  Alternative J because 
the su i t ab le  timber base is the same and the f i r s t  10 decades of 
harvest i s  similar. 

This is the th i rd  highest  l eve l  of visual  qua l i ty  

This w i l l  be a 17% increase 

The r i s k  of f a i l i n g  t o  recover the gr izzly 

(14) ALTEtwATIVE JF (Final Plan) 

Alternative J F  i s  s imi la r  t o  t h e  Proposed Action ( A l t .  J) except 
that :  1) the Wilderness recommendation is l a rge r ,  2) the retent ion of 
old-growth habi ta t s  is increased, 3) commercial thinning w i l l  not 
occur very of ten,  4 )  stagnated lodgepole stands w i l l  not be converted 
during the l i f e  of the plan with appropriated funds, and 5) timber i s  
maximized i n  decade one subject t o  non-declining y ie ld .  The 
retent ion of more old-growth and the maximization of timber reduced 
PNV. The removal of commercial thinning requirements also reduced 
PNV. but recent experience indicates  t ha t  i t  would be very d i f f i c u l t  
t o  sell sa l e s  involving much thinning even i f  the allowable cut  
e f f ec t s  associated with tha t  a c t i v i t y  would increase PNV [see 
Appendix B sections VI.B.4.c, V I . C . 3 . e .  VI.D.6.c and VIII.C.2.p(2)]. 
Avoiding the conversion of stagnated lodgepole pine stands increases 
PNV . 
Costs and Budget: The first decade appropriated budget is a 5% 
reduction from A l t .  J and was the r e s u l t  of a 3% decline i n  t h e  miles 
of new road construction, and a reduction i n  the amount of planned 
commercial thinning. A l t .  JF i s  the th i rd  lowest budget of a l l  t h e  
a l te rna t ives  and 16% higher than the average for the  1980-1982 
period. These budget changes reverse the s i t ua t ion  of Alternative J 
and r e s u l t  i n  a posi t ive return t o  the treasury.  
$733,000.000. 

The PNV is 
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Jobs and Community Stability: There is no difference from Alt. J. 
This means there is a potential for a 16% increase in jobs over the 
Current Direction (Alt. I) based on Forest Service activities. An 
overall picture of the economy in terms of jobs and income from all 
sources is described in Appendix B. 

Mineral Accessibilitp: The potential for exploration for mineral and 
oil/gas exploration is reduced 5% from Alt. J. This is the result of 
adding 12,000 acres of recommended wilderness on Pellick Ridge in the 
Scotchman Peak Roadless Area which is similar to Alts. C and 0. It 
will also be a 6% increase over the Current Direction (Alt.1). 

Miles of New Road Construction: The potential for affecting 
fisheries, wildlife and water quality will be reduced because of 6% 
fewer roads needed to manage the 9% smaller suitable timberland 
base. The rate of road construction in the first decade is reduced 
3% from A1t.J. 
will require strengthened monitoring to ensure that water quality and 
fisheries are adequately protected. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: 
increased 4% over Alt. J 
(Alt. I). This should provide for an increase of 50% over the last 
five years average harvest level. 

The risk of potential mountain pine beetle and fire will not improve 
in the stagnated lodgepole pine stands because of a 54% reduction in 
the amount of stands converted from Alt. J. 
be converted because of the high investment costs required. 

Visual Quality Protection: No change from Alt. J occurred. 
Specifically, this means that visual quality will be increased 6% 
over the Current Direction (Alt. I). 

Wilderness and Roadless Quality: Roadless recreation opportunities 
on the Forest are unchanged from Alt. J. Specifically, this means 
that 23% of the Forest will be managed to provide roadless and 
wilderness opportunities. Wilderness is provided on three locations 
on the Forest and was increased in the Scotchman Peak roadless area 
compared to Alt. J. 

Grizzly Bear Recovery: No significant change occurred from Alt. J. 
This means that the grizzly bear will have the least amount of risk 
of all the alternatives in the attempt to reach a recovered status. 

It will still be a 62% increase in new roads which 

The harvest of lodgepole pine will be 
and is similar to the Current Direction 

Only 32.000 acres will 
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Old-Growth Timber Habitat Management: In the  Final Forest Plan ( A l t .  
J F )  the minimum leve l  of old-growth timber was raised from 8% t o  10% 
of the t o t a l  Forest acreage below 5.500 feet elevation. 
25% increase and was done i n  response t o  the public concern received 
during the review period t o  reduce the r i s k  of l o s s  of t h i s  habi ta t  
component. I n  addition t o  the increased percentage (and acreage) 
provided, the designated old-growth timber (Management Area 13) was 
removed from the regulated ( su i tab le)  timber base. This w i l l  reduce 
pressures t o  harvest these areas.  These changes a l so  increased the 
amount of over-mature timber tha t  w i l l  remain after decade 10. 

This is a 

(15) ALTERNATIVE F 

Alternative F d i f f e r s  from the other a l te rna t ives  because management 
i s  a l te red  t o  maximize the production of e lk  habi ta t .  This 
a l t e rna t ive  has the smallest regulated timber base and the second 
lowest f i r s t  decade timber harvest. The timber values are 
e s sen t i a l ly  traded of f  t o  values associated with e l k  habi ta t  which 
contribute less i n  terms of do l l a r  value and thus r e s u l t  i n  a lower 
PNV . 
Costs and Budget: A l t .  F has the fourteenth highest PNV 
($658,000,000) of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  because of the fourteenth 
highest discounted benefi ts  and the twelfth highest discounted 
costs .  The first decade appropriated budget is the second lowest of 
a l l  the a l te rna t ives  and 1% higher than the average f o r  the 1980-1982 
period. N e t  re turns  t o  the treasury a re  negative. 

Jobs and Community S tab i l i t y :  The PNV i s  achieved with the second 
lowest timber harvest i n  the first decade. 
community s t a b i l i t y  with a potent ia l  fo r  a 4% increase i n  jobs over 
t h e  Current Direction, and i s  t h e  second smallest  increase of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives .  

Mineral Accessibil i ty:  The potent ia l  for  exploration fo r  minerals 
and o i l / gas  i s  increased from 26-30%, respectively,  over the Current 
Direction. This i s  one of the lowest amount of r e s t r i c t i o n s  of a l l  
the a l te rna t ives  because no additional wilderness i s  recommended and 
is similar t o  A l t s .  A ,  L ,  M .  and N. 

Miles of N e w  Road Construction: Fisher ies ,  wi ld l i fe  and water 
qua l i ty  w i l l  be affected because the road system w i l l  need t o  
increase 64% over the ex is t ing  system i n  1984. 
lowest of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  and w i l l  be needed t o  manage the 
designated su i t ab le  timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: 
po ten t ia l  f ire r i s k  w i l l  be reduced with a 12% increase i n  lodgepole 
pine timber harvest compared t o  the l a s t  f i ve  year 
the th i rd  lowest lodgepole pine harvest l eve l  of a l l  the 
a l te rna t ives .  

This w i l l  provide f o r  

This is the second 

Mountain pine bee t le  i n fe s t a t ions  and 

average. This i s  
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The r i s k  of po ten t ia l  mountain pine bee t le  i n fe s t a t ion  and f i r e  w i l l  
be reduced i n  the stagnated lodgepole pine stands. 
of the avai lable  stands w i l l  be converted i n  the next 50 years t o  
improve wi ld l i f e  habi ta t .  
Direction and the f i f t h  highest of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

Visual Qual i ty  Protection: Forest management a c t i v i t i e s ,  such as  
timber harvesting and road construction, w i l l  be less evident as 
v isua l  qua l i ty  protection is improved approximately 18% over the 
Current Direction. This is because of the emphasis on big-game 
hab i t a t  management and i t  ind i r ec t ly  r e s u l t s  i n  the highest l eve l  of 
v i sua l  qua l i ty  protection of a l l  t h e  a l te rna t ives .  

Wilderness and Roadless Qual i ty:  Roadless recreat ion opportunities 
w i l l  be avai lable  on 18% of the fores t  (similar t o  A l t s .  A and N ) .  
This w i l l  be a 9% reduction from t h e  Current Direction and is the 
f i f t h  lowest amount avai lable  of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives .  Fewer 
roadless recreat ion opportunities a re  provided because only roadless 
lands determined t o  be unsuitable for  b ig  game management a re  
selected f o r  roadless designation. No addi t ional  wilderness is 
recommended which is similar to  A l t s .  A. L. M ,  and N. 

Grizzly Bear Recovery: 
bear i s  increased i n  r e l a t ion  t o  the the Current Direction. 
Approximately 38% less gr izz ly  habi ta t  w i l l  be l e f t  i n  an undisturbed 
manner because of management t o  improve big-game wi ld l i f e  hab i t a t .  
This w i l l  produce a higher probabi l i ty  f o r  human/bear encounters and 
r e s u l t  i n  the highest  r i s k  of a l l  the a l te rna t ives .  

Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of a l l  the Forest land below 5.500 
f e e t  e levat ion i s  managed t o  provide wi ld l i f e  hab i t a t  f o r  old-growth 
timber-dependent species.  This is s imi la r  t o  a l l  the o ther  
a l t e rna t ives  except the Final Plan ( A l t .  J F ) .  The amount of 
over-mature timber remaining a f t e r  decade 10 is the second l a rges t  of 
a l l  the  a l t e rna t ives  because of the small su i t ab le  timber base and 
low harvest  l eve ls .  

Approximately 47% 

This is a 36% decrease from the Current 

The r i s k  of f a i l i n g  t o  recover the gr izz ly  

(16) ALTERNATIVE I (CURRPPT DIRECl'ION) 

Alternative I i s  qu i t e  d i f f e ren t  from the other  a l tena t ives  because 
is describes the land designations as  included i n  the Unit Plans t h a t  
have been developed f o r  the fores t .  It represents t h e  current way 
the land is being managed. The other a l te rna t ives  have budgets t ha t  
are determined by the a c t i v i t i e s  necessary t o  carry them out.  This 
a l t e rna t ive  l i m i t s  the amount of a c t i v i t y  t o  budget l eve l s  which 
approximate the current  s i t ua t ion .  The r e s u l t  i s  a c t i v i t i e s  a t  
leve ls  s imi la r  t o  what has occurred i n  the recent pas t .  The timber 
harvest  l eve l  i n  the f i r s t  decade i s  the lowest of a l l  the 
a l t e rna t ives  even though the su i tab le  timber base is l a rge r  than 
several  of them. Timber harvest is simply defered because budgets 
a ren ' t  avai lable  to  support l eve ls  which would otherwise be 
possible.  The PNV is the lowest of a l l  the  a l te rna t ives  and would 
rise t o  $909 MM i f  budgets were not constraining. 
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Costs and Budget: Alt. I has the fifteenth highest PNV 
($460.000.000) of all the alternatives because of the fifteenth 
highest discounted benefits and the eleventh highest discounted 
costs. The first decade appropriated budget is the lowest of all the 
alternatives and is the average for the 1980-1982 period. 
returns to the treasury are the lowest of all the alternatives. 

Jobs and Community Stability: The PNV is achieved with the lowest 
timber harvest in the first decade. This will provide for community 
stability by retaining the projected level of jobs which is 1,930 in 
the first decade compared to 1,670 in 1980, and is the lowest level 
of increased jobs of all the alternatives. 

Mineral Accessibility: The potential for exploration for minerals 
and oil/gas is retained at the present level. This is the second 
lowest amount of restrictions of all the alternatives, similar to 
Alts. B and D. 

