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ABSTRACT 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement documents, issues, data and information, analyses, processes for 
preparation, and potential environmental consequences of management alternatives are presented The 
Plans for management of the 844,640-acre Ochoco National Forest and 11 131 0-acre Crooked River National 
Grassland are presented also. 

Sixteen alternatives were analyzed in the process; SIX of these are described in detail in the FElS Each 
alternative responds differently to the issues and concerns identified 

. Alternative NC, No Change, continues management under the 1979 Timber Resource Plan without the full requirements of the 
National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA) 

. Alternative A, No Action, continues management of the Forest and Grassland under existing plans and policies, but has been 
updated to include NFMA requirements 

~ Alternative B-Modified is the forest products industry's preferred alternative, it provides for the highest level of timber outputs of 
any alternative detailed In the FElS 

~ The environmentally preferred alternative is described by Alternative CModdied It emphasizes resource which do not have market 
prices (e g , soil, water, wildlife, recreation, aesthetics) 

~ Alternative E-Depalture was the Draft Preferred alternative It featured a deparlure from even-flow to provide a relatively high level 
of timber ouiput in the first decade, as well as a mix of other resources over time 

. The Final Preferred, Alternative I, is represented by the planning documents Issued with the FEIS, and is described in FEIS 
Alternative I is the result of, and represents. an amalgamation of the public comments and suggestions received on the DElS and 
the Supplement to the DEE, the State of Oregon's involvement, incorporation of new information and legislation, and additional 
analyses conducted between Draft and Final Alternative I attempts to deal with issues in a reasoned, comprehensive and equitable 
manner Options are preserved, critical resources are identified and approprlately protected, and reasonable levels of commodity 
resources are provided The Plans are amendable through the NEPA process if future requirements or changes are deemed 
necessary 
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Summary 

Final Environmental 
Impact Statement 
for the Land and 
Resource 
Management Plan 

Ochoco National 
Forest and Crooked 
River National 
Grassland 

Purpose and Need 
This section is a general summary of the Environ- 
mental Impact Statement (EIS). It emphasizes the 
issues and concerns raised by the public and other 
local, state and federal agencies, including the For- 
est Service, regarding management of the Ochoco 
National Forest and Crooked River National Grass- 
land. It briefly describes the themes of the alterna- 
tives and how they were developed, the unavoidable 
adverse impacts, the irreversible/irretrievable ef- 
fectsofimplementation, and themajor resultsof the 
planning process. The tables show management areas, 
land uses, and outputs and effects for each alterna- 
tive. 

The purpose of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) is to describe alternative plans for 
managing the Ochoco National Forest and Crooked 
River National Grassland, including the Preferred 
Alternative I. The FEIS also describes the affected 
environment and addresses the consequences of im- 
plementing the Preferred and other alternatives 
considered. A Plan representing any of the altema- 
tives would he in effect for 10 to 15 years, unless 
revised sooner. 

In order to implement the forest planning provi- 
sions of the National Forest Management Act 
(NFMA) (36 CFR 219), preparation of an EIS 
disclosing a range of alternatives, identifying a pre- 
ferred alternative and disclosing the environmental 
effects of the proposed action is required by the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), and 
NEPARegulations as stated in Title40 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations, Part 1500, (40 CFR 1500). 
For purposes of disclosure under NEPA, this EIS 
and the accompanying Forest and Grassland Plans 
are treated as a combined document. 

Preparation of the Forest Plan is required hy the 
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Plan- 
ning Act of 1974 (RPA), as amended by the National 
Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA), plus the 
associated National Forest System Land and Re- 
source Planning Regulations (36 CFR219). 

Forest Service planning is a continuous, interactive 
process (CFR40CFR 1508.28) tiered to andcarried 
out on organizational levels within the National 
Forest System. These levels are: 

1. National Resource Planning Act Assessment and 
Program. 

2. Regional Regional Guide. 

3. Forest National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plans (Forest Plans) for 
National Forest System lands. Tiered 
to Regional Guide. 

Site or project specific plans, generally 
at Ranger District level. Tiered to For- 
est Plan. 

4. Project 

SI 
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Summary 

Process and 
Chronology for the 
Preparation of the 
Forest and Grassland 
Plans 

Year Process 
1980 

1981 

1982 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1988 

1989 

1990 

Notice of Intent Published in the Federal 
Register 

Preliminary Identification of h u e s  and Con- 
cerns 
Forest Inventory Completed 

Analysis of Management Situation 

Formulation and Analysis of Alternatives 

Evaluation of Alternatives 

Draft Preferred Alternative Selection 

Draft Environmental Statement Published 

Public Comment Period 

Supplement to DEIS Published 

Public Comment Period for theSupplement 

Evaluation of Public Comment 

Formulation, Analysis and Modification of 
Final Alternative 

Final Plan Published 
Plan Implementation, Monitoring and Evalu- 
ation 

Public Participation 

Issue Identification 
In the autumn of 1980, the Forest began the task of 
identiFng issues to be addressed in Forest plan- 
ning. Six meetings with key interest group leaders 
and individuals were held. In the meetings, 125 pre- 
liminary issues, concerns and opportunities (ICO’s) 
were identified. By an iterative process with the 
public, and through mailings, media, and meetings 
over the course of several months, these were con- 
solidated into 12 major issues or “planning prob- 
lems,” which are: 
1. Timber supply and Forest management 

2. Social and economic wants and needs of local 
communities 

3. Livestock grazing or grazing allotments 

4. Riparian area management 

5. Transportation planning 

6. Big game habitat 

7. 

8. Scenic resources 

9. Old growth forest 

10. Fuelwood supply 

11. Snag dependent wildlife 

12 Winter sports 

Roadless areas (and Wilderness Study Areas) 

Public Involvement on the 
Draft EIS/Plan 
The Noticeof Availahilitywas published in the Fed- 
eral Register on September 12, 1986. Over 1,OOO 
copies of the documents were distributed. Each 
document package contained a“Reviewer’s Guide” 
and “Summary.” Over 50 newspaper articles were 
published, and 20 radio interviews and 39 meetings 
were conducted on the Draft. The forest products 
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industry, conservation groups, and snowmobile or- 
ganizations conducted organized campaigns and in- 
formation dissemination. 

By the end of the 90-day review period, appro=- 
mately2,150 responses were received. All responses 
were acknowledged with reply cards. Over 20,000 
comments were coded from the responses. 

Summary of Public Comment 
on the Supplement 
The responses received on the Supplement to the 
DEIS were predominately local in origin. Ninety 
percent were form letters which came fiom local 
millsor millowners.The formlettersstated that they 
had “no major comments on theSupplement itself,” 
but then went on to repeat issues the mills and 
timber industry emphasized in the Draft - timber 
supply and jobs. Over 95% of the comments re- 
ceived on the Supplement did not respond to the 
issues addressed by the Supplement. 

Issue and Public Response 
Summary 

Timber Supply and Forest 
Management 
Major subissues relating to timber supply and forest 
management have beenidentified and are discussed 
separately. 

Timber Supply and Sustained Even-flow 
Yield 
Forest products manufacturing is the major industry 
of the area. Timber accounts for over 95 percent of 
the National Forest receipts. The Forest has 6.3 
Million Board Feet (MMBF) of standing crop. Ap- 
proximately50 percent ofwhich is comprised of ma- 
ture ponderosa pine. 

There are 533,177 acres of forest land tentatively 
identified as suitable for timber production. Of this, 
the Forest Plan allocates 496,850 acres to the gen- 

eral forest prescription, 92,200 acres to nontimber 
use such as wildernesses, roadless areas, and old 
growth, and 255,590 acres in other management 
areas. 

Large fine-grained ponderosa pine is the most com- 
mercially valuable tree in Central Oregon. Open 
park-like stands of mature ponderosa pine are also 
what people identify the Ochoco National Forest 
wth, and seek out for recreational purposes. Local 
mills are tooled for large material, although some 
modification has begun. Ponderosa pine may occur 
in relatively pure stands, generally on relatively low 
productivity sites, or associated with other conifer 
species. The latter are referred to as mixed conifer 
stands and generally occupy the better sites, but ex- 
isting mixed conifer stands have a high incidence of 
insect and disease damage, which reduces value and 
silvicultural options. 

The 1979 Forest Timber ResourcePlan established 
a potential yield of 136.5 MMBF. The programmed 
harvest for the Forest, under that plan, has been 
129.8 MMBF. The present planning effort devel- 
oped alternative first decade allowable sale quanti- 
ties in the DEIS ranging from 13.9 MMCF (82 
MMBF) to 24.4 MMCF (146 MMBF). (The FEIS 
ASQ figures range from 15,6 MMCF to 21.9 MMCF.) 
Three of the DEIS alternatives, including the draft 
preferred with an ASQ of 123 MMBF, plus an 
additional 5 MMBF in salvage sales, were depar- 
tures. Yields or ASQ’s exceeding 100 MMBF are 
not sustainableinboard foot measureover time. Be- 
cause FORPLAN yields were all calculated in cubic 
feet, the sustained yield in board feet beyond first 
decade is not readily available in a reliable estimate. 
The current net annual growth estimated in board 
feet for the Forest is about 80 MMBF. The harvest 
on the Forest has been at a historic high, - 153 
MMBF in 1985. This high level of harvest was a 
resultof thecombinationof timberavailabilityanda 
strong market. 

Millcapacityof Crook andHarney Countiesalone is 
estimated to be 385 MMBF annually. Demand for 
timbercurrentlyexceedssupply. TheForest hassold 
an average of 137 MMBF per annum over the past 
decade, and cut 110 MMBF, of which 75 percent of 
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the cut volume was large ponderosa pine. Silvicultu- 
ral systems applied have been predominately even- 
aged. Intensive timber management and resultant 
industrial activity on the Forest has potential to 
conflict with or impact other resources. Conversely, 
land allocations for other purposes compete with 
timber interests, and other management require- 
ments can constrain timber management activlties 
and reduce potential yields. 

What the Respondents Said 

Timber industry wanted an allowable sale quantity 
of 137 MMBF, which was the original 1979 Timber 
ResourcePlanpotentialyie1d.Theyalso askedfor at 
least 100 MMBF of the ASQ to be in ponderosa 
pine. They attempted to show that the “commercial 
forest” land base had been decreased through the 
suitabilitydeterminations and other land allocations 
in the Draft Plan. Timber industry also wanted a 
larger salvage program. The conservation commu- 
nity, on the other hand, thought the ASQ for the 
Forest should be about 90 MMBF. Both industry 
and the conservationists agreed on the desirability 

What the Respondents Said 

Large ponderosa pine were viewed as a unique 
product of central Oregon. Small diameter second 
growth trees were not. The stumpage value of large 
ponderosa pine is many times greater than second 
growth.Some segmentsofthewood productsindus- 
trywould liketo knowwhat thesupplyofpinewillbe 
over time in order to plan their business operations. 
Both industry and other publics do not like even- 
aged management in ponderosa pine. Both want 
“selection” harvests, but for different reasons. In- 
tensivemanagement onlowproductivitypinesitesis 
said not to be appropriate. It was thought that pon- 
derosa pine, because of its uses and the sites in- 
volved, should be managed on a board foot (not 
cubicfoot) basis. Itwassuggestedponderosapinebe 
inventoried and managed separately, with a sepa- 
rate ASQ established for pine. 

Uneven-aged vs Even-aged Silviculture 
The use of clearcutting as a silvicultural system on 
the Forest has increased in the past decade. This is 
due to imulementation of the 1979 Timber Re- 

of a sustained evcn-flow yield, but disagreed on the 
lcvcl ofyicld which was feasible on a sustaincd basis. 

sourccManagemcnt Plan and prcscriptionsin mkcd 
conifer that favor more clearcutting and increases in 

Ponderosa Pine Management 
Large ponderosa pine trees are an important forest 
resource. They are more valuable and important 
than otherspecies or second growth. Wood product 
remanufacturing has been increasing and relies on 
thehighqualitylumber milled from the pine. This in- 
dustry is dependent on  large pine (20-inch DBH or 
larger) that is relatively free of knots. Largeponder- 
osa pine is important to the economy of central Ore- 
gon. The majority of pine grows on relatively low 
productivity sites producing less than 58 cubic feet/ 
acrebear. A quality versus quantity situation exists. 
Current forestry practices include rapid liquidation 
of old growth pine stands, even-aged management, 
and emphasis on fiber (quantity) production. Strate- 
gies in the DEIS were designed to produce either 
maximum cubic foot timber volume on available 
lands or mmmumPNV.Thesestrategies resultedin 
harvesting stands at 90 to 100 years and producing 
trees no larger than 14 to 16 inches DBH. 

harvest levels as the economy re&vered from the 
recession of the early 1980’s. Overstory removal has 
been applied extensively in ponderosa pine. Clearcut 
acres under the Draft Plan would start increasing in 
the second decade as overstory removal opportuni- 
ties continue to be reduced and management inten- 
sity increases. 

Theharvest methods employed inFORPLAN mod- 
eling and yield tables in the Draft Plan and alterna- 
tives were based on even-aged management. Un- 
even-aged management of ponderosa pine appears 
to be a viable alternative with offsetting advantages 
and disadvantages. Some limited uneven-aged man- 
agement was programmed for certain management 
areas in the Draft Plan. 

What the Respondents Said 

There was strong support for uneven-aged manage- 
ment by the public and forest industry (albeit, for 
different reasons) and support for incorporation of 
uneven-aged management into the Plan. Some publics 
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see overstory removal as clearcutting. Uneven-aged 
management was perceived as a method to avoid 
clearcutting (see Clearcutting, this section) and to 
reduce conflicts with other resources. 

Departure 
This issue stems from the Plan (Alternative E- De- 
parture) proposal for an ASQ of 123 MMBF in the 
first decade, declining to 118 MMBF in the second 
decade, and 89 MMBF by the fifth decade (20.6 
MMCF to 16.1 MMCF). This amounts to a 25 per- 
cent reduction over 5 decades. The intent of the 
departure was to maintain a high timber supply to 
support community stability during the first decade. 
The issue, however, is more complex because none 
of thealternatives aresustainable in boardfeet over 
time. It is apparent that thecurrent harvest level will 
decline over time and a decision as to the rate and to 
what level over time is needed, i.e. a “glide path” or 
“stepping down.” 

What the Respondents Said 

Neither forest industry nor conservationists liked 
the idea of departure. Industry said they needed a 
dependable (and higher) supply of timber, espe- 
cially to encourage new business to Central Oregon. 
Conservationists said departure was a euphemism 
for rapid liquidation of old growth. The public, for 
the most part, asked for a “sustained yield” which 
they seem to equate with nondeclining even-flow. 
Some felt we were remiss in proposing anything hut 
sustained yield (nondeclining even-flow). 

Clearcutting 
Of the approximately 35,000 to 40,000 acres cur- 
rently under contract on the Forest, only about 15 
percent are to be clearcut. However, the Forest 
program in near future years contains substantial 
acreages of clearcutting in mixed conifer stands. The 
Draft Plan proposed harvesting 1,444 acres (9 per- 
cent of total harvested acres), increasing to 2,208 
acres (39 percent of total harvested acres) by the 
year 2030. Root rot and other insect and disease 
problems, plus slash disposal needs, make any type 
of partial removal impractical for most of the mured 
conifer stands. 

What the Respondents Said 

Therewas almost unanimous opposition to clearcut- 
ting from industry, conservation groups, and mem- 
bers of the general public. Reasons cited included 
the adverse effects it has on other resources; the 
waste of fast-growing, younger stock and potential 
crop trees; and the destruction of advanced regen- 
eration. The issue was posed as “clearcutting vs. 
selection.” Some publics perceived overstory re- 
moval as clearcutting. Clearcutting ponderosa pine 
was simply not considered appropriate. Acceptance 
for clearcutting in mixed conifer was conceded by 
industry. The uneven-aged issue is related to this 
issue. 

Social and Economic Wants and 
Needs of Local Communities 
Central Oregon’s economy is primarily based on its 
natural resources. Employment levels, community 
stability, ability to attract new industry and maintain 
the present, have been linked by some to timber 
supply levels. Our analyses show that the Forest can 
not continue to concurrently provide the same amount 
of timber and amenities over time as is currently 
provided. As a result, there may be socio-economic 
conflict under any alternative. 

The issue is greater than timber supply alone. Other 
factors, such as remanufacturing, material (log) trans- 
port into and out of the area, automation, market 
conditions, rate of liquidation of old growth, and 
ponderosa pine management affect jobs, employ- 
ment levels, county receipts, community stability, 
and other businesses and industries that contribute 
significantly to the economic well-being of the 
communities. 

What the Respondents Said 

The forest products industry and many individuals 
were adamant in demanding a high timber supply to 
maintain thelocaleconomy and jobs. Otherspointed 
out the shortsightedness of this viewpoint and sug- 
gested that the rapid conversion of old growth and 
shift to second growth/fiber management might not 
be positive in the long run. They collectively believe 
the important resource is large ponderosa pine. 
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Second growth is worth $40-60/MBF, old growth 
$100-300/MBF,so that evenifthecutis significantly 
reduced in order to manage for larger pine, it would 
contributemore to the economybecauseofitsvalue, 
remanufacturing potential, and in the future, pos- 
sible scarcity. The issue is also interrelated with the 
departure, uneven-age, and ponderosa pine issues. 
Still others felt that the high harvest levels would 
result in the loss of amenity resources that are the 
reason many people choose to live, work, and recre- 
ate in Central Oregon. Nearly all thought that a 
departure was extremely short-sighted. 

Livestock Grazing and Allotment 
Management 
The Forest and Grassland provide summer grazing 
for about 14,000 cattle and 3,500 sheep, or 75,000 
AUM’s annually, invoIving 105 permittees. Changes 
in public perception about management of the For- 
est and Grassland in recent years have raised ques- 
tions of possible conflict between livestock and big 
game, water quality, riparian conditions, fsheries 
recreationists and reforestation. Grazing permit ad- 
ministration is tied by law to allotment plans, not the 
Forest Plan. 

What the Respondents Said 

Strong criticism was expressed concerning our past 
performance in administering the grazing program. 
The public doubts that riparian conditions can be 
improved and livestock numbers increased simulta- 
neously. 

Some said that any significant reduction in livestock 
grazing would have an adverse effect on the socio- 
economic base of Crook, Harney, and Jefferson 
counties and eliminate currently viable ranching 
units. Still other respondents suggested that full 
utilization be made of all available forage. 

Some respondents requested that additional data 
about current conditions be presented and that more 
detailed descriptions of the impacts of livestock use 
on other resources be provided. 

Riparian Area Management 
Approximately 20,040 acres, including 815 miles of 

streams, ofthe Forest and Grassland are considered 
the riparian influence zone. Riparian areas receive a 
disproportionate amount of recreation and grazing 
use. Our most productive timber sites also occur 
alongstream bottoms.Approximately6,650 acresof 
riparian area are considered to be in “poor” condi- 
tion. Public attention for riparian area management 
and condition is increasing. 

The Draft Plan proposed to manage 9,400 acres of 
streamside to achieve “excellent”conditions. Struc- 
tural improvements were proposed to enhance these 
areas as follows: fencing, 255 miles; large woody 
debris placement, 14 miles; log weir construction, 
300acres, rockstructures, 50 acres; andshrub plant- 
ings, 50 acres. The remaining 9,600 acres would be 
managed for “good” or “fair” condition. 

What the Respondents Said 

The public is concerned about the impact that graz- 
ing, timber harvest, and road building has on ripar- 
ian areas. Of particular concern is the proposed 
increase in livestock use of forage and skepticism 
over the Forest’s ability to adequately manage ripar- 
ian vegetation. The view was presented that all 
riparian areas should be managed in “good” or 
better condition. There seemed to be a perception 
that ifriparian areas werein “good condition,” there 
would not be much concern over whether the vege- 
tation was used by livestock or not. Some livestock 
users recommended that where fencing is employed 
to manage riparian vegetation, the fenced units 
should be large enough to be managed as riparian 
pastures; others wanted more specifics on the pro- 
posed riparian program. 

Transportation System 
The transportation system on the Forest and Grass- 
land totaled 4,554 miles of roads in 1985. About 833 
miles (18 percent) are maintained for passenger car 
use, with the remainder maintained for high clear- 
ancevehicles. In the past, roads wereconstructed to 
relatively high standards. Recently, economic pres- 
sures and more rigorous analysis led the Forest Serv- 
ice to adopt lower road standards. 

Under the Draft Plan, the number of miles of road 
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maintained on the Forest and Grassland would 
decrease nominally in the future. Roads would be 
closed when needed to protect soil and water, pre- 
vent disturbance of big game, and limit investment 
loss. Closures could be seasonal or yearlong. 

What the Respondents Said 

There is strong opinion that the road standards and 
roaddensity are too high. Seasonal road closures for 
protection of big game, and road closure after com- 
pletion of timber sales are generally supported by 
the public. 

The timber industry suggested that the conflicts be- 
tween roads and big game result from roads being 
open to use, rather than roads per se. They contend 
that the needs of big game could be served as well by 
closing roads as by leaving areas roadless. 

Big Game Habitat 
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(ODFW) assigned planning benchmarks of 2,600 
elk and 22,600 deer to the Forest and Grassland. 
The Forest and Grassland have potential habitat to 
support larger populations of big game than these 
objectives. 

The Draft Plan proposed management for big game 
habitat would be the primary emphasis on 227,700 
acres (approximately 25 percent) of the Forest and 
Grassland. In these areas, open road density and 
cover would be managed for high quality big game 
habitat. 

What the Respondents Said 

The public desired a larger big game population 
than what the Draft Plan allowed. They would like 
more seasonal and permanent road closures. They 
felt all of the big game winter range should be 
managed for that purpose, and an increase in the 
cover-forage ratios for general forest should be. made. 

Roadless Areas and Wildness Study 
Areas 
The Draft Plan proposed managing Cottonwood 
Creek, most of Rock Creek, part of Silver Creek, 
and a small portion of Lookout Mountain for semi- 

primitive nonmotorized recreation (25,249 acres 
total). Green Mountain (7,000 acres) was proposed 
to he managed for semiprimitive motorized recrea- 
tion. 

The Oregon Wilderness Act of 1984 required the 
Forest Service to review the Deschutes Canyon- 
Steelhead Falls Wilderness Study Area (WSA) and 
make a wildemess recommendation in the Forest 
Plan. The Draft proposed a 5,200-acre wilderness 
(2,500 acres National Grassland, 2,660 BLM). The 
totalWSAwas 18,402 acres.Also, the portionofthe 
Deschutes River flowing through the wilderness 
study area was being studied for classification under 
bothstate and federalwild and scenic river systems. 
The North Fork Crooked River WSA (1125 acres) 
was identified as being part of a larger area over 
which the BLM had the lead. 

What the Respondents Said 

Public response on this issue was very polarized. 
Many of those favoring maintaining areas as un- 
roadedon the Forest requested that acreage in each 
be increased over what was proposed in the Draft 
Plan. Lookout Mountain was most strongly sup- 
ported to remain roadless, followed by “Ochoco 
Canyons,” Rock Creek and Cottonwood Creek areas. 

Those opposing roadless area management for rec- 
reation cited single-usemanagement as the basis for 
their opposition, and grouped roadless areas with 
what they felt were other single-use areas, i.e. wil- 
derness, research natural areas, and old growth. 

Those commenting on the Deschutes Canyon-Steel- 
head Falls WSA favored expanding the wilderness 
to include more area ifit was to be recommended as 
wilderness. There were few comments received on 
the North Fork Crooked River WSA 

Scenic or Visual Resources 
The Draft Plan proposed managing 3,000 acres in 
the Bandit Springs area and a 7,000 acre area en- 
compassing Crystal Creek, Walton Lake, Round 
Mountain, Lookout Mountain, Mount Pisgah, and 
East Point to protect the natural appearance of the 
landscape. Scenic corridors proposed totalled 52,000 
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acres, or about 50 percent of the potential roadside 
viewing of 106,700 acres. 

What the Respondents Said 

Therewere relatively few comments from the public 
on this issue. Most comments favored retaining High- 
way 26 as a scenic corridor. Some people felt that 
scenic corridors were just another means of reduc- 
ing the timber base. The State of Oregon expressed 
strong concem about maintaining thevisual charac- 
ter of the Ochoco Forest over time. 

Old Growth Forest 
The Draft Plan proposed to provide 26,400 acres 
specifically allocated(dedicated) to oldgrowth man- 
agement. Approximately 23,500 more acres of old 
growth were thought to be available in wilderness 
and unroaded areas. 

The size and distribution of the areas managed for 
oldgrowthhabitatweredesigned to meet habitat re- 
quirements for the pileated woodpecker, a manage- 
ment indicator species. 

What the Respondents Said 

Agreatmajority ofthoserespondingdesired alarger 
allocation for old growth. Some also expressed in- 
terest in preserving old growth juniper habitat. 

Fuelwood Supply 
The Forest currently supplies about 10,OOO cords of 
fuelwood peryear. Thisisexpected to  decreaseafter 
a few decades as harvesting is done in younger 
stands. There is a large amount of material currently 
not used becauseofpoor access (distance from road, 
distance from town) and because ofsmall size. The 
availability and location of fuelwood is directly re- 
lated to the timber sale program. Fuelwood gather- 
ingoften conflicts with leaving adequate number of 
snags for wildlife. 

What the Respondents Said 

The people who use fuelwood for heating (which 
includes a majority of local residents) favored the 
continued availability or increase in availability of 
fuelwood. 

Snag Dependent Wildlife 
The Draft Plan proposed providing 55 percent of 
the potential snag habitat. Snag levels vary by man- 
agement area, ranging from 40 percent in areas 
managed for timber production to 100 percent in 
wilderness and roadless areas. Fuelwoodcutting and 
timber sales may not be leaving adequate supplies of 
snags. 
What the Respondents Said 

Most of the respondents on this issue wanted snags 
reserved for wildlife. There was concem that the 
Forest Plan did not adequately protect snag habitat 
and that too many snags would fall prey to woodcut- 
ters and commercial timber sales. Conversely, tim- 
berindustrystrongly requested an expanded salvage 
program, which could conflict with leaving snags or 
snag replacement efforts. 

Winter Sports 
At present, most of the Forest, except for the cross- 
country ski trails at Bandit Sprinbs, is open towinter 
recreation, including snowmobiles. The Draft Plan 
proposed closing the summit of Lookout Mountain 
(3,000 acres) to snowmobiling. 

The greatest limitation to winter recreation on the 
Forest is the lack of access, which at present is pro- 
vlded almost entirely hy roads plowed to access tim- 
ber sales. 

What the Respondents Said 

The proposal to close Lookout Mountain to snow- 
mobiling was strongly opposed by snowmobilers. 
This appeared to be the major issue concerning 
winter sports that surfaced in the public comments. 
Incontrast, therewaslittlesupport by cross-country 
skiers for closing Lookout Mountain, or other areas 
ofthe Forest, tosnowmobiling. Staff observations of 
winter use of Lookout Mountain indicate that the 
conflict between skiers and snowmobilers is nor- 
mally minimal, and that at present use levels both 
uses can be accommodated in the area. One sugges- 
tion was that separate trails for skiers and snowmo- 
bilers to the top of Lookout Mountain be provided. 
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Additional Issues Not 
Identified in the Original ICO’s 

Anadromous Fish 
Anadromous fish were not identified as an issue in 
development of the DEIS and Proposed Forest 
Plan. Anadromous fish were identified as a concern 
by several individuals and groups, including a lengthy, 
technical response from the Columbia River Inter- 
Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC). Primary con- 
cerns included protection and enhancement of spawn- 
ing habitat, and the adequacy of the monitoring 
schedule. Native American groups noted that trea- 
ties guarantee protection for anadromous fish habi- 
tat. 

Historic Trail Preservation-Summit Trail 
This management concern developed out of a sepa- 
rate study conducted during the interim between is- 
suance of the DEISjPlan and Final. The Forest 
coordinated with the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHF’O) on details contained in the Final. 
This trail has been related also to other groups’ 
proposals for an east-west intertie for a cross-state 
trail system. 

off-Road Vehicle (ORV) Use 
This issue re-emerged during the issue validation 
phase for the Final Plans. It was not an issue of 
Forest-wide perspective in the Draft Plan phase. It 
was addressed in the Travel Plan. 

Round Mountain 
The Oregon Natural Resources Council in com- 
ment on the Draft Plan asked that a recreation unit 
be established for the Round Mountain area. This 
issue was brought up again by one individual in the 
validation procgs and addressed as part of the multiple 
use decisions. 