Miles of New Road Construction: Fisheries, wildlife and water 
quality will be affected because the road system will need to 
increase 64% over the existing system in 1984. 
Alt. F, is the lowest of all the alternatives and will be needed to 
manage the designated suitable timberlands. 

Lodgepole Pine Management: Mountain pine beetle infestations and 
potential fire risk will be reduced with a 54% increase in lodgepole 
pine timber harvest compared to the last five year average. 
the fourth highest lodgepole pine harvest level of all the 
alternatives. 

The risk of potential mountain pine beetle and fire will be reduced 
in the stagnated lodgepole pine stands. 
available stands will be converted in the next 50 years to improve 
wildlife habitat and timber yields. 
of conversion of all the alternatives. 

Visual Quality Protection: Forest management activities, such as 
timber harvesting and road construction, will be evident at the 
existing level as visual quality protection is retained at its 
present emphasis. This is the fourth highest level of visual quality 
protection of all the alternatives. 

Wilderness and Roadless Quality: 
will be available on 20% of the forest. This will is the sixth 
highest of all the alternatives. The Wilderness recommendations are 
similar to the RARE I1 proposal and propose wilderness in two 
locations on the Forest (similar to Alts. B and D). 

Grizzly Bear Recovery: 
bear is maintained at its present level. 
grizzly habitat will be left in an undisturbed manner which will help 
reduce the probability for human/bear encounters. This is the second 
lowest risk of all the alternatives. 

Net 

This is similar to 

This is 

Approximately 73% of the 

This is the third highest level 

Roadless recreation opportunities 

The risk of failing to recover the grizzly 
Approximately 53% of the 
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Old-Growth Timber Management: 8% of a l l  t h e  Fores t  land below 5,500 
f e e t  e l e v a t i o n  is managed t o  provide w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  f o r  old-growth 
timber- dependent spec ie s .  This  i s  similar t o  a l l  t h e  o t h e r  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  except  t h e  F ina l  Plan ( A l t .  J F ) .  This  a l t e r n a t i v e  
r e t a i n s  t h e  most over-mature timber a f t e r  decade 10 because of t h e  
cont inuing low ha rves t  l e v e l s .  

. 

The fol lowing 26-page t a b l e ,  commonly r e f e r r e d  t o  as t h e  "Monster Matrix". 
conta ins  a l l  t h e  outputs  by a l t e r n a t i v e  t h a t  are d iscussed  i n  t h i s  chap te r .  

More d e t a i l e d  information on many of t h e s e  i t e m s  can be found i n  Appendix B.  



TABLE 11-24 1 of 26 
Resource Outputs by B a s e  year, Benchmark, and Alternative. . .  
Average annual outputs. 
Columns might not always add due to rounding. 

A l l  money figures are in 1978 Dollars. 
Alternative/Benchmark 

!4Ax 
Unit of RPA PNV m 

Category Decade Measure A B C D E F G p1 LVL 
114pO1 114GO2 114H02 114CC5 114JOl 114AA2 ll4LOl 114GG1 114DD1 

Developed Recreation 1 M RVD 297 297 297 297 297 297 297 297 297 
1980 Base: 297 MRVD 3 354 354 354 354 354 354 354 354 0 

5 417 417 417 417 417 417 417 417 0 
Roaded Recreation 1 M RVD 436 436 436 436 435 435 435 435 435 
1984 Base: 436 MRVD 3 521 521 521 521 521 521 521 521 521 

5 614 614 614 614 614 614 614 614 550 
10 885 885 885 885 885 850 885 885 550 
15 1108 1104 1097 1152 1074 850 1053 1073 550 
20 1108 1104 1097 1152 1074 850 1053 1073 550 

Semiprimitive 1 M RVD 65 57 51 53 44 68 27 63 76 
Motorized Recreation 3 65 57 51 53 44 68 27 63 91 
1984 Base: 76 MRVD 5 65 57 51 53 44 68 27 63 94 

10 65 57 51 53 44 68 27 63 94 
65 57 51 53 44 68 27 63 94 

20 65 57 51 53 44 68 27 63 94 
Semiprimitive 1 M RVD 47 47 47 47 47 47 47 47 47 

56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 
66 

56 

15 

66 66 66 66 66 66 
Nomotorized 3 
Recreation 5 66 66 

5 25 25 25 25 25 
10 37 37 37 37 37 37 

51 51 51 51 51 51 51 51 
64 

51 

Elk  H u n t i n g  1 M RVD 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 27 
70 70 70 66 70 82 70 69 61 

108 102 107 127 108 105 95 
Potential 3 
1980 Base: 23 MRVD 5 107 108 

10 108 108 109 102 108 126 108 106 95 
106 107 107 102 107 127 107 105 95 

20 109 109 109 103 109 126 109 107 95 
15 

20 64 72 72 72 72 64 72 64 15 



Table 11-24 (cont.) 

WAL 
'LAW 
JF 

L1424A 
297 
354 
417 
436 

885 

521 
614 

1241 
1728 

76 
91 

107 
109 
109 
109 
47 
56 
66 

CUR PROP 
Unit of DIR ACP 

Category Decade Measure H I J 

1984 Base: 297 MRVD 3 354 354 354 

114F101 114Y12 114009 
Developed Recreation 1 M RVD 297 297 297 

MAX 
DEP P W  WN 

K L N 0 I4 LVL 
l l 4 W  114WOl 114VOl 114S07 114GG1 ll4DDl 

297 297 297 297 297 297 

0 417 417 417 417 417 
436 436 436 436 436 436 

521 521 521 521 521 
614 614 614 614 550 
885 885 885 885 885 550 
521 614 

1241 1220 1100 1241 1073 550 
1728 1220 1100 1296 1073 550 

76 52 64 76 63 76 
91 52 64 91 63 91 

354 354 354 354 354 0 

107 52 64 91 63 94 
111 52 64 91 63 94 
111 52 64 91 63 94 

94 111 52 64 91 63 
47 47 47 47 47 47 
56 56 56 56 56 56 

66 66 66 66 66 66 

5 417 417 417 
Roaded Recreation 1 M RVD 436 436 436 
1984 Base: 435 MRVD 1 521 521 521 

95 
133 
185 
18 
22 

_. - 
5 614 614 614 

10 885 885 885 
15 1084 1241 1241 
20 1084 1728 1728 

Semiprimitive 1 M RVD 16 76 76 
Motorized Recreation 3 16 91 91 
1984 Base: 76 MRVD 5 16 103 107 

10 16 103 109 
15 16 101 109 

95 95 95 95 95 95 
133 133 133 133 133 133 

185 185 185 185 185 185 
18 18 18 18 18 18 
22 22 22 22 22 22 

I 

20 16 103 109 
Semiprimitve 1 M RVD 47 47 47 
Nonmotorized 3 56 56 56 

51 
72 
26 
66 
99 

Recreation 5 66 66 66 

51 51 51 51 51 51 
72 67 72 72 64 64 
26 26 26 26 26 26 
66 70 69 71 69 61 
99 io8 106 109 105 95 

1984 Base: 47 MRVD io  95 95 95 
15 133 133 133 
20 156 185 185 

Wilderness Recreation 1 18 18 18 
1984 Base: 18 MRVD 3 22 22 22 

102 
101 
103 

- 
5 

10 
15 

102 108 107 111 106 95 
101 107 106 111 105 95 
103 108 io8 110 107 95 

25 25 25 
37 37 37 
51 51 51 

20 72 72 72 
Elk Hunting 1 M RVD 26 26 26 
Potential 3 71 60 66 
1980 Base: 23 MRVD 5 109 92 99 

10 110 94 102 
15 108 93 101 
20 110 93 103 

25 25 25 25 25 
25 37 I :: 37 37 37 37 37 



Table 11-24 (.writ.) Alternative/Benchmark 3 of 26 

Unit of RPA PNV m 
MAX 

Cawgory Measure A B C D E F G H LVL 

Existing Cabinet Mtn Wilderness 94.4 94.4 94.4 94.4 94.4 94.4 94.4 94.4 94.4 

ll4FOl 114GO2 114H02 114CC5 ll4JOl 114AA2 114u)l 114GG1 114DD1 
Wilderness Management M Acres 

1980 Base: 94.4 M Acres 
Recommended Wilderness M Acres 
Scotchman Peaks (662) 
Ten Lakes Contiguous (683A) 
Trout Creek (664) 
Cab. Face West (670) 
Cab. Face East (671) 
Government Mtn. (673) 
McKay (676) 
Chippewa (682) 
Rock Creek (693) 
Roderick (684) 
Galena (677) 
Cataract (665) 
Buckhorn (661) 
Nw Peaks (663) 
W. Fork Elk Crk (692) 
Gold Hill (668) 
Gold Hill West (176) 
Berray Mtn. (672) 
E.Fork Elk Crk (678) 
Lone Cliff-Smeads (674) 
McNeeley (675) 
Flagstaff (690) 
Roberts Mtn. (691) 
Grizzly Pk (667) 
Zulu (166) 
Marston (172) 
Willard Lk Estelle (173) 
Cube-Iron (784) 
Thompson-Seton (483) 
Tuchuck (482) 
Made Peak (141) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

48.3 
0 
0 

8.1 
0.4 
0 

6.7 
0.4 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

28.9 
7.1 
13.1 
6.7 
17.9 

0 
5.0 
0.4 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2.2 
0 

48.3 
0 
0 

8.1 
0.4 
0 

6.7 
0.4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

49.3 
0 

24.1 
9.8 
46.7 
1.1 
10.5 
0.4 

0 
19.7 
12.7 
12.3 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

51.9 0 
0 0 

30.3 0 
10.4 0 
50.2 0 
6.2 0 
13.5 0 
2.3 0 
0.4 0 
24.8 0 
15.5 0 
17.7 0 
22.0 0 
13.2 0 
4.8 0 
10.7 0 
10.2 0 
8.3 0 
5.0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

5.7 0 
2.3 0 
0 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Le Beau (507) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total Rec. Wilderness (1980 Base: 0) 0 63.9 81.3 63.9 186.6 0 304.9 0 , o  
Total Exist./ Rec. Wild. (1980 Base: 94.4) 94.4 158.3 175.7 158.3 281.0 94.4 399.3 94.4 94.4 
Wilderness Study Area 
Ten Lakes 4683) (1980 Base: 34.0) I34.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 34 .O 34.0 

> 111  4. 
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Table 11-24 (cont . )  
CUR PROP 

U n i t  of DIR ACT 
Category Measure H I J 

ll4MOl 114Y12 114009 
Wilderness Management M Acres 

1980 Base: 94.4 M Acres 
Recommended Wilderness 

Exis t ing  Cabinet Mtn Wilderness 94.4 94.4 94.4 

Scotchman Peaks (662) 51.9 
Ten Lakes Contiguous (683A) 
Trout Creek (664) 
Cab. Face West (670) 
Cab. Face East (671) 
Government Mtn. (673) 
McKay (676) 
Chippewa (682) 
Rock Creek (693) 
Roderick (684) 
Galena (677) 
Cataract  (665) 
Buckhorn (661) 
NW Peaks (663) 
W .  Fork Elk Crk (692) 
Gold H i l l  (668) 
Gold H i l l  West (176) 
Berray Mtn. (672) 
E.Fork Elk Crk (678) 
Lone Cliff-Smeads (674) 
McNeeley (675) 
Flags ta f f  ( 690) 
Roberts Mtn. (691) 
Grizzly Pk (667) 
Zulu (166) 
Marston (172) 
Willard Lk Estelle (173) 
Cube-Iron (784) 
Thompson-Seton (483) 
Tuchuck (482) 
Made Peak (141, 

. .  

7.1 
31.4 

50.4 
8.6 
13.5 
2.3 
0.4 
24.8 
15.5 
17.7 
22.0 
13.4 
4.8 
10.7 
10.2 
8.3 
5-0 
6.6 
7.7 
9.5 
8.0 
6.0 
6.4 
6.0 
18.5 
1.2 
20.1 
2.3 
1.4 

10.9 

~ 

Le' Beau (507) ' 0.7 - 0 
Tota l  Rec. Wilderness 1980 Base:O 403.7 62.9 66.5 
Tota l  Exist./ Rec. Wild. 1980 Base:94.4 498.1 157.3 160.9 
Wilderness Study A r e a  

47.6 
0 
0 

8.2 
0.4 
0 

6.3 
0.4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
n 

24.2 
6.8 

0 
8.0 
20.4 

0 
6.7 
0.4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Ten Lakes (683) 1980 Base: 34.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 

~ 

ZINAL 
'LAN 
JF 

11424A 

94.4 
- 

36.2 
6.8 
0 

8.0 
20.4 

0 
6.7 
0.4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

785 
L72.9 

34.0 
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DEP PNV M N  
K L N 0 M LVL 

114m 114WOl 114VOl 114S07 114GG1 ll4DDl 

nAx 

94.4 94.4 94.4 94.4 94.4 94.4 

24.2 
6.8 
0 

8.0 
20.4 

0 
6.7 
0.4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

28.9 
7.1 
13.1 
6.7 
17.9 
0 

5.0 
0.4 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2.2 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
66.5 0 0 81.3 0 0 
160.9 94.4 94.4 175.7 94.4 94.4 

34.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 



Table 11-24 (cont.) A l t e r n a t i v e / B e n h a r k  5 of 26 
RPA MAXPNV MJJl U n i t  of . .  

Category Mewure A B C D E F G U LVL 
114FO1 114GO2 114H02 114CC5 114JOl 1 1 4 W  114u)l 1 1 4 ~ ~ 1  1 1 4 D D 1  

Non-Motorized Recreat ion M a n a g e m e n t  (Roadless M e t .  ) 
Scotchman Peaks (662) M Acres 
Ten Lakes Contiguous (683A) 
Trout Creek (664) 
Cab. Face West (670) 
Cab. Face East (671) 
Government Mtn. (673) 
McKay (676) 
Chippewa (682) 
Rock Creek (693) 
Roderick (684) 
Galena (677) 
Cataract (665) 
Buckhorn (661) 
NW Peaks (663) 
W .  Fork Elk Crk (692) 
Gold H i l l  (668) 
Gold H i l l  West (176) 
Berray Mtn. (672) 
E.Fork Elk Crk (678) 
Lone Cliff-Smeads (674) 
McNeeley (675) 
F lags ta f f  (690) 
Roberts Mtn. (691) 
Grizzly Pk (667) 
Zulu (166) 
Marston (172) 
Willard Lk Estelle (173) 
Cube-Iron (784) 
Thompson-Seton (483) 
Tuchuck (482) 
Made Peak (141)  

33.3 
0 

15.4 
6.4 

35.6 
3.6 
7.5 
1.1 
0.4 
5.7 
8.3 

11.8 
14.5 
9.5 
1.1 
3.8 
3.7 
0.4 
1.8 
0.2 
1.6 
3.4 
1.1 
1 .2  
3.3 
5.1 

10.3 
1 .2  

16.3 
2.2 
1 . 4  

0.7 
0 

15.0 
1.8 

34.9 
3.6 
3.1 
0.6 
0.4 

8 , 3  
10.6 
14.6 
9.5 
1.1 
3.5 
3.7 
0.4 
1.6 
0.2 
1 .4  
2.9 
1.1 
1 .2  
3.3 
5.1 

10.3 
1.2 

15.5 
2.2 
1 .4  

5.2 

7.5 
0 

6.6 
1.8 

22.8 
3.6 
4.2 
0.6 
0.4 
5.2 
8 .3 

10.6 
14.3 
9.5 
1.1 
3.3 
3.7 
0.4 
1.7 
0.2 
1.4 
2.8 
1.1 
1.2 
3.3 
5.1 

10.3 
1.2 

15.0 
2.2 
1 .4  

3.6 
0 

9.4 
2.7 

33.7 
3.6 
6.8 
1.9 
0.4 
5.7 
8.3 

10.7 
1 4 . 1  
9.5 

0 
0.9 

0 
0.4 
1.6 
0.2 

0 
2.7 
1.1 
1.4  
1.5 
5.1 

10.0 
1 . 2  

15.3 
2.2 
1.4 

0.8 
0 

2.7 
0.5 
0.8 
3.3 
1 - 7  
0.6 
0.4 
3.0 
1.7 
3.6 

14.7 
9.5 
1.1 
3.4 
3.7 
0.4 
1.8 
0.2 
1 .4  

1.1 
1 .2  
3.3 
5.1 

10.3 
1 .2  

15.0 
2.2 
1 .4  

2.8 

30.4 
0 

12.8 
4.6 

36.2 
3.6 
7.0 
0.6 
0.4 
6.6 
8.6 

10.1 
14.9 
9.5 
2.3 
4.4 
5.4 
1.2 
1.6 
1.4 
2 .1  
3.5 
2 -3  
1.0 
4.6 
5.7 
9.5 
1 . 2  

14.3 
2.2 
1.4 

0 
0 

1.1 
0 

0.2 
1.1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.2 
1 .4  
2.8 
1.1 
1.2 
3.3 
5.1 
9.8 
1.2 

14.6 
2.2 
1 .4  

32.5 
0 

12.9 
5.5 

34.9 
3.7 
7.1 
1.0 
0.4 
5.4 
8 .3 

11.6 
14.3 
9.5 
0.3 
1.7 
3.7 
0.4 
1.8 
0.2 

0 
2.7 
1.1 
1.2 
4.1 
5.1 

10.2 
1.2 

15.6 
2.2 
1 .4  

52.0 
0 

30.8 
7.3 

46.9 
6.8 

11.9 
2.2 
0.4 

24.6 

16.0 
18.6 

12.3 

13.2 
4.3 
9.8 
9.9 
3.0 
3.7 
3.8 
5.2 
5.2 
7.8 
5.4 
5.5 
5.7 

16.7 
1 .2  

18.5 
2.6 
1 .4  

L e  Beau (507) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.7 
To ta l  Inventoried Roadless Ugmt .  211.2 164.4 150.8 155.4 98.9 209.0 53.1 199.6 353.4 

Other Roadless M g m t .  (Not RARE 11) 60.0 63.4 59.0 63.0 63.0 64.0 48.0 61.0 25.0 
To ta l  Designated Roadless M g m t .  271.2 227.8 209.8 218.4 161.9 273.0 101.1 260.6 378.4 
Visual Quality Object ives  M Acres 

Retention and Preserva t ion  398 420 419 410 492 402 534 390 507 
P a r t i a l  r e t e n t i o n  710 694 701 636 645 1063 623 702 1018 
Modification 306 300 302 275 278 4 60 269 303 440 
Maximum modif icat ion 788 788 779 882 793 278 777 808 237 

) . ,.I 



. 
Table 11-24 (cont.) 

Category Measure H I J 
Unit of CURDIR PROACT 

114MOl 114Y12 114009 
Non-Motorized Recreation bagement (Roadless Mgmt.) 

Scotchman Peaks (662) M Acres 0 
Ten Lakes Contiguous (683A) 
Trout Creek (664) 
Cab. Face West (670) 
Cab. Face East (671) 
Government Mtn. (673) 
McKay (676) 
Chippewa (682) 
Rock Creek (693) 
Roderick (684) 
Galena (677) 
Cataract (665) 
Buckhorn (661) 
NW Peaks (663) 
W. Fork Elk Crk (692) 
Gold Hill (668) 
Gold Hill West (176) 
Berray Mtn. (672) 
E.Fork Elk Crk (678) 
Lone Cliff-Smeads (674) 
McNeeley (675) 
Flagstaff (690) 
Roberts Mtn. (691) 
Grizzly Pk (667) 
Zulu (166) 
Marston (172) 
Willard Lk Estelle (173) 
Cube-Iron (784) 
Thompson-Seton (483) 
Tuchuck (482) 
Made Peak (141) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

3.5 
0 

22.4 
0.2 
34.6 
3.6 
1.9 
0.4 
0.4 
6.6 
10.2 
10.9 
15.1 
13.0 
4.5 
1.0 
1.4 

0 
3.2 

0 
0.5 
1.2 
0 

2.3 
0 

5.6 
11.5 
1.2 
16.0 
1.1 
1.4 

19.6 
0 

22.5 
1.4 
27.1 
5.6 
1.4 
0.4 
0.4 

10.8 
11.1 
18.2 

0.4 
1.8 

0 
0 

0.7 
0 
0 

3.9 
5.5 
3.1 
0.4 
3.8 
17.1 

10.7 

13.2 

1.2 
17.8 
2.1 
1.4 -. 

Le Beau (507) o 0.5 0.5 
Total Inventoried Roadless Mgmt. 0 174.2 202.1 

Other Roadless Mgmt. (Not RARE 11) 54.0 76.0 122.0 
Total Designated Roadless Mgmt. 54.0 250.2 324.1 
Visual quality objectives M Acres 

Retention(inc1uding Preservation) 590 529 545 
Partial retention 609 711 766 
Modification 263 388 412 
Maximum modification 747 580 486 

~ 

‘INAL 
JF 
1424A 
9.6 

0 
22.5 
1.4 
27.1 
5.6 
1.4 
0.4 
0.4 
10.7 
10.8 
11.1 
18.2 

0.4 
1.8 

0 
0 

0.7 
0 
0 

3.9 
5.5 
3.1 
0.4 
3.8 
17.1 

13.2 

1.2 
17.8 
2.1 
1.4 
0.5 92.1 
14.1 
545 
766 
412 

486 

22.0 

Alternative/Benchmark 6 of 26 
DEP wu[pNv EZTN 
K L N 0 M LWL 

114m 114WOl 114VOl 114SO7 114cCl ll4DDl 

19.6 
0 

22.5 
1.4 
27.1 
5.6 
1.4 
0.4 
0.4 
10.7 
10.8 
11.1 
18.2 
13.2 
0.4 
1.8 

0 
0 
0.7 

0 
0 

3.9 
5.5 
3.1 
0.4 
3.8 
17.1 
1.2 
17.8 
2.1 
1.4 

28.4 
0 

6.9 
4.5 
28.2 
2.8 
6.4 
0.5 
0.4 
4.7 
8.2 
9.4 
11.4 
9.8 

0 
0.5 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1.1 
1.0 
0.8 
5-1 
9.3 
1.2 
14.8 
2.2 
1.4 

33.3 
0 

15.4 
5.7 
35.6 
3.6 
7.5 
0.6 
0.4 
5.5 
8.3 
11.8 
14.5 
9.5 
0.4 
1.7 
3.7 
0.4 
1.8 
0.2 

0 
2.9 
1.1 
1.2 
4.1 
5.1 
10.2 
1.2 
15.8 
2.2 
1.4 

23.0 
0 

18.3 
4.2 
32.5 
8.6 
8.5 

0.4 
24.8 

1.9 

15.5 
17.7 
22.0 
13.4 
4.8 
10.7 
10.2 
8.3 
5.0 
6.6 
7.7 
9.5 
8.0 
6.0 
6.4 
6.0 
18.5 
1.2 
20.1 
0.1 
1.4 