Validation of Public 
Participation Process 
Incorporation of public involvement into the deci- 

sions being reached in the final Forest and Grass- 
land Plans has been an integral step in progressing 
from the Draft documents released in September 
1986, Significant steps were taken during the last 
four months offinal document preparation to insure 
that direction in the final plans responded accu- 
rately to comments received on the Draft. In re- 
sponse to public comment, new information, and 
legislation significant changes were made in the 
preferred alternative between Draft and Final. 
Concurrently, with the alternative modification, the 
Forest Service worked closely with the public in 
attemptingtovalidate and/orseek“consent” forthe 
Final Plan. During recent months, 39meetings with 
more than 289 key individuals involving more than 
70 interest groups or agencies were conducted. A 
video was developed on uneven-aged management 
in ponderosa pine and wdely viewed and distrib- 
uted. This networkmg and collaboration has laid a 
strong foundation for Plan implementation. 

Summary of Changes 
Between the Draft and 
Final Preferred 
Alternative 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The Forest and Grassland are treated in sepa- 
rate Plans. 

The land and resource allocations are more 
refined - there are sixteen management areas 
in the Grassland Final, compared to eight in 
Draft; the Forest has twenty-eight in the Final, 
compared to fourteen in the Draft. (See Chap- 
ters 4, Forest and Grassland Plans.) 

The additional management areas above pri- 
manly represent additional allocations for wild- 
life and recreation. (See Tables 2 and 3, this 
summary; and Chapter4, Forest and Grassland 
Plans.) 

Timber management in the Final is based on 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10 

sustainedeven-flowwithanASQof 19MMCF 
(115 MMBF 1st decade), compared to Draft 
which had a departure from even-flow with an 
ASQ of 20.6 MMCF (123 MMBF 1st decade) 
declining to 16.1 MMCF in the 5th decade. 
(See Table 2-8, Chapter 2, FEIS; and Timber 
Goals and Objectives, Chapter 4, Forest Plan.) 

The Draft was based primarily on even-aged 
silviculture, theFinal incorporates la0,OOO acres 
of uneven-aged management in ponderosa pine 
and in the general forest (MA-F22), and addi- 
tionalopportunities, for example, withinvisual 
corridors. (See Chapter 2 and Appendix E, 
FEIS. Also see Standards and Guidelines, 
Chapter 4, Forest Plan.) 

Larger rotation diameters are established for 
ponderosa pine (18" even-age, 20" uneven-age 
vs. 14-16" in the Draft.) (See Standards and 
Guidelines, Chapter 4, Forest Plan.) 

Updating of FORPLAN model with new pre- 
scriptions, yield streams, yeld tables, and con- 
dition classes. (See Appendix B.) 
Economic analysis revised to reflect new infor- 
mation, schedules, allocations, assumptions, and 
additional resources such as mineralleases and 
anadromous fish. (See Appendix B.) 
Segments of North Fork Crooked River, 
Deschutes River and Crooked River formally 
classified under the Oregon Rivers Act, as 
compared to Draft where their eligibility was 
reported. An eligibility and suitability analysis 
has been completed for a 1,370 acre segment of 
Lower Squaw Creek from the Grassland bound- 
ary to its conffuencewith the Deschutes River. 
Alternatives B-Modified and I indicated that 
thissegment ofLower Squaw Creek berecom- 
mended to Congress for designation as a "sce- 
nic riverl'in the Wild and Scenic River System. 
(See Chapter 4, Section 2, Forest Plan.) 

A 5,200 acre wilderness area was proposed in 
the Draft for the Deschutes Canyon-Steel- 
head Falls Wilderness Study Area (WSA); in 
the Final no wilderness is recommended. In- 
stead, a 7,840 acre semiprimitive nonmotorized 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

areaisestablished. Part ofthe WSAis included 
in the classified Deschutes Scenic Rivercorri- 
dor. (See Chapter 4, Section 3, Forest Plan.) 

The Draft recommended 38,710 acres of roadless 
area remain unroaded; the Final recommended 
39,730 acres. Green Mountain was proposed 
for semiprimitive motorized recreation in Draft, 
and was allocated to multiple use (General 
Forest, MA-FZ2) in the Final. The Rock Creek/ 
Cottonwood Creek area to be managed as 
roadless in the Draft was decreased some. Sil- 
ver Creek remained essentially the same. 
Lookout Mountain was planned for 2,930 acres 
toremain unroadedin theDraft, and is treated 
as a 15,660 acre management area emphasiz- 
ing semiprimitive, nonmotorized recreation 
(7,550acres) andrecreation andwildlife(8,llO 
acres) with no scheduled timber harvest in the 
Final. (See Chapter 4, Forest Plan.) 

Additional emphasis is placed on nsual and 
scenic resources in the Final. An additional 
18,080 acres are assigned the visual quality 
objective of partial retention or greater in the 
Final. (Seestandardsand Guidelines, Chapter 
4, Forest Plan.) 

Dispersed recreation sites are identified and 
recognized as an allocation in the Final; they 
were not in the Draft. (See Standards and 
Guidelines, Chapter 4, Forest Plan.) 

Additional areas with special features or rec- 
reational attractions were allocated in the Final 
that were not in the Draft (e.g. Stein's Pillar, 
Deep Creek, Lookout Mountain). (See Chap- 
ters 4, Plans.) 

Lookout Mountain (MA-F11) remains open 
to snowmobiles in the Final; in the Draft it was 
proposed to be closed. (See Chapter 4,Section 
2, Forest Plan.) 
Developed recreation sites, not included in the 
Draft, are incorporated into the Final (e.g. 
Cove Palisades, Haystack). (See Chapter 4, 
Section 2, Grassland Plan) 

Areas emphasizing wildlife not included in the 
Draft are incorporated into the Final ( e g ,  
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Hammer Creek, eagle roosting sites, Rimrock 
Springs). (See Chapters 4, Sections 2 to3, For- 
est and Grassland Plans.) 

18. The old growth allocations were changed be- 
tween the Draft and Final. The old growth 
identified in the Final is comprised of 95 per- 
cent “suitable”stands, compared to58percent 
“suitable” in the Draft, although about 5,000 
acres less are dedicated. Old growth juniper is 
allocated on the Grassland, it was not in the 
Draft. (See MA-F6, MA-G5, Chapters 4, Sec- 
tions 2, Forest and Grasslands Plans.) 

19. The acreage of winter range allocated for big 
game stayed the same, with the exception of 
antelope winter range on the Grassland which 
was increased; improved spatial distribution of 
the winter range area was done in the Final. 
Another allocahon representing potential winter 
range (MA-€21) was identified in the Final. 
(See Chapters 4, Section 2, Forest and Grass- 
land Plans.) 

20. No allocations were made for summer range in 
theFina1, as compared to the Draft which allo- 
cated 154,100 acres for big game summer range. 
Habitat requirements for big game are consid- 
ered throughout the Forest and Grassland man- 
agement areas as specified in the standards and 
guidelines in Chapters 4. 

21. Road density objectives are changed - in the 
Draft theyweretwomihectiononwinterrange 
and four mi/section in the timbedrange em- 
phasis;intheFinaltheyrangefromonemi/sec- 
tion on winter range (seasonally) to three mi/ 
section on general forest. (See Standards and 
Guidelines, Chapters 4, Forest and Grasslands.) 

22. Cover guidelines for elk and deer were changed 
to reflect natural vegetation capabilities and 
patterns; more emphasis is placed on mixed 
conifer for cover. Modeling assumptions for 
calculating habitat effectiveness were changed. 
(See Appendix B, FEIS, and Standards and 
Guidelines, Chapter 4, Forest Plan.) 

23. Forage utilization standards for domestic live- 
stock grazing have been standardized by the 
Region in the Final. A system for prioritizing 

range allotment planning needs and riparian 
improvements is established specifically by graz- 
ing allotment in the Final, as compared to a 
general forest approach involving water devel- 
opments in the Draft. (See Standards and 
Guidelines, Chapters 4; and Appendices A, 
Forest and Grassland Plans.) 

24. All streamsides will be managed for excellent 
conditions,comparedwith theDraftwhich had 
two riparian prescriptions. A travel plan is de- 
veloped in the Final reflecting the land alloca- 
tions and management direction, compared to 
the Draft where all areas were open unless 
otherwise identified. (See Appendix Ds; MA- 
F15 and MA--, and Standards and Guide- 
lines, Sections 2 and 3, Chapters 4, Forest and 
Grassland Plans.) 

25. Utility corridors, minerals and land adjustments ’ 
are addressed more specifically in the Final, 
than in the Draft. (See Chapters 4, Forest and 
Grassland Plans.) 

26. A Summit National Historic Trail (MAW) 
has been identified and incorporated into all 
alternatives. Anadromous fish, ORVs and 
Round Mountain are additional issues identi- 
fied In the Final, not shown in the Draft. (See 
Chapter 2, FEIS; and Chapters 3, Forest and 
Grassland Plans.) 

Affected Environment 
The land administered by the Ochoco National For- 
est occupies 844,640 acres within Crook, Harney, 
Grant and Wheeler Counties. The Crooked River 
Grassland contains 111,510 acres in Jefferson County. 
Total population of a sixcounty area, which includes 
those above plus Deschutes, is approximately lO5,OOO. 
The area’s economy is highly dependent on forest 
related industry, government agencies, agriculture, 
recreation and tourism. 

The Ochoco, which in the language of the Paiute 
Indian means “wind in the willow,” is characterized 
by park-like stands of old-growth ponderosa pine 
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intermingled with mountain meadows. The Ochoco 
and Maury Mountains, where the Forest occurs, 
rangefrom2,200feet to over7,OOO feetin elevation. 
The Forest is drained by the Crooked and John Day 
Rivers. The National Grassland consists of high lava 
plains, canyons, andvolcanic buttes and is drainedby 
the Deschutes River. 

For moredetailed information the reader is referred 
to FEIS Chapter 3. 

Alternatives Including 
the Proposed Action 
Based on public issues, management concerns and 
the natural resources involved, the Forest formu- 
lated and analyzed 11 implementable alternatives, 
and eight benchmark alternatives in the DEIS. In 
addition, a “no change”a1ternativewaspresented in 
a Supplement to the DES. As a result of the public 
response to these alternatives, new information, 
and legislation, all but three of the above alterna- 
tives were dropped in the Final, two were modified, 
and anew alternativewascreated. Thelatter, Alter- 
native I, is the preferred alternative. The status of 
the alternatives generated in the planning process is 
displayedinTableS-1. Thus a total of 15alternatives 
were fully developed, analyzed and evaluated over 
the course of the planning process in amving at the 
selection of the preferred final. 

AnanalysisoftherequirementsofNFMAwhichare 

incorporated into alternatives was completed. Al- 
ternative ways of meeting the management require- 
ments were analyzed and opportunity costs aregiven 
in Appendix F. 

Preferred Alternative 
The preferred Alternative Iisrepresented byacom- 
bination of management areas (allocations) that re- 
flect public comment, new information and recent 
legislation. The National Forest and Grassland are 
listed separately. 

Management Area Allocations 
The preferred alternative establishes land allma- 
tions which apply to specific uses, resource consid- 
erations, natural features or legislatively designated 
areas. The allocations are mapped as Management 
Areas (see Alternative I map) and have had prelimi- 
nary ground truthing. Specific standards and guide- 
lines (prescriptions) have been developed for each 
management areas. 

The management area allocations for the Forest 
and Grassland aresummarized (by resource empha- 
sis) in Tables S-2 and S-3, and they are presented in 
more detail in Tables S-4 and S-5. Objectives and de- 
sired future condition have been described by man- 
agement area in Chapters 4, Forest and Grassland 
Plans. 

The grouping of management areas for modeling 
and prescriptions is discussed in Appendix B and 
Chapter 2 of this FEIS, and summarized on page 
S-18. 
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TABLE S-1 

DISPOSITION OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE FINAL 

Detailed Alts in DElS 
DElS AI& Detailed in FElS 
D E E  Alts Eliminated in FElS 
New A b  Detarled in FElS 

I I ALTERNATNES I 

x x x  X x x x  x x x x  x x  
X x x  

X X X X x x  x x x x  
X X X 

TIMBEWFORRGE 

WllDUFE 

11 Alternative BMod represents evolution and change of Alternative Bplus proposed by timber industry Alternative BMod is a new 
industry alternatwe It is different than 8-Departure in the draft, the latler of which was much the same as Alternatwe B 

I2 Preferred Alternative I 

I3 Current Direction Benchmark with National Forest Management Act (NFMA), Alternative A in this FEE 

X OF 
FOREST X MGMT AREAS ACRES 

2 489.330 58% 

3 174,520 21% 

X MGMT A R M  %OF 
FOREST 

K R E S  

I SCENICMSUAL I 3 I 40,110 I 5% I 

WILDLIFE 

REGPEATION 

RESEARCH 

WlWERNESS 4 37,330 4% I 
RIPARIAN i I 18,130 2% 

3 35,870 32% 

4 a m  10% 

1 110 Cl% 

OLD GFZWW 1 18,250 I 

I FAClUTlES I 1 1  460 I <i% I 

2% 

TOTAL 8M,B4D I I I 

RlPARlAN 

TABLE S-3 

RESOURCE EMPHASIS BY ACRES AND %OF GRASSLAND 

1 2,110 2% 

RESEARCH 1 I 4.400 <i% WlW 8 SCENIC 

OU) G R O W  

FACILlllES 

2 2,740 <i% 

1 740 <l% 

2 540 C i %  

TOTAL I 

5 - 1 3  

iii.510 



TABLE 5 4  
CROOKED RIVER NATIONAL GRASSLAND MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Allocations and Resource Emphasis By Area 

MA-G8 Squaw Creek 

Management Area 

7840 7 RecreationlWiidlife 

MA-GI Antelope Winter Range 

MA-G9 Riparian 2110 2 

MA-@ Metolius Deer Winter Range 

Riparian 

MA-G3 General Forage 

MA-GI0 Rimrock Springs Wildlife 

MA-GI1 Haystack Reseivoir 

MA-GI2 Cove Palisades State Park 

MA-GI3 Lake Billy Chinook View 

MA-GI4 Dispersed Recreation 

MA-G4 Research Natural Areas 

MA-GS Juniper Old Growth 

MA-G6 Crooked River Recreation River 

MA-G7 Desohutes River Scenic Corridor 

430 <I Wildlife 

150 < I  Recreation 

2690 2 Recreation 

560 1 Visuals 

90 C l  Recreation 

Acres % Total Resource Emphasis 

MA-GI5 Gray Butte Electronic Site 

MA-GI6 Utility Corridors 

22700 I 20 I Wildlife I 

80 c i  Facilities 

460 < I  Facilities 

I 

TOTAL GWSSIAND ACRES 111510 

12740 I 11 !Wildlife I 

100 

59440 I 53 I Range I 
I 

110 I c 1  I Research I 
Wildlife 

WildIScenic River 

650 WildIScenic River 

I I 

1 I I I I 

TABLE 5-5 
OCHOCO NATIONAL FOREST MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Allocations and Resource Emphasis By Area 

Management Area 

MA-FI Black Canvon Wilderness 

MA-F2 Bridge Creek Wilderness 

MA-F3 Mill Creek Wilderness 

MA-F4 North Fork Crooked River 
Wilderness Study Area 

Acres 

13400 

5400 

174w 

1125 

%Total I Resource Emphasis I 1 Wilderness 1 
Wilderness 

Wilderness 

<I Wilderness 

5 - 1 4  



I Management Area I Acres I %Total I Resource Emphasis I 

MA-F14 Dispersed Recreation 

MA-F15 Riparian 

MA-FIG Bandit Springs Recreation 

I MA-F5 Research Natural Areas I -w I < I  I Research I 

1970 < I  Recreation 

16130 2 Riparian 

1580 <I Recreation 

I MA-F6 Old Growth I /  I 19250 I 2 IWiidlife I 

MA-F23 North Fork Crooked River 
Recreation Corridor 

MA-F24 North Fork Crooked River 
Scenic Corridor 

I MA-F7 Summit National Historic Trail I 9560 I 1 I Recreation I 

1830 < I  Recreation 

830 <I  Recreation 

I MA-F8 Rock CreeWCottonwood Creek I 11620 I 1 I Recreation I 

MA-F25 Highway 26 Visual Corridor 

MA-F26 Visual Management Corridors 

MA-F27 Round Mountain National 
Recreation Trail 

MA-F28 Facilities 

TOTAL FOREST ACRES 

MA-F9 Rock CreeWCotIonwood Creek I Unroaded-Helicopter 

6850 < I  Visuals 

33260 4 Visuals 

1000 <I Recreation 

460 < I  Facilities 

844640 100 

I 2480 I < I  I TimbedRange 

I MA-F10 Silver Creek Area I 3110 I < I  I Recreation I 
I 15660 I 2 I Recreation I I MA-F1 1 Lookout Mountain Reoreation 

I MA-F12 Eagle Roosting Areas I 570 I <I I Wildlife I 
I MA-F13 Developed Recreation I 1810 I <I  I Recreation I 

I MA-F17 Stein's Pillar Recreation I 1070 I <I I Recreation I 
MA-F18 Hammer Creek Wildidel 

Recreation 

MA-F19 Deep Creek Recreation 

MA-Fm Winter Range €4130 

< I  

< I  

7 

MA-F21 General Forest Winter Range 

Recreation 

TimberiWildlife 

I MA-FZ General Forest I 496850 I 59 I TimbedRange I 

11 includes 8 Old unib wimin wildemes8, "ad, and wsI\ 
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FElS 
Summary 

Summary of Management Area 
Groupings and Prescriptions for 
Modeling the Preferred Alternative 
Management areas were grouped in the modeling 
(FORPLAN) process and prescriptions for forest 
management assigned as shown below. 

Group I 
92,200 Acres - 11% 
No scheduled treatment 

MA-F1 Black Canyon Wilderness 
MA-F2 Bridge Creek Wilderness 
MA-F3 Mill Creek Wilderness 
MA-F4 N.F.C.R. Wilderness Study 
MA-F5 RNA's 
MA-F6 Old Growth 
MA-M Summit Trail (preservation) 
MA-F8 Rock CrekKbttonwood CreekUnroaded 
MA-F10 Silver Creek Unroaded 
MA-FZ1 Lookout Mountain 
MA-F28 Facilities 

Group II 
18,130 Acres - 2% 
Silviculture - Even- or uneven-aged 
Rotation Age - 200 years 
Diameter 20"i 
Average annual cu.ft. volume - 0.2 MMCF 

MA-F15 Riparian 

Group III 

3,240 Acres - less than 1% 
Silviculture - Even- or uneven-aged 
Rotation age - 300 years 
Diameter 30" 
Average annual a f t .  yield - ~ 0 . 1  MMCF 

MA-Fl2 Eagle Roosting 
MA-F17 Stein's Pillar 
MA-F19 Deep Creek 
MA-F24 N.F.C.R. Scenic River 

Group IV 
28,110 Acres - 3% 
Silviculture - Even- or uneven-aged 

Rotation age - Pine 250 years, mixed conifer 200 
years 
Average annual cu.ft. yield - 0.6 MMCF 

MA-F7 Summit Trail(retent1on) 
MA-F13 Developed Recreation 
MA-F14 Dispersed Recreation 
MA-F16 Bandit Springs 
MA-F25 Hwy 26 Corridor 
MA-F26 Visual Management - retention 
MA-F27 Round Mountain National Recreation 

Trail 

Group V 

32,140 Acres - 4% 
Silviculture - Even- or uneven-aged 
Rotation age - Pine 200 years, mixed conifer 150 
years 
Diameter - Pine 27 ,  mixed conifer 22" 
Average annual a f t .  yield - 0.7 MMCF 

MAT7 Summit Trail (partial retention) 
MA-F18 Hammer Creek 
MA-F23 N.F.C.R. Recreation River 
MA-F26 Visual Management (partial retention) 

Group VI 

64,130 Acres - 8% 
Silviculture - Even-aged 
Rotationage-Pine 125years, mkedconifer90years 
Diameter - Pine 16", mixed conifer 15" 
Average annual cu.ft. yeld - 0.9 MMCF 

MA-F20 Winter Range 

Group Vn 
606,690 Acres - 72% 
Silvlculture - Even- or uneven-aged 
Rotationage-Pine 130years, mixedconifer90years 
Diameter - Pine 18", mixed conifer 16" (uneven- 
aged 20 )  
Average annual cu.ft. yield - 16.6 MMCF 

MA-H Rock Creek/&ttonwood Creek Helicop- 

MA-F21 General Forest Winter Range 
MA-F22 General Forest 

ter 
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Summary Description of 
Final Alternatives 

Alternative NC - 
NO CHANGE 
The “No Change” alternative has been developed 
as a no-action alternative representingcurrent man- 
agement plans. It provides for a level of goods and 
services as defined in unit plans and the 1979Timber 
Resource. Plan. The alternative does not comply 
with all provisions of the National Forest Manage- 
ment Act (NFMA), and could not be implemented 
or usedin future management of the Forest without 
Congressional and/or Secretary of Agriculture ac- 
tion to change the law (see Supplement to the 
DEIS). 

Alternative A - 
NO ACTION (Current Direction 
Benchmark in Table 1) 
This is the “no action” alternative required by the 
National Environmental Policy Act. It would con- 
tinue the present course of action established in 
plans and policies formulated and approved prior to 
passage of the NFMA and have been made consis- 
tent with present laws and regulations. Relatively 
high levels of timber production, combined with 
visual quality objectives, and moderate levels of fish 
and wildlife, are emphasized in this alternative. In 
the Draft this alternative was represented by the 
“Current Direction Benchmark with NFMA.” 

Alternative B-Modified - 
FOREST PRODUCTS 
INDUSTRY PREFERRED 
This is the alternative supported by the forest prod- 
ucts industry. Alternative B-Modified evolved from 

AlternativeB, B-plus post-Draft discussionsand Al- 
ternative I. Alternative B-mod. was developed by 
industry by amalgamating selected aspects of Alter- 
native I with Draft B. The intent is to provide a high 
level of timber output with some considerations for 
other resources. 

Alternative C-Modified - 
HIGH AMENITY VALUES 
Alternative C emphasizes resources associated with 
amenity values. For example, riparian areas, scenic 
corridors, retention of roadless areas, recreation 
and forest management designed to prowde big 
game habitat. Old growth and snags would also be 
provided at high levels. Timber and range resources 
would be managed at comparatively low levels. This 
is generally the alternative supported by the conser- 
vation community. 

Alternative E - Departure - 
DRAFT PREFERRED 
Alternative E-Dep was the Draft preferred alterna- 
tive. It emphasizes a combination of timber produc- 
tion, roadless recreation, and big game habitat. Tim- 
ber is scheduled as a departure from nondeclining 
yield. In other respects, this alternative is based 
upon, and is the same as Draft Alt. E. Timber har- 
vests are scheduled so that first decade volumes 
remain close to current levels, and then decline over 
the next 10 to 50 years. The departure is designed to 
maintain local economic conditions for the short 
term. All resources are managed or maintained at 
least at moderate levels. 

Alternative I - 
FOREST SERVICE FINAL 
This alternative represents a new alternative evolved 
from E-Dep., the Draft Preferred Alternative, in 
response to new information, recent legislation, and 
public comment. It is the agency’s preferred final. 
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FElS 
Summary 

This altemative seeks to maintain a reasonably high 
level of commodity outputs on a sustained, nonde- 
cliningflow. In a complimentary and equitable man- 

ferred E-Departure as noted in the summary of 
changes between the Draft and Final discussion on 
pages S-11 through S-13. . -  - 

Figures S-1 throughS-12 andTables S-6 through S-9 
present summary comparisons between alternatives 
for resource allocations, outputs, and economics. 

ner it has also attempted to provide wildlife habitat 
and recreation resources, as well as preserving the 
character or setting of t he  Forest and Grassland 
over time. Alternative I differs from the Draft pre- 

Figure 5-1 
Ponderosa Pine Volume 

First Decode 

6-MOD 
E-DIP 

C-MOD NEEs51 0 20 UllllO". 01 Board 60 reel 80 100 

Figure 5-2 
Uneven-Aged Monogement Ponderosa Pine Acre3 

First Decode 

6-MOD 
E - O W  

C-MOD N I E  ThDYID"d3 0, Acre3 IO0 I50 

Figure 5-3 
Liveslock Use 

First and Fifth Decodes 

Figure 5-4 
R8porran Area I" Excellent Condition 

By the Fifth Decode 

B-MOD 
E-DtP r-_R 
C-MOD 

0 5 10 15 20 
ThoYlonds Of k r e l  

Figure 5-5 
Mile. of Road Maintained for Public Travel 

By the Fifth Decode 

NC 

6-MOO 
E-DtP 

C-MOD dm UllCS 

Figure 5-6 
Polenlial Elk Populolion 
Frr t  and Flfth Decade 
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f q u r e  5-7 
Area AIIocoted t o  Wildlife 
Time Soan Life of Plan 

figure s-8 
Are0 Allocoted to Unrooded Monogemenl 

By the filth Decode 

E-MOD 
E-DtP 

C-MOD NELl 10 20 ThouPOnd. or 30 &rea 50 

frgure s-9 

1" span Life Of PlO" 
Areo Allocated to Scenic Resource Managemenl 

Figure S-10 
Areo Allocoled to  Old Growth Monogement 

1,me 5pon Life Of PlO" 

E-WX 

E-OtP N;Fi 
C-MOO 

0 10 20 30 10 50 
Thousands 0, &,e$ 

Figure S- 1 1  
fuelwood Supply 

First Decode 

E-MUD 

I-DEP N;wi 
C-MOD 

0 5 10 15 

Figure 5-12 
Percentage of Pateniiol Snog Hobitat 

first and filth Decade 
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TABLE S-6 
RESOURCE EMPHASIS ACREAGES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Riparian Excellent 

Riparian Acceptable 

Special Recreation 

Special Wildlde 

Big Game Winter Range 

Big Game Summer Range 

~~ I ALTERNATIVES 

16,930 8,260 20,240 3,850 15,550 

0 7,630 0 12,210 0 

3,420 1,580 11,530 0 1,580 

430 0 2,990 0 0 

35,440 72,310 99,570 32,100 308,150 

0 154,100 0 61,830 378,775 

I Developed Recreation 

Visuals 

Facilities 

I Dispersed Recreaion 

34,410 46,160 41,670 83,450 101,110 

1,000 460 1,000 460 460 

I 2,060 I 0 I 2,060 I 0 1  

TimberNildllfe I 171,490 I 0 I 107,360 I 0 1  0 

TimberIRange I 603,010 I 555,020 I 556,290 I 649,170 I 0 

Wild 8 Scenic Rwers I 5400 I 4030 I 5400 1 4030 I 4030 
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TABLE S-6 CONTINUED, ACREAGE DOCUMENTATION 

Unroaded Recreation 

Eagle Roosting 

Developed Recreation 

I Emphasis I Applicable Management Areas 

D9, G8, F8. F10. F11 

F12 

D11, F13, G11, G12 

I Wilderness I 08, F1, F2, F3, F4 

Big Game Winter Range 

Big Game Summer Range 

Timberfflildlde 

I RNA's11 I D12, F5. G4 

D2, FX), GI, 0 2  

D3 

F21 (F20 for B-Mod) 

I OldGrowlh I D4, F6, G5 

Wild 8 Scenic Rivers 2/ 

Visuals 

Facilities 

I cunural I F 7  

F23, F24, G6, G7, G8 (that portion of Squaw Creek being recom- 
mended) 