32.5 
0 

12.9 
5.5 
34.9 
3.7 
7.1 
1.0 
0.4 
5.4 
8.3 
11.6 
14.3 
9.5 
0.3 
1.7 
3.7 
0.4 
1.8 
0.2 

0 
2.7 
1.1 
1.2 
4.1 
5.1 
10.2 
1.2 
15.6 
2.2 
1.4 

52.0 
0 

30.8 
7.3 
46.9 
6.8 
11.9 
2.2 
0.4 
24.6 

16.0 
18.6 

12.3 

13.2 
4.3 
9.8 
9.9 
3.0 
3.7 

5.2 
5.2 
7.8 
5.4 
5.5 
5.7 
16.7 
1.2 
18.5 
2.6 
1.4 

3.8 

0.5 0 0 0.7 0 0.7 
202.1 158.6 204.8 322.4 199.6 353 .4 
122.0 62.0 60.0 42.0 61.0 25.0 
324.1 220.6 264.7 364.9 260.6 378.4 

545 349 393 676 390 507 
766 627 709 706 702 101.8 
412 271 307 729 303 440 
486 957 791 98 808 237 



Table 11-24 (cont.) 
Unit of 

Alternative/Benchmark 
RPA 

7 of 26 
W N V  

Category Decade Measure A B C D E F G M MlNLVL 
114FO1 114GO2 114H02 114CC5 ll4JOl 114AA2 ll4LOl 114GG1 114DD1 

Wildlife Habitat Imp 1 M Acres 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.5 
1980 Base: 3.8 MAC 
E X  Forage Potent ia l  1 M Elk 5.5 5.5 5.5 

5 8.3 8.4 8.4 8.0 8.4 9.9 8.4 8.2 7.4 
10 8.4 8.4 8.4 8.0 8.4 9.8 8.4 8.3 7.4 
15 8.3 8.3 8.4 7.9 8.3 9.9 8.4 8.1 7.4 
20 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.0 8.5 9.8 8.5 8.3 7.4 

Managed to provide 
o l d - V t h  habi ta t s  M Acres 89 89 89 193 109 151 121 89 105 
1983 Base: 93 M Acres 
Commercial Forest 1 M Acres 452 452 453 452 453 452 453 452 452 

335 451 
423 728 

922 
346 384 

land With trees 160 3 335 341 339 338 344 350 
years or older  5 402 406 405 390 416 455 
1980 Base: 452 MAC 10 204 203 204 186 206 344 218 191 

15 413 419 429 413 459 786 503 413 1776 
20 389 393 376 383 435 751 482 389 1740 

Fish habi ta t  Imp 1 Acres 120 120 120 120 120 100 120 140 40 
1980 Base: 471 Ac 
Catchable Trout-Total 1 M Fish 975 985 975 974 985 995 986 975 1032 
1980 Base: 2 974 974 914 985 914 995 975 985 1049 
1016 M Fish 3 971 971 971 948 961 986 961 97 1 1066 

4 961 961 961 961 962 972 962 961 1083 

1983 B a s e :  5.5 M Elk 3 ;:; ;:; ;:; 2:; ;:; 9.9 ;:; 8.3 7.4 

5 972 972 972 961 962 975 971 962 1101 
Migratory Trout 1 M Fish  191 192 191 190 192 194 193 191 205 
1980 Base: 2 190 190 190 192 190 194 191 192 205 
205 M Fish 3 188 188 188 183 186 193 186 188 205 

186 205 
5 188 205 

793 793 793 827 
187 187 

4 186 186 186 186 187 189 
189 189 189 186 187 191 

Resident Trout 1 M F i s h  784 784 784 801 784 
1980 Base: 2 784 784 784 793 784 801 784 793 844 
784 M Fish 3 783 783 183 765 775 793 775 783 861 

4 175 775 775 775 175 783 715 775 878 
5 783 783 783 715 I15 784 783 775 89 6 

Potential  R a n g e  1 M AUM 20 20 19 18 19 15 19 19 15 
Forage 2 22 22 22 22 22 16 21 25 8 
1980 Base: 12 MAUM 3 30 30 30 37 29 21 28 30 8 

24 33 36 6 
43 43 42 48 41 5 5 29 39 46 

4 36 35 35 42 34 

I O  . ,(. 



* . 
PROP CUR 

Unit of DIR ACT 
Category Decade Measure H I. J 

114kIOl llkY12 114009 
Wildlife Habitat Imp 1 M Acres 0.1 3.8 5.6 
1980 Base: 3.8 MAC 
Elk Forage Potential 1 M Elk 5.5 
1983 Base: 5.5 M Elk 3 2:: 7.3 2:: 

5 8.5 7.2 7.7 
10 8.5 7.3 7.9 
15 8.4 7.2 7.9 

old-growth habitat M Acres 135 93 93 

20 8.6 7.2 8.0 
Managed to  provide 

FINAL 
PLAN 

JF 
11424@ 
5.6 

2:: 
7.7 
7.9 
7.9 
8.0 

126 
1983 Base: 93 M Ac 
Commercial Forest 1 M Acres 453 458 458 I 454 
Land With trees 160 1 152 420 351 I 349 

1980 Base: 471 Ac 1 Acres 150 100 120 
Catchable Tmut-Total 1 M Fish 986 1010 985 
1980 Base: 1016 M Fish 2 974 996 985 

- 
years or older 5 

10 

120 
985 
985 

_ _  
428 582 
230 537 255 

.~ _ _  - 
5 971 985 972 

Migratory Trout 1 M Fish 193 199 192 
1980 Base: 2 190 195 192 

15 532 860 

972 
192 
192 

~. 
20 511 584 500 I 604 

Fish Habitat Imp 

- 
4 186 195 187 
5 188 192 197 

Resident Trout 1 M Fish 793 811 793 
1980 Base: 2 784 801 793 

784 M Fish 3 165 784 783 
4 775 801 775 

18j 
197 
793 
793 
783 
775 

948 974 972 972 
961 996 962 I 962 

3 27 27 29 
4 32 28 33 
5 37 30 38 

29 
33 
38 

205 M Fish 1 183 190 189 I 189 

5 783 793 775 I 775 
Potential R a n g e  Forage 1 M AUM 19 19 18 I 18 
1980 Base: 12 M AUM 2 20 20 21 I 21 

Alternative/Elen&ark 8 of 26 

DEP PNV rn 
K L N 0 w LVL 

WAX 

114pF5 114WOl 114VOl 114S07 114GG1 114DD1 
5.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5 

5.5 

7.7 8.4 8.3 8.5 8.2 7.4 
8.0 8.4 8.3 8.6 8.3 7.4 
7.9 8.3 8.2 8.6 8.1 7.4 
8.0 8.4 8.4 8.6 8.3 7.4 

93 145 89 87 89 105 

458 452 452 458 452 452 
349 334 335 409 335 451 
408 392 388 444 384 728 
255 168 196 232 191 922 
541 267 402 509 413 1776 
500 240 382 482 389 1740 

120 130 130 120 140 40 
972 971 972 974 975 1032 
974 972 975 974 985 1049 
972 962 971 975 971 1066 
962 961 961 962 961 1083 
962 961 962 971 962 1101 

190 189 191 190 192 205 
189 187 188 191 188 205 
187 186 186 187 186 205 

8.0 2:; 2:; 2: 2 2:; 7:; 

189 188 189 190 191 205 

~ 

187 186 187 188 187 205 
783 783 783 784 784 827 
784 783 784 784 793 844 
783 775 783 784 783 861 
775 775 775 775 775 878 
715 775 175 783 775 896 
18 21 20 20 19 15 
23 28 23 25 25 e 
3i 41 30 72 30 6 - 

6 
r 

j 3  e3 37 i 3  36 
38 50 45 40 46 



T a b l e  11-24 {cont.) AlternativefEknchmark 9 of 26 
un i t  of RPA W N V  KIN 

Category Decade Measure A B C D E F G !4 LVL 
114~01 ll4GO2 114H02 114CC5 114JOl 114AA2 114~01 114G1 1140~1 

Allowable Sale 

1980 Base: 176 MMBF 
P r o j e c t e d  Live Green 1 MMBF 226 223 225 227 218 164 213 262 80 

Quantity (ASQ) **+ 1 MMBF 254 250 253 255 245 184 240 294 0 

Volume only, exclus- 3 249 247 250 285 238 190 231 274 0 
ive  of non-inter- 5 336 333 331 344 323 198 309 437 0 
changeable volume 10 290 288 286 306 280 224 275 238 0 
and Other harvest. 15 382 378 372 383 362 228 348 336 0 
1980 Base: 156 MMBF 20 345 345 341 383 338 241 327 278 0 
P r o j e c t e d  Live Green 1 MMCF 56 56 56 56 54 40 52 66 20 
Volume only. exclus- 3 56 56 56 66 54 40 52 61 0 
ive  of non-inter- 5 71 71 70 76 69 42 66 96 0 
changeable volume 10 71 71 70 78 69 52 67 59 0 
and Other harvest. 15 84 83 82 87 81 54 79 77 0 
1980 Base: 43 MMCF 20 84 83 82 87 81 54 79 70 0 

Timber Yield MMCF 84 84 83 90 82 56 80 84 0 

Timber Sale  Schedule" 1 MMBF 87 88 90 84 80 70 74 117 0 

Refores t a t ion  1 M Acres 14.4 14.4 14.6 14.5 13.8 11.3 13.3 17.4 0 
1980 Base:  16.0 M Ac 3 19.6 19.3 19.2 21.1 18.9 11.4 18.4 20.7 0 

5 15.6 15.6 15.5 17.0 15.2 12.3 14.5 21.2 0 
Commercial Thinning 1 M Acres 17.4 17.2 17.1 13.1 16.6 2.8 16.5 15.8 0 
1980 Base: 0.7 M Ac 3 1.4 3.4 1.3 17.6 3.4 1.3 7.1 4.0 0 

Long-Term Sustained 

Total Lodgepole Pine 

1983 Base: 72 MMBF 

- ~ ~ - -  - - 
5 5.9 8.1 5.3 4.4 6.3 7.9 0 

Pre-Commercial 1 M Acres 3 1.9 ::: 0.2 1.8 1.4 1.8 2.1 0 
7 9.9 10.4 10.4 11.2 9.0 3.5 8.1 13.3 0 - _ _  . _  

1980 Base: 5.0 M Ac 5 8.9 8.9 8.7 11.9 10.1 4.4 10.3 9.7 0 
Land Suitable for 
Timber  H a r v e s t  M Acres 1470 1464 1466 1595 1425 1132 1386 1484 169 
1980 Base: 1422 M Ac 
Stagnated Lodgepole pine M Acres 2 2 1 45 1 44 1 1 0 
converted by 5th decade 
Other Timber Harvest 
where permissable on 1 MMBF 7 7 7 7 6 5 6 8 0 
non-suited lands" * = Included within the ASQ and includes the non-interchangeable component. 

** = In addition t o  the ASQ. This volume plus the ASQ const i tutes  t h e  Total Planned Timber Sale Offering o r  Program. 
ncludes the  non-interchangeable volume on sui table  lands,  and excludes Other Timber Harvest volumes. *+* = 1 
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Table 11-24 (cont.) 

Category Deca 

CUR PROP 
Unit of DIR Am 
Measure H I J 

114MOl 114Y12 114UlJg 
Allowable Sale  ~ 

Quantity (ASQ) 1 MMBF 234 168 227 . 
1980 Base: 176 MMBF 

Volume only, exclus- 3 223 157 224 
Projected Live Green 1 MMBF 208 150 202 

ive  of non-inter- 5 
changeable volume 10 
and Other harvest. 15 

294 162 277 
290 194 239 
117 172 128 - - .  -~ 

1980 Base: 156 MMBF 20 318 2i5 309 

Volume only, exclus- 3 50 36 51 
Projected Live Green 1 MMCF 50 36 51 

ive  of non-inter- 5 
changeable volume 10 
and Other harvest. 15 

64 36 59 
59 
71 

70 39 
76 41 

~ I -  ._ I -  

1980 Base: 43 MMCF 20 76 41 71 
Long-Term Sustained 
Timber Yield MMCF 78 74 72 
Total Lodgepole Pine 
Timber Sale Schedule* 1 MMBF 64 47 44 ,I ,. _ .  
1983 Base: 72 MMBF 

1980 Base: 16.0 M Ac 3 17.5 12.0 16.0 
Reforestation 1 M Acres 12.5 9.9 12.2 

5 1 4 . i  14.9 18.0 
Commercial Thinnhg 1 M Acres 16.0 15.2 12.6 
1980 Base: 0.7 M Ac 3 3.0 8.1 7.8 

5 5.0 3.3 4.8 

-g 3 7.8 3.7 9.9 
1980 Base: 5.0 M Ac 5 9.8 7.0 4.7 

Pre-Commercial 1 M Acres 1.7 2.3 1.8 

Land Suitable For 
Timber Harvest M Acres 1361 1422 1386 
1980 Base: 1422 M AC 
Stagnated Lodgepole Pine M Acres 1 69 70 
Converted By 5th Decade 
Other Timber H a r v e s t  

6 
- 
e con 
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DEP PW mud 
K L w 0 El LVL 

114m 114WOl 1 1 4 V 0 1  114SO7 114GGl 114DD1 

UAX 

258 286 278 242 294 0 

230 255 247 215 262 80 
216 264 283 
271 345 329 320 

274 0 
263 437 0 

237 34 1 282 321 238 0 
427 381 378 336 0 

312 455 339 353 278 0 '  
57 59 62 55 66 20 
48 59 63 55 61 0 
57 1 4  69 69 96 0 
57 87 69 69 59 
71 98 84 82 77 
71 102 84 82 70 0 

72 102 84 83 84 0 

99 53 107 94 117 0 

14.1 21.1 16.0 10.6 17.4 0 
14.2 17.7 21.4 9.0 20.7 0 

326 

0 
0 

. .  
17.6 17.0 15.1 16.7 21.2 0 
12.9 15.5 18.6 19.8 15.8 0 
7.7 12.9 3.8 3.9 4.0 0 
4.8 4.6 5.0 6.8 7.9 0 
1.8 2.7 1.9 2.7 2.1 0 

11.1 15.4 9.5 11.1 13.3 0 
4.6 10.0 9.5 10.5 9.7 0 

1386 1788 1481 1389 1484 169 

70 93 1 5 1 0 

where permissable on 1 MMBF 6 5 6 - ~ 

non-suited lands** 
* = Included within the ASQ and includes t h e  non-interchange? 

7 8 7 6 8 0 

r e n t .  



Table 11-24 (cont.) Alternative/Benchmark 11 of 26 

unit of RPA PNV m 
C a t e g o r y  Decade Measure A B C D E F G k4 LVL 

. .  lrlAx 

114FO1 114GO2 114H02 114CC5 114JOl 114AA2 114L01 114cCl 114DD1 

Minerals Management 
Locatable Minerals 1 Cases 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
1984 Base: 85 Cases 
Common Variety 1 Cases 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 15 
1984 Base: 25 Cases 
O i l  and Gas 1 Cases 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 
1984 Base: 200 Cases 

Locatable Plinerals Potential*" 
Cateeorv A M Acres - -  " ~~~ 

Low 
Moderate 
High 

- 
- 

169 216 231 216 288 169 397 169 
9 21 26 21 54 9 50 9 
1 4 2 4 20 1 28 1 - 

- 6 
Total 185 249 265 249 37 1 185 484 185 - Very high 6 8 6 8 9 6 9 

Category B M Acres 
~~ - 

- 
Low 546 495 470 372 456 884 398 532 
Moderate 35 26 29 24 0 29 0 35 
High 20 17 22 13 6 23 0 15 
Very high 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 5 
Total 605 542 524 412 465 940 401 587 

Low 787 785 794 812 736 1018 698 778 
22 Moderate 16 17 13 12 12 31 17 

High 25 23 24 25 21 27 18 28 
Verv hich 8 6 8 6 7 10 7 7 

- 
- 
- 

Category C M Acres - 
- 
- 
- - 

T o t a l  836 831 839 861 776 1086 746 835 - 
Category D M Acres 

Low 604 611 614 708 626 35 613 628 - _ _  - - 
- Moderate 10 3 1 6 2 1 2 4 

High 5 5 2 9 3 0 4 6 
Very high 1 5 1 1 2 0 1 1 - 
Total 620 624 618 724 633 36 620 639 - 

"* Catagory A: 
Catagory B: 
Catagory C: Environmental conditions require some special  l ease  s t ipulat ions o r  plan of 

CataRory D: 

Areas tha t  a r e  withdrawn or proposed for withdrawal from mineral entry.  
Administrative or environmental conditions severely l i m i t  operabili ty f o r  exploration. 

operation conditions t o  mitigate,  such as t iming  of operations, e t c .  
Areas where standard lease s t ipulat ions and plan of operation conditions apply. 
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Table 11-24 (cont . )  

CUR PROP 
uni t  of D I R  ACT 

Category Decade Measure H I J 
114MOl 114Y12 114009 

Minerals Management 
Locatable Minerals 1 Cases 100 100 100 

1 Cases 35 35 35 

350 350 350 

1984 Base: 85 Cases 
Common Variety 
1984 Base: 25 Cases 
O i l  and G a s  
1984 Base: 200 Cases 

Locatable Minerals Potential" 
Category A M Acres 

Low 
Moderate 
High 
Very hiRh 

496 215 217 
57 21 26 
17 4 2 
Q 8 7 - , 

Tota l  579 248 252 
Category B M Acres 

Low 
Moderate 
High 
Very high 

323 400 456 
0 32 28 
5 18 24 
3 2 5 

Tota l  331 452 513 
Category C M Acres 

Low 
Moderate 
High 
Very high 

702 828 989 
8 13 36 

25 18 20 
7 9 7 

Tota l  742 868 1052 
Category D M Acres 

Low 585 664 422 
Moderate 5 4 2 
High 3 . 9  5 
Very high 1 1 1 
Total  594 678 430 

~ 

228 
27 
2 
7 

264 

456 
28 
24 
5 

2x3.. 
989 

36 
20 
7 

1052 
422 

2 
5 
1 

430 
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D E P  PNV UIN 
K L N 0 M LVL 

1 1 4 m  114wOl 114VOl 114S07 114GGl 114DD1 

MAX 

100 100 100 100 100 100 

35 35 35 35 35 15 

350 350 350 350 350 350 

- 
- 217 169 169 231 169 

26 9 9 26 9 
2 1 1 2 1 

6 6 6 6 7 
252 185 185 265 185 

456 267 543 452 532 
28 15 37 28 35 
24 16 17 24 15 

5 2 5 4 5 
513 300 602 508 587 

989 905 789 618 778 
36 35 20 11 22 

28 20 21 29 15 
7 11 8 8 7 

1052 972 846 652 835 

422 764 605 787 628 - 
2 11 3 4 4 
5 13 4 10 6 
1 1 1 20 1 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 

430 789 613 821 639 - 
'' Catagory A: 

Catagory B: 
Catagory C:  

Catanory D: 

Areas t h a t  are withdrawn or  proposed for  withdrawal from mineral  en t ry .  
Administrative or environmental  condi t ions seve re ly  l i m i t  o p e r a b i l i t y  for  explora t ion .  
Environmental condi t ions  r e q u i r e  some special lease s t i p u l a t i o n s  or  plan of 
operat ion condi t ions  t o  m i t i g a t e ,  such as t iming of' opera t ions ,  e t c .  
Areas where s tandard  lease s t i p u l a t i o n s  and plan of opera t ion  condi t ions  apply. 



Table 11-24 (cont . )  ., AlternativefEIenchark 13 of 26 ' 
rmx 

U n i t  of FIPA PNV m 
Category Measure A B C D E F G M LVL 

114FO1 114GO2 114H02 ll4CC5 114JOl ll4AA2 114LO1 114GG1 ll4DDl 

Leasable Minerals Potential** 
Catenorv A M Acres - -  

Low 
Moderate 
High 
Very high 

- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 

148 212 228 212 335 148 453 148 - 
- 

- 
Tota l  148 212 228 212 335 148 453 1 4 8  - 

Category B M Acres 
Low 
Moderate 
High 

- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
612 - 

n - 409 
0 

626 569 550 437 485 964 
. - 

- Very high 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Tot a1 626 569 550 437 485 964 409 612 - 
Low 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Moderate 859 849 861 872 792 1114 761 852 
High 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Very high 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Tot a1 859 849 861 872 792 1114 761 852 - 
Low 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Moderate 618 616 607 725 634 22 623 634 
High 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Very high 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Tota l  618 616 607 725 634 22 623 634 - 

Category C M Acres 
- 
- 
- 
- 

Category D M Acres - 
- 
- 
- 

** Catagory A: 
Catagory B: 
Catagory C: 

CatagOry D: 

Areas t h a t  are withdrawn or proposed f o r  withdrawal from mineral en t ry .  
Administrative o r  environmental conditions severely l i m i t  o p e r a b i l i t y  f o r  exploration. 
Environmental conditions requi re  some s p e c i a l  lease s t i p u l a t i o n s  or plan of 
operation conditions t o  mi t iga te ,  such as timing of opera t ions ,  etc. 
Areas where standard lease s t i p u l a t i o n s  and plan of operation conditions apply. 

. , 
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Table 11-21) (cont.) 

CUR PROP 
Unit of DIR Am 

Category Decade Measure H I J 

Leasable Minerds Potential"" 

114EOl 114Y12 114009 

Category A M Acres 
Low 0 0 0 
Moderate 540 212 215 
High 0 0 0 
Verv high 0 0 0 - 
Total 540 212 215 

Category B M Acres 
Low 0 0 0 
Moderate 353 452 515 
High 0 0 0 
Very high 0 0 0 
Total 353 452 515 

Low 0 0 0 
Moderate 151 915 1094 
High 0 0 0 
Very high 0 0 0 
Tot a1 751 915 1094 

Low 0 0 0 
Moderate 596 667 422 
High 0 0 0 
Very high 0 0 0 
Total 596 667 422 

Category C M Acres 

Category D M Acres 

- 
INAL 
LAN 
JF 
pl& 

0 
221 

0 
0 

227 
0 

515 
0 
0 

3.5 
0 

1094 
0 
0 * 
0 

422 
0 
0 

422 
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D E P  P W  MIN 
K L N 0 !a LVL 

114m 114WO1 114VOl 114SO7 ll4GGl 114DD1 

wo( 

0 0 0 0 ' 0  - 
215 148 148 228 148 - 

0 0 0 0 0 - 
0 0 0 0 0 - 215 148 148 228 148 - 

0 0 0 0 0 - 
612 - 515 309 616 522 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

- 
- 

515 309 616 522 612 - 
- 0 0 0 0 0 

1094 988 861 682 852 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

1094 988 867 682 852 - 

- 
- 
- 

- 0 0 0 0 0 
422 801 615 814 634 - 

0 0 0 0 0 - 
0 0 0 0 0 - 

422 801 615 814 634 - 
Catagory A: Areas that are withdrawn or proposed for withdraw1 from mineral entry. 
Catagory B: Administrative or  environmental conditions severly limit operability for exploration. 
Catagory C: Environmental conditions require some special lease stipulations o r  plan of 

Catanory D: 

** 

operation conditions to mitigate, such as timing of operations, etc. 
Areas where standard lease stipulations and plan of operation conditions apply. 