D5, D6, D7, G13, F25, F26, F27 

F28. G15, G16 

~~~ I Dispersed Recreation 
______~ 

F 9 ,  D10, F14, GI4 

I Riparian Excellent I D14, F15, G9 

I Riparian Acceptable I D13 

I Special Recreation I FIIB, F16, F17, F19 

I Special Wildltfe I G10. F18 

I TimberlRange ~ I D1, F P ,  G3 

if RNA acreage tows are dsriwd from the final management area mapping and R Z  data bare meage salccyI~~mo.~ RNA bOvndarier were slighty modified from the DEIS to 
the FElS and urnrequontiy the total acreage for the final does not eracUy track with that from the DEE and the dlxusslon of RNA% in Chapter 3 of the FElS 

Y An eligibility and suitability evaluation ha4 been madetorsquaw Creek Amommendation and interim menagementguidancBforaWiid and s6enlc River designation ha4 
been made in AiiemaiIyB 8 Mcdified and I For thse alternatives, 1.370 of unroaded recreation emphasis has been deleted and added to the Wtid and Scenic River 
emnhasis 
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TABLE 5-7 
INDICATORS OF RESPONSIVENESS OF ALTERNATIVES TO 

ISSUES, CONCERNS, AND OPPORTUNITIES 

Allowable Sale Quantrty 
WQ) 

1 si Decade 
5th Decade 
1st Decade 

I I ALTERNATIVE I 

MMCF NIA 21 8 206 19 0 193 15 6 
MMCF N/A 21 8 16 1 190 193 156 
MMBF NIA 1300 I23 0 1150 1150 94 0 

Resource Output or ttem I zs::e I NC I EMOD I E DEP 1 I-Preferred I A I CMOD I 

Estimated County Receipts M $k Un- 49 51 49 43 35 
known 

Average Annual Salvage I MMBF I 1 8 1  1 5 1  7 1  1 4 1  6 1  

Estimated Change in Jobs 

Livestock Use 

1st Decade 
5th Decade 

Riparian Areas in Excellent 
Condition 

1st Decade 
5th Decade 

UnevenAge Mgmt I MAcres I 0 I 120 I 0 I 100 I 0 I 170 1 

# Un- 176 196 118 57 -101 
known 

M 
AUM'sNr 

775 70 0 79 0 70 0 77 5 73 1 
775 80 0 79 4 80 0 79 1 74 4 

M Acres - 10 0 - 100 - 10 0 
M Acres 54 17 5 94 17 5 54 17.5 

PNV I Million$ I 380 I 452 I 471 I 475 I 421 I 395 I 

Miles of Roads Closed 
1st Decade 
5th Decade 

#Miles 
694 91 3 890 1558 694 1520 
1734 2123 2082 21 85 1734 3224 

Miles of Primary Road 
Open and Maintained 
-EndofPlanningPenod I #Miles I 4774 I 4800 I 4776 I 4734 I 4774 I 4743 I 

I Deer Population I 22.600 1 22.600 5th Decade I #  I Un- I 17.210 I 22.600 I 22.600 1 known 

I 3210 I 3170 1 3000 1 3370 I 3740 I Elk Population 
1st Decade 
5th Decade 

2690 I 3700 I I un- I 1700 I 2780 I 2620 I I known 

4'0 I Acres Allocated-Unroaded I M Acres I 291 I 107 I 273 1 384 1 312 1 
I I  
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Resource Output or Item 

Scenic Resources 
Preservation 
Retention 
Partial Retention 

Allocated 2/ 

Old Growth 
(Allocated) 3/ 

Fuelwood Supply 
1st Decade 

Snag Habttat for Cavity 
Nesters 

1st Decade 

5th Decade 

Area Allocated To Recre- 
ation Emphasis 41 

Anadromous Steelhead 

1 st Decade 
5th Decade 

Total Miles of A N  Trails 
1 st Decade 
5th Decade 

Round Mountain Recreation 
Emphasis 61 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

I ITotal acreage for lands allocated to management areas wdh unroaded recreation emphasis (D9, F8, FIO, F11, G8) 

2/ Total acreage for lands allocated to management areas with visual resource emphasis (05, D6, D7, G13, F25, F26, F27) 

31 Total acreage for lands allocated to management areas wdh old growth emphasis (D4, F6, G5) 

YTotal acreagefor lands allocated to management areas with recreation emphasis (D9, D10, D11, F7, F8, FIO, F11, F13, F14, F16, F17, 
F19, G8, G11, G12, G14) 

5/ SHCI. Steelhead Habitat Capability Index, thousands of smolt 

61 Acres on Round Mountain with recreation emphasis (applies to Round Mountain National Recreation Trail) 

NC EMOD E DEP I-Preferred A C-MOD 
Unit of 

Measure 

M Acres 383 39 5 433 42 0 38 3 50 9 
M Acres 1022 607 70.7 96 8 1022 1556 
M Acres 
71 4 28 i 59 4 32 4 71 4 61 5 
M Acres 344 462 41 7 83 5 101 1 

M Acres 
32,860 18,740 26,340 19,996 36,970 45,030 

M Cords 
14 0 15 0 13 1 13.0 14 0 120 

% of Po- 
tential 

Un- 43 46 47 46 51 

Un- 33 55 54 52 69 
known 

known 

Acres 28,630 35,065 58,120 31,950 48,710 

SHCI 51 
(M Smolt) 

121 121 121 121 121 121 
220 220 220 220 220 220 

#Miles 
None 95 0 95 0 95 
None 190 0 190 0 190 

Acres NIA 1,000 0 1,000 0 0 
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TABLE 5-8 
COMPARISON - PAST, PRESENT, AND ALTERNATIVE TIMBER OUTPUTS 1/ 

(First Decade Volumes in MMBF) 

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

llMBER OUTPUT 1 AClUAL 1 EXISTING 1 PIANNED VOLUME BY ALlERNAlIVE FOR FIRST DECADE 
COMWNENl (97- Annual A m  I980 TM Pian 

Nochange 380 -15 245 +32 653 I 

SAmMSER (ChsrgeablP) 
Gmen d e s  O W  
Est pine volume U 
S4"age 98188 

SALVAGESALES KSAWIIMBER 
(Est p m n t  change In next flw 
d-der) 61 

SAWnMBER (Nonchargeable) 

Program 

SUBMERCHANTABLE [ P W  

negiigat1e in existing arpianned 

poles. cull) 

t 4 5  

TABLE S-9 
PRESENT NET VALUE AND DISCOUNTED COSTS AND BENEFITS OF ALTERNATIVES 

(Ranked by Decreasing PNV- Million Dollars) 

I Max PW I Benchma7 I 512 I 241 I I 754 I 
Aitemabm I 475 5 7  227 -14 701 -53 I 
AlminahYe E-Dep 471 I d 221 I a 693 -8 

I Altematve B M d  I 452 I -19 I 262 I e41 I 714 I t21 I 
I I I I i i 

Altemauw A 421 -31 238 -26 657 -57 



Environmental 
Consequences 
Summary 

Effects on Resources that Vary 
by Alternative 

Oregon State Air Quality 
Implementation Pian 
The current Forest and Grassland prescribed fire 
program is producing 10 to 20 tonsbear of total 
suspended particulates (TSP). This amount varies 
by alternative. Fugitive dust from construction ac- 
tivities and traffic also occurs. 

Cultural Resources 
Cultural and archaeologicalsites will be protected in 
all alternatives. However, the possibility of damage, 
vandalism, and discovery of sites will be greater in 
alternatives that emphasize commodity resources. 

prevent conflicts with other resource management 
activities such as log hauling. The alternatives affect 
the amount of unroaded area available for semi- 
primitive and other dispersed recreational activities. 

Energy Conservation 
Activities on the Forest and Grassland which gener- 
ally have a positive net energy balance are firewood 
harvesting and forage production. Generally, all 
other activities consume more energy than they 
produce. The average range that energy consump- 
tion from planned National Forest activitiesexceeds 
energy yields has been estimated to be in the magni- 
tude of three to five billion BTU’s/decade. 

Fire and Fuels 
There are an average 108wildfireignitions per year. 
Prescribed fire is being increasingly used as a man- 
agement tool. Approximately 15 to 20 thousand 
acres of slash are treated with prescribed fire annu- 
ally. Use of fire in management can have effects on 
soil erosion, short-term appearances, air quality, 
vegetation productivity, plant community, species 
composition, and fuels. 

Floodplains and Wetlands 
Considerations for floodplain management as rc- 
quired by Executive Order 11988, and protectionof 
wetlands, Ejrecutive Order 11990, are incorporated 
into all alternatives. 

Developed Recreation 
The Forest maintains 30 developed recreation sites; 
96 miles of trail, 15.8 miles of which are designated 
“National Recreation Trail”; and seven small reser- 
volrs. Alternatives consider the development of ad- 

Human Resource Programs and Civil 
Rights 

ditional recreational facilities, including trails, camp- 
grounds and impoundments. The associated recrea- 
tional activities can result in environmental effects 
of a local nature, such as vegetation loss, soil com- 
paction, erosion, and conflicts with wildlife, timber 
harvest activities, and livestock grazing. 

Dispersed Recreation 
Over 445,000 visitor days of use are received annu- 
ally, and recreation use continues to increase. This 
amount of dispersed recreational use calls for con- 
trols on off-road vehicle use to prevent noise pollu- 
tion, damage to soil, vegetation, and aesthetics; and 
road closures to maintain habitat security for wild- 
life, to prevent damage to road surfaces, and to 

The Forest and Grassland will continue to partici- 
pate in these programs in accordance with the laws, 
administrative opportunities, and economic availa- 
bility of programs. Minorities and economically dis- 
advantaged groups will not be adversely affected by 
any of the alternatives. 

Landscape Appearance 
Emphasis on maintaining scenic quality within road 
corridors varies by alternative. Significant effects on 
landscape appearance are related to timber harvest 
practices; dispersion of cutting units, protection and 
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FElS 
Summary 

management of riparian areas; and road location, 
design, and densities, all of which are related to di- 
rectionin themanagement prescriptionsin Chapter 
4 of the Plan. 

Livestock Grazing 
Livestock grazing is maintained at nearly current 
levels for most alternatives considered. Livestock 
grazing activities, ifnot carefully managed, cancause 
soil compaction, impact streamside vegetation, af- 
fect water quality of stream habitat for fisheries, 
compete with wildlife, affect plant communitycom- 
position and productivity over time, and alter the 
appearanceof natural settings. Water developments 
and salt intended for livestock also benefit wildlife. 

Minerals 
There is little real difference in the effects on min- 
eral production or mineral leasing between alterna- 
tives. The effects on mining operations and mineral 
leasing would be reflected in operation plans and 
lease stipulations, for example alternatives propos- 
ing unroaded area management and research natu- 
ral areas could result in attachment of no occupancy 
stipulations to specific leases. Mineral leasing pro- 
vides returns to local governments in terms of re- 
ceipts. 

Old Growth Habitat 
Old growth habitat is identified for protection and 
management for purposes of wildlife habitat and 
genetic diversity. The amount and dispersion varies 
by alternative. Protection of old growth habrtat re- 
sults in reduced timber harvest levels. 

Prime Farmlands, Forestlands, and 
Rangelands 
All the alternatives propose actions which are con- 
sistent with the intent of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture direction for protecting and managing prime 
lands. 

Research Natural Areas 
Research Natural Areas (RNA's) preserve places 
for the purpose ofresearch and maintaininggenetic 
diversity. The maximum increase in area proposed 

for RNA's is 2,630 acres. The designation and pro- 
tection of RNA's can affect timber harvest level, 
mineral leasing, road system development and graz- 
ingactivities. Because of the small acreage involved, 
these consequences are minimal regardless of alter- 
native. 

Riparian 
Approximately 800 miles of streamside area, plus 
wet meadows and lake shores, have been identified 
on the Forest as riparian areas. While only an esti- 
mated two percent of the total Forest and Grassland 
area is considered riparian, it receives the most in- 
tensive and concentrated use of any land area. More 
than50percent of therecreationaluseoccurs there, 
transportation corridors are located along stream 
bottoms, grazing in the past has been intense; im- 
portantwildlife habitats are found there; streamside 
areas pmvide productive timber sites; fisheries habitat 
isdependent, in part, on thecondition ofstreamside 
vegetation. Nearly all Forest activities have either 
direct or indirect effects on riparian areas and water 
quality. Protection and restoration of riparian areas 
can impact other activities over the short term. 

Roads and Off-Road Vehicles 
Over 4,550 miles of roads have been constructed on 
theForest and Grassland. Management and mainte- 
nance of this transportation system requires clo- 
sures and restrictions at times to protect road sur- 
faces, other resources, and public safety. Travel 
planningforroad and off-roadvehicle use has placed 
more restrictions on vehicles and motorized use of 
the Forest and Grassland in order to protect re- 
sources. 

Social and Economic 
The Forest and Grassland directly influences a six 
County area which contains a population of about 
110,OOO. Socio-economic consequences are related 
to economicstability of communities, livelihoods in 
terms of numbers and types of jobs, local govern- 
ment revenues, lifestyles, and community cohesion. 
Alternatives favoring timber and other commodity 
uses tend to impact livelihoods and lifestyles de- 
pendent on amenity values, and vice versa. On this 
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Forest, the production of net cash returns to the 
U.S. Treasury, levels of employment, and payments 
to counties are directlydependent upon the level of 
timber production. These benefits are less under 
alternatives that placemore emphasis on nontimber 
issues, such as those associated with wilderness and 
roadless areas, high levels of scenic quality, and 
vegetative diversity. The benefits associated with 
minerals are similar for all alternatives. 

Threatened and Endangered 
Species 
The only Federally listed threatened or endangered 
species observed on the Forest/Grassland are the 
peregrine falcon and bald eagle. Neither is a known 
permanent resident. All Federal and State listed 
species are protected in all alternatives as provided 
for in the standards and guidelines in Chapter 4 of 
the Forest and Grassland Plans, or Appendix D of 
this FEIS. 

Formalconsultationwith theFish and WildlifeServ- 
ice (FWS) was initiated through request by the 
Forest Service in October 1986. The resultant FWS 
consultation addressed the possible effects of se- 
lecting Alternative E- Departure in the DEIS. The 
consultation was limited to the bald eagle and the 
peregrine falcon, both federally classified as endan- 
gered. The biological opinion of theFWS is that the 
implementation of Alternative E-Departure in the 
DEISwould not jeopardize the continuedexistence 
of the bald eagle and peregrine falcon. 

There has been continued informal consultation 
between the OchocoNational Forest and FWS since 
the DEB. The Feis incorporates a number of changes 
that have resulted from both the formal and infor- 
mal consultation. Among them are the allocation of 
570 acres to an Eagle Roosting Management Area 
(MA-F12) for all the alternatives, specific monitor- 
ing requirements for threatened and endangered 
species, and the direction to develop site specific 
management plans for the roosting sites during 
implementation of the Forest and Grassland Plans. 

Timber Management 
Timber production and associated management, and 

cultural activities have the greatest influence locally 
on jobs and economics of any resource on the For- 
est. An array of alternatives ranging from 15.6 mil- 
lion cubic feet production per year to 21.9 million 
cubic feet is examined in the environmental impact 
statement. The alternatives considered emphasize 
utilization of appropriate silvicultural systemswhich 
may be either even- or uneven-age depending on 
field conditions and objectives. Timber manage- 
ment and associated activitiessuchasroad construc- 
tion, reforestation,thinning, harvest, slash disposal, 
and various site treatments have a wide variety of 
effects on other resources, particularly soil, water, 
air, wildlife, fisheries, landscape, recreational expe- 
riences, and socio-economics. Practices and man- 
agement requirements are applied that minimize 
adverse effects. 

Toxic and Hazardous Materials 
Activities that may occur on the Forest and Grass- 
land involving the use or disposal of hazardous or 
toxic materials are required to meet all State and 
Federal laws and provisions. Therefore, provisions 
and procedures for dealing with any of these mate- 
rials are the same for all alternatives. 

Unroaded Areas 
The areas remaining that have not been designated 
as wilderness or wdd and scenic rivers, totaling 52,880 
acres, are treated in the Plans. 

The range of alternatives provides for varying de- 
grees of development, or retention of roadless char- 
acteristics for semiprimitive recreation. 

The most significant conflict of maintaining un- 
roaded areas is with timber production. Approxi- 
mately38,430 acres will be managed in an unroaded 
condition for semiprimitive recreation under the 
preferred alternative. 

Utility and Transportation Corridors 
All alternatives recognize State and County road 
corridors. Utility corridors are also recognized and 
no alternatives result in any conflict with movement 
of power or energy throughout the area. 
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Wild and Scenic Rivers 
An inventory conducted by the National Park Serv- 
ice under PL 88-29 and PL 90-252 identified seg- 
ments of the Deschutes River, Crooked River, and 
North Fork Crooked River for study and potential 
classification under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
The Oregon Rivers Act of 1988 classified segments 
of these rivers. All alternatives provide for the pro- 
tectionof the rivers until required planning for their 
management is complete. 

Eligibility and suitability determinations have been 
made for a portion of the Squaw Creek area. A 7.5 
mile segment of the creek, 1,370 acres, from the 
Grassland boundary to the confluence with the 
Deshutes River would be managed as a “scenic 
river.” In addition, it would be recommended for 
inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River System. This 
preliminary recommendation would receive further 
review and possible modification by the Chiefofthe 
Forest Service, Secretary of Agriculture, and the 
President of the United States. The Congress has 
reserved the authority to make final decisions on 
designations of rivers as part of the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System. 

Wilderness Establishment 
Three wilderness areas totaling 36,200 acres were 
established under the Oregon Wilderness Act of 
1984 on the Ochoco National Forest. A range of 
options were considered for the Deschutes River- 
Steelhead Falls area which the Oregon Wilderness 
Act identified for further study. No wilderness is 
being recommended. A 7840-acre semiprimitive 
nonmotorized management area is being established 
which involves part of the WSA; some of the re- 
maining portion is included in the classified Deschutes 
Scenic River. North Fork Crooked River area is 
addressedinaseparatestudybythe BLM.TheBLM 
recommended no wilderness in their draft EIS for 
this area. 

Wildlife 
Important game species habitat, namely deer and 
elk, is afforded some degree of protection in all al- 
ternatives, but its management is emphasized in 

certain ones. Snag and old growth forest habitat is 
provided at varying levels throughout a range of 
alternatives. Fish habitat protection is related to 
those alternatives emphasizing management of ri- 
parian areas. Management activities and uses on the 
Forest and Grassland duectly and indirectly affect 
wildlife and fisheries habitat. Road construction, 
timber harvest, timber cultural practices, livestock 
grazing, recreation uses, prescribed fire, and fire- 
wood cutting are common activities on the Forest 
and Grassland which can affect wildlifeand fisheries 
habitat. Alternatives, management requirements, 
standards and guidelines, and project design incor- 
porate means to minimize impacts on wildlife and 
their habitat. 

Probable Adverse 
Environmental Effects that 
cannot be Avoided 
Soil displacement or erosion can be expected to 
result from planned management activities, such as 
vegetation removal; slash disposal; logskidding; pre- 
scribed fire, construction and maintenance of roads, 
trails, transmission facilities, recreation sites and 
others. Soil productivity would be maintained ex- 
cept for sites dedicated to roads, skid trails, log 
landings, recreation sites, and other facilities or uses 
that may compact the soil, alter soil profile, or de- 
plete nutrients. An estimated one percent of the 
Forest and Grasslandwould be occupied byroads or 
facilities. Experiencehasshown that temporaryroad 
surfaces can be re-vegetated, but the productivity is 
reduced. Forest-wide an estimated 10 percent of 
cable-logged areas and 30 percent of tractor-logged 
areas would experience increases in soil bulk densi- 
ties or compaction. These factors, in turn, have 
indirect effects relating to reduced wildlife habitat, 
vegetation productivity, occurrence and spread of 
nomous weeds, and increases in stream sedimenta- 
tion. 

Prescribed fire usemay be expected to contribute to 
total suspended particulates (TSP) in the atmos- 
phere, to periodic increases in haze, and may reduce 
visibility. 
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The general natural appearance of the landscape 
and forest would change overtime, with the natural 
and characteristic features as they exist today giving 
way to more domination in places by management 
activities and results of management. 

Forest vegetation would be altered in respect to 
species composition, stand structure, and age. Eulst- 
ing mature forest “suitable” lands would be subject 
to management treatments. Where feasible, mixed 
conifer stands would be replaced with currently 
more economically or silviculturally desirable spe- 
cies (primarilyponderosa pine). Other management 
treatments include overstory removal of old-growth 
ponderosa pine from multi-storied stands, resulting 
in a reduction in basal area, and removal of less 
desirable species within densely forested areas by 
thinnings. Intensively managed or regulated forests 
may provide less habitat for species dependent on 
old growth forest, snags and down material, and 
provide less scenic settings, species diversity, and 
habitat diversity. 

Average size of trees that are harvested would change 
over time to smaller material as old growth and 
existing mature forest are converted to younger 
stands. Over time this would have an affect on types 
of harvest equipment andwood processing, and ma- 
chinery and manufacturing requirements; and likely 
will bring a shift towards cubic feet management 
rather than board feet. 

Appmximately 93,110 acces on the Forest and Grass- 
land would remain roadless. With the exception of 
36,200 acres designated as wilderness, 4030 acres 
designated aswildandscenicriver, and52,880acres 
remaining available, opportunities for semiprimi- 
tive recreation may decrease over time. 

Increased road densities, improvement in access, 
subsequent increases in human presence, and con- 
tinuing expansion of management activities can result 
in reduction of wildlife habitat security, harassment 
of wildlife, increased road kills, physiological stress 
in wildlife species resulting in altered behavior and 
productivity, and changes in hunter attitudes and ex- 
periences over time. The preferred alternative pro- 
wdes for road management closures and restrictions 
whichwould reduceopen road densityover the next 
five decades. 

Actions to improve riparian conditionsmay result in 
increased costs to grazing management; e.g., in in- 
stallation of improvements (fencing and water de- 
velopments), herding, and transport to controlstock 
distribution and use, and possible temporary reduc- 
tions in animal unit months. 

Current procedures cannot insure that all cultural 
resource sites will be located. Some sites could be 
inadvertently destroyed or damaged. Such impacts 
are unavoidable pending advances in inventory tech- 
niques. 
Forest users would encounter more controls and 
restrictions over time as management intensity, re- 
source competition, and human populations increase. 

Short-Term Uses of the 
Environment and Maintenance 
of Long-Term Productivity 
From a perspective that each generation is trustee of 
the environment for succeeding generations, an ob- 
jective of this Plan is to provide for the proper and 
continued development of resources in a manner 
thatmaintains economicviability,yet maintainslocal 
natural heritages, such as, wildlife habitat, outdoor 
recreation opportunities, water quality,scenic quali- 
ties, and livestockgrazing. The preferred alternative 
emphasizes a balanced mix of uses and intensive 
commodity (timber, range) production on suitable 
places in order to help provide economic stability, 
but also attempts to provide for the protection of 
other resources (soil, water, wildlife habitat, aes- 
thetics). 

While the Plan involves harvest of mature timber, 
sustaining or improving long-term productivity is 
planned through intensive forest management prac- 
tices (e.g. reforestation and thinnings). This may 
result in future utilization of smaller trees to main- 
tain harvest levels over time. Lands were identified 
as “unsuitable” for sustained yield timber manage- 
ment due to regeneration difficulties. Dispersion of 
timber harvest activity, retentionoEold growth, and 
protection of riparian areas and big game habitat 
have all been planned to prevent impairment of 
long-term land and resource productivity. 
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Construction of roads, mechanical slash piling, and 
log sludding are short-term uses that can reduce 
long-term vegetation productivity. 

Increases in road densities, improvement in access, 
subsequent increases in human presence, and con- 
tinuing management activities have the potential in 
the near future to affect long-term productivity of 
wildlife habitats, aquatic systems, and local socio- 
economic aspects. 

Irreversible or Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 
This plan deals with both developed and undevel- 
oped or roadless lands. Lands where road systems, 
plantations, thinnmgs, and structures are estabhshed 
represent a type of economic commitment that for 
all practical purposes commits the land to those ac- 
tivities. These investments represent “sunk funds” 
from an economic standpoint and are not retriev- 
able, nor do they necessarily have any “liquidity,” 
over the planning period. 

The specific acres (estimated to be one percent of 
the total Forest and Grassland area) upon which 
roads and facilities areconstructed, represent a loss 
of soil and vegetation productivity and unaltered 
landscape. 

Use of rock for roadsurfacing and construction pur- 
poses, estimated to be 200,000 tons annually on the 
Forest and Grassland, is an irreversible and irre- 
trievable commitment of a resource, but is not con- 
sidered critical because of the abundance of quality 
rock in this locale. 

Undeveloped and roadless areas once allocated for 
development will, within a relatively short amount 
of time, become irretrievably unsuited for wilder- 
ness classification. In the case oflands already inten- 
sively developed by roading, a high degree of irre- 
versibility exists; whereas, in the case of undevel- 
oped lands, frequently a wide range of management 
options exist. 

Dasmann, et al, in Ecologzcal Principles for Eco- 
nomic Development, 1973 (pp. 22-23), recognized 

s i x  broad development levels for lands, each repre- 
senting progressively greater commitment of re- 
sources. The development levels are: 

1) The land can be left in a completely natural 
state and reserved for scientific study, educa- 
tional use, wilderness, watershed protection, 
and its contribution to landscape stability. 

It can be usedas a park, refuge, or reserve with 
the natural scene remaining largely undisturbed 
toserveas asettingfor outdoorrecreation and 
an attraction to tourism. 

It can be used for limited harvest of its wild 
vegetation or animal life, but maintained for 
the most part in a wild state -serving to main- 
tain landscape stability, support certain kinds 
of scientific or educational uses, provide for 
some recreation and tourism, and yield certain 
commodities from its wild populations. 

It can be used for more intensive utilization of 
its wild products as in forest production, pas- 
ture for domestic stock (recreation), or inten- 
sive wildlife production. In this case, its value 
as a “wild” area for scientific study diminishes, 
but it gains usefulness for other kmds of scien- 
tific and educational uses. Its value for (some) 
tourism and outdoor recreation diminishes, 
but IS not necessarilylost. Its rolein landscape 
and watershed stability is changed, but may be 
maintained at  a relatively high level. 

The wild vegetation and animal life having 
been removed in part, it can be intensively 
utilized for the cultivation of planted tree crops, 
pastures, or farming crops. 

The wild vegetation and animal life having 
been almost completely removed, it can be 
used for intensive urban, industrial, or trans- 
portation purposes. 

Solongasanyofthefirst threechoicesaretaken,the 
option remains open to change to any of the others. 
In the fourth choice, the options for restoring the 
land to any of the first three levels are reduced, but 
not eliminated. Lands allocated to development are 
likely to approach the fifth and sixth level over time. 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6 )  

5-30 



This would largely prohibit any shift to other alter- 
natives on those acres. 

For Preferred Alternative I, with the resource allo- 
cations proposed herein, 19percent of the lands are 
committed to categories of ‘‘low’’ or “moderate” ir- 
reversibility; about 80 percent of theland that is pro- 
posed for intensive timber culture, transportation 
systems, special uses, and rangeland management 
can be categorized as “moderately high.” Another 
, one percent would be considered “high” irreversi- 

bility of irretrievability for commitment of resources 
(Table S-IO). 

Mitigation 
Mitigation measures are intended to minimize or 
eliminate potential conflicts or adverse effects of 
implementation. Mitigation measures have been 
developed through interdisciplinary efforts and in- 
corporatedinto the alternatives at different levels in 
several different ways. 

Thestandards and guidelines and management area 
prescriptions in Chapter 4 of the Plans are a funda- 
mental and integral part of these measures, and as 
such they are a basic and essential part of the Plans. 

The allocations play an important role in mitigation 
by the separation of incompatible uses, impacts and 
conflicts. 

National Forest Management Act (”) require- 
ments were incorporated into the planning process 
and are reflected in the allocations and standards 
and guidelines (Chapter 4 of the Forest and Grass- 
land Plans), and are discussed in Appendix B. 

“General Water Quality Best Management Prac- 
tices’’ (USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest 
Region, November 1988.86~) are incorporated by 
reference under requirements of Section 319of the 
Clean Water Act, are reflected in the standards and 
guidelines (Chapter 4 of the Forest and Grassland 
Plans), and are discussed in Appendix H. 
Mitigation measures are developed at the site spe- 

cfic project level of planning, and projects are “tiered” 
to other planning level measures above. 

Coordination with other 
Agencies 
Thiiplanningeffort involved coordinationwith ma- 
jor local, county, state, and federal agencies. 

The Preferred Alternative is not in substantial con- 
flict with the plans of any other agency. 
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TABLE S-1 0 

Acreage by Levels of irreversibility in Alternative I 
(The Preferred Final for the Forest and Grassland) 

Irreversibility 

5 - High 
6 

Management 
Areas 

LOW 
1 2 3 4 

MA-F1 
MA-F2 
MA-B 
MA-F4 
MA-F5 
MA-F6 
MAW 
MA-F8 
MA-F9 
MA-F1 0 
MA-F1 1 
MA-F12 
MA-FI3 
MA-F14 
MA-FI5 
MA-FI6 
MA-FI7 
MA-Fl8 
MA-F19 
MA-F20 
MA-F21 
MA-F22 
MA-F23 
MA-F24 
MA-F25 
MA-F26 
WA-F27 
W-F28 
MA-GI 
W.G2 
MA-G3 
MA-G4 
WA-G5 
MA-G6 
MA-G7 
MA-G8 
MA-G9 
MA-GI0 
MA-GI1 
MA-GI2 
MA-GI3 
MA-GI4 
UIA-GI5 
MA-GI6 

13.400 
5,400 

17,400 
1,125 
4,400 

19,250 
170 

11,820 
9,390 

2,480 

7,910 
570 

1,970 
18,130 
1,580 
1,070 
2,560 
770 

3,110 
7,750 

1,810 

64,130 
107,360 