Table 11-24 (cont.) Alternative/Benchmark 15 of 26 

un i t  of RPA PNV #IN 
Category Decade Measure A B C D E F G !4 LVL 

#Ax 

114FfJ1 114GO2 114H02 114CC5 114JOl 114AA2 ll4LOl 114GG1 114DD1 
T o t a l  Roads For Management Miles 11272 11203 11153 11687 10951 9847 10748 11228 6000 
1984 Base: 6000 Miles 
Roads W i t h  Restricted U s e  Miles 5112 5109 5124 4773 4881 4965 4786 5100 451 
1984 Base: 1600 Miles 
Road Construction 1 Miles 269 266 268 267 263 202 251 315 1 
(Total)  3 123 125 112 166 111 103 109 104 1 
1980 Base: 224 Miles 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Road Construction 1 Miles 6 6 6 6 6 4 6 7 0 
(Collectors) 3 6 6 6 7 6 4 6 6 0 
1980 Base: 6 Miles 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

10 
15 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Road Construction 1 Miles 263 260 261 261 257 198 245 308 1 
(Locals) 3 116 119 106 159 105 98 103 98 0 
1980 Base: 218 Miles 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 

R o a d  Reconstruction 1 Miles 62 62 62 66 57 38 62 69 1 
(Tota l )  3 42 4 1  42 75 40 14 42 46 0 - 
i980 Base: 361 Miles 5 

10 
15 

. _  
67 97 1 

100 97 5 92 98 97 110 88 125 
68 67 66 79 74 117 74 72 5 

66 73 70 81 64 45 

20 67 65 65 58 64 97 64 61 5 
Road Reconstruction 1 Miles 9 8 9 8 8 6 8 10 0 
(Arterials & 3 9 8 9 10 8 6 8 9 0 

Collectors) 5 11 11 11 12 10 6 10 15 1 
1980 Base :  34 Miles 10 11 11 11 12 10 8 10 9 4 

15 13 13 12 13 12 8 12 12 4 
~ 

~~ ~~ - - -< 

20 13 13 12 13 12 8 12 11 4 
Road Reconstruction 1 Miles 54 53 54 57 49 32 54 59 1 
(Locals ) 3 33 35 34 65 1 2  28 14 37 0 .. .. 

a2 0 
88 1 10 81 87 86 98 77 117 90 

53 53 2 
15 55 54 54 65 
20 54 45 52 89 52 50 

1980 Base: 327 Miles 5 55 61 60 69 54 38 57 

1 62 109 62 60 

5.1 z 
C *'I1 F' 



. 

. 

JF 
L1424A 
Loo50 

K L N 0 U LVL 
1 1 4 m  114WOl 114VOl 114S07 114GG1 ll4DDl 
10725 12363 11267 10685 11228 6000 

Table 11-24 (cont. ) 
CUR PROP 

Unit of D I R  Am 
Category Decade Measure H I J 

0 
6 
6 

114MOl 114Y12 114009 
Tota l  Roads For Management Miles 10591 9817 10692 

0 0 0 0 0 2 
6 7 7 6 7 0 
5 6 6 6 6 0 

_. ~ _ .  
1984 Base: 6000 Miles 
Roads W i t h  Restricted Use Miles 4731 4590 6081 
1984 base: 1600 Miles 
Road Construction 1 Miles 248 185 244 
(To t a l )  3 111 138 97 
1980 Base: 224 Miles 5 0 3 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

232 
31 
0 
0 
0 
0 

54 
48 
60 

126 
76 

10 
15 

0 0 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 3 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

270 303 283 250 308 1 
55 181 102 86 98 0 
0 0 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 4 
0 0 0 0 0 5 
0 0 0 0 0 1 

60 62 72 60 69 1 
45 103 47 34 46 0 
67 62 61 68 97 1 
95 120 102 89 97 5 
73 85 71 73 72 5 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

63 
I 
7 

20 0 0 0 
Road Construction 1 Miles 6 4 6 
(Collectors) 3 6 4 6 

51 84 71 62 61 6 
9 9 9 8 10 0 
7 9 10 8 9 0 

1980 Base: 6 Miles 5 
10 
15 

9 
46 
4 1  

- - 
0 3 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

~ - 
11 15 13 12 11 4 
51 54 62 51 59 1 
38 94 37 26 37 0 

20 0 0 0 

1980 Base: 218 Miles 5 0 0 0 

Road Construction 1 Miles 242 181 238 
(Locals) 3 105 133 91 

53 
119 
61 
53 

10 
15 

58 51 51 57 82 0 
85 107 91 78 88 1 
62 70 59 61 60 1 
40 68 59 50 50 2 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 . - 

20 0 0 0 
Road Reconstruction 1 Miles 57 30 53 
(Total ) 3 40 29 49 
1980 Base: 361 Miles 5 59 32 68 

10 93 35 108 
15 73 51 71 
20 58 21 61 

Road Reconstruction 1 Miles 8 6 8 
(Arterials & 3 8 6 8 - 

Collectors) 5 
1980 Base: 34 Miles 10 

15 

. - - 
10 6 9 
11 6 9 
12 6 11 

20 12 6 11 
Road Reconstruction 1 Miles 50 24 45 
(Locals ) 3 32 24 42 
1980 Base: 327 Miles 5 49 26 59 

10 
15 

.. 
82 29 100 
61 45 60 

16 of 26 
UAX 
PNV U I N  

I 
5730 I 6084 5689 5134 4300 5100 451 y 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

9 11 10 11 15 1 
13 10 11 9 4 

9 11 15 11 12 12 4 



Table 11-24 (cont.) 

unit of 

Altemative/Benchmark 

RPA 

17 of 26 
MAX 
PNV MIN 

Category Decade Measure A B C D E F G n LVL 
114FO1 114GO2 114H02 114CC5 114JOl 114AA2 114L01 114GG1 114DD1 

Local Forest-Related 1 Jobs 2457 2436 2447 2457 2391 2006 2343 2706 1256 
Pvt Sector Employment 2 2666 2685 2703 2727 2616 2273 2559 2498 797 
1980 Base: 1666 
Local Forest-Related 1 MM$ 43.20 42.77 43.02 43.21 41.92 34.08 41.04 48.29 20.02 
Pvt. Sector Income 2 46.93 47.01 47.40 47.75 45.68 38.60 44.59 43.28 9.95 .- 
1980 Base: 23.45 MM$ 
Forest Service 1 MM$ 27.18 26.97 27.12 26.94 26.35 20.70 25.67 30.35 5.60 
Costs (Total) 3 21.86 21.82 21.38 26.90 20.91 16.76 20.30 22.23 5.45 
1980 Base: 17.93 MM$ 5 18.04 18.18 18.02 19.57 17.78 15.05 17.58 22.10 5.72 

10 18.86 18.97 18.87 20.35 18.46 15.95 18.52 17.64 6.57 
15 18.94 18.61 18.54 20.23 18.94 16.28 18.67 18.84 6.52 
20 18.22 18.12 18.00 18.24 17.91 15.12 17.66 16.67 6.24 

Forest Service 1 MM$ 1.57 1.66 1.66 1.66 1.65 1.66 1.63 1.65 1.44 
Costs (Recreation 3 2.24 2.27 2.27 2.24 2.26 2.28 2.22 2.22 1.79 

2.78 2.85 2.85 2.80 2.84 2.70 2.73 2.76 2.14 
3.06 2.87 2.83 2.95 2.31 

and Wildlife) 5 
1980 Base: 0.53 MM$ 10 3.01 3.07 3.07 3.03 

3.18 3.14 3.09 3.06 3.06 3.08 2.84 3.10 2.53 
20 3.20 3.16 3.11 3.08 3.10 3.08 2.98 3.11 2.82 15 

Forest Service 1 MM$ 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.04 
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0 

0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0 
Costs ( R a n g e )  3 
1980 Base: 0.08 MM$ 5 0.08 0.08 

10 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0 
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0 

20 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0 
15 

Forest Service 1 MM$ 9.05 9.01 9.07 8.73 8.70 5.78 8.44 10.28 0.05 
9.67 9.62 9.58 12.11 9.26 5.77 8.93 10.59 0.04 

7.61 9.42 13.15 0.15 
Costs (Timber) 3 
1980 Base: 6.69 MM$ 5 9.86 9.87 9.77 10.94 9.67 

10 10.08 10.06 10.01 11.05 9.80 6.46 9.61 8.80 0.61 
10.37 10.37 10.32 11.61 10.54 6.98 10.33 10.51 0.67 15 

20 9.96 9.91 9.80 10.09 9.74 6.61 9-55 8.60 0.53 

‘Z P 
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Table 11-24 (cont.) Alternative/Benchmark 18 of 26 

Category Decade Measure 

Base: 17.93 MM$ 5 

15 2.80 4.30 4.46 

10 

10 

20 9.19 5.19 9.51 I 7 .24 1 9.35 13.57 10.15 11.23 8.60 0.53 



Table 11-24 (cont.) Altemative/E%enchmark 19 of 26 
MAX 

U n i t  of RPA PNV MIN 
C a t e g o r y  Decade Measure A B C D E F G n LVL 

114FO1 114GO2 114H02 114CC5 ll4JOl 114AA2 ll4LOl 114GG1 1 1 4 D D 1  
Forest Service 1 MM$ 4.82 4.72 4.72 4.80 4.71 4.47 4.69 4.74 4.01 
Costs (Other) 3 4.11 3.98 4.07 4.30 4.06 3.81 3.86 4.13 3.59 
1980 Base: 3.56 MM$ 5 3.58 3.52 3.50 3.64 3.49 3.43 3.60 3.60 3.32 

10 3.37 3-30 3.29 3.41 3.28 3.27 3.48 3.47 3.15 

20 3.19 3.21 3.26 3.37 3.25 3.05 3.33 3.26 2.65 

Costs (Roads-Total) 3 5.76 5.87 5.38 8.17 5.25 4.82 5.21 5.21 0.03 
1980 Base: 7.07 MM$ 5 1.74 1.86 1.82 2.11 1.70 1.23 1.75 2.51 0.11 

10 2.32 2.46 2.42 2.78 2.24 3-27 2.52 2.39 0.50 

15 3.50 3.23 3.28 3.39 3.29 3.05 3.46 3.27 2.94 

Forest  Service 1 MM$ 11.66 11.50 11.59 11.67 11.21 8.71 10.83 13.60 0.06 

15 1.81 1.79 1.77 2.09 1.97 3.09 1.96 1.88 0.38 
20 1.79 1.76 1.75 1.62 1.74 2.30 1.72 1.62 0.24 

Purchaser C r e d i t  1 MM$ 5.43 5.40 5.24 3.94 5.12 6.28 0.03 
Road Costs (Tota l )  3 4.19 E; 3.87 Z %  3.79 3.60 3.76 3.69 0.01 
1980 Base: 2.66 MM$ 5 0.93 1.03 0.99 1.19 0.92 0.65 0.97 1.38 0.04 

10 
15 

1,37 1.47 1.44 1.68 1.32 1.84 1.54 1.48 0.13 
0.92 0.91 0.90 1.12 1.06 1.72 1.07 1.01 0.17 

26 0.91 0.89 0.88 0.77 0.89 1.41 0.89 0.85 0.05 
Purchaser C r e d i t  1 MMS 5.43 5.36 5.40 5.45 5.24 3.94 5.12 6.28 0.03 
Road Costs 3 3.63 3.71 3.30 4.98 3.24 3.16 3.17 3.07 0.01 
(Construction) 5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 

10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 
15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15 

Purchaser C r e d i t  1 MM$ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 

Road Costs 3 0.56 0.58 0.56 1.11 0.55 0.00 0.59 0.62 0.00 
(Reconstruction) 5 0.93 1.03 0.99 1.19 0.92 0.44 0.97 1.38 0.00 

10 1.37 1.47 1 . 4 4  1.68 1.32 1.84 1.54 1.48 0.01 
15 0.92 0.91 0.90 1.12 1.06 1.72 1.07 1.01 0.02 
20 0.91 0.89 0.88 0.77 0.89 1.41 0.89 0.85 0.02 

.s .. 



i J 

(Total) 5 0.85 0.41 0.96 
1980 Base: 2.66 MM$ 10 1.41 0.45 1.63 

15 1.05 0.71 0.98 
20 0.80 0.23 0.82 

Purchaser C r e d i t  1 MM$ 5.00 2.98 4x7- 
Road Costs 3 3.23 3.77 2.80 
(Construction) 5 0.00 0.00 0.00 

10 0.00 0.00 0.00 
15 0.00 0.00 0.00 
20 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Purchaser Credit 1 MM$ 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Road Costs 3 0.55 0.00 0.68 
(Reconstruction) 5 0.85 0.41 0.96 

10 1.41 0.45 €.63 
15 1.05 0.71 0.98 
20 0.80 0.23 0.82 

. .I , 

0.82 0.96 0.87 0.84 0.88 1.38 0.04 
1.85 1.41 1.83 1.51 1.20 1.48 0.13 
1.03 1.02 1.20 0.97 0.94 1.01 0.17 

4.77 5.51 6.11 5.92 5.16 6.28 0.03 
0.95 1.67 5.82 3.21 2.62 3.07 0.01 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.63 0.62 1.60 0.61 0.40 0.62 0.00 
0.82 0.96 0.87 0.84 0.88 1.38 0.00 
1.85 1.41 1.83 1.51 1.20 1.48 0.01 
1.03 1.02 1.20 0.97 0.94 1.01 0.02 

0.82 0.66 1.16 0.97 0. 77 0.8 5 0.0 5 

0.82 0.66 1.16 0.97 0.77 0.85 0.02 

Table 11-24 (cont.) Alternative/F%nchmark 
CUR 
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Table 11-24 (cont.) 

U n i t  of 

Altemative/Elenchmark 

RPA 

21 of 26 
wu( 

PMV MIN 
Category Decade Measure A B C D E F G k¶ LVL 

l l4FUl 114Go2 ll4H02 114CC5 114JOl 114AA2 114LOl 114GG1 114DD1 
Capital Investment 1 MM$ 4.29 4.23 4.27 4.28 4.11 3.37 3.88 5.08 0.02 
Road Costs 3 0.61 0.60 0.61 0.68 0.58 0.43 0.56 0.64 0.02 
(Total) 5 0.42 0.42 0.41 0.45 0.40 0.30 0.39 0.56 0.05 
1980 Base: 4.41 MMS 10 0.42 0.42 0.41 0.46 0.40 0.30 0.39 0.35 0.30 

15 0.49 0.49 0.48 0.51 0.48 0.32 0.46 0.45 0.16 
~ 

20 0.49 0.49 0.48 0.51 0.48 0.32 0.46 0.4; 0.16 
Capital Investment 1 MM$ 3.05 3.01 3.05 2.97 2.96 2.63 2.66 3.71 0.01 
Road Costs 3 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.30 1.27 0.20 0.26 0.28 0.01 
(Construction) 5 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.02 

10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 
15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Capital Investment 1 MM$ 1.24 1.22 1.22 1.31 1.15 0.74 1.28 1.37 0.01 
Road Costs 3 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.38 0.31 0.23 0.31 0.36 0.01 
(Reconstruction) 5 0.42 0.42 0.41 0.45 0.40 0.24 0.39 0.56 0.03 

10 0.42 0.42 0.41 0.46 0.40 0.30 0.39 0.35 0.16 
15 0.49 0.49 0.48 0.51 0.48 0.32 0.46 0.45 0.16 
20 0.49 0.49 0.48 0.51 0.48 0.32 0.46 0.41 0.16 



' i 

11424A 
3.58 
0.53 
0.29 

Table 11-24 (cont.) 
CUR PROP 

Unit of DIR ACT 
Category Decade Measure H I J 

1 1 4 m  114WOl 114VOl 114S07 114GG1 114DD1 

0.52 0.61 0.65 0.60 0.64 0.02 
0.34 0.44 1.40 0.41 0.56 0.05 

4.21 5.16 4.65 3.88 5.08 0.02 
114pB01 114Y12 114009 

Capital Investment 1 MM$ 3.84 2.43 3.71 
Road Costs 3 0.54 1.14 0.54 
(Total) 5 0.37 0.33 0.34 
1980 Base: 4.41 MM$ 10 0.41 0.23 0.34 

_ .  
0.37 
2.58 
0.24 

15 0.45 0.24 0.42 
20 0.45 0.24 0.42 

C a p i t a l  Investment 1 MM$ 2.69 1.83 2.68 
Road Costs 3 0.24 0.55 0.24 

10 0.00 0.00 0.00 
(Construction) 5 0.00 0.12 0.00 

0.42 0.60 0.49 0.48 0.4i 0.16 
3.03 3.90 3.26 2.76 3.71 0.01 
0.24 0.26 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.01 

22 of 26 
WAX 

15 0.00 0.00 0.00 
20 0.00 0.00 0.00 

C a p i t a l  Investment 1 MM$ 1.15 0.60 1.03 
Road Costs 3 0.30 0.59 0.30 
(Reconstruction) 5 0.37 0.21 0.34 

10 0.41 0.23 0.34 
15 0.45 0.24 0.42 
20 0.45 0.24 0.42 

P W  MM 
JF I "K" L M 0 r.4 LVL 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.01 1.00 1.18 1.26 1.39 1.12 1.37 
0.29 0.28 0.35 0.37 0.32 0.36 0.01 
0.29 0.34 0.44 0.40 0.41 0.56 0.03 
0.29 0.34 0.51 0.40 0.41 0.35 0.16 
0.37 0.42 0.57 0.49 0.48 0.45 0.16 
0.37 0.42 0.60 0.49 0.48 0.41 0.16 

0.51 0.40 0.41 0.35 0.30 
0.57 0.49 0.48 0.45 0.16 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 :::: I 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 



Table 11-24 (cont.) Alternative/Eknchmark 23 of 26 

u n i t  of RPA PNV M I N  
Category Decade Measure A B C D E P G n LVL 

MAX 

114FO1 114GO2 114H02 114CC5 114J01 114AA2 114Ml 114GG1 114DD1 
Forest Service 1 MM$ 17.45 17.39 17.46 17.22 17.00 13.39 16.67 18.99 

Maintenance Costs 5 16.69 16.73 16.62 17.93 16.46 14.10 16.22 20.16 5.63 
1980 Base: 10.86 MM$ 10 17.07 17.08 17.02 18.22 16.73 13.80 16.59 15.82 6.14 

15 17.52 17.21 17.16 18.60 17.41 14.24 17.16 17.38 6.19 
20 16.81 16.74 16.63 16.96 16.54 13.39 16.31 15.41 6.03 

0.10 
5 29.74 29.76 29.59 31.66 29.63 15.70 28.49 38.23 0.38 
10 28.00 28.18 27.87 32.16 26.88 18.33 26.76 19.05 2.58 

Operations and 3 17.07 16.93 16.90 20.13 16.54 12.73 16.18 17.90 ;:z 
Returns to the States 1 MM$ 6.80 6.60 6.65 6.96 6.60 4.33 6.55 8.04 0.07 
1980 Base: 2.69 MM$ 3 11.22 10.98 10.91 12.26 10.75 8.47 10.47 11.41 

15 33.65 32.97 32.35 31.60 31.52 18.47 30.36 29.52 2.53 
20 50.77 50.36 49.93 49.08 48.94 21.47 47.30 42.01 1.94 

U.S. Treasurv 3 44.88 43.91 43.65 49.05 43.00 73.89 41.87 45.65 0.38 
Returns to the 1 MM$ 27.19 26.41 26.59 27.83 26.40 17.33 26.18 32.16 0.27 

- - 
(Total) 5 
1980 Base: 10.79 MM$ 10 

15 
20 
1 Returns to the - 

U.S. Treasury 3 
(Special U s e s )  5 
1980 Base: 0.08 MM$ 10 

15 

-~ 
118.94 119.05 118.37 126.62 118.51 $2.81 113.95 152.93 
112.01 112.41 111.48 128.65 107.53 73.32 107.02 76.18 
134.58 131.89 129.41 126.39 126.09 73.87 121.44 118.07 
203.08 201.43 199.71 196.31 195.77 85.86 189.19 168.04 

MM$ 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 

1.52 
10.32 
10.11 
7.77 0.04 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

20 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 
Returns to the 1 MM$ 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 
U.S. Treasury 3 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 
( R a n g e )  5 
1980 Base: 0.02 MM$ 10 

0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 
0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 .~ 

15 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 
20 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 

Returns to the 1 MMS 27.09 26.71 26.49 27. 3 26.30 17.2 26.08 32.06 0.22 
U.S. Treasury 3 44.78 43.81 43.55 48.;5 42.90 33.7; 41.77 45.55 0.38 
(Timber) 5 118.84 118.95 118.27 126.52 118.41 62.71 113.85 152.83 1.52 
1980 Base:10.70 MM$ 10 111.91 112.31 111.38 128.55 107.43 73.22 106.92 76.08 10.32 

15 134.48 131.79 129.31 126.29 125.99 73.77 121.34 117.97 10.11 



Table 11-24 (cont . )  

unit of 
Category Decade Measure H 

Forest Service 1 MM$ 16.24 
Operations and 3 15.77 
Maintenance Costs 5 15.70 
1980 Base: 10.86 MM$ 10 16.73 

15 16.89 

114~01 

~ 

20 15.90 11.91 16.42 
Returns to the States 1 MM$ 6.43 2.88 6.15 
1980 Base: 2.69 MM$ 3 10.03 7.12 10.86 

14.11 
6.10 
10.91 . 