496,850 

1,830 

6,850 
33.260 

1.000 

830 

460 

80 
460 

22,700 
12,740 
59,440 

110 
740 
720 
650 

7.840 

430 

560 

2,110 

90 

150 
2.690 

rOTAL ACRES 61,085 34,620 91,570 767.870 0 1,000 

(et Acres - 
:orest and Grassland 11 60,860 34,480 90,430 766,750 0 12,030 

'ercent Total Acres 
:orest and Grassland 6 4 9 80 0 1 

I/ Total acres less roads 
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Chapter 1 

Purpose and Need 

Introduction 

The Forest and Grassland Plans are major Federal 
actions with significant effects on the quality of the 
human environment; therefore, an Environmental 
Impact Statement is required. The Notice of Intent 
to prepare an EIS was published in the Federal 
Register in 1980; the Notice of Availability of the 
Draft EIS (DEIS) was published in the Federal 
Register on Sept. 12, 1986. A Supplement to the 
DEIS was prepared to address timber industry con- 
cerns outlinedin two appeals, and aNoticeofAvaila- 
bilitywas published in the Federal Register in Octo- 
ber, 1989. 

This Final EnvironmentaIImpact Statement (FEIS) 
discusses six alternatives, including the actions de- 
scribed in the Forest and Grassland Plans. Areason- 
able range of alternatives has been explored with an 
initial look at eleven alternatives in the DEIS. The 
Supplement to the DEIS, discussed in Chapter 2 of 
thisFEIS, added theNo Change (NC) alternative to 
reflect the continued application of the existing 
Ochoco National Forest Timber Resource Plan. 
Thepubliccommentto theDEIS hasresultedin the 
formulation of Alternative I, and the modification 
ofAlternatives B and Cfor theFinal. This FEIS also 
describes the affected environment and the envi- 
ronmentalconsequences of implementing the alter- 
natives. 

The altematives represent different ways to: 1) ad- 
dress local, regional, and national issues, concerns, 
and opportunities; 2) provide the mix of uses repre- 
senting “multiple use”; and 3) provide a flow of 
goods and semces from the Ochoco National For- 
est and thecrooked RiverNational Grassland. Each 
alternative generates a different mix of goods and 
services. Alternatives were evaluated to determine 
their potential to provide a sustained yield of goods 
and services inways that maximize long-term public 
benefits in an environmentally acceptable manner. 
The proposed action, Alternative I, provides mul- 
tiple-uses,goods, andservices which maximize Iong- 
term net public benefits wthin the laws and regula- 
tions governing National Forests. The definition of 
“net public benefits,” as noted in 36 CFR 219.3, can 
be summarized as the overall long-term value to the 
nation of all outputs and positive effects (benefits) 
less all associated inputs and negativeeffects (costs). 

The purpose of the FEIS IS to document and dis- 
close environmental outcomes to make a reasoned 
choice among alternatives. Equally important, the 
FEIS provides the environmental documentation 
for public review. The DEIS encouraged public 
participation and comment, and the FEIS reflects 
that participation and comment. The initial public 
involvement process and the resultant issues and 
concerns are discussed in Appendlx A to this FEIS. 
TheForest responses to the publiccomment son the 
DEIS are displayed in Appendix I. The major changes 
between thedraft preferred alternative in the DEIS 
and Preferred Alternative I in the FEIS are dis- 
cussed in detail in this chapter. 

The purpose of the Forest and Grassland Plans is to 
direct and guide all natural resource management 
activitieson theNationalForest and Grassland. The 
plans meet the requirements of the Forest and 
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 
1974 (RPA) as amended by the National Forest 
Management Act of 1976 (NFMA), plus the associ- 
ated National Forest System Land and Resource 
Planning Regulations (36 CFR 219). The plan pe- 
riod covers the next 10 to 15 years. This period is 
defined by the NFMAregulations as one decade (36 
CFR 219.3 (1982)), while the law permits a 15-year 
maximum (16 USC 1604 (f)(5)).  In the Plan, condi- 
tionson theForestwil1 beevaluatedevery five years. 
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Under certain circumstances, the plan may be re- 
vised(36CFR219.10(g)(1982), 16USC 1604(f)(5)). 
ChaptersSoftheForest and GrasslandPlansdiscuss 
implementation and the Plan amendment or revi- 
sion process. 

A Record of Decision (ROD) accompanies this 
FEIS and outlines the processes and decisions, and 
the rationale for the decision. The decision is repre- 
sented by the two Plans outlined in the proposed 
action in this FEE, which is Preferred Alternative I. 
Information in the FEIS provided the basis from 
which the Regional Forester made the decision to 
implement the Plans. 

Implementation of the Forest and Grassland Plans 
will involve project level environmental analysis as 
discussed in Chapters 5 of the Plans. These analyses 
will deal with issues and management concerns re- 
lating to the specific projects and project areas, and 
wll be in accord with the direction in the two Plans. 
Project analysis will be tiered to this FEIS. 
This FEE includes a list of acronyms and a glossary 
of terms to assist the reader. The FEIS and the two 
Plans each have a table of contents, a list of tables 
and figures, and an index to assist the reader in 
locating the various subject areas and discussions. 

The approved Plans will not become effective until 
at least 30 days after the Notice of Availabilityof the 
FEIS is published in the Federal Register. See Plan- 
ning Records, pg. 1-3. Additional information on 
Regional planning procedures is available from the 
Director of Planning at the USDA Forest Service, 
Pacific Northwest Region, 319 S.W. Pine St., P.O. 
Box 3623, Portland, Oregon 97208. 

Planning Process 
The Forest Service has a four-level, integrated plan- 
ning process as required by RPA, NFMA, and the 
related implementing regulations. 

1. National Resource Planning Act 
Assessment and Program. 

2. Regional Regional Guide for the 
Pacific Northwest Region 
(May 1984). 

3. Forest National Forest Land and 
Resource Management 
Plans (Forest Plans) for 
National Forest System 
lands. Tiered to Regional 
Guide. 

Site or project specific plans, 
generally at Ranger District 
level. Tiered to Forest Plan. 

At the national level, the RPAprogramUestablihes 
long range resource objectives based on the present 
and anticipated supply of, and demand for, various 
resources. Each of the nine Forest Service Regions 
is apportioned a share of the National objectives 
based on that Region’s resource capabilities and 
needs.TheRPAassessment isanaggregationof the 
Region’s forest plans. 

The Forest Service Pacific Northwest Region re- 
source situation is addressed in the “Regional 
Guide.”u This document apportions National objec- 
tives to each National Forest in the Pacific North- 
west. In addition, the Regional Guide establishes 
certain management standards and guidelines. 

The enwronmental analysis process, documented in 
this FEE, has considered a reasonable range of al- 
ternatives. One of the alternatives consists of the 
current RPA Program resource objectives identi- 
fied in the Regional Guide. Analysis of the alterna- 

4. Project 

W D S A  Forest Service 1980 A Recommended Renewable Resources Program - 1980 Update FS346 Wash D C 
UUDSA Forest Service 1984. Regional Guide for the Pacific Northwest Region Portland, Oregon 
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tive’s outputs and effects in Forest planning pro- 
vides valuable information for future Regional and 
National Assessments and programs. The planning 
process is iterative; the information from the Forest 
level flows up to the National level, is utilized in 
developing the RPA Program, and then is related 
back to Regional and Forest levels. 

Planning at theRPA program level is used to assist 
Congress in the development, appropriation, and 
authorization of the agency’s annual budget. Since 
the amount and allocations in the annual budget 
have a major effect on Forest management activi- 
ties, many of the Forest’s actual outputs and envi- 
ronmental effects are determined to a great degree 
by the annual budget. The annual budget planning is 
done at all agency levels in order to support pro- 
grams on the National Forests. 

Forest plans are prepared at the local level (at the 
applicable Forest headquarters). These plans pro- 
vide allocations and standards and guidelines, and 
are generally programmatic in nature. 

Theplanningprocessspecified in theNFMAimple- 
mentingregulations (36CFR219), andtheenviron- 
mental analysis process specified in the CEQ regula- 
tions (40 CFR 1500), were used in developing this 
FEE and the Forest and Grassland Plans The general 
planning steps employed are shown below. 

Forest Planning Process Steps 

1. 
2. Development of Planning Criteria 

3. 
4. 

5. Formulation of Alternatives 

6. Estimated Effects of Alternatives 

7. Evaluation of Alternatives 

8. Preferred Alternative Recommendation 

9. Environmental Statement 

10. Public Review 

11. Plan Implementation 

12. Monitoring & Evaluation 

Identification of Issues & Concerns 

Inventory Data & Information Collection 

Analysis of the Management Situation 

The chronology for the formulation of the Forest 
and Grassland plans is as follows: 

Year Process 

1980 

1981 Preliminary Identification of 

1982 Forest Inventory Completed 

1984 Analysis of Management Situation 

1985 Formulation and Analysis of 
Alternatives 

Evaluation of Alternatives 

Draft Preferred Alternative 
Selection 

Notice of Intent Published in the 
Federal Register 

Issues and Concerns 

1986 

1988 
1989 

Draft Environmental Statement 
Published 

Public Comment Period 

Supplement to DEIS Published 

PublicComment Period for SEIS 
Evaluation of Public Comment 
Formulation 

Analysis and Modification of Final 
Alternative 

Final Plan Published 

1990 Plan Implementation, Monitor 

On implementation, this FEIS will be a base to 
“tier” environmental analyses for proposed Forest 
management activities and projects. Tiering means 
that environmental analyses conducted for specific 
Forest project swillreference and beconsistentwith 
the direction in the FEIS and Forest or Grassland 
Plan, and associated documents rather than repeat- 
ing them (40 CFR 1508.28). Environmental docu- 
ments for specific projects will then concentrate 
only on issues unique to those projects. “Monitor- 
ingl’will be a way to assure that activities are consis- 
tent with plan projections, and to determine if, and 
where changes to the plan may be necessary. 

ing, and Evaluation 
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The Forest and Grassland Plans are intended to 
supersede and/or incorporate all previous land 
management and resource plans for the Ochoco 
National Forest and Crooked River National Grass- 
land. O n  implementation, all activities affecting the 
Forest and Grassland, including budget proposals, 
will comply with the Forest and Grassland Plans. In 
addition, all permits, contracts, and other instru- 
ments for the management, use, or occupancy of the 
National Forest and Grassland will be required to be 
in conformance with the Plans. Chapters 5 of the 
two Plans address existing and required plans and 
their status in relation to the Forest and Grassland 
Plans. 

P Ian n i ng Records 
All of the documents and files that chronicle the 
Ochoco National Forest and the Crooked River 
National Grassland‘s planning process are available 
for review at the Forest Supervisor’s Office, 155 N. 
Court, P.O. Box 490, Prineville, Oregon 97754. These 
documents and files (planning records) contain the 
detailed information used in developing the FEIS 
and the two Plans. The FEIS, the appendices to the 
FEIS, and the two Plans reference the planning rec- 
ords. 

Regional direction for some procedures, such as 
management requirements, are. available at the USDA 
Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region, 319 South- 
west Pine St., P.O. Box 3623, Portland, Oregon 
97208. 

Forest Overview 
Located near the geographic center of Oregon, the 
Ochoco National Forest is unique among its neigh- 
boring national forests; it administers the only na- 
tional grassland in the Pacific Northwest Region. 
ThecombinedareaoftheForest and CrookedRiver 
national grassland equals 956,150 acres (net acres: 
844,640Forest acres; 11 1,510 Grassland acres). The 
Forest is subdivided into four ranger districts: Big 

Summit, Paulma, Prineville, and Snow Mountain. 
The Grassland is administered as a separate unit. 
The headquarters for both theForest and Grassland 
are in Prineville (Figures 1-1 and 1-2). 

The National Forest lies in a four county area which 
includes: Crook (population 13,400), Grant (8,230), 
Harney (7,350), and Wheeler (1,430). The National 
Grassland is contained in the boundaries of Jeffer- 
son County (12,150). 

The National Forest and Grassland directly influ- 
ence local community lifestyles, recreational activi- 
ties, and economic well being in these counties. 
Local economies, like Burns, Hines, Madras, and 
Prineville, rely on forest products manufacturing 
and ranching. 

The Forest occupies a southwestern extension of 
the Blue Mountain physiographic provlnce (Fran- 
klin and Dymess, 1973) known as the Ochoco and 
Maury Mountains. Elevations range from 2,200 feet 
to over 7,000 feet. The Crooked River National 
Grassland is a northern physiographic extension of 
high lava plains containing rolling range country 
interspersedwith deep canyons, mesas, and volcanic 
buttes. The Deschutes River drains the Grassland. 
The Crooked River, which is a tributary to the 
Deschutes, is the largest river that originates from 
the northern portion of the Forest (Big Summit, 
Paulina, and Prineville Districts). 

Water flowing from the Snow Mountain District 
enters three systems: the Crooked River, the John 
Day River, and theMalheur andHarney Lakesarea. 
The area surrounding the Ochoco is referred to as 
the “High Desert” due to its relatively arid climate 
and cool average annual temperature. The Forest 
canbecharacterized as anislandofgreenrisingfrom 
urlthin the high mountain desert. 

The Ochoco, which in the language of the Paiute 
Indian means “Wind in the Willows,” is character- 
ized by park-like stands of old-growth ponderosa 
pine intermingled with mountain meadows that are 
often fringed with aspen. A pastoral aspect is por- 
trayed by cattle grazing the meadows and grassy 
forestunderstories. This impressionis readilygained 
as one travels on US. Route 26, from Prineville 
northeast across the Forest to Ochoco Summit. 
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Figure 1-1 

OCHOCO NATIONAL FOREST 
VICINITY MAP 
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Figure 1-2 

CROOKED RIVER NATIONAL GRASSLAND 
VICINITY MAP 
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The Grassland, and approximately a third of the 
Forest, have vegetation characteristic of the sur- 
rounding high desert. Juniper, sagebrush, and grasses 
predominate as a result of low annual precipitation 
(less than 10 inches). As elevation Increases, stands 
of ponderosa pines are encountered. The open, 
park-like pine stands are extensive and compose the 
largest single forest type found on the Ochoco Na- 
tional Forest. Mixed conifer stands occur on the 
northernandeastern aspects. Thesestands aremade 
up of varying proportions of Douglas-fir, ponderosa 
pine, white fir, and western larch. The Forest also 
has scattered stands of lodgepole pine at higher 
elevations. These cover approximately one percent 
ofthe totalland area, and havebeensubject tomajor 
mortality caused by mountain pine beetle. 

The diversity ofthevegetation, climate, and geology 
provides habitat for awidevarietyofwildlifeand fish 
species. There are over 375 different species of 
reptiles, amphibians, birds, and mammals known or 
expected to occur on the Forest and Grassland. The 
fisheries resource includes 15 species of game fuh 
and numerous nongame fish species in the Forest 
and Grassland’s reservoirs, lakes, and streams. There 
are 45 miles of spawning streams used by anadro- 
mous fish. 

Major recreational opportunities consist of rock- 
hounding, water related recreation, and big game 
hunting. Agates and thundereggs are a national 
attraction for rockhounds. Antelope Reservoir, 
Delmtment Lake, Walton Lake, and numemus creeks 
and rivers provide camping, picnicking, and fishing 
opportunities. Passage of the Oregon Wilderness 
Act in 1984 further enhanced the Forest’s recrea- 
tional opportunities by designating three Wilder- 
nesses: Black Canyon (13,400 acres), Mill Creek 
(17,400 acres), and Bridge Creek (5,400 acres). Big 
game and the Ochoco are synonymous to many 
hunters throughout the state. Hunting opportuni- 
ties, provided by mule deer (22,600), Rocky Moun- 
tain elk (1750), and pronghorn antelope (750), are 
major attractions. Total recreationalvisitation aver- 
ages 572,000 visitor days annually (see Table 2-8, 
FEIS Chapter 2); much of this is compressed into 
the 30-day period coinciding with the hunting sea- 
sons. There is one research natural area, with an ad- 
ditional five proposed. 

The Forest has an estimated 6.3 billion board feet 
(MMBF) of standing timber and 533,177 acres clas- 
sified as suitable for sustained yield timber produc- 
tion. About 137 MhIBFof timber has been offered 
for sale by the Forest annually, with an average cut 
of 114 MMBF over the past decade. One hundred 
and five permittees use 75,000 A m ’ s  annually on 
90 grazing allotments. Mineral resources include 
mercury and gold, semi-precious gemstones such as 
agates and jasper, leasable potential oil and gas 
deposits, and potential geothermal resources. 

Riparian areas include approximately 20,240 acres 
along 815 miles of streams. Average annual runoff 
from Forest watersheds is estimated at 574,000 acre 
feet. Maintaining or improving water quality, soil 
productivity, and riparian areas are important goals 
of Forest management activities. 

Issues, Concerns and 
Opportunities 
The Ochoco National Forest and Crooked River 
National Grassland contain varied and complex 
natural ecosystems which are managed and used by 
people within the local social and economic setting. 
The Forest and Grassland meet both local and na- 
tional demands for resources, goods, and services, 
and provide opportunities for a diversity of land 
uses. 

Individuals and interest groups have differing and 
often divergent ideas on how the Forest and Grass- 
land should be managed. Because the resources, 
land uses, and environmental conditions of the Forest 
and Grassland are interconnected and finite, man- 
aging to emphasize particular resources can cause 
changes in others. Certain “tradeoffs” may result, 
and competition for some resources will undoubt- 
edly occur In short, there are practical and natural 
limits towhat theNational Forest and Grasslandcan 
prowde. 
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An important planning task was determining what 
goods, services, uses, and environmental conditions 
peoplewant (ordo notwant), and thedifferent ways 
to manage the Forest and Grassland to meet those 
demands. 

“Public issues” were determined and are defined as 
subjects or questions of widespread public interest 
relating to management of the National Forest and 
Grassland. Interests expressed by individuals and 
groups, and the physical, biological, and legal limits 
of Forest and Grassland management are incorpo- 
rated into the public issues and management con- 
cerns identified, and used to guide the planning 
effort. 

“Management concerns” are defmed as ISSWS, pmb- 
lems, or conditions which limit options or constrain 
management practices as generally perceived by the 
agency. These concerns are usually prompted by 
legal and regulatory requirements or actions neces- 
sary to protect or provide other resources at certain 
levels. 

Lastly, “opportunities” were discovered or suggested 
by both the public and the Forest Service. Opportu- 
nities are often the basis for the issues or concems 
identified. For example, the opportunity to preserve 
or develop resources to varying degrees on the 
National Forest and Grassland has been, and con- 
tinues to be, the focus of many of the issues. 

Identification of Ochoco 
National Forest and Crooked 
River National Grassland 
Issues, Concerns and 
Opportunities 
The first step in the planning process was to identifl 
the public issues, management concerns, and oppor- 
tunities (ICOs). These ICOs were used to focus the 
planningeffort; they ensured that theresultingPlans 
provided appropriate and effective management 
direction that addressed the ICOs. 

In autumn of 1980, the Forest began to identify the 
principal issues to be addressed in the Forest Plan. 

The approach utilized “interest groups”as astarting 
point. Individuals representing key interests of con- 
servationists, ranchers, recreationists, sportsmen, the 
timber industry, and government agencies worked 
with the Forest’s Interdisciplinary Planning Team to 
establish a base group of issues. This interaction 
provided the Forest with a consolidated list of 60 
issues whichwere submitted to the public for review. 

Critique and comment was received at public meet- 
ings and through the mail. Using this information, 
the planning teamagain consolidated the issuesinto 
seventeen issue statements. These issues were again 
made available to the public to determine the de- 
gree of interest in each. Subsequently, the interdis- 
ciplinary team condensed the seventeen issues to 
twelve by combining related and compatible items 
(see below). 

TheDEIS was released for publiccomment in 1986. 
Over 2,150 responses were received. From these 
responses, 25,985 specific comments were identi- 
fied through coding and analysis. These comments 
were grouped by similarity and subject, and were 
evaluated. This provided further clarification and 
refinement of the twelve EO’S to be addressed in 
the planning process. 

In 1988, a Supplement to the DEIS was prepared 
and released to the public. It addressedsome Forest 
Industry concerns about management requirements 
and disclosed opportunitycosts associatedwith their 
application. It also portrayed a “no change” alterna- 
tive based on the 1979 Timber Resource Plan and 
unit plans. The nearly 200 public responses to the 
Supplement were coded and analyzed similarly to 
the DEIS comments, grouped by resource or issue, 
and used to further refine the final KO’s. 
Additional information on the formulation, evalu- 
ation, and selection of the KO’s is presented in 
Appendix A. The entire response, materials from 
the mailings, and the evaluation of public comments 
are available for review at the Forest Supervisor’s 
Office in Prineville. 

The final ICOs identified for the Ochoco National 
Forest and Crooked River Grassland are summa- 
rized as follows: 



#1 What Should Be the Level of 
Timber Production? 
Sustained Yield/Even-Flow and Departure 
There was unanimous support for sustained yield 
and even-flow - a reaction to the proposed depar- 
ture alternative, Alternative E-Departure, for the 
Ochoco National Forest. There was essentially no 
support for a departure from an even-flow to main- 
tain high timber supplies for the first decade. Timber 
industry and dependent publics continued to offer 
support for sustained yield and an even-flow. Local 
economic stability and jobs were strongly related to 
high harvest levels by timber industry and depend- 
ent publics. At the other end of the spectrum, con- 
servationists favored a much more conservative 
harvest level of 75 to 90 MMBF annually. The 
departureoptionwas seen by industry as an unstable 
timber supply over time, and a negative influence on 
business development and stability over time. Con- 
servationists suggested that the departure option 
was merely a euphemism for the rapid liquidation of 
old growth forest. 

Uneven-aged Management 
Timber industry and other groups noted some ad- 
vantages, and expressed general interest in the Forest 
exploring uneven-aged management strategies on 
all or portions of the ponderosa pine stands avail- 
able for timber management. Generally this silvicul- 
tural system is perceived as having the benefit of 
allowing harvest while providing for other resource 
needs. It is perceived by industry as means to allow 
the continuation of high harvest levels in pine while 
providing a quality log. Conservation groups, and 
other publics sensitive to even-aged management 
systems, see this as a means to limit clearcutting, 
reduce harvest levels, better manage for snag de- 
pendent wildlifespecies, and preserve a forested ap- 
pearance over time. 

Timber Supply/ASQ 
Growth and inventory of forest stands is measured 
in units of cubic foot volume because it is independ- 
ent of numerous product requirements occurring 
within a locale, region, or the nation as a whole. 

Board foot volume measurement varies with size of 
trees and is designed for certain product specifica- 
tions and current technology. Young stands that 
havebeen regenerated cannot be measuredin board 
foot or equivalent units of measurement; attempt- 
ing to do so would underestimate the biological po- 
tential of timber producing lands and make future 
growth projections impossible. It is Forest Service 
Policy (FSM 1922.15) to use cubic foot volume as a 
measurement of long-term sustained yield, as well to 
regulate theamount of timber to beofferedandsold 
as specified by the allowable timber sale quantity 
(ASQ), in order to respond to changing technology 
and product requirements projected for the future 
(RPA, 1985). 

Between 1990 and 2000, the average annual harvest 
under the Forest Plan will be 19.0 million cubic feet 
(MMCF) (95 MMBF) , slightly below the current 
harvest level. Thevolume of ponderosa pineoffered 
annually for the first decade will average 17.0 MMCF 
(85 MMBF). This represents a considerable de- 
crease from pine volume sold between 1979 and 
1988, which averaged 109 MMBF annually. 

The maximum level of timber volume that can be 
annually produced on a sustainable basis from the 
Forest is 23.5 MMCF (maximum timber bench- 
mark). Competitive resources will have to be man- 
aged at or near minimum levels to sustain this level 
of timber harvest. This maximum level is 10 percent 
higher than the current Forest output. Changing the 
timber harvest level one way or another will proba- 
bly affect other forms ofresourcemanagement. The 
ability to resolve this issue is constrained by the 
trade-offs that are considered acceptable. 

Within Crook and Harney Counties, over 80 per- 
centoftheforestedland isin publicownership, most 
of which is administered by the Forest Service. 
Maximum mill capacity in these two counties, ap- 
pronmately 385 MMBF annually, substantially ex- 
ceeds timber volumes processed in the past. Many 
factors have influenced the volume processed (in- 
cluding stumpage prices and expected market con- 
ditions), causing actual production to vary consid- 
erably from year to year. Recent estimates (1987) 
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indicate that approximately280 MMBF (75 percent 
of maximum capacity) are currently milled annually 
in Crook and Harney counties. Lack of suitable 
timber supply from the Ochoco National Forest has 
been portrayed as the cause of higher stumpage 
prices, thus reducing the ability of local forest prod- 
ucts firms to compete in the market place. Higher 
timber volumes sold from the Ochoco could be 
processed locally, possibly leading to lower stump- 
age prices. 

Ponderosa Pine Supply and Tree Size 
The species composition of the harvest has also 
become an element of this issue. Over theyears, the 
majority of the Forest’s timber harvest was com- 
posed of large ponderosa pine trees. As a result, 
local sawmills were set up to process large pine logs. 
While a substantial volume of ponderosa pine re- 
mains on the Forest, future harvests will include 
greater percentages of other species, such as Douglas- 
fir, western larch, and white fir. The average size of 
these trees is substantially smaller than the ponder- 
osa pine trees harvested in the past. The change in 
tree size and specieswill require local mills to retool 
for efficient log handling. Other species do not 
presently have the secondary markets for remilling 
that pine has. The rate that these less profitable 
species become part of the Forest’s harvest has 
become a source of concern to local sawmills. 

#2 How can Activities on the Forest 
and Grassland Fulfill Social and 
Economic Wants and Needs of Local 
Communities? 
The surrounding communities are significantly af- 
fected both socially and economically by the re- 
source management carried out on the Forest and 
Grassland. County revenues from the Forest pro- 
vide 30 percent of some local counties’ total annual 
receipts. The timber industry and related govern- 
ment agencies account for approximately half of the 
local area’s economic base. The harvest level pro- 
vided by the Forest contributes a major economic 
return to the local economy. For example, greater 
harvest levels attained from the Forest will likely 
result in more local jobs and income. Additionally, 

twenty five percent of the Forest’s receipts are re- 
tumed to the counties. Timber is the primary com- 
modity output from the Ochoco National Forest 
and accounts for more than 90 percent of its re- 
ceipts. Management of timber also significantly af- 
fects economic efficiency. 

The large old growth ponderosa pine were particu- 
larly noted for their significant value to timber in- 
dustry, ulth stumpage valued as much as 30 times 
greater than second growth timber. A significant 
amount of support emsts for the sustaining the pro- 
duction of large diameter pine (at least 18 inches 
DBH) over time to maintain the present industry 
base in Prineville and surrounding communities. 
Maintaining large diameter ponderosa pine over 
time has been incorporated into the Final Plan; 
even-aged silvicultural systems have been designed 
to provide an average tree of 18 inches diameter 
breast high (DBH), and uneven-aged silvicultural 
systems have been designed to provide ponderosa 
pine greater than, or equal to 20 inches DBH. Cer- 
tain management areas in the Final Plan will also 
provide large ponderosa pine greater than 20inches 
DBH, with some, such as the Old Growth Manage- 
ment Area, providing old growth pine with diame- 
ters up to their biological potential. 

The residents of Central Oregon have expectations 
of the Forest and Grassland besides timber harvest. 
Summer livestock grazing on the Forest and Grass- 
land is an essential component of ranching opera- 
tions in the area. Economically viable ranches con- 
tribute to the local economy’s tax base and to the 
social make-up of local communities. Big game 
hunting, fishing, wilderness use, and other recrea- 
tional activities are also important to local citizens. 
By providing these opportunities, the Ochoco Na- 
tional Forest and Crooked River National Grass- 
land supply both monetary and nonmonetary bene- 
fits while satisfying social needs. The predicted lev- 
els of these opportunities is also an issue. 

The ability of the Forest and Grassland to respond 
to community wants and needs is constrained by the 
extent of the resources available, the level of public 
expectations, and the efficiency of resource man- 
agement. 
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#3 What is the Appropriate Level of 
Livestock Grazing and Intensity of 
Range Management? 
Livestock grazing, and the intensity of range man- 
agement, remains as a major issue for the manage- 
ment of the Forest and Grassland. A primary con- 
cern expressed in the public comment on the DEIS 
is the past and present grazing impacts to the ripar- 
ian areas and wildlife habitat on the Forest and 
Grassland. Some felt livestock grazing numbers could 
not he maintained or increased while simultane- 
ously attaining riparian rehabilitation. Others be- 
lieved that the economies of Crook, Harney, and 
Jefferson Counties are dependent on ranching, and 
that reductions in livestocknumbers would havesig- 
nificant adverse effects. All grazing allotments are 
used and there is constant pressure to increase the 
numbers of livestock allowed, or to extend the sea- 
son of pasture use. Permitted livestock numbers 
have not vaned greatly in the past decade. Some 
increase has occurred as a result of improved range 
management practices, making more forage avail- 
able. 

Forage is generally not the limiting factor in manag- 
ing the number and amount of livestock use. Water 
is usually the limiting factor. Forage far from water 
sources may be only lightly utilized, while forage 
near a water source may receive heavy use. 

Conflicts generated by the present level of grazing 
arise fromvaried points ofinterest. Primaryconflicts 
occur when grazing in a ripanan area degrades water 
quality and fisheries habitat, when competition ex- 
ists between livestock and big game for forage, and 
when livestock havedamaged tree seedlings needed 
for reforestation. Additionally, livestock can have 
negative impacts on the aesthetics of recreation 
sites. 

The Forest and Grassland will attempt to resolve 
these issues through adjustment of the animal unit 
months (AUMs) provided and the extent of the 
livestock management and range improvement prac- 
tices conducted. Livestockmanagement techniques, 
such as herding, fencing, salt and mineral block 
placement, and water development, minimize the 
impacts of grazing. Forage may be increased by 

prescribed burning, timber harvesting, and grass 
seeding. Under the proposed Forest and Grassland 
Plans, the number of livestock using riparian areas 
will be reduced, or subject to better controls, over 
time to provide for riparian area improvement. This 
will be offset by: 1) increasing forage production on 
transitory range, 2) improved forage production 
resulting from nonstructural range improvements, 
and 3) construction of 27 water developments to 
distribute livestock into areas where forage is avail- 
able hut natural water sources are not. 

Currently, the Forest and Grassland provide 75 
thousand AUM’s annually. The Regional Guide for 
the Pacific Northwest Region has established a goal 
of82 thousand AUM’s for theForest andGrassland 
to be attained in the next decade. The maximum 
capability of the Forest and Grassland to provide 
commercial livestock grazing has been estimated at 
110 thousand AUMs annually (maximum livestock 
benchmark). Other resources will have to be man- 
aged at or near minimum levels to attain this level. 
Much of this potential depends on the construction 
of additional water developments and intensive 
management practices. 

#4 How Should Riparian Areas be 
Managed to Meet Various Resource 
Needs? 
Approximately20,240acres ofthe Forest and Grass- 
land are within the riparian influence zone. The 
riparian area condition is poor along 402 miles of 
streams (about 50 percent of the riparian areas). 
Though occupying only two percent of the land 
base, riparian areas offer great potential for in- 
creased resource productivity. Riparian areas are 
very important as fish and wildlife habitats, and 
contribute significantly to species diversity. Stream 
margins frequently contain highly productive timber 
sites. Livestock utilize the vegetation in riparian 
areas more heavily than in other areas. Their rela- 
tively gentle topography makes riparian areas at- 
tractive for road locations. A majority of the Forest 
and Grassland’s recreational use occurs in riparian 
areas; they are often very scenic and provide a re- 
freshing contrast to the much drier surrounding 
areas. 
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Concentrated use in these areas has caused con- 
flicts. Vegetation diversity along many riparian ar- 
eas is presently low. There is an abundance of grass 
but a limited presence of trees and shrubs. This has 
negative implications for fisheries, wildlife, and rec- 
reational use of the areas. Some trees that once 
provided shade have been removed by timber har- 
vests. The primary reason for the lack of vegetation 
diversity is livestock overgrazing the forage in ripar- 
ian areas. Overgrazing has reduced water quality, 
eliminated streamside shrubs, caused soil compac- 
tion, accelerated erosion, and broken down stream 
banks. This conflict is particularly difficult to resolve 
because these areas are vital to livestock for water, 
provide palatable forage, and naturallyprovide rela- 
tively cool spots for livestock to congregate. 

The present tramportation system has also had impacts 
on riparian areas. Roads in riparian areas can be 
sources of soil erosion and tend to channel and 
accelerate water flows. A riparian area’s ability to 
moderatewater flows and filter out sediment can be 
decreased, and stream water quality degraded by 
sedimentation. Sedimentation and warmer water 
temperatures caused by lack of shade have caused 
the water in many streams to fall below State water 
quality standards. 

Generally, the less disturbance that occurs in ripar- 
ian areas, the better the area condition. However, 
resource use in riparian areas can be compatible 
with good riparian condition. The extent of each 
use, and the mitigation practices employed, largely 
determine the riparian area condition. Riparian areas 
are relatively resilient and respond to improvement 
measures. Rehabilitation efforts and the future 
management of these areas will be addressed. Pres- 
ently, opinions differ concerning existing conditions 
and on the management needed to attain the best 
combination of riparian area use and future produc- 
tivity. 

#5 What Transportation System 
Should be Provided to Meet Public, 
Commercial, and Administrative 
Access Needs? 
Forest and Grassland road system needs continues 
to be a high interest area - the Forest received lo00 
comments on this subject on the DEIS. The com- 
ments voiced strong sentiments that road standards 
are too high and that the number of roads on the 
Forest is excessive. The comments offered support 
for the closure of roads following completion of 
projects, timber sales in particular. There was also 
support voiced for the closure of roads for the pro- 
tection of big game, erosion control and reduced 
maintenance costs. This is a departure from the 
original comments which opposed the closure of 
roads and areas to access by motorized equipment. 
Timber industry observed that the number of roads 
was not the issue, but if the number of roads open to 
public travel and open road densities were reduced, 
other resource objectives could be still be attained. 

Off-road vehicle use continues to be a growing 
concern. The roads issue has been expanded to 
address general access concerm which includes ORV 
uses of off road areas. A travel plan for the Forest 
and Grassland addresses road management con- 
cerns and will complement the objectives of the 
various management areas on the Forest and Grass- 
land. Wildlifehabitat effectiveness objectiveswillbe 
partially met through road restrictions and closures. 
The number of miles of roads maintained open for 
public travel on the Forest will decrease nominally 
in thefutureasa resultoftheseroadrestrictionsand 
closures for big game habitat protection, erosion 
control, and public safety. 

In the first decade, 840 miles of road will be main- 
tained for passenger car travel and 2,330 miles will 
be maintained for high clearance vehicles. 

By the fifth decade 850 miles will be maintained for 
passenger cars and 2,270 miles for high clearance 
vehicles. 
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Roads wdl be closed to protect the investment, to 
protect public safety, to minimize soil erosion and 
water quality degradation, and to maintain wildlife 
habitat effectiveness. In the first decade, 1,560 miles 
of roads would be closed. In the fifth decade, 2,190 
miles would be closed. Closures may be seasonal or 
yearlong. 

#6 Should Habitat be Provided for 
Increased Populations of Big Game? 
Habitat for big game was second only to timber in 
the number of public comments on the Draft. The 
publiccontinues to bevery interested in the produc- 
tion of elk and deer on the Forest. In particular, 
therewas support voiced for population levels of elk 
in excess of those proposed by the Draft Plan and 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) 
goals. Along with outputs, there was expression of 
support for the management of big game winter 
rangeand themanagement of roadsystems to attain 
habitat effectiveness. The management of habitat 
for antelope is an issue on the Grassland. 

The Forest and Grassland contain significant num- 
bers of mule deer, pronghorn antelope, and Rocky 
Mountain elk. ODFW has identified the desired 
deer and elk population levels for the wildliie man- 
agement units encompassed by the Forest and Grass- 
land. There are approximately 2,300 elk on the 
Forest now, according to a recent census. ODFW's 
objective (planning benchmark) is for 2,600 Elk. 
The ODFWobjective for deer and antelope popu- 
lations has already been attained approximately 
23,000 deer and 750 antelope. 

The Forest and Grassland Plans will designate im- 
portant areas ofbiggame rangein four management 
area allocations on 171,490 acres of the Forest and 
35,440 acres of the Grassland. Three of these man- 
agement areas are big game winter ranges. The 
Plans provide standards and guidelines for the 
management of cover and road management that 
will support elk numbers that meet the population 
objectives. In these areas, road use and cover would 
be managed to provide high quality big game habi- 
tat. Habitat would support 3,000 elk in the first 

decade, increasing to 2,870 in the second decade, 
then declining to 2,690 by the fifth decade due to 
changes in cover and road access. 

The Forest and Grassland have the potential to 
provide habitat for more elk than presently exist. 
Benchmark analyses indicate the maximum capabil- 
ity of the Forest and Grassland would produce and 
sustain 23,OOO deer and 4,800 elk. It would take 
approximately 50 years to reach these levels for elk. 
The number of deer is about the same as current 
population estimates due to ODFWmanagement of 
herd size. The primary factors limiting big game 
habitat arethequalityand amountofbiggamecover 
and the extent and use of the road system. 

Management for other resources or land uses can 
enhance big game habitat. Timber management and 
range improvement practices can improve an area's 
forage production. Measures intended to rehabili- 
tate riparian areas benefit big game habitat. Lands 
managed for wilderness, roadless values, or okl growth 
habitat generally provide better big game habitat 
than lands managed intensively for timber produc- 
tion. 

#7 How much Roadless Recreation 
Opporiunity Should be Provided? 
Unroaded recreational opportunities generated the 
third highest number of comments on the DEE. 
Public comments focused on Lookout Mountain 
and the Ochoco Canyons area of the Forest. There 
was strong sentiment for the retention of existing 
roadless areas by some, while others challenged the 
designation as limiting and precluding other uses. 

When the issue was originally identified, there were 
ten areas on the Forest and Grassland that met 
roadless area criteria. Since then, the Oregon Wil- 
derness Act of 1984 created three wilderness areas 
on the Forest (Bridge Creek, Mill Creek, and Black 
Canyon). The roadless area question posed by this 
issue still needs to be resolved for six other areas: 
Green Mountain, Rock Creek, Cottonwood Can- 
yon, Silver Creek, Lookout Mountain, and Deschutes 
CanyonSteelhead Falls. The remaining area, Broad- 
way, was committed to timber harvest and road 
construction under existing plans in the interim. 
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Due to its status as a “further planning” area from 
the RARE II process, the Oregon Wilderness Act 
directed that a recommendation of non-wilderness 
he made for the Deschutes Canyon-Steelhead Falls 
area on the Grassland through the forest planning 
process. 

Allocating areas for unroaded recreation limits the 
capability of these areas to produce some other 
benefits. Recreationists that rely on roads for access 
would not be served by these areas. Lack of immedi- 
ate access hinders resource management activities 
and adds to the difficulty of controlling wildfires. 
Timber harvests are generally not permitted. This 
limitation results in decreased economic returns 
from the Forest. In some cases, the inability to 
manage the timberhindersdevelopment ofbig game 
habitat. 

Lookout Mountain roadless area has received strong 
interest; specified treatment will be offered in the 
FEE. TheRock Creek/&ttonwood Creekarea will 
be dealt with in two new management areas in the 
Forest Plan in order to address the interest in un- 
roaded recreational opportunities, and the need to 
make some of these roadless areas available for 
other resource use opportunities. Cottonwood, most 
of Rock Creek, and a portion of Silver Creek will be 
retained as roadless areas and managed for semi- 
primitive nonmotorized recreation. Green Moun- 
tain will be managed as general forest. The Draft 
proposed semiprimitive motorized recreationwhich 
was determined not to be appropriate for the area, 
and not supported by public comment. 

The total wilderness, wilderness study area, and 
unroaded acreage is 96,228, about 10 percent of the 
Forest and Grassland (does not include wild & sce- 
nic rivers). 3”Combined, unroaded areas and wilder- 
ness will meet the expected demand for semiprimi- 
tive recreation until the year 2025. A number of 
other special management areas have been desig- 
nated, e.g. Stein’s Pillar, which will also contribute 
recreational opportunities in response to this issue. 

Recreation projections for theOchocoindicate that 
the demand for unroaded recreation use is continu- 
ing to grow, and may exceed the Forest and Grass- 
land’s ability tosupply suchopportunities in the next 
ten to fifty years. 

#8 How Should the Forest and 
Grassland Manage the Scenic 
Resources? 
Scenic resources continued to receive interest by 
some publics. The State of Oregon and others ex- 
pressed concern for maintaining the scenic charac- 
ter or setting over time. Generally the public com- 
ments to the DEIS concerned the retention of the 
scenic corridor along Highway 26. Travelers in the 
Ochocos often leavewith a picture of open ponder- 
osa pine stands interspersed with park-like open- 
ings. Other vegetative types are intermingled, but 
stands of large pine predominate in the primary 
travel corridors. Scenic corridor management has 
retained most of these large trees. The extent of 
visual corridor management across the Forest has 
been questioned since the large old growth pine is 
preferred by the local mills, creating pressure to 
harvest the readily available trees along traveled 
Forest corridors. 

This issue has not been limited to visual corridors. A 
number of individuals and groups recognize that the 
visual character of the Ochoco National Forest and 
the Crooked River National Grassland will change 
through management over time. Early harvest op- 
erations usually removed only scattered individual 
trees, leaving multistoried stands. More recently, 
clearcuts have been used to initiate even-aged tim- 
ber management, while the multistoried stands people 
have grown accustomed to seeing are being con- 
verted to relatively single-storied stands. 

The Forest and Grassland Plans will provide a number 
of scenic corridors where the primary emphasis will 
meet visual quality objectives to maintain and en- 
hance key scenery. Travel corridors, including major 
roads, access roads to roadless areas, and a winter 
sports corridor on the Big Summit District, will be 
managed for scenic qualities. Scenic corridors will 
total approximately 40,110 acres, 38 percent of the 
maximum potential of 106,700 acres. In addition, all 
management areas for the Forest and Grassland 
have Forest-wide and management area standards 
and guidelines which provide guidance on the visual 
quality objectives (VQOs) and how these VQOs 
can be met. 

31 Includes designated wilderness, Nolth Fork of the Crooked River Wilderness Study Area, and the total roadless area (using the 
criteria boundary roadless area figures from Appendix C) less the 650 acres allocated to wild and scenic river designation in 
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#9 How Much Old Growth Habitat 
Should be Provided? 
Old growth generated over loo0 comments on the 
DEIS. A majority of the comments supported a 
larger allocation for old growth. In addition, there 
was interest in seeing the individual old growth 
management area size increased over that in the 
Draft Plan. 

A relatively small component of old growth habitat 
remains across the entire Forest (approximately 
93,800 acres). Past logging practices have signifi- 
cantly reduced old growth ponderosa pine. The 
Forest’s remaining old growth habitat is primarily 
mixed conifer. This imbalance between amounts of 
old growth habitat in the mixed conifer and pine 
types results in a poor geographic distribution of 
wildlife that rely on old growth habitat. 

The retention and management of old growth is a 
significant issue with timber industry. Industry claims 
that the old growth resource is a critical part of the 
total short-run timber supply on the Ochoco Na- 
tional Forest. The allocation of existing old growth 
blocks to a management allocation for the retention 
and preservation of old stand conditions would re- 
duce the available supply well below the demand. 
Timber management actiwtieswithin the allocation 
would he limited to treatments which enhance or 
maintain the desired old growth stand structure. As 
these stands age, they become increasingly wlner- 
able to insects and disease. While the mortality of 
oldgrowth trees provides additional wildlife habitat, 
the risk of loss from wildfire is increased as woody 
debrisaccumulatesonthe forest floor.Thesepoten- 
tial losses in old growth areas mayor may not detract 
fiom their value as wildlife habitat, depending on 
the extent of stand mortality. 

In spite of these risks, old growth areas are a valu- 
able component of theForest. They provide habitat 
for appmximately 1OOwildhfe species on the Ochoco. 
These areas also contribute to big game cover re- 
quirements. Soil and water conditions in old growth 
areas are generally favorable due to the absence of 
disruptiveactivities.Theyareoftenattractive froma 
visual standpoint, particularly in the pine types, and 
may be incorporated as parts of scenic or riparian 
corridors. Old growth can provide unique habitats 

for certain species, serve as gene pools, and contrib- 
ute to diversity. 
TheForest has allocated 72stands containing21,650 
acres of old growth to be managed on a “dedicated 
basis.” Of this amount, 20,380 acres are determined 
to be‘kuitable” and 1270 acres “capable.” Of the72 
stands, seven are within areas allocated to wilder- 
ness and RNA‘s, leaving 19,250 acres actually allo- 
cated as dedicated old growth. That old growth 
dedicated in the management areas for old growth, 
wlderness, and RNA’s amounts to 103 percent of 
the minimum level estimated to be required by old 
growth dependent species (21,000 acres), and 23 
percent of the m a m u m  old growth available on the 
Forest (93,800 acres). Out of a total of 1200 acres of 
existing old growth juniper, the Grassland has 740 
acres allocated. 

Old growth for the Ochoco National Forest and 
Crooked River National Grassland has been de- 
fined using the Regional definition from the Re- 
gional Guide for the Northwest Region, 1984. The 
sizeanddistribution ofareas managed forold growth 
weredesigned to meet habitat requirements for the 
pileated woodpecker, a management indicator spe- 
cies. These areas will also provide habitat for other 
species dependent upon old growth. 

The existing mature stands and designated old p w t h  
outside old growth, wilderness, and other special 
management areas, will be subject to timber harvest. 
By theyear 2030, areas not allocated specifically to 
the referenced management areas are expected to 
loose their old growth characteristics. 

#I 0 To What Extent Should Firewood 
be Provided to meet Demand? 
Fuelwood also generated over lo00 comments on 
the DEIS. A significant portion of this comment 
came as a form letter response sponsored by forest 
industry. These comments supported the continu- 
ation of fuelwood supplies into the future. The 
utilization of firewood from the Forest and Grass- 
land has increased manyfold in recent years. In years 
past acquiring firewood was merely a matter of 
driving out of town and gathering wood fiom downed 
logs As competition for wood has increased, the 
firewood supply has declined. 
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Demand for firewood from the Forest and Grass- 
land is difficult to estimate. Contributors to the 
overall supply in the areas using Forest and Grass- 
land firewood include the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, Deschutes National Forest, Malheur National 
Forest, privatelands, andsawmills that makeunused 
residues available for firewood. Accessibility, size, 
species, and the price of other forms of energy are 
other factors influencing demand. 

The amount of firewood collected on the Forest and 
Grassland varies annually. Based on the Forest’s 
firewood permit system, 10,482 cords were removed 
in 1984. In 1983,14,137 cords were removed. Accu- 
rate estimates of firewood collected prior to 1983 
are not available. 

Firewood gathering from the Forest provides sev- 
eral benefits: the public gains in terms of reduced 
energy costs, many people consider firewood col- 
lecting a recreational experience, and the Forest 
benefits through reduced risk of wildfire loss. 

Some conflicts relate to firewood gathering. Wild- 
life snags near roads, including snags Ieft in cutting 
units, are often at risk from illegal firewood cutters. 
Similarly, valuable green trees are sometimes felled 
illegally for firewood. Use of vehicles to gather 
firewoodhascausedsoildamageinsomecases. Logs 
gathered for firewood means a loss of feeding, nest- 
ing, and reproduction sites for numerous wldhfe 
species. Providing firewood after timber harvesting 
can cause modifications to plannedslash treatments; 
conversely, prescribed burning of slash has been 
criticized as consuming potential firewood. 

The Forest’s ability to provide firewood generally 
varies directly with the amount of timber harvest 
that takes place. Firewood gathering from other 
sources, such as wind-thrown trees and juniper, will 
stilloccurasarelativelysmallportionofthe total. To 
meet a portion of the local demand, this plan will 
continue to make firewood available to the public at 
levels commensurate with project activity and avail- 
able access. The Forest and Grassland alone cannot 
meet the total local demand, which is estimated at 
18,000 cords annually. 

#I 1 How Much Habitat Should be 
Provided for Wildlife Species 
Dependent on Snags? 
The number of snags (standing dead trees) across 
the Forest is variable. Snags are fairly abundant in 
mixed conifer stands found mainly on the Forest’s 
north slopes. On the southern slopes, where pon- 
derosapine stands predominate, snags are relatively 
scarce. This scarcity is a result of past salvage har- 
vesting and firewood cutting in the ponderosa pine 
type. 
Snags and down logs are used for nesting and/or 
shelter by 39 species of birds and 23 species of 
mammals. The absence of suitable nest sites is usu- 
ally the limiting factor controlling the population of 
birds that nest in snags. Where snag densities are 
low, populations of dependent animals are usually 
also low. When snags eventually fall they become 
habitat for ground dwelling wildlife and play an 
important roleinthe nutrientcyclingprocess. When 
snags fallacross streams they sometimescreatesmall 
pools that benefit fisheries and riparian conditions. 

Opinions vary on the number of snags the Forest 
needs to manage. Manywoodcutters see them as the 
best possible source of firewood. Salvage operations 
aimed at converting solid snags into lumber are 
viable operahons. From this perspectwe, some people 
feel that snags left forwildlife are a wastedresource. 

The Forest and Grassland will be managed to pro- 
vide snag habitat at levels appropriate for the man- 
agement objectives for the respective management 
area.Theoverall snaglevelon theForest and Grass- 
land, 47 percent, is expected to increase over time, 
with management, to approximately 54 percent in 
the fifth decade. The snag level should not go below 
40 percent for any of the management areas. 

#I2 To What Extent Should the 
Forest Provide for Winter Sports 
Activities? 
The primary factor limiting winter sport opportuni- 
ties on the Forest is access to higher elevations 
during the winter months. Use levels at accessible 
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areas are sometimes high and conflicts have oc- 
curred between recreationists. Thin has been par- 
ticularly true on Lookout Mountain, a large, rela- 
tively flat-topped mountain currently managed as a 
roadless area. The mountaintopis a favoredarea by 
both snowmobile users and cross-country skiers. 
There is one major trail to the top and conflict 
between users sometimes results. The current man- 
agement direction for the area states: 

"No cross country two- or four-wheel motor ve- 
hicle travel will be allowed. 

Snowmobile use will be permitted in designated 
areas, at times when it does not conflict with non- 
vehicle uses. 

The primary emphasis will he placed on access by 
foot or horseback." 

The Forest also has requests to manage the Bandit 
Springs Area for more cross-country sluing oppor- 
tunities. The Bandit Springs area is located along 
Highway 26 and provides excellent winter access at 
the Bandit Springs Rest Area (maintained by the 
StateHighway Division). Currently, a cross-country 
trail system is managed in the area (approximately 
loo0 acres in size). There is local interest to further 
develop the cross-country skiing opportunities in 
this area. 

Additional Issues not 
Identified in the Original ICO's 
but Identified as Comments to 
the Draft or During the 
Development of Changes From 
the Draft to the Final 
#I Anadromous Fish 
Anadromous fsh were not identified as an issue in 
development of the DEIS and Proposed Forest 
Plan. Anadromous fish were identified as a concern 
by several individuals and groups, including a lengthy, 
technical response from the Columbia River Inter- 
Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC). Primary con- 

cem included protection and enhancement of spawn- 
ing habitat, and the adequacy of the monitoring 
schedule. Native American groups noted that trea- 
ties guarantee protection for anadromous fish habi- 
tat. 

#2 Historic Trail Preservation - 
Summit Trail 
Thin issue arose out of a separate study conducted 
duringthe interim betweenissuanceof thedraft and 
finaldocuments (Gowan, 1896). The Forest coordi- 
nated with the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) on details contained in the Final Plan. This 
trail has also been related toother groups'proposals 
for an east-west intertie in a cross-state trail system. 

#3 Off-Road Vehicle (ORV, ATV, 
OHV) Use 
The off-road issue was one of the 14 original plan- 
ning issues identified in the scoping phase of the 
forest planningprocess. It wasdropped as oneof the 
final ICOs; the comments were limited to local 
problems on the Grassland which were not consid- 
ered to be of significance to the generation of alter- 
natives for management of the Forest and Grass- 
land. Comments on  the DEIS regarding access, both 
pro and con, concerned road closures. The off-road 
issue did emerge again during the issue/Final Plans 
validation phase. Comments were generally opposed 
to off-road use because of resource impacts and 
trespass from theNational Forestonto private lands. 

#4 Round Mountain 
The Oregon Natural Resources Council, in com- 
ments on the DEIS, asked that a special recreation 
unit be established for the Round Mountain area. 
This issue was brought up again by one individual in 
the validation process. 
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Summary of Changes 
Between the Draft and 
the Final EIS and Plans 
Public involvement has been incorporated into the 
decisions reached in the Final Forest and Grassland 
Plans; this has been an integral step since the draft 
documents were released in September 1986. Sig- 
nificant steps were taken during the months of final 
document preparation to validate that direction in 
the Final Plan’s response to comments received on 
the Draft. Meetings and contacts with selected groups, 
individuals, agencies and political leaderswere made 
to: 

1. 

2. 

Validate public responses received during 
the process; 
Insure that we interpreted what was said ap 
propriately; and 

Insure that we did not miss something or 
overlook stumbling blocks towards success 
ful implementation. 

In response to the comments, new information, and 
legislation, and where it appeared appropriate, ad- 
justments were made and changes were incorpo- 
rated into the Final Plans. This was intended to 
strengthen the Plan decision and build a base of 
support for effective implementation. 

3. 
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Plan Structures 

Draft 

Final 

Grassland Draft 

Grassland Final 

The Plan for the National Forest and National Grassland was incorporated into 
one document. 

The National Grassland had 8 management areas in the Draft, and the National 
Forest had 14 management areas. 

Two separate Plans were developed--one for the National Grassland, one for 
the National Forest--and covered by one Environmental Statement. 

In the Final, the Grassland has 16 management areas, and the Forest has 28 
management areas. 

Emuhasis 

Timbermange 
Wildlife 
Wilderness 
Wild/Scenic Rivers 
Research 
Riparian 

Emphasis 

Range/Forage 
Wildlife 
Old Growth 
Visual 
Wild/Scenic Rivers 
Research (RNAs) 
Recreation 
Riparian 
Facilities 

# Memt Areas 

1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 

# Memt Areas 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
2 
4 
1 
1 

Acres 
73,510 
34,527 
2,500 

734 
87 

559 
111,379 

59,440 
35,870 

740 
560 

1370 
110 

10,770 
2.110 

540 
111.510 

- % 

65% 
31% 
2% 

<1% 
< 1% 
<1% 

- % 

53% 
32% 
<1% 
<l% 
>1% 
<1% 
10% 
2% 

<l% 
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Forest Draft 

Forest Final 

Emphasis 

Timbermange 
Wildlife 
Old Growth 
Visual 
Wilderness 
Wild/Scenic Rivers 
Research 
Recreation 
Riparian 

Emphasis 

Timber/Range 
Wildlife 
Old Growth 
Visual 
Wilderness 
Wild/Scenic Rivers 
Research 
Recreation 
Riparian 
Facilities 

# Memt Areas 

1 
2 
1 
3 
4 
2 
1 
3 
2 

# M m t  Areas 

2 
4 
1 
2 
4 
2 
1 

10 
1 
1 

Acres - % 

190,686 22% 
26,337 3% 
51,713 6% 
37,154 4% 

1,930 <1% 
4,519 <l% 

32,990 4% 
15.484 2% 

491,257 58% 

843,721 

- % 

499,330 59% 
174,620 21% 
19,250 2% 
40,110 5% 
37,330 4% 
2,660 <l% 
4,440 <1% 

48,350 6% 
18,130 2% 
460 <1% 
844,640 

NOTE: See National Forest Ownership, this section on page 1-37 for explana- 
tion of acreage changes from the Draft to the Final. 

Summary of Changes 
1. 

2. 

3. Changes in resource emphasis. 