5 
10 
15 

27.99 14.03 23.09 
29.40 17.43 24.39 
29.69 15.43 29.82 

19.00 
14.66 
26.88 

20 45.49 20.94 38.20 
Returns to the 1 MM$ 25.72 11.53 24.61 
U.S. Treasury 3 40.12 28.49 43.44 
(Total) 5 111.95 56.10 92.37 
1980 Base: 10.79 MM$ 10 117.58 69.72 97.57 

25.86 
24.39 
43.65 
76.01 
58.62 

15 118.76 61.72 119.27 
20 181.94 83.76 152.78 

Returns to the 1 MM$ 0.08 0.08 0.08 
U.S. Treasury 3 0.08 0.08 0.08 
(Special Uses) 5 0.08 0.08 0.08 
1980 Base: 0.08 MM$ 10 0.08 0.08 0.08 

15 0.08 0.08 0.08 

107.50 
103.44 
0.08 
0.08 
0.08 
0.08 
0.08 

20 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Returns to the 1 MM$ 0.02 0.02 0.02 
U.S. Treasury 3 0.02 0.02 0.02 

0.08 
0.02 
0.02 

24 of 26 Alternative/Benchmark 
MAX 

DEP PNV m 
K L N 0 w LVL 

( R a g e )  5 0.02 0.02 0.02 
1980 Base: 0.02 MM$ 10 0.02 0.02 0.02 

15 0.02 0.02 0.02 

114m 114WOl 114VOl 114SO7 114GG1 114DD1 
17.80 22.91 18.55 17.86 18.99 5.55 
15.75 19.30 17.92 17.58 17.90 5.42 

0.02 
0.02 
0.02 

18.57 17.75 16.63 17.76 20.16 5.63 
15.06 19.01 16.99 17.28 15.82 6.14 

20 0.02 0.02 0.02 
Returns to the 1 MM$ 25.62 11.43 24.51 
U.S. Treasury 3 40.02 28.39 43.3b 
(Timber) 5 111.85 56.00 92.27 
1980 Base: 10.70 MM$ 10 117.48 69.62 97.47 

16.18 20.06 i7.j4 19.26 17.38 6.19 
16.20 20.72 17.03 18.08 15.41 6.03 
7.02 7.46 7.54 6.25 8.04 0.07 
9.96 11.07 11.64 12.00 11.41 0.10 

0.02 
24.29 
43.55 
75.91 
58.52 

2i.j6 28.22 27.64 28.55 38.23 0.38 
24.19 38.44 25.93 27.39 19.05 2.58 
29.49 34.90 33.62 34.22 29.52 2.53 
38.85 54.09 51.83 46.81 42.01 1.94 

39.89 44.28 46.54 48.01 45.65 0.38 
91.02 112.86 110.54 114.19 152.93 1.52 
96.76 153.74 103.73 109.54 76.18 10.32 
.17.75 139.59 134.49 136.87 118.07 10.11 
35.39 216.35 207.33 187.24 168.04 7.77 
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.04 
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 

28.06 29.82 30.14 24.99 32.16 0.27 

15 118.66 61.62 119.17 
20 181.84 83.66 152.68 

0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 
0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 
0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 

107.40 
103.34 

0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 
0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 
0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 
0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 
27.96 29.72 30.04 24.89 32.06 0.22 
39.74 44.18 46.44 47.91 45.55 0.38 
90.92 112.76 110.44 114.09 152.83 1.52 
96.66 153.64 103.63 109.44 76.08 10.32 
.17.65 139.49 134.39 136.77 117.97 10.11 -55.29 216.25 207.23 187.14 167.94 - 



Table 11-24 (cont.) Alternative/Benchmark 25 of 26 

unit of FPA PNV MIN 
Category Decade Measure A B C D E F G w LVL 

WAX 

114FOl 114GO2 ll4H02 114CC5 114JOl 114~~2 114M1 1 1 4 ~ ~ 1  1 1 4 ~ ~ 1  
Market Resource 1 MM$ 27.20 26.42 26.60 27.84 26.41 17.34 26.20 32.18 0.33 

5 118.95 119.06 118.38 126.63 118.53 62.82 113.96 152.94 1.64 
10 112.02 112.42 111.49 128.66 107.55 73.33 107.03 76.19 10.43 
15 134.59 131.90 129.43 126.40 126.10 73.88 121.45 118.08 10.22 

Benefits 3 44.89 43.92 43.66 49.06 43.01 33.91 41.89 45.67 0.50 

20 203.09 201.54 199.72 196.32 195.78 85.87 189.20 168.05 7.89 
Nonmarket Resource 1 MM$ 6.47 6.50 6.48 6.51 6.47 6.47 6.41 6.46 5.93 
Benefits 3 9.64 9.79 9.79 9.60 9.74 10.12 9.66 9.57 8.19 

5 12.42 12.68 12.71 12.39 12.48 12.83 12.40 12.29 10.33 
10 13.03 13.28 13.32 13.00 13.35 12.22 12.76 12.85 10.79 
15 13.46 13.43 13.32 13.09 13.30 13.81 13.17 13.18 11.37 
20 13.58 13.55 13.44 13.17 13.51 13.78 13.36 13.29 12.13 

Range 1-97 1.97 1.97 1.97 1-97 1.97 1.97 1.97 0.32 

Costs Discounted at 4% MM$ 
Recreation/wildlife 80.56 81.31 81.26 80.75 80.98 80.26 79.60 80.19 44.63 

Timber 236.48 236.36 236.35 266.66 229.23 151.19 222.21 250.58 2.38 
Roads 195.43 194.26 194.19 204.83 185.69 149.30 182.97 203.57 1.99 
Other 161.47 159.73 160.46 163.76 160.94 157.79 159.78 161.13 147.03 

Recreation/Wildlife 228.29 231.46 231.38 227.21 230.58 233.71 226.78 226.76 171.65 

Timber 1588.12 1574.93 1568.86 1552.36 1538.31 961.96 1490.11 1630.64 26.47 

Present value benefits 1819.21 1809.19 1803.04 1782.37 1771.69 1198.47 1719.69 1860.20 199.04 
Present value costs 675.91 673.63 674.23 717.97 658.81 540.51 646.53 697.44 196.35 
Present net value 1143.30 1135.56 1128.81 1064.40 1112.88 657.96 1073.16 1162.76 2.69 
Opportunity cost 19.46 27.20 33.95 98.36 49.88 504.80 89.60 0.00 1160.07 

Benefits Discounted at 4% MM$ 

Range 2.80 2.80 2.80 2.80 2.80 2.80 2.80 2.80 0.92 

Economic Indicators (4%) MM$ 

Benefit/cost ratio 2.69 2.69 2.68 2.48 2.69 2.22 2.66 2.67 1.01 
Economic Indicators (7 1/81) MM$ 
Present value benefits 752.90 745.92 745.83 737.46 730.10 541.78 713.95 780.70 107.58 
Present value costs 398.57 396.88 397.68 420.59 386.44 318.18 380.47 415.42 114.93 _ _  . . -. _ _  - - _ _  
Present net value 354.33 349.04 348.15 316.87 343.66 223.60 333.48 365.28 -7.35 

Research natural areas Acres 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Forest Work Force 1 Work-year 664 659 662 658 643 505 627 741 137 
1980 Base: 519 WYE equiv . 
Fhergy Consumption 1 Billion BTU 274 272 273 274 267 219 257 307 60 

3 263 282 287 336 266 236 262 324 61 
5 282 281 279 328 318 217 263 366 61 



c d 

11424A 
24.40 
43.66 

Y 

114m 114WOl 1 1 4 V O l  114SO7 114GG1 114001 
28.07 29.8 30.15 25.00 32.18 0.33 
39.85 44.2: 46.55 48.02 45.67 0.50 

Table 11-24 (cont.) 
CUR PROP 

Unit  of DIR ACT 
Category Decade Pleasure H I J 

76.02 
58.63 

107.51 
103.45 

6.60 

12.50 
14.40 
16.83 
19.46 

9.66 

82.48 

195.85 
163.09 

1.97 

167.36 

232.65 
2.80 

108.72 

344.16 
610.75 

429.35 

595.14 

733.41 

2.20 

343.52 
251.62 

2105 
615 

114MOl 114Y12 11400' 
Market Resource 1 MM$ 25.73 11.54 24.62 
Benefits 3 40.13 28.50 43.45 

91.04 112.87 110.22 114.21 152.94 1.64 
96.77 153.76 103.75 109.56 76.19 10.43 

155.40 216.36 207.34 187.25 168.05 7.89 
117.76 139.60 134.50 136.88 118.08 10.22 

6. 6.4 6.51 6.56 6.46 
9.22 9.62 9.81 9.91 9.57 

12.36 12.42 12.50 12.89 12.29 10.33 
14.40 13.36 13.18 14.16 12.85 10.79 
16.78 13.39 13.57 14.73 13.18 11.37 
19.63 13.45 13.69 15.38 13.29 12.13 

82.33 80.70 81.19 83.09 80.19 44.63 

230.76 300.46 244.96 262.53 250.58 2.38 
182.54 227.07 200.19 177.83 203.57 1.99 

1.97 1.97 1.97 1.97 1.97 0.32 

164.36 165.93 160.72 163.40 161.13 147.03 

231.64 228.81 230.92 235.93 226.76 171.65 
2.80 2.80 2.80 2.80 2.80 0.92 

1338.61 1590.92 1603.71 1514.27 1630.64 26.47 

1573.06 1822.53 1837.43 1753.00 1860.20 199.04 
661.96 776.13 689.03 688.82 697.44 196.35 

251.66 116.36 14.36 98.59 0 1160.07 

685.79 743.17 771.98 717.67 780.70 107.58 

911.10 1046.40 1148.40 1064.18 1162.76 2.69 

2.38 2.35 2.67 2.54 2.67 1.01 

393.99 466.46 409.90 402.70 415.42 114.93 
291.80 276.71 362.08 314.97 3 65.28 -7.3 

2105 0 0 0 0 0 
672 a35 711 657 741 137 

5 111.96 56.11 92.38 

15 118.77 61.73 119.28 

Nonmarket Resource 1 MM$ 6.11 6.57 6.53 
Benefits 3 9.31 9.36 9.66 

5 12.46 12.00 12.39 

10 117.60 69.74 97.58 

20 181.95 83.77 152.80 

10 12.82 13.96 14.42 
15 13.23 15.97 16.80 

Recreation/wildlife 76.26 81.54 82.38 

20 13.80 18.50 19.60 
Costs discounted at  4% MM$ 

Range 1.97 1.97 1.97 
Timber 217.79 169.13 223.42 
Roads 175.34 124.58 174.81 
Other 158.77 169.31 164.31 

Benefits discounted at  4% MM$ 
Recreation/wildlife 218.59 227.38 231.92 
Range 2.80 2.80 2.80 

Present value costs 627.13 546.53 646.89 

Benefit/cost r a t io  2.65 1.84 2.42 

Present  value benefi ts  687.99 422.28 667.36 
Present value costs 370.73 315.42 378.44 
Present n e t  value 317.26 106.86 288.92 

Research N a t u r a l  A r e a s  Acres 0 o 2105 
Forest Work Force 1 Work-year 613 479 615 
1980 Base: 519 WE equiv. 
Energy Consumption 1 B i l l i o n  BTU 256 198 253 

3 263 234 240 

Timber 1440.63 776.25 1328.34 

Present value benefits  1662.02 1006.43 1563.06 

Present n e t  va lue  1034.89 459.90 916.17 
Opportunity cost 127.87 702.86 246.59 

Economic Indicators (4%) MM$ 

Economic Indicators (7 118%) MM$ 

5 254 180 246 

253 
240 
246 

Alternative/%ncbmark 
-1' 

278 274 292 264 307 60 
246 343 338 258 324 61 
289 320 277 273 366 61 
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