Separate plans for the National Grassland and the National Forest. 

Refinement in management area allocations. 
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Reasons for Change 
National Grassland management and direction was overshadowed by the Na- 
tional Forest. The public requested they be separated into two plans. 

Additions and changes in management areas (allocations) result from responses 
to public comments, incorporation of new information, new policies, improved 
understanding of the processes related to implementation and congressionally 
designated rivers. 

Forest Management and FORPLAN Modeling 

Draff 
Even-agedsilvicultural system. General Forest rotation diameter 14-16". Rota- 
tion age 90-100 years. Departure (by vol. first decade). 

ASQ 
PP 

Bd.Ft. Decade cu.Ft. 
1 20 6 123 87 
2 19.7 118 82 
3 17.8 99 56 
4 16.9 93 52 
5 16.1 89 55 

All SPP All SPP 

Final 
Even- and uneven-agedsystem (uneven-aged systems applied to approx. 100,000 
acres ponderosa pine). Diameter for even-aged ponderosa pine= 18", mixed 
conifers=16", uneven-aged=20". Rotation age for ponderosa pine= 130 years, 
mixed conifer=90years. Sustained yield, even-flow (by cu.ft.vo1.); declining vol- 
ume in ponderosa pine after first decade. 

ASQ 

Decade 
1 
2 
3 .  
4 
5 

PP 
Bd.Ft. 

19.0 115.0 82.0 

19.0 

19.0 

All SPP All SPP 
Bd.I;t. 
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FORPLAN Modeling 
The changes from Draft to Final have resulted in differences in FORPLAN 
modeling. The changes in allocations and related management guidelines have 
resultedin thedevelopment ofnew yieldstreams for timber andotherresources, 
silvicultural systems, rotation ages, and decade harvest limitations. 

New Prescriptions and Yield Streams applied in FORPLAN Model 
Uneven-aged timber management applied to ponderosa pine on general forest 
(20-inch target size). 

Uneven-aged timber management applied to ponderosa pine in special areas 
w t h  30-inch DBH target size: Lookout Mountain, Stein's Pillar, Deep Creek, 
North Fork Crooked River. 

Uneven-aged timber management applied to mixed conifer in some special 
areas. 

Extended rotation ages and new thinning cycles for ponderosa pine in general 
forest. 

Extended rotation and stricter decade harvest limitations for special areas. 

Changes in the percent cover for big game required by allocation. 
More reliance on mixed conifer to produce cover vs. ponderosa pine. 

Acres and Timber Yield Tables: 
Acres - Condition classes (i.e. the amount of pine sawlogs, saplings, etc.) have 
been updated from the 1983 information used in the Draft to 1988. This was 
done to more accurately assess timber harvest scheduling and resultant associ- 
ated outputs and effects. 

Timber Yield Tables -Yield tables were updated to reflect the growth that has 
occurred in the last five years to more accurately determine outputs and effects. 

Summary of Changes 

1. Incorporation of uneven-aged management in ponderosa pine where 
stand structure, condition, and management objectives allow. 

Larger tree at rotation; general forest ponderosa pine 18-2O"versus 14-16" 
(wood quality). 

Sustained even-flow in cu.ft.vo1. versus departure (on volume basis). 

Maintains relatively high volume of ponderosa pine first decade. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
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5. 

6. 

Large target diameters (27’-30+”) for recreation, wddllfe and visual emphasis 
management areas. 

FORPLAN model yield tables, acres, prescriptions and assumptions 
changed to reflect updated information (see above). 

Reasons for Change 
Response to public comment for uneven-aged management, growing larger 
trees, maintaining historic harvest levels in ponderosa pine, sustainedyieldeven- 
flow vs. departure, improved and updated information. 

Economic Analysis 

Changes in schedules, outputs, allocations, effects, assumptions and new information 
will result in different economic effects and outputs in the final documents. 

Incorporation of additional resources into the economic analysis overlooked in 
the draft documents (mineral leases, anadromous fisheries). 

Wilderness Study Area 

Draft 

Final 

Proposed recommending 5,200 acres (2,500 FS, 2,700 BLM) in the Deschutes 
Canyon-Steelhead Falls Wilderness Study Area for wilderness classification. 

No additional wilderness proposed. A 7,840-acre Squaw Creek management 
area emphasizing semiprimitive, nonmotorized recreation, protection of natural 
features, and vehicle access management incorporates the core of previously 
recommended wilderness; the majority of the remainder of the draft proposed 
wildernesswas included in the Deschutes ScenicRiver Corridor classified by the 
Oregon Omnibus Wild and Scenic Rivers Act in 1988. An eligibility study for 
lower Squaw Creek for Wild and Scenic Rivers was completed and the potential 
identified and preserved. 
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Summary of Changes 
The 5,200 acres recommended for wilderness which was centered on Squaw 
Creek and the Deschutes River Canyon, was changed to a 7,840-acre special 
management unit centered on Squaw Creek, classification of the Deschutes 
River and canyon portion under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

Reasons for Change 
The Deschutes Canyon-Steelhead Falls areawas determined to be too small to 
be appropriate for and manageable under the Wilderness Act. The Deschutes 
River and canyon area was classified and protected under the Oregon Omnibus 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

Public expressed interest for classification of Lower Squaw Creek under Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act. A 1,370-acre segment from the Grassland boundary to 
the confluence with the Deschutes River has been determined to be suitable for 
designation as a "scenic river" under the Wild and Scenic River System. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Draft 
Segments of North Fork Crooked River, Crooked River, and Deschutes River 
eligibility studies completed and management units developed to preserve 
options for river classification. 

Final 
Segments of North Fork Crooked River, Crooked River, and Deschutes River 
classified as Recreational or Scenic Rivers under the Oregon Omnibus Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act. Lower Squaw Creek eligibility and suitability determination 
completed. Recommended for designation as a "scenic river" in the Wild and 
Scenic River System in Alternatives B-Modified and I. 

Summary of Changes 
Rivers Designated by Congress. 

Lower Squaw Creek evaluated and determined suitable for Wild and Scenic 
Rivers designation. Recommended for designation as a "scenic river" in Alterna- 
tives B-Modified and I. 
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Reasons for Change 
Oregon Omnibus Wild and Scenic Rivers legislation. Lower Squaw Creek 
evaluation conducted based on publiccomment and legislative hearings related 
to above Act. 

Roadless Areas 

Draft Final 
RARE I1 Allocated to Allocated to 

Roadless Area Total Acres Remain Unroaded Remain Unroaded 

Broadway 8,680 0 
Green Mtn. 6,630 7,000 
Rock CWCottonwood Ck 20,340 19,070 
Silver Ck. 11,670 3,230 
Lookout Mtn 15,260 2,950 
Deschutes Canyon- 
Steelhead Falls WSA Fs 10,Ooo 2,500 

BLM 3,240 2,660 
N.Fk.Crooked River WSA - 1,300 1,125 

~ 

Total (FS Only) 73,880 38,535 

0 
0 

11,820 
3,110 

15,660 

7,840 

1,125 
39,555 

Summary of Changes 
1. Green Mountain proposal for semiprimitive motorized recreation (the 

area remaining roadless) was dropped for reasons of no apparent public 
interest or support. Soil erodibility and slopes found not to be suitable for 
that use. 

The Rock CreeWCottonwood Creek area to be managed as unroaded was 
decreased. A portion of the area which was determined to be economical 
for timber management was allocated to general forest and unroaded heli- 
copter. Steeper areas were reserved for roadless area management, or heli- 
copter logging, to protect watershed, anadromous fisheries, recreation, 
and wildlife values. 

Silver Creek area to remain roadless and adjusted to a more manageable 
boundary along canyon rim. 

2. 

3. 
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4. Lookout Mountain was originally designated as a management area in the 
Ochoco-Crooked River Land Management Plan - 16,581 acres. The origi- 
nal RARE I1 designation included 15,260 acres. These acreages were 
further adjusted to 14,273 acres (roadless criteria boundary acres) to reflect 
changes in management. In the DEIS, the area designated for unroaded 
recreationwas limited to 2,950acres.In theFinal Plan, the LookoutMoun- 
tainarea toremainunroadedincreased from 2,950 acres to7,550acres.The 
area was remapped (see planning process records) to approximate the 
original unit plan boundary. The difference in acreage is attributable to the 
inclusionof two old growth patches and the sceniccorridor along the Road 
42. 

Planning forstand treatmentswillbegin in first decade, but no entrywill he 
scheduled. 

5. Aportion of the Deschutes River Canyon-Steelhead Falls Wilderness Study 
Area and an additional area outside the WSA in Squaw Creek are com- 
bined to form a 7,840-acre management area emphasizing semiprimitive, 
nonmotorized recreational opportunities and wildlife habitat manage- 
ment. The 5,200-acre draft wilderness proposal was dropped. 

Reasons for Change 
Response to public comments. Efforts to address the resource values involved in 
a more specific manner. Implementation concerns. 

Lookout Mountain 

Draft 
2,950 acres to be managed for semiprimitive nonmotorized recreation; 11,323 
acres allocated to general forest, and remainder to old growth areas. The top of 
the mountain closed to snowmobiling. 

Final 
A 15,660-acre Lookout Mtn. area treated as one management area within which 
there is a 7,550-acre mountain top unit, and two old growth areas. The 8,110 
acres remaining will be managed with emphasis on recreational and wildlife 
habitat values and maintaining the character of the Forest over time. No entry 
needs to be planned until site-specific planning is completed. Road access 
corridors (Brush Creek and independent mine roads) are incorporated into the 
management unit. The entire area is open to snowmobiles during specific 
periods. 
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Summary of Changes 
1. 

2. 

3. 

Treatment of entire Lookout Mountain and access corridors as a manage- 
ment area. 

No entry planned prior to completion of site-specific planning. 
Increase in unroaded mountain top management area from 2,950 to 7,550 
acres. 

Lower part of the mountain also managed with recreation, wildlife, and 
forest health emphasis. 

Open to snowmobiling during specified periods. 

4. 

5. 

Reasons for Change 
To respond to public comment, and to address resource values involved in a 
more specificlresponsive manner. 

Visual 

Draft 

Final 

The Draft Forest and Grassland Plan, Alternative E-Departure in the DEIS 
provided for scenic corridor management in three management areas as follows: 

Management Area Visual Quality Objective Acres Allocated 

Retention Foreground Retention 
Partial Retention Foreground Partial Retention 
Partial Retention Middleground Partial Retention 

15,211 
31,238 

5,324 

These areas included the Highway 26 corridor and other key road corridors. 

Partial Total 
Forest Roads Retention Retention Preservation Acres 

Visual Management Corridors 
Round Mountain Trail 
Highway 26 
Deep Creek 
Bandit Springs Recreation Area 
Dispersed Recreation Sites 
Developed Recreation Sites 
Summit National Historic Trail 
Lake Billy Chinook View Area 
Total Acres 

16,150 
1,000 
6,850 

770 
1,580 
2,060 
1,810 
5,760 

560 
36.540 

23,960 40,110 
1,000 
6,850 

770 
1,580 
2,060 
1,810 

3,760 170 9,560 
560 

27.720 1706.&3@ 

1-27 



FElS 
Chapter 1 

Summary of Changes 
1. 

2. 

Immediate/foreground viewing area around recreational developments 
(campgrounds) assigned a wsual management objective. 

The acreage with visual management objectives increased from 46,449 in 
theDraft EIS to 64,300in theFinal. Thewidth oftheviewing corridor used 
in calculations was changed from > 2,640 feet to 1,200 feet. 

Entire Summit National Historic Trail corridor was assigned a visual man- 
agement objective relative to cultural aspects of the particular trail seg- 
ment. 
Round Mountain National Recreation Trail management corridor re- 
duced in width from > 2,640 feet to 1,200 feet 

Added 560 acres of viewing area from Lake Billy Chinook reservoir on the 
National Grassland. 

No middle ground viewing areas allocated as management areas. 

All management areas assigned a visual quality objective. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 
7. 

Reasons for Change 
To incorporate visual management considerations in important foreground 
wewing areas in a more balanced manner. New information. Discussions with 
the State of Oregon. 

General Recreation 

Draft 

Final 

No camps or designated ATV routes. 

New horse camps and two designated ATV routes. 

Draft 
No allocation of dispersed recreation site management. Discussed in general. 

Final 
Allocation of 686 sites (3.1 acres/site) across the Forest and Grassland for 
dispersed recreation -based on Code-A-Site and other inventories on file with 
specific management direction. 
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Draft 

Final 

Draft 

Final 

Bandit Springs winter recreation sports area identified. 

Bandit Springs recreation management unit (1,580 acres) allocated; deals with 
all-season recreational activities. 

Restricted all motorized use on Lookout Mountain summit. 

Lookout Mountain open to snowmobile use in winter. 

Draft 
No recognition of special featura or recreational attractions (other than roadless 
areas, developed recreation, and wildernesses). 

Final 
Allocation of additional areas emphasizing recreational features or attractions 
and dispersed recreational opportunities, Stein’s Pillar (1,070 acres), Hammer 
Creek (2,560 acres), Deep Creek (770 acres), Lookout Mtn. (15,660 acres). 

Draft 

Final 

No identification of recreational attractions and developments on the National 
Grassland. Summit National Historic Trail would be interpreted for public 
enjoyment. 

Identifies and allocates the Summit Trail National Historic Route, with 3 
different levels of management intensity per various segments (9,560 acres). 

Management area allocations made for Haystack Reservoir, Rimrock Springs 
Wildlife Viewing Area, and Cove Palisades State Park. 

Summary of Changes 
1. 

2. 

3. 

Increased recognition of importance of dispersed recreational activities on 
the Forest and Grassland. 

Incorporation of existing recreational attractions, developments, cultural 
resources and special features not allocated in the Draft. 

Lookout Mtn. would remain open to snowmobiles. 
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Allocated io Old Growth 
Management Area 11 

Reasons for Change 

Acres 19,990 19,990 19,990 19,990 19,990 

Improved and more complete information, public comment, and national em- 
phasis (recreation strategy). 

Wildlife 

Old Growth 
Draft 

26,400 acra  allocated; approximately (58% “suitable,” 48% “capable”) on 
National Forest only. 

Final 
21,650 acres old growth allocated (approximately 95% “suitable,” 5% “capable”). 

1,000acresofriparian areais recognized asconnectivehabitat betweensomeold 
growth areas. The connective habitat is allocated in the riparian prescription. 

740 acres of old growth juniper allocated on the Grassland. 

OLD GROWTH ALLOCATED AND 
TABLE 1-1 

EXISTING ON THE FOREST ’ AND GRASSLAND 

I DECADE I I 
I ALLOCATIONIEXISTING I t.:,”,’, I 1st I 2nd I 3rd I 4ih I 5ih I 

I Acres I 20,500 I 20,500 I Unallocated But Preserved I Old GrowthW 

I No Programmed Harvest 31 I Acres I17,100 I17,100 I17,lOO I 17,100 I 17,100 I Unallocated Old Growth with 

I TOTAL MISTING OLD GROWTH 41 I Acres I 93.800 I 83,900 I 74,200 I 64.500 I 55,100 I 
I/ Old G l M h  Mmagemsnt /\rear F8 end G5 (InsIYdee capable acres) 

Ywildsmers. wildem860 SNdy Area5 F1, F2, F3, F4 

W Exlrtlng Old G r a m  In Unmade3 Management Area5 wivl no pmgrammed hmert F5, Fa, FtO, F l I 4  G5 
F18, Fig, F a .  F21, FP, F23, F24, F25, F26. F27, and F28 From FOFSUM for Allelnative I) 
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Winter Range 
Draft 

Final 

76,000 acres of big game winter range to meet Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife management objectives. 

99,570 acres of big game (deedelk) winter range allocated, but redistributed 
spatially across the Forest and Grassland. 

Identified big game winter range that was not necessaly to meet ODFW big 
game management objectives and therefore, not allocated as winter range, but 
recognized as a separate management situation called “general foresthinter 
range,” 107,360 acres. 

Added 22,700 acres to area identified as antelope winter range on the Grassland. 

Summer Range 

Draft 
154,100 acres were allocated to big game summer range with specified amounts 
and quality of cover for optimum big game habitat. 

Final 
No areas specifically allocated for big game summer range. Big game habitat 
requirements are treated throughout the general forest area. 

Bug-proofing of some ponderosa pine stands, if done, would reduce big game 
habitat effectiveness due to the inability of those stands to provide cover. 

Snags 
Draft 

Final 

Specific snag management levels were set by management area, which averaged 
out to an overall forest level of 55 percent of the potential population for snag 
dependent species. 

Specificsnag management levels by management area average47 percent of the 
potential population level in the first decade, and reach 54 percent by the fifth 
decade. 
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Eagle Roosts 
Draft 

Management directionpromded to preserve the integrity of actual and potential 
bald eagle winter roost sites, but none were specifically identified. 

Final 
Eight bald eagle winter roosts are identified. Two are not shown on the map 
because they are included within old growth areas which have more restrictive 
management prescriptions. 

Site specific management plans for each eagle roost area will be developed in 
fiical year 1989 and 1990. 

Hammer Creek 
Draft 

No special management designated in Hammer Creek except for an old growth 
area. 

Final 
A2,560 acre management area is allocated for wildlife and recreation emphasis. 
It includes an old growth stand and includes a variety of habitat types. 

Road Density 
Draft 

Road density averaged four miles per section in timberhange emphasis and two 
miles per section in big game emphasis. 

Final 
Road density averaged three miles per section in general forest and one mile per 
section seasonally in winter range. 

Modeling Assumptions Habitat Effectiveness for Elk 
Draft 

Assumed potential is four elk per square mile in ponderosa pine types; 10 per 
square mile in mixed conifer; average six per square mile. 

Final 
Assumed potential is six elk per square mile in ponderosa pine types; 15 per 
square mile in mixed conifer, average nine per square mile. 
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Summary of Changes 
1. Reduction of total area allocated to old growth, but increase in quality 

(“suitable” vs. “capable”) of that dedicated, and distribution across the 
Forest and Grassland improved. Application of concept of “connective 
habitat.” Increased recognition of importance of old growth occurring 
within other management areas (e.g. wilderness, Lookout Mtn., Stein’s 
Pillar, Deep Creek, etc.). 

Allocation of old growth juniper on the National Grassland. 

Improved spatial distribution of winter range allocations. 

Additional acres of antelope winter range area identified and allocated on 
the Grassland. 

Allocation of general forest winter range, in addition to winter range 
resulting from improved habitat effectiveness. 

Elimination of big game summer range allocation and consideration of big 
gamehabitat requirements instandards and guidelines for allmanagement 
areas. 

Snag management level increased on certain wildlife and recreation man- 
agement areas created since the Draft, but an overall drop in potential 
population level due to big game summer range allocation change (noted 
above). 
Specific identification and management direction for bald eagle winter 
roosts. 

9. Allocation of a Hammer Creek Management Area with an emphasis on 
wildlife habitat management. 

10. Modeling assumptions for habitat effectiveness changed based on new in- 
formation from ODFW. 

11. Emphasis on maintaining habitat with quality and quantity of cover and 
road density comprising the basis for rating habitat effectiveness. 

2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Reasons for Change 
Public comments. Consultation with Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
Improved information and intent to improve the ability to implement. 
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Grazing Management 

Draft 
Forage utility standards were broken out by slope class and meadows for each 
management area. They generally were the same, except for those in the 
Riparian Management Area which were more restrictive. 

Final 
Forage utilization standards developed by the Region for east-side Forests are 
used.There is one set ofstandards for riparian areas and another set for allother 
management areas not excluded from grazing. The standards are based on 
vegetation type, range condition, and Forest and Range Experiment Station 
(FRES) management strategies. 

Draft 

Final 

Allotment improvements were considered with emphasis on water develop- 
ments across the Forest to improve utilization and distribution. 

Asystemfor prioritizing range allotment planning needs and a programestimate 
for riparian improvements are established on an allotment by allotment basis. 

Reasons for Change 
Public comments. Provision of means to more effectively address the allotment- 
specific nature ofconcerns relating to grazing management, and to tier allotment 
management planning to the Forest and Grassland. 

Trave I/Tr a n s p o rt a t ion PI an n in g 

Draft 
All areas on the Forest and Grassland would be open unless otherwise desig- 
nated, as determined by other management objectives. The ORVopportunities 
and closures were outlined in the DEIS (pg. 156), and in the travel plan map 
published with the DEIS. 
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Final 

Draft 

Final 

Travel access routes and areas designated wth respect to management unit 
objectives. 

Two designated ORV trails established, one in the Henderson Flat area on the 
Grassland and one on the Prineville Ranger District. 

Allocated an area on Green Mountain to semiprimitive motorized recreation. 

See road densities discussion under wildlife, pg. 1-30 

Changed Draft proposal for semiprimitive motorized recreation on Green 
Mountain to General Forest. 

Summary of Changes 
1. Morespecificity on areaclosures and designation of routes or roadswithin 

managements areas. 

Refers ORV trail designation to project level implementation. 

Additional emphasis on ORV management and control. 

Increased emphasis on improved road management with resultant reduc- 
tion in open road density. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

Reasons for Change 
Public comment. Coordination and attainment of other Forest management 
objectives, e.g. improvement of elk habitat effectiveness, reduction ofvisual and 
on-site impacts, and other special area objectives. 

Riparian 

Draft 
Two allocations or prescriptions: “Acceptable” and “Excellent.” The latter was 
assigned to all anadromous fish streams and other high value fish streams. 
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Final 

Drafl 

Final 

All streams will be managed under one prescription - “Ejrcellent.” 

Analysis and scheduling of need for treatment is based on a recently updated 
(1987) stream condition inventory. 

No “connective habitat” identified or allocated. 

Ripariancorridorsonapproximately40 miles (1,000 acres) ofhighvaluestreams 
have been expanded to offer additional protection to these streams and to 
enhance “connective wildlife habitat.” 

Summary of Changes 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Provides a simplified and more direct approach - riparian area manage 
ment planning and analysis will be made compatible withstream condition. 

Allotment management planningwill have more detailed direction and ob- 
jectives. 

Provides a system for prioritizing range allotment planning needs on the 
Forest. 

Introduces the concept and value of connective habitat. 

Reasons for Change 
Clarity in communicating planning details. Responsive to public, agency and 
internal comment. Provides specific information on objectives and impacts 
affecting allotment management and planning 

Utility Corridors 

Draft 
Utility corridors are addressed ingeneral terms in the Forest-wide Standards and 
Guidelines. 
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Final 
Existing utility corridors (rights-of-way) are designated as a management area, 
460 acres, in the Grassland Plan. Incorporates Federal Power guidelines and 
requirements (Western Regional Corridor Study, 1986). 

Land Adjustment 

Dran 

Final 

The land adjustment plan shows four categories of land. 

A fifth category is added areas where Congress has directed the Forest Service 
to acquire non-Federal lands for a designated purpose. The Deschutes Scenic 
River and the North Fork Crooked River Scenic Corridor fall into this category. 

Theland adjustment maps aremoredetailed andbased on recent analysis.Lands 
are placed in adjustment categories according to management area and priority. 

Draft 

Final 

“Consolidate ownership of Cove-Palisades State Park area” is listed as a land 
adjustment priority. 

The issue of ownership patterns for Cove-Palisades State Park is deferred and 
opportunities for recreation management “partnerships” explored. 

National Forest Ownership 

Draft 
National Forest ownership totaled 955,100 acres: 843,721 acres of National 
Forest, and 111,379 acres of National Grassland. 

Final 
National Forest ownership totals 956,150 acres: 844,640 acres of National 
Forest, and 111,510 acres of National Grassland, due to land exchanges which 
have occurred since the Draft was prepared. 
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Minerals and Energy 

Draft 
Oil and gas leasing activity planning was based on the Mineral Leasing Act of 
1920 and the Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired Lands of 1947. 

Final 
The Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987 changes the way 
oil and gas leasing will be administered. Regulations governing leasing proce- 
dures are expected to be finalized in late 1989. 

Draft 

Final 

Draft 

Final 

Draft 

Final 

Draft 

Final 

Outputs for minerals activities were not adequately addressed in the DEIS 
(Table IV-6). 

Outputs for oil and gas leasing, geothermal leasing, mining claim location and 
common variety mineral production are discussed in the FEE. 

The economic analysis does not include revenues from oil and gas leasing. 

The economic analysis has been updated to include oil and gas leasing revenues. 

The issue of providing a mining mineral inventoq was deferred for resolution 
outside the Forest Plan. 

A mineral potential map and mineral inventory were prepared. 

Apprommately 80 percent of the Forest and Grassland were leased for oil and 
gas. 

Forest and Grassland area available for leasing is similar, but only approximately 
10 percent of the Forest and Grassland are under lease, due to changes in oil 
prices. 



Draft 

Final 

Draft 

Final 

Draft 

Final 

No leasing would be allowed on administrative sites. 

Leases will be issued with a “no surface occupancy” stipulation on administrative 
sites. 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Leases would be issued with some restrictive stipulations in old growth areas. 

Leases will be issued with a “no surface occupancy” stipulation in old growth 
areas. 

Approval for mining operations will be given when concerns are mitigated in a 
responsible and responsive manner. 

Under the mining laws, claimants are entitled to access and develop their mining 
claims. Operating plans will include reasonable and operationally feasible re- 
quirements for timely and effective coordination with other resources. 
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Chapter 2 

Alternatives, 
Including the 
Proposed Action 

Introduction 

This chapter is the heart of the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). It presents alternative ways of 
managing the Ochoco National Forest and displays 
the resource outputs and environmental effects of 
thosealternatives. I t  also describes howaltematives 
were developed, how they compare to each other, 
and how they compare to the way the Forest is 
currently being managed. 

This chapter has three main parts. The first section 
summarizes the process used to develop the alterna- 
tives. Adetailed presentation of this analysis is given 
in Appendur B, Description of the Analysis Process. 
In the second section, all the alternatives carried 
forward to the Final EIS are then described in terms 
of their purpose and management emphasis. In the 
third, the alternatives are compared to eachother in 
terms of outputs, responsiveness to issues and con- 
cerns, emphasized resource outputs, environmental 
effects, and economic costs and benefits which would 
occur with each alternative. This information is dis- 
played in tables within this chapter. 

Summary of Changes 
Between the DEIS and 

In this chapter, the changes from the DEIS to this 
FEIS include a number of alternatives being elimi- 
nated from further study, the modification ofseveral 
draft alternatives, the addition of the “No Change” 
alternative and the formulation of anew alternative. 
The comparison of the alternatives almost exclu- 
swely concerns the issues, concerns, and opportunities 
(ICO’s) and the indicators of responsiveness. 

Amore thorough discussion of the changes from the 
DEIS to this FEIS is presented in the Summary to 
this FEIS. 

Alternatives 
Forest management can vary by what is done, where 
it is done, and when it is done. These varying combi- 
nations of what (management activities), where 
(management areas), and when (activity schedules) 
result in different resource outputs and envlron- 
mental conditions, while meeting the unique objec- 
tives of each alternative. 

Each alternative is a unique combination of these 
three elements: management activities, management 
areas, and activity schedules. As a result, each alter- 
native generates a different mur of goods and sew- 
ices for the public, and a different combination of 
resource outputs, land uses, and environmental ef- 
fects. 

The basis for alternatives are the public issues, 
management concerns, and resource use and devel- 
opment opportunities and the manner inwhich they 
respond to the ICO’s. Laws and regulations also 
require that certain alternatives, which are based on 
national or regional issues and concerns, are in- 
cluded in the process. Gwen those alternatives re- 
quired by law or regulation, and based on the issues, 

2-1 
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Chapter 2 

TREATMENT 

Detailed Alts in DEIS 
DEIS Alts Detailed in FEE 
DES Alts Eliminated in FEE 
New Alts Detailed in FEE 

concerns and opportunities identi€ied in this plan- 
ning process, an Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) for- 
mulated alternatives covering a broad range of pos- 
sible actions. The alternatives represent avariety of 
ways to respond to the issues, concems and opportu- 
nities. 

This chapter also discusses “benchmarks.” Bench- 
marks are calculations of the maximum potential 
output, production, or economic opportunities for 
the Forest. They are used to define the decision 
space and range of alternatives that can be devel- 
oped for particular resources. 

Eleven alternatives were developed for the DEIS 
based on the public involvement process described 
in Appendlx A to this FEIS. Because of the appeals 
discussed later in this chapter (see pg. 2-21), an ad- 
ditional alternative, the No Change Altemative (Al- 
ternativeNC) was developed in a Supplement to the 
DEIS, October 1988. This alternative represents 
management of the Forest according to the 1979 
Timber Resource Plan and unit plans. This alterna- 
tive used a different set of criteria for acres of land 
suitable for timber harvest. 

An additional alternative was developed to reflect 

A E B B C C D E E F G H H  I N C C D  

Mod Mod DeP Dep BNCH31 Dep 11 

x x x  X x x x  x x x x  x x  
X x x  

X X X X x x  x x x x  
X X X 

I 

public comment and new information on the DEIS. 
This alternative is also a product of close coordina- 
tion with the State of Oregon in the development of 
their proposed management strategy for the Forest 
and Grassland. Four of the altematives in the DEIS 
were modified, updated and carried forward to this 
FEIS. Ten of the alternatives displayed in the DEIS 
were eliminated from further detailed analysis in 
this FEIS The disposition of the alternatives is also 
illustrated in Table 2-1. In addition, further discus- 
sion of required, departure, the “No Change,”and 
new alternatives, and also those alternatives elimi- 
natedfromfurtherdiscussioncan be foundon pages 
2-18 through 2-21. 

TABLE 2-1 

DISPOSITION OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE FINAL 

I I ALTERNATIVES I 

I1 Alternative E-Mod represents evolution and change of Alternative S-plus proposed by timber industry Alternative BMod is a new 
industry alternative It is different than BDepalture in the Drafi, the latter of which was much the same as Alternative B 

I2 Preferred Alternative I 

13 Current Direction Benchmark with National Forest Management Act (NFMA), Alternative A in this FEIS 

2-2 



Formulation of 
Alternatives - The 
Process 

Overview 
The purpose of forest planning is to formulate and 
select an alternative that most nearly maximizes net 
public benefits. Net public benefits are defined as 
the “...overall long-term value to the nation of all 
outputs and positive effects (benefits) less all associ- 
ated inputs and negative effects (costs) whether 
they can be quantitatively valued or not .... consistent 
with the principles of multiple use and sustained 
yield” (36CFR 219.3). 

Forest planning and the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) are bothissue-driven processes. 
Maximization of net public benefits and responding 
to issues are, therefore, related. Net publicbenefit is 
not to be confused with present net value (PNV), 
whch is the difference between discounted costs 
and discounted benefits. The Preferred Alternative 
may not have the highest PNV but should have the 
highest net public benefit in the judgement of the 
responsible official. 

Both priced and non-priced outputs and effects 
must be considered when addressing net public 
benefits. Priced outputs are those for which there is 
an established value. It may be a market value such 
as that assigned to timber, developed recreation, 
minerals, and range, or a non-market value such as 
that assigned to dispersed recreation, wildlife, wdd- 
life related recreation, and wilderness recreation. 
Non-priced outputs are those which have no estab- 
lished value, such as scenic quality, cultural resources, 
and water quality. The formulation of a range of 
alternatives involves, therefore, an economic evalu- 

ation of priced outputs, and a subjective evaluation 
of the amenities the Forest offers, such as scenery, 
water quality, and recreation opportunities. 

Theplanningregulation (36 CFR219 12(e) and (Q) 
requires an analytic process, which includes an in- 
spection of various minimum and mmmum produc- 
tion levels and economic factors. In addition, the 
range of altematives must respond to management 
concerns and include alternatives which reflect cur- 
rent and national programs, such as RPA. 

Some alternatives represent management of the 
National Forest or Grassland to maximize the pro- 
duction of priced commodities such as timber and 
forage, whereas other alternatives could emphasize 
non-priced amenities, such as dispersed recreation, 
wildlife, and scenic qualities. One alternative, the 
No Action Alternative, reflects the objectives of the 
Forest Service National program. Some alterna- 
tives, departure alternatives, have an altered timber 
harvesting schedule to meet specific needs. 

Alternatives must be responsive to public issues, 
management concerns, and resource opportunities. 
Finally, the alternatives must reflect resource capa- 
bilities, in terms of both limitations and potentials, 
ofthemany different areas of theForest.Thepoten- 
tial of the Forest to produce goods and services is 
compared to projected demand and supply poten- 
tials for those same goods and services in Central 
Oregon. The ability of the forest to supply goods and 
services in response to society’s demands was deter- 
mined in the Analysis of the Management Situation 
(1984) and is reflected in the range of alternatives in 
this FEE. In summary, the Interdisciplinary Team 
formulated the alternatives using the issues and 
concerns as the starting point, considering the For- 
est’s capabilities, and addressing both priced and 
non-priced resource outputs to create a range of 
alternatives. 

From this range of alternatives, a preferred alterna- 
tive is selected. The preferred alternative is the 
alternative which, in the opinion of the Regional 
Forester, comes closest to maximizing net public 
benefit as defined above and is responsive to public 
issues. 
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The process and chronology for the preparation of 
the Forest and Grassland Plans follows: 

tion. The inventory and the development of capabil- 
ity areas and their function in the analysis process is 

Year 
1980 

1981 

1982 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1988 

1989 

1990 

Process 

Notice of Intent Published in the Federal 
Register 

Prehminaty Identification of Issues and Con- 
cerns 

Forest Inventory Completed 

Analysis of Management Situation 

Formulation and Analysis of Alternatives 

Evaluation of Alternatives 

Draft Preferred Altemative Selection 

Draft Environmental Statement Published 

Public Comment Period 

Supplement to DEIS Published 

Public Comment Period for SEIS 

Evaluation of Public Comment 

Formulation, Analysis and Modification of 
Final Alternative 

Final Plan Published 

Plan Implementation, Monitoring and Evalu- 
ation 

Resource Inventories 
The physical inventory of the forest resources and 
their productive potential is a major part of the 
analysis process. Resource information was collected 
on a common map base, with different layers devel- 
oped for various resources and inventory compo- 
nents. Inventories of the character, potentials and 
hmitations of the Forest and Grassland were con- 
ducted. Areasof theForest andGrassland werewith 
similar physical and biological characteristics were 
stratified into “capability areas.” These homogene- 
ous areas are expected to have a somewhat uniform 
response to any particular management prescrip- 

further discussed in Appendur B of the this FEIS. 

Public Issues, 
Management Concerns 
and Opportunities (ICO’s) 
Publicissues, management concerns and opportuni- 
ties are the beginning basis of forest planning. The 
ICO’s drive the plamng process. To develop alter- 
nativeways of managing the land and resources, it 1s 
necessary to determine what is important to the 
public who benefit from the Forest. In the Fall of 
1980 theForestbeganto identihtheprincipalissues 
to be addressed in the draft Forest Plan. A decision 
was made to build on the previous issues identified 
for theexistingunit plans. Interestgroups wereused 
as a starting point and were invited to identify pre- 
liminary issues that could be expanded or refined by 
a broader audience. These key interest groups met 
with the Forest Interdisciplinary Planning Team 
(IDT) at six meetings held during the fall, 1980. 
From the meetings, 125 preliminary issues, con- 
cerns, and opportunities (ICOS) were identified. 
The IDT then consolidated these ICOs into 60 
issues and submitted this list to the public alongwith 
a request for response. In addition, public involve- 
ment was requested through various news media. 
The interdisciplinary team also conducted six public 
meetings to gather additional public comment. The 
information that was gathered was used to consoli- 
date the issues into resource and/or land use topics. 
Seventeen issues weredeveloped from this exercise. 
Further consolidationresulted in twelve issuesbeing 
displayed in the DEIS 

Since those meetings, the Forest has used a variety 
of methods to keep its employees and the local 
communities informed of the planning process. We 
published periodic articles and special editions in 
our Forest and Grassland report (we prepared and 
distributed a Forest Plan Report). During the sum- 



mer and fall of 1985 we had multi-resource media 
coverage, providing information and education on 
Forest Management. Through a networhng proc- 
ess, each Management Team member has been 
contacting key individuals in our local communities, 
informally discussing Forest management and the 
planning effort and validating our course of action 
for the final Forest and Grassland Plans. 

Eleven alternatives were drafted for public review in 
the DEIS in September 1986. AltemativeE-Depar- 
ture was selected as the preferred alternative. Dur- 
ing the 90-day comment period, the Forest received 
over 2,150 responses, which included over 20,000 
specific comments. The Forest considered this pub- 
lic input and modified the issues, modified some of 
the altematives and created two new alternatives. 

A Supplement to the DEIS was prepared in re- 
sponse to Forest Industry taking issue with some of 
the methods used in forest planning by National 
Forests in the Pacific Northwest. They were con- 
cerned with how the “No Action” Alternative was 
described, and the methods used to address Forest 
planning management requirements. The Supple- 
ment to the DEIS described a new alternative, Al- 
ternative NC, and analyzed alternative levels of 
management requirements. The Supplement was 
published in October 1988, and the 90-day public 
review period ended January 17,1989. The Forest 
received nearly 200 letters in response to the Sup- 
plement. The results of the public response period 
for the Supplement are also discussed in Appendix1 
of this FEIS. 

Significant steps were employed during the last 3 
months of finaldocument preparation to insure that 
direction in the Final Plan responded accurately to 
comments received on the Draft. Meetings were 
held, and contacts made with selected groups, indi- 
viduals, agencies and political leaders in order to: 

Validate public responses received during the 
process; 

Insure that we correctly interpreted what was 
said; 

Insure thatwedidnot misssomethingoroverlook 
stumbling blocks towards successful implementa- 

tion; and 

Set the stage for implementation of the Plan. 

This networking followed our efforts in seeking 
broad public rewew of our draft documents. During 
this time, 39 meetings have been held with more 
than289citizens, and 69interest groupsor agencies. 
In response to this effort, when appropriate, adjust- 
ments were made to the final planning documents. 

The details of the public involvement process and 
the development of theICO’s is furtherdiscussed in 
Appendlx A. The changes between the DEIS and 
FEIS are highlighted in the Summary and in the 
Record of Decision. 

Analysis of the Manage- 
ment Situation (AMS) 
The document titled “Analysis of the Management 
Situation,” Ochoco NF and Crooked River Na- 
tional Grasslands, Nov. 1984, provides a description 
of the Forest’s environment and an analysis of the 
Forest’s potential to provide both market and non- 
market resources and services (see Ochoco Na- 
tional Forest planning records). 

Information from the AMs was used to further 
define the alternatives presented in the D E E  and 
this FEIS. Specifically, the AMs was used to: 

Define the maximum potential of the Forest to 
produce resource outputs for selected market 
and non-market goods. 

Evaluate the complementary and conflicting re- 
lationshps between market and non-market goods 
the Forest could produce. 

Analyze the efficiency and implications of con- 
straints placed on the alternatives to meet legal, 
policy, or resource management requirements. 

Identify the rangewithin which alternatives could 
be developed. 

Determine if current management direction is 
satisfactory or if there is a need to change. 
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SUPPlY 
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Maximum Pdentid 
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Oemand 

Nonenergy Minerals 
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CY," D I I ~ t i O "  
Maximvm PolenUd 
Gras91md Pian 

"and 

RECREAnON 

SUPPlY 
Developed Recrestion 

cumnt Direction 
Maximum PoIentiaI 
Grassland Plan 

Oemand 

Rmded Nablml and Rwsl Supply 
SYPPlY 

cunent Direction 

Grassland Plan 
Maximum Pdential 

Oemand 
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SVPPlY 

Current Dcmbon 
Maximum Pdential 
Grassland Plan 

Oemand 

SemlprlmlUve "motorized 

CURent Dlrenion 
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Grassland Plen 

supply 

Demand 

TABLE 2-2 
RESOURCE SUPPLY AND DEMAND PROJECTIONS FOR THE GRASSLAND 

Thousand 
Acres 

0 0 0 0 0 
1 74 1 74 174 174 174 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Thousand 
k i e r  

0 1 3 3 3 
0 1 3 3 3 
0 1 3 3 3 
0 1 3 3 3 

MRVDS 

28 8 28 a 28 8 28 a 28 8 
28 8 28 8 28 8 28 a 2s a 
28 a 28 8 28 8 28 8 28 s 
137 15 4 167 183 199 

MRVO'* 

37 8 37 8 37 8 37 a 37 8 

37 8 37 8 37 8 37 a 37 8 
111 4 122% 1324 1433 1552 

37 8 37 8 37 8 37 8 37 a 

MflVO's 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

1 2  1 3  1 3  1 5  1 8  

MRVO'r 

2 8  2 8  2 8  2 8  2 8  
32 32 32 32 32 
3 2  32 32 3 2  3 2  
2 0  2 1  3 0  4 0  6 0  
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Maximum Potential 
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SUPPlY 

cu,rent D1,ecUO" 
Maximum Potenual 
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5 7  
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4 3  I :: 
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1 8  I :: 

2nd 
Decade - 
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28 3 
28 3 
253 

5 8  
5 6  
5 6  

NIA 
NIA 
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03 
03 
M 

3 2  
3 2  
3 2  

1 8  
3 5  
3 5  
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j E M l P R l M M  NONMCTORIZEO SUPPLY 
SUPPlY 

cumnt Dlrecbon 
Maximum Potential 
Forest Plan 

Oemand 

TABLE 2-3 
SUMMARY OF SUPPLY AND DEMAND PROJECTIONS FOR THE FOREST 

22 5 
65 1 
440 
322 

we1 far Decade Average 

ReSOYICBS I 1  5 1  source Of lnformdlo" 

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CHANGE IN JOBS 
FROM CURRENT SITUATION 

SUPPlY 
current Direstlo" 
Maximum Potentlal 
Forest Plan 

4 
224 
109 

NIA Altemabve A 
NIA 
NIA Alternative I 

Independent Edmates 

PAYMENT TO COUNTIES (MM $) 
supply 

CY,,B"t Direction 
Maximum Pdenbsl 
Forest Plan 

6 0  
4 9  
4 8  

AltemaUue A 
Maximum PNV Benchmark 

5 1  
NIA 

FIREWWD (M C O R E )  
SUPPlY 

current DlreSuO" 
Maximum Potentld 
For& Plan 

Demand 

140 
150 
13 0 
160 

11 6 Allemabve A 
130 
11 0 Altemallve I 
180 IndeDendent Estimate 11 

TImber Benchmerk 

MNGE (MAUM) 
SUmI" 

57 8 
E80 
58 0 
63 0 

current DII.EU0. 
Maximum Potential 
Forest Plan 

65 2 Altemabve A 
76 3 Range Benchmark 
856 Altemahve I 
68 0 RPA 2/ Demand 

3ECREATICN ( M R W )  
Developed Recreation 
SUPPlY 

cwrent DlrectiO" 
Maximum Potential 
Forest Plan 

Demand 

224 5 
261 3 
261 3 
118 1 

22.U Altemabve A 
281 3 Resreabon Benchmark 
281 3 Alternative I 
1720 Independent Wmate JI 

.. . 
SVPPlY 

C"Ire"1 D1,eGtl.a" 
Maximum Potential 
Forest Plan 10679 

logs 3 Alternative A 
11394 Maximum PNVBenchmark 
1067 9 Altelnabve I 
385 0 Independent Estimate Y Demand I 2624 

jEMlPRlMmYE MOTORIZED SUPPLY I 
SVPPlY 

c""e"t DlreGtlon 
Maxlmum PotenUal 
Forsst Plan 

Demand 

0 
25 9 

0 
166 

225 Alternative A 
851 Recreation senchmark 
440 AUemabve I 
45 7 I Independent Edmate JI 

:ISHING 
supply 

cumnt Ol" 
Maximum Potenbal 
Forest Plan 

Demand 

28 7 
28 7 
28 7 
47 6 

39 2 Alternative A 
405 Wildllk Benchmark 
405 AIlernative I 
71 0 Maximum PNV Benchmark 

IUMING 
SUPPlY 

CURent Dllecnon 
MexlmumPdenUal 
Forest Plan 

Oemand 

825 
78 8 
79 1 
89 9 

76 2 Mematlve A 
888 Wlldlte knchmark 
78 5 Alterneti~ I 
1066 ODFW 



Resovrcer I 1 

Forest Plan 
Oemand 

state Of Oregon 
Forest SewIce 

WILDERNESS USE (MMJ 

cunent Oi&O" 
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Forest Pian 
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Om" 

OLD G R O m  (M ACRES) 
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Forest Plan 
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OBmand 

BIG GAME DEER (1020 DEER) 
SUDDI" 

19 0 
25 0 

25 7 
257 
25 7 
183 

93 8 
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460 
51 0 
47 0 
NIA 

808 
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Forest Plan 
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25 7 
25 7 
25 7 
229  
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93 8 
55 1 
NIA 

52 0 
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em 
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140 

Altemetive A 
Oregon Wildemers Sill 
AltemafiVe I 
independant Estimate 3l 

AltemaUw A 
Benchmark 
AltamaWe I 

Auemanve A 
Benchmslk 
memstive I 

Altemative A 

AltemafiVe I 

21 2 
23 7 
198 

I8 3 
18 3 
18 3 - 
3160 
3075 
29M 
2560 - 
208 
228 
19 5 

198 
25 0 - 
25 7 
25 7 
25 7 
178 - 
83 0 
93 8 
83 9 
NIA - 

52 0 
59 0 
490 
NIA - 
808 
808 
808 
870 

183 
183 
183 - 

2570 
4070 
28w 
2580 - 
208 
Z l  
192 

19 7 
25 0 - 
25 7 
25 7 
25 7 
192 - 
73 0 
93 8 
74 2 
NIA - 

52 0 
87 0 
51 0 
NIA - 
em 
808 
808 
4w 

I/  FIrewDod estimate, based on part sales of permik 
2l Forest sBwIu1 lSa0 Resavrce Planning Act Pmgram 

183 
183 
183 - 

2775 
3880 
28w 
2580 - 
205 
220 
192 

208 
250 - 
257 
25 7 
25 7 
21 0 - 
630 
93 8 
845 
NIA - 
52 0 
680 
550 
NIA - 
808 
em 
en8 
270 

ODFWV 

183 ODFW 

20 5 Alleinsllrr A 

I92 Altamative i 
Timber Benchmark 

I Altemetivel 
Maximum PNVBenohmark 

218  I stateOfoagon 61 
2 5 0  RPA ?! 

Altemetive I 
Maximum PNVBenohmark 
stateOfoagon 61 z: I RPA?! I 

NOTE Cument Dlrestlon In lhis table is the No AcUon altemelive which 8 %  Alternative k 

MMI . Million ODliars 
M U M .  Thousand Animal Unit Months 
M R M  - nousand RecreaUon visitor Days 
M Acres - nousand Acre8 
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Summary of Supply and 
Demand 
Projected supply and demand for selected resources 
is discussed in Chapters 2 of the Forest and Grass- 
1andPlans. This informationis repeatedin this chap- 
ter of the FEIS to supplement the comparison of al- 
ternatives and is also discussed again in Chapter 3 in 
this FEIS 

Identification of 
Alternative Themes and 
Objectives for the DEIS 
Different “themes” and “objectives” were devel- 
oped to help ensure a range of reasonable alterna- 
tives. Based on the minimum and maximum re- 
source output levels (benchmarks) developed in the 
AMs, a number of output levels for each issue or 
concern were established. In some cases outputs 
represented production levels, such as volume of 
wood, and in other cases they represented condi- 
tions, such as acres of “old growth habitat.” The 
alternative themes and objectives were created by 
grouping that, in the planning team’s judgement, 
appeared to be compatible output levels for each 
issue or concern. Eachoutput level for every issue or 
concern was incorporated into an alternative, in 
order to assure that the appropriate range of alter- 
natives was considered. 

In a second stage of alternative theme and objective 
evaluation every identified issue or concern was 
addressed to ensure that it was resolved in at least 
one alternative, and then tested to assure that the 
resulting alternative was significantly different from 
others. As a result of this step, some preliminary 
alternatives were consolidated and further refined, 
while others were eliminated. 

The Regonal Forester and his Directors reviewed 
the Ochoco AMs and proposed altematives in 
December 1984. The alternative themes and objec- 
tives were approved with a few relatively minor 
refinements. It was decided that three of the eight 
alternatives should be evaluated and fully devel- 
oped with timber harvest schedules that depart from 
nondecliningyield. Thus, aset of eleven alternatives 
were analyzed in the development of the Forest 
Plan DEIS. 

Determination of 
Management Areas 
Different ways of managing the Forest and Grass- 
land were developed as “management prescriptions” 
during the AMs stage described earlier. “Manage- 
ment areas” are delineated by applying a manage- 
ment prescription to a particular piece of land. To a 
large degree it is the mix of management areas in an 
alternative that determines the levels of outputs and 
conditions that result. 

Each potential management area was analyzed to 
develop trade& informafion. The FORPLAN model 
was used to assist in this process. The next section in 
this chapter descnhes the Ochoco FORPLAN model 
ingeneral, and AppendixB describes themodel and 
analysis process in detail. Relative impacts on pres- 
ent netvalue (PNV), big game numbers, and timber 
outputs were assembled for each potential manage- 
ment area. Using this data and other information 
presented on the relative benefits of managing one 
area versus another under a given management 
prescnption, an expanded Forest Management Team 
assigned priorities to management areas for each 
alternative. Using these priorities, and the alterna- 
tive themes and objectives, final management area 
maps were developed for each alternative in the 
FEIS. 
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Management Activity 
Scheduling, Cost 
Efficiency and 
Feasibility Testing 
After management areas were defined for each al- 
ternative, the Forest scheduled management activi- 
ties overtimewithcost efficiency, using FORPLAN. 
Each alternative was “run” with all specified re- 
source objectives being treated as constraints. This 
then led to a cost efficient schedule of activities by 
maximizing present net value. 

A series of “feasibility screens” were performed on 
the scheduling results for each alternative. Criteria 
considered included 1) timber volume available in 
the Burns-Hines area over time, 2) timber species 
mix, 3) logging systems, 4) reforestation methods, 
and 5 )  ability to meet watershed protection require- 
ments. Adjustments needed to produce realistic 
altematives were made, and the alternatives were 
adoptedfor additional analysis andevaluationin the 
DEIS. 

Refinement of 
Alternatives from the 
DEIS to the FEIS 
The public responses to the DEIS and the supple- 
ment to the DEIS have been used to refine the 
ICO’s along w t h  management concerns. The result 
has been the development of separate plans for the 
Forest and Grassland. The specific refinements of 
the alternatives carried forward in this FEIS are 
discussed for each alternative in thesection on alter- 
natives in this chapter (pp. 2-21 through 2-54). As 
has been noted, the changes from the Draft to the 
Final have also been discussed in the Summary to 
this FEIS. 

Between the DEIS and the FEIS some data was 
changed, some processes were altered, and some 
additional analysis was performed Those changes 
are summarized as follows: 

New Prescriptions and Yield Streams Applied in 
the FORPLAN Model 

Uneven-aged timber management applied to pon- 
derosa pine on general forest (20” target size). 

Uneven-aged timber management applied to pon- 
derosa pine in special areas with 30-inch DBH 
target size: Lookout Mountain, Stein’s Pillar, Deep 
Creek, North Fork Crooked River. 

Uneven-aged timber management (group selec- 
tion) applied to mixed conifer in some areas. 

Extended rotation ages and new thinning cycles 
for ponderosa pine in general forest. 

More relianceonmixed conifer to producecover. 

Acres and Timber Yield Tables 

Acres -Condition classes (i.e. the amount of pine 
sawlogs, saplings, etc.) have been updated from 
the 1983 information used in the DEIS. This was 
done to more accurately assess timber harvest 
scheduling and its associated outputs and effects. 

Timber Yield Tables -Yield tables were updated 
to reflect the growth that has occurred in the last 
five years in order to more accurately determine 
outputs and effects. 

Other 

New elk coefficients. 

New Habitat Effectiveness model for elk. 

Standardview shed procedures eliminated in favor 
of set width (1200 ft.). 

New riparian analysis and scheduling based on 
updated stream condition inventory. 

Potential water developments for livestock and 
wildlife were re-evaluated. Existing old growth 
inventory was updated. 

Anadromous fisheries were identified, the analy- 
sis included resource production relationships 
and economic parameters. 
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Potential for mineral exploration and leasing, and 
the economic value of mineral leases incorpo- 
rated. 

Potential for capital investments concerning de- 
veloped and dispersed recreation, including trails, 
was re-evaluated. 

Somechangesweremadetothecost andvaluesdata 
between the DEIS and the FEIS. These changes are 
detailed in Appendix B, Section N, Economic Effi- 
ciency Analysis. Generally the number of changes 
were limited in scope. They included addition of 
data for mineral leases and anadromous fisheries 
which were ignored in the Draft. A review of the 
individual resources and their potential to signifi- 
cantly affect present net value and the comparison 
ofalternatives, and potentially the decision, became 
theprimarydecision criteria formaking anychanges. 

FORPLAN and the 
Analysis Process 

Description of FORPLAN 
Alternative development and evaluation for an entire 
National Forest has proven to be a complex process 
during which an enormous amount of information 
must be considered. Because of this complexity, 
several interrelated computer models and analytical 
tools were utilized to help develop alternatives and 
toevaluate their associatedoutputs andeffects.The 
central model for this analysis process is called 
FORPLAN (FORest PLANning Model). 
FORPLAN is a computerized linear programming 

model which allows a great deal of flexibility in 
formulating a mathematical representation of forest 
management interactions and activities. The major 
purpose of FORPLAN is to assist selection of the 
most efficient method of achieving goals and objec- 
tives, primarily timber management. Tens of thou- 
sands of management options, or combinations of 
options, can be considered simultaneously by 
FORPLAN. The FORPLAN model was designed 
and used to analyze the economic and output trade- 
offs associated with the different emphases pro- 
vided by the ICOs. A brief discussion of the Ochoco 
FORPLAN model is contained in the following 
paragraphs. A detailed description can be found in 
Appendix B. 
The first key step in the development of the 
FORPLAN Model was to identify the “analysis 
areas” for the Forest and Grassland. Analysis areas 
are tracts of land withsimilar ecological characteris- 
tics thatresultinsimilarcosts, outputs, andeffectsin 
terms of the model. These units have significant 
physical, biological, and economic differences in the 
way they respond to alternative management pre- 
scriptions. For example, an analysis area on the 
Forest may be two-storied ponderosa pine stands, 
on steep slopes, contained in roadless areas located 
on the Big Summit Ranger District. 

In the FORPLAN model analysis areas were as- 
signed to “management prescriptions” to achieve 
resource management objectives for particular 
benchmarks or alternatives. The prescriptions are 
associated with particular management areas and 
contain sets of standards and guidelines describing 
how forest resourcesin that area are to bemanaged. 
Development of prescriptions was a major step in 
the modeling. Forest interdisciplinary teams designed 
prescriptions to achieve a range ofgoals and objec- 
tives based on the ICOs. From six to ten different 
management prescriptions were prepared for each 
analysis area depending on its resource capabilities. 

The management prescriptions and associated stan- 
dards and guidelines were represented in FORPLAN 
as “coefficients.” In other words, the costs, outputs, 
and effects of applying a prescription to an analysis 
area had numerical values in the model. Such things 
as the dollars required, forage produced, timber 
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harvested, and effects on elk habitat made up the 
core of the model. Different timing patterns were 
also allowed. Thesespecificoptions concerning how 
to manage a particular piece of land over time, then, 
served as the basis for choice in FORPLAN. 

The prescriptions FORPLAN selected depended 
on the “objective function” and the set of “con- 
straints” used to represent a particular benchmark 
or land management plan alternative. The objective 
function served as the overall driving force for the 
model and usually maximized present net value. 
Constraints designed to meet all of the multiple 
resourcegoals andobjectives for a particular bench- 
mark or alternative had to be met first. Once the 
model had determined that a feasible solution ex- 
isted by satisfying allof the constraints, itwould then 
search for the set of prescriptions which permitted it 
to optimize the results according to the specified 
objective function. 

The Analysis Process 
Guidance for analysis of alternatives is found in the 
NFMAregulations(36CFR219.12(f)(8))asstated 
below: 

“Each alternative shall represent to the extent 
practicable the most cost efficient combination of 
management prescriptions examined that can meet 
the objectives established in the alternative.” 

This requirement was met through design of the 
FORPLAN model, use of the model to select and 
schedule prescriptions for each alternative, use of 
the model in sequential analyses to help design 
alternatives, and by conducting supplemental analy- 
ses. The following paragraphs summarize the types 
of analyses performed. 

The Forest performed several types of analyses in 
the p m a s  of designing and building the FORPLAN 
model. The purposeof these analyseswas to provide 
a wde  range of choice in order to evaluate the 
significant aspects of cost-efficient prescription as- 
signment. 

Major examples of this type of analysis follow: 

1. Development of Analysis Areas - Testing differ- 
entcombinations oflandclassifications leading to 
use of the analysis area data that appeared to 
most efficiently reflect economic and environ- 
mental factors (Forest Planning Records, 1920 7/ 
7/83). 

2. Cost Efficiency Analysis -Specific modeling pre- 
scriptions were developed, tested, and selected 
based to a large degree on cost efficiency analysis 
(Forest Planning Records, 1920 9/10/84). 

3. Specific modeling procedures themselves were 
also analyzed for cost efficiency. For example, the 
Forest elected to manage and model old growth 
habitat with a dedicated stand system based in 
part on economic efficiency considerations (For- 
est Planning Records, 1920 6/21/84). Also, proce- 
dures fordispersionofharvest unitswereadopted 
to minimize the impacts on present net value 
(PNV) while meeting dispersion objectives (For- 
est Planning Records, 1920 6/13/85). 

The resulting Ochoco FORPLAN model was used 
to determine cost efficient prescription assignment 
and scheduling for each alternative and benchmark. 

A number of other different types of analyses were 
performed in conjunction with FORPLAN runs, 
both to evaluate different mixes of goals and objec- 
tives, and to evaluate choices not explicitly analyzed 
in FORPLAN. For example, an analysis in the latter 
category examined the relative cost efficiencies of 
different management prescriptions and the timing 
of initial entry, as applied to individual roadless 
areas. The FORPLAN model was not able tovalidly 
analyze these choices with a single model run, so 
sequential analyses were performed to provide the 
economic efficiency trade-off data. 

Another similar type of analysis examined relative 
cost efficiencies of different management area loca- 
tions on the Forest and Grassland as described in 
Appendix B. The AMs also documented a series of 
analyses performed to provide a framework for al- 
ternative development. In the AMs, different mixes 
of goals and objectives were examined to provide 
cost efficiency information relative to the maximum 
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C 

PNV obtainable, competition between market and 
assigned values, and current management direction. 
Opportunity costs of economic assumptions, man- 
agement requirements, and timber harvest policies 
were also determined. 

Between the DEIS and FEIS, Alternatives B-Modi- 
fied, C-Modified and E-Departure were updated, 
and Alternative I was developed for the Forest and 
Grassland Plans. Alternative A in this FEIS is the 
“current direction” benchmark from the DEIS. See 
Appendiv B for more detail. 

The FORPLANmodel, however, is not able to deal 
wth  all types ofplanning questions. Significant situ- 
ations were analyzed “outside the model” through 
supplementary analyses. For example, early in the 
planningprocess an opportunity to increase domes- 
tic livestock forage availability by constructing addi- 
tional water developments was recognized. An eco- 
nomic analysis of the proposed investments was 
conducted and the results usedin thevarious bench- 
marks and alternatives. Another example is the elk 
habitateffectiveness index(HEI).TheHEI isdevel- 
oped from a model outside FORPLAN, which uses 
cover auantitv. cover aualitv and road densitv to 

Wild and Scenic Rivers. Areas of the Forest not held 
constant because of legislative or administrative 
requirements are assigned to management areas. 
There are 28 management areas on the National 
Forest and 16011 theNational Grassland in Alterna- 
tive I. These are not contiguous areas, but rather, 
each area represents a different management em- 
phasis. For example, Management Area 20 empha- 
sizes management of ulnter range for big game and 
is found in various places across the Forest, as may 
he other management areas. The maps accompany- 
ing this FEIS display management emphasis. The 
management areas are actually aggregates of those 
emphases. 
Land use allocations (management areas) are not 
displayed for Alternative NC. A discussion of land 
classification can be found in the 1979 Timber Re- 
source Plan. 

During the planning process, the Interdisciplinary 
Team developed management strategies, called 
management prescriptions, for each management 
area. Each management strategy emphasizes a par- 
ticular resource or use, or it incorporates legislated 
allocations such as wilderness. AU management strate- 

I 

evaluate the auality of elk haktat. Forage availibil- 
itvis not a factor in this model. An analvsis of forage 

gies meet all management requirements (see discus- 
sion that followsl Each of the management strate- - 

availability for livestock and wildlife on the For& 
and Grassland showed that forage availability is not 
a limiting factor for elk habitat on the Forest (this 
analysis is available in the planning records located 
at the Ochoco National Forest headquarters in Prin- 
eville, OR.). Forage availability will, however, he 
looked at on a project basis during implementation 
of the plans and the resultant allotment manage- 
ment plan revisions. 

gies was represented in alternatives where the area 
allocated was capable of attaining the desired future 
condition. 

Management 
Requirements 

Land Allocations 
Management of certain areas of the Forest remain 
constant in all alternatives due to exlsting legislative 
or administrative requirements. The Forest does 
not have theauthoritytochange the managementof 
these areas. Such places include Wildernesses and 

Many laws and regulations guide Forest Service 
activities Onelaw in particular, the National Forest 
Management Act of 1976 (NFMA), and its imple- 
menting regulations, provides direction for the for- 
est planning process. The regulations for National 
Forest System Land and Resource Management 
Planning, in Section 36 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 219 (36 CFR 219) specify: 1) the 
minimum specific management requirements to he 
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met in accomplishing the goals and objectives of the 
NationalForest System (36 CFR 219.27), and 2) the 
minimum requirements for integrating individual 
forest resource planning into the forest plan (36 
CFR 219.14 through 219.26). 

Some requirements are procedural and need not be 
addressed here. Some were analyzed and available 
for public review during the environmental analysis 
for theRegiona1 Guide andare omitted aswell. The 
management requirements treated in the supple- 
ment to the DEIS that required additional analysis 
were: size and dispersion of created openings, pro- 
viding adequate habitat to maintain wable popula- 
tions of existing nativevertebrate species and water 
quality. Amore thorough discussion of management 
requirements is presented in Appendix F. 

The management requirements from the planning 
regulations (36 CFR 219.27) arelegal requirements, 
and as such are ends that must be achieved on the 
ground when the forest plan is implemented For 
example, the NFMA implementing regulations 
require that fish and wildlife habitat be managed to 
maintainviable populations ofexistingnative verte- 
bratespecies anddesired nonnativevertebrate spe- 
cies in the planning area. Whatever implementation 
methods are chosen, this--and all other manage- 
ment requirements+", by law, be met. 

Specificationsorstandards for achievement for each 
management requirement are established at the 
national level or through analysis at the regional 
level for most of the management requirements. 
These are listed in the regulations or as standards 
and guidelines in the Regional Guide. Additional 
specifications identified on the Forest are listed as 
standards and guidelines in the Forest and Grass- 
land Plans and in the FEIS Appendur D. 

Often, the pool of scientific knowledge is insuffi- 
cient to provide the entire basis for defining the 
specific conditions or standards that will satisfy or 
meet a management requirement. When this hap- 
pens it isnecessary to rely on fieldexperience, to use 
professional judgement of knowledgeable profes- 
sionals and to establish monitoring and research 
that wll provide better information for future plan- 
ning efforts. 

Implementation methods are the means or ways of 
meeting the ends (management requirements). Using 
the pileated woodpecker as an example, the end is to 
provide adequate habitat to maintain a viable popu- 
lation of pileated woodpeckers into the foreseeable 
future. The means of providing this habitat involves 
designing and implementing a set of practices that 
will assure that nesting and feeding areas meeting 
the needs of pileated woodpeckers are available in 
the future. These habitats are to be located closely 
enough together to allow woodpeckers occupying 
adjacent habitat areas the opportunity to interact, 
thus maintaining genetic diversity and viability of 
the species. 

Unfortunately, the distinction between ends and 
means is not always clear. For example, the require- 
ment regarding viable populations of vertebrate 
species, statedabove, iswelldefined.Incontrast, the 
size and dispersion of created openings manage- 
ment requirement (end) is rather general: NFMA 
specifies that maximum size limits for areas to be cut 
in one harvest operation be established for areas to 
be clearcut (SEC.6(G)(3)(F)(IV)), but does not 
specifically state the objective (end) to be accom- 
plished by doing so. Nonetheless, the implementing 
regulations and the Regional Guide have specified 
maximum unit sizes and dispersion requirements. 

Often there is more than one way of achieving a 
management requirement. Considering and analyz- 
ing different means (or ways) of meeting a specific 
management requirement are particularly impor- 
tant if there are potentially large opportunity costs 
involved. The Forest and Grassland, through analy- 
sis, identified three management requirements that 
had opportunity costs greater than or equal to two 
percent. The methods of implementing these three 
management requirements were also analyzed. 
Appendix F to this FEIS provides a detailed discus- 
sion of the management requirements used in the 
planning process, their opportunity costs and the 
alternative methods of implementing each of them, 
fortheForest andGrassland. In addition, theBMP's 
for water quality (one of the MR's) are discussed in 
Appendix G. 
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Role and Use of 
Benchmarks 
Benchmarks are calculations of the maximum out- 
put, production, or economic opportunities for a 
forest. They are similar to alternatives; they are a 
combination of management strategies, land capa- 
bility, and activity schedules, the same “what, where, 
and when” considerations of alternatives discussed 
previously. Unlike alternatives, they are usually not 
capableof actually being implemented because they 
lack a consideration of specific geographic loca- 
tions, environmental effects, compliance with man- 
agement regulations, and generally do not respond 
to hues, concerns, and opportunities. They do pmvde 
significant information about the maximum biologi- 
cal and economic production potential. By showing 
potential, the benchmarks help to define the deci- 
sionspace within which alternatives could be devel- 
oped. 

Some benchmarks are economically based, whle 
others indicate the maximum physical productivity 
of land for various resources. In benchmark analy- 
ses, each option must include meeting minimum 
management requirements of 36 CFR 219.27, such 
as protecting the productivityof the land and meet- 
ing minimum air and water quality standards. There 
are several benchmarks that are required by the 
regulations (36 CFR 219.12(e)) and National direc- 
tion. They include: 

Minimum Level: The minimum level benchmark 
displays outputs which would occur if management 
activities were reduced to levels necessary to keep 
the land in National Forest ownership, while meet- 
ing essential minimum environmental constraints 
and prowding for the protection of life, health, and 
safety of incidental users. The Forest would be 
managed at a custodial level. Natural ecological 
succession would occur. Except for minimum ad- 
ministrative requirements and minerals and occu- 
pancy permits, there would be  no man-made struc- 
tures. 

Maximum Present NetValue Based onEstablished 
Market Price: This benchmark specifies manage- 

ment of the Ochoco National Forest which would 
maximize the present netvalueofthose outputs that 
have anestablished market price, such as timber and 
developed recreation. This benchmark manages 
timber subject to nondecliing flow. Minimum timber 
rotations are based on utilization standards (7-inch 
diameter at breast height). 

Maximum Present Net Value including Assigned 
Values: This benchmarkspecifies management which 
would maximize the present net value of priced 
outputs. Priced outputs include those that have a 
market price such as timber, and those that are non- 
market but have an “assigned” value based on what 
people would be wllling to pay in the marketplace, 
such as dispersed recreation. This benchmark man- 
ages timber subject to non-declining even-flow and 
minimum timber rotations based on 95 percent of 
culmination of mean annual increment. Recreation 
and wildlife outputs are significant on the Forest. 
ThedifferenceinPNVbetween this benchmarkand 
the previous one is primarily due to the addedvalue 
of recreation and wddlife, with range having a smaller 
effect. Table 2-5 shows that timber, recreation, and 
wildlife are the major contributors to PNV on the 
Forest. 

Current Level: This benchmark estimates the out- 
puts and costs on the Forest subject to established 
management direction in current Multiple Use Plans, 
Land Management Plans, and specific resource plans. 
This benchmark was constrained to reflect existing 
budget levels. Timber is managed for at least 130- 
year rotations, and harvest is constrained to meet 
non-declining even-flow. Recreation and wildlife 
output values are low because low budgets preclude 
maintaining outputs at standard levels. 

Maximum Timber Benchmark: This benchmark 
estimates the maximum capability of the Forest to 
produce timber in the first decade. This benchmark 
manages timber to meet non-declining even-flow. 
Minimum timber rotations are based on 95 percent 
of culmination of mean annual increment. 

Maximum Unroaded Recreation Benchmark This 
benchmark estimates the maximum potential for 
unroaded recreation on the Forest. All inventoried 
RARE I1 areas are allocated to roadless manage- 
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ment providing the largest possible unroaded acre- 
age that is available on the Forest. Timber is man- 
aged on remaining lands for minimum timber rota- 
tions of 130 years to improve the quality of the 
recreation experience. Timber harvest is constramed 
to meet non-declining even-flow. 

Other benchmark analyses were conducted to de- 
termine opportunity costs of management require- 
ments, the affect of restricting timber harvest rota- 
tions to the culmination of mean annual increment 
(CMAI), and the effect of nondeclining flow (NDF) 
of timber harvest. Table 2-4 displays the required 
benchmark done prior to the DEIS along with the 
selected outputs for each. Table 2-5 shows informa- 
tion on maximum outputs from benchmark analysis 
by resource compared with outputs for the alterna- 
tives. 

Range of 
AI ter nat ives 

Overview 
A range of alternatives was formulated according 
the requirements of NEPA and NFMA. The alter- 
natives weredesigned to address the issues from the 
publlc involvement process and validation phase 
between the DEIS and this FEIS. Decisionspace for 
alternatives was defined through the analysis of the 
management situation and the benchmark analysis 
and evaluation previously discussed. Additional dis- 
cussion of the formulation of alternatives is pro- 
vided in Appendix B to this FEIS. 

Assumptions Common 
to All Alternatives 
Some assumptions are common to all alternatives. 
Among them is requirement that the alternatives 
meet laws, regulations, and policies that are appli- 
cable to the management of the Forest and Grass- 
land. Significant items are noted below. 

The selection of harvest systems must conform wth 
the criteria specified in the Regional Guide and the 
US. Department of Agriculture regulations. Addi- 
tional discussion on the selection of harvest systems 
is presented in Appendix E to this FEIS. 

The Region’s recent direction on vegetation man- 
agement, “Managing Competing and Unwanted 
Vegetation” FEE, Nov. 1988, guides vegetation 
management activities for the Forest and Grassland 
and interprets application of the standards found in 
36 CFR 219.27(b). 

The management requirements, discussedearlier in 
this chapter, are incorporated into all alternatives 
except Alternative NC in the Supplement to the 
DEIS. Only the No Change alternative is carried 
forward without them. Forest-wide Standards and 
Guidelines are generally designed to meet resource 
protection or mitigation required by laws, regula- 
tions, or policies. They are common to all alterna- 
tives Resources treated in this manner are: air quality, 
cultural resources, soil and water, threatened and 
endangered plant and animal habitat, Native Ameri- 
can rights and claims, and human resource programs 
(see Chapter 4of theForest Plan and FEIS Appen- 
dixD). 

Best Management Practices (BMP’s) are specifi- 
cally designed to protect water quality, as required 
by Section 208 of the Clean Water Act. General 
BMPs will be selected and tailored for site-specific 
conditions to arrive at project-level BMPs for the 
protection of water quality (see Appendix G). 
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Old Growth (M Acres 5th Decade) 

Snag Habitat for Cavity Nesters 
(%of potential, 5th Decade) 

Required Alternatives 

94 39 39 39 40 75 

70 30 30 30 60 45 

Information generated by the benchmark analyses 
was used by the Interdisciplinary Team to construct 
alternatives. Among the alternatives formulated were 
several required by regulation, and National as well 
as Regional direction. These alternatives were re- 
viewed against the public comments to the DEIS 
and carried forward intact or with modifications, or 
they were eliminated from further consideration as 
listed and briefly described below: 

Current Direction (No Action, Alternative A): This 
is the “No Acbon” altemative required by the Councd 
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 
CFR 1502.14). This alternative continues manage- 
ment of the Ochoco National Forest and Crooked 

Riparian Areas in Excellent Condition 
(M Acres 5th Decade) 

Roadless -Allocated (M Acres) 

River National Grassland according to direction in 
existing management plans. It is a continuation of 
existing policies, standards, and guidelines with cur- 
rent budget updated for changing costs over time. It 
approximates productionof current levelsand mixes 
ofresourceoutputs. Current management emphasis 
is on a mix of timber, big game, and roadless recrea- 
tion. Alternative ‘A’ represents the “No-Action” 
alternative herein. 

Emphasis on the Current RPA Program (Alterna- 
tive B-Modified): This alternative determines how 
the Current (1980) RPA Program attributed to the 
Ochoco National Forest through the Regional Guide 
might best be implemented. In the DEIS, Alterna- 
tive B emphasized RPA timber and rangegoals, and 
alternative B-DEPARTURE combined RPA tim- 
ber, range, and wldlife goals. Alternative B is car- 

17 5 175 1 9  1 9  17 5 17 5 

59 9 0 0 0 0 59 9 

TABLE 2-4 
OUTPUTS AND EFFECTS OF REQUIRED BENCHMARKS 

Minimum 
Level 

Max PNV M a  Max 
Timber Range 

Game B i g T u n E , e d  Recreation 

I PNV (MM 51 I I 512 

Payments to Counties (MM $) 

1st Decade Average Annual ASCI 

MMBF 139 

I Elk (No of Elk 5th Decade) 7,950 I 1,510 

Deer (No of Deer 5th Decade) 22,600 20,470 

Forage Production fMAUMsNr1 0 82 0 

480 I 424 

226 I 149 

1,270 1,350 

13,350 I 17,060 

808 I 1053 

429 I 454 

-93 1 -107 

4,270 4,040 

22,600 T 2 2 , 6 0 O P  

710 I 710 
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ried forward in this FEIS with modifications to in- 
corporate both forest industry and other public 
concerns and data updates. It will be called Alterna- 
tive B-Modified. 

Emphasis on Nonmarket Opportunities (Alterna- 
tive GModified): This alternative puts emphasis on 
water, fish and wildlife, recreation, and other amen- 
ity values. Management for other resources will be 
at economically and environmentally feasible levels 
consistent with the emphasis on amenityvalues. In 
the DEIS, Alternative C emphasized amenity val- 
ues. It is carried forward here with modifications to 
incorporate public comment and data updates and 
continues as Alternative C-Modified. 

Emphasis on Nondevelopment and Intensified 
Management (DEIS Alternative F): This alterna- 
tive retains all roadless areas in an unroaded condi- 
tion while “easing commodity production on those 
areas already roaded. Its purpose is to strive for high 
commodity outputs and high roadless recreation 
management, and intensified management on areas 
already developed. This alternative was considered 
in the DEE but is not carried forward in this FEIS. 
Emphasis on Market Opportunities (DEE Alter- 
native H): This alternative emphasized outputs that 
have an established market price (timber, domestic 
livestock use, developed recreation opportunities, 
and minerals) in the DEIS. Management for other 
resources was at economically and environmentally 
feasible levels consistent with market-oriented out- 
puts. In the DEIS, Alternative H emphasized mar- 
ket opportunities for the Forest and Grassland. This 
alternative was considered in the DEIS but is not be 
carried forward in this FEE 
Emphasis on Economic Efficiency (DEB Alterna- 
tive H-Departure): 

This alternative emphasized management of out- 
puts w th  market or assigned values at their most 
economically efficient levels. In the DEIS, Alterna- 
tive H-DEPARTURE met this emphasis. This al- 
ternative was considered in the DEIS but is not be 
carried forward in this FEIS. 

Departure Alternatives 
‘Ihree “Departure” Alternatives (B-DEPARTURE 
E-DEPARTURE, and H-DEPARTURE) had the 
same emphasis and management areas as the alter- 
natives they are based on (B, E, and H respectively) 
in the DEIS. Their timber harvest schedule was 
modified to “depart” from a nondeclining flow of 
timber. Management under the departure alterna- 
tives would result in higher volumes of timber har- 
vested in the “near future,” but have lower volumes 
of timber available for the “intermediate future.” 
Alternative E-Departure, the Draft preferredalter- 
native, is carried forward here as a reference point. 
The other departure alternatives are eluninated based 
on public comments. 

No Change Alternative 
The No Change Alternative, Alternative NC, was 
developed in response to decisions made regarding 
appeal number 1588, brought by the Northwest 
Forest Resources Council on May 19, 1986. The 
appeal questioned the decision by the Regional 
Forester to “require inclusion of minimum require- 
ments (MR‘s) in the No Action Alternative for each 
forest plan.” Thesubstance of the appealwas that a 
“true no-action alternative representing current 
management plans” was not included in the Forest 
Plan DEIS’s. The No Change alternative is designed 
to represent the existing 1979 Timber Resource 
Plan and unit plans, and consequently does not 
complywith all provisions ofNFMAandregulations 
promulgated to implement NFMA. 
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Elk (No of Elk 5th Decade) 

Deer (No of Deer 5th Decade) 

TABLE 2-5 
MAXIMUM RESOURCE OUTPUTS COMPARISON WITH ALTERNATIVE OUTPUTS 

4040 Un- 1700 2780 2620 2690 3700 
known 

22,600 Un- 17,210 22,600 22,600 22,500 22,600 
known 

> 

Elk (No of Elk 5th Decade) 4040 Un- 1700 2780 2620 2690 3700 
known 

Deer (No of Deer 5th Decade) 22,600 Un- 17,210 22,600 22,600 22,500 22,600 
known 

Snag Habitat for Cavlty Nesters 
(46 of potential, 5th Decade) 1 7 0 1  5 2 1  3 3 1  5 5 1  5 4 1  5 2 1  5 9 1  

Forage Production 
(1st Decade MAUMsNr) 

Old Growth (M Acres 5th Decade) 

1053 775 75 0 79 0 75 0 77 5 73 1 

94.0 40 0 42 4 55 0 55 1 530 78 2 

llTotel acreage for lands sllocated to management areas with vnroaded recreation emphasis (OS, FB. F10, F4. GB) 

?I TaM acreage for lands dimled to managment area5 wiul v85uai r e e ~ u i ~ e  emphs51e (05, 08. 07, G13, F25. F28. F27) 

Riparian Areas in Excellent Condition 
(M Acres 5th Decade) 

Raadless -Allocated (M Acres] 11 
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New AI tern at ives/ 
Preferred Alternative 
A thorough review of the public comment and con- 
tinuing validation and dialogue with key publics has 
resulted in the Forest developing a new alternative. 
The new alternative separates plans for the Forest 
and the Grassland It wis developed through a complex 
process ofcombiningpubliclysupported parts ofthe 
other alternativeswith Altemative E-Departure. It 
incorporates new information since the DEIS, such 
as the passage of the Oregon Omnibus Wild & 
Scenic Rivers Act. This new alternative, Alternative 
I, is the preferred alternative. 

Alternatives 
Considered but 
Eliminated From 
Detailed Study 

Eleven alternatives were developed to address the 
twelve ICOs identified for the DEIS. Analysis and 
evaluation of public comment and an administrative 
appeal resulted in the development of new alterna- 
tives (NC in the Supplement to the DEIS, and I in 
this FEIS), the modificationof Alternatives B and C, 
the replacement of Alternative A to reflect the cur- 
rent situation benchmark, and E-Departure being 
carried forward as a reference point from the DEIS 
to the FEIS. 

Alternative A in the DEIS has been replaced by the 
current direction benchmark which incorporates 
the NFMA requirements and makes the no action 
alternative one which could be implemented. Alter- 
native A in this FEIS is the no action alternative. 

Alternative B was modified by Timber Industry and 
provided as Alternative B+ between the DEIS and 
the FEIS. The Forest, in conjunction with Timber 
Industry representatives, refined Bf and refer to it 
as B-Modified to represent the Timber Industry 
proposal for the FEIS. With the exception of E- 
Departure, the other departure alternatives were 
eliminated based on the overwhelming public sup- 
port forstayingwithin sustained yield bounds for the 
Forest. Alternative C was modified to incorporate 
data updates and some management emphasis up- 
dates. Alternatives D, E, F, G, and H were not 
carried forward in this FEIS. Their further analysis 
was not considered necessary at this point, though 
they have contributed to the consideration of a rea- 
sonable range of alternatives in the development of 
the Forest and Grassland Plans. Based on a thor- 
ough review of the public comments and manage- 
ment concerns, itwas determined that these alterna- 
tives couldhe eliminated at this point. The modified 
alternatives carried forward and the new alterna- 
tives respond to planning issues considered in the 
DEIS and offer a reasonable and appropriate range 
of choice for the decision on the Forest and Grass- 
land Plans. 

Alternatives 
Considered and 
Analyzed in Detail 

Description of the 
Alternatives 

2-21 



FEIS 
Chapter 2 

Introduction 
The alternatives treated, present a reasonable range 
of implementable approaches to managing the For- 
est and Grassland.Eachis acombinationofmanage- 
ment activities, practices and schedules which re- 
sults in a unique combination of resource outputs, 
land uses, and environmental conditions. They were 
formulated through an analysis process that explored 
a wide array of possibilities as shown by the bench- 
marks and alternatives discussion on pages 2-13 
through 2-17. 

Resource emphases by alternative are summarized 
in Table 2-6. Some of the management area alloca- 
tions can be lumped into resource emphasis catego- 
ries which summarize land allocations with very 
similar resource management emphasis. 

Allocating lands on the Forest and Grassland into 
different management areas is a part of the alterna- 
tive formulation process. For example, a given 
management area consists of the lands which em- 
phasize a particular resource or combination of 
resources such as “old growth.” Acreages allocated 
to different management areas vary from one alter- 
native to  another. Table 2-7 presents the actual 
acreage allocations by management area by alterna- 
tive. Management area maps displaying the alloca- 
tions are included with the Forest and Grassland 
Plans. 

Management areas are managed according to speci- 
fied standards and guidelines that provide direction 
on the types, amounts, and timing of activities. 
Resource coordination and mitigation are also pro- 
vided for by the standards and guidelines. Some 
standards and guidelines were developed by the 
interdisciplinary team specifically forenwonmental 
conditions on this Forest and Grassland. Others 
were adopted from the Regional Guide. They are 
found in Chapter 4 of the respective Plans. For 
other alternatives, they are given in Appendix D of 
this FEIS. 
Alternatives have different land uses being empha- 
sized, different resource outputs, and as a result, 
different environmental effects. Some of the differ- 
ences among the alternatives are a reflection of the 
specific objectives which are incorporated by design. 

The land uses, environmental effects, and resource 
outputs by alternative are summarized in Table 2-8. 

The interrelationships between resource outputs 
and environmental effects are discussed in Chapter 
4of this FEIS, Environmental Consequences. Table 
2-8 is intended to facilitate comparison of the alter- 
natives. 

Mitigation Measures Common 
to All Alternatives 
Mitigation measures are intended to minimize or 
eliminate potential conflicts or adverse effects of 
implementation. Mitigation measures have been 
developed through interdisciplinary efforts and are 
incorporated into the Plans at different levels in 
several different ways: 

The standards and guidelines and management 
area prescriptions in Chapter 4 of the Plans are a 
fundamental and integral part of these measures, 
and as such they are a basic and essential part of 
the Plan. 
Additional mitigation measures in the Foreit- 
wide standards and guidelines and mitigation 
measures specific to individual management ar- 
easarealsocontainedinAppendixDfor all alter- 
natives other than I. 
The management area allocations play an impor- 
tantroleinmitigationby theseparationofincom- 
patible uses, impacts, and conflicts. 

National Forest Management Act (NFMA) re- 
quirements were incorporated into the planning 
process and are reflected in the allocations and 
standards and guidelines (FEIS Appendices B 
and D, Plans Chapters 4). 
“General Water Quality Best Management Prac- 
tices” (USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest 
Region, November 1988. 86p) are incorporated 
by reference under requirements of Section 319 
of the Clean Water Act and are discussed in 
Appendix H. 

The monitoring plan, which includes provisions 
for monitoring the effectiveness of mitigation 
measures, is contained in the Proposed Forest 
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TABLE 2-6 
RESOURCE EMPHASIS ACREAGES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Emphasls 

Wilderness 

Research Natural Areas 

ALTERNATIVES 

B-Mod E Dep I A C-Mod 
Preferred 

37,325 39,825 37,325 37,325 47,325 

2,145 4,800 4,510 2,230 4,860 

I Old Growth I 18,740 I 26,340 I 19,990 I 36,970 I 45,030 I 
Cultural 0 0 9,560 0 0 

I Unroaded Recreation 1 17,130 I 27,315 I 37,060 I 31,200 I 40,960 I 
Eagle Roosting 

Developed Recreation 

Dispersed Recreation 

570 570 570 570 570 

4,650 750 4,650 750 750 

2,060 0 2,060 0 0 

I Riparian Excellent 1 18,930 I 8,260 I 20,240 I 3,850 I 15,550 I 
Riparian Acceptable 

Special Recreation 

0 7,630 0 12,210 0 

3,420 1,580 11,530 0 1,580 
~ ~ ______ ~ 

Special Wildlife 430 0 2,990 0 0 

Big Game Winter Range 35,440 72,310 99,570 32,100 308,150 

Big Game Summer Range 0 154,100 0 61,830 378,775 

I TimberiWildlife I 171,490 I 0 I 107,360 I 0 1  0 1  

Timber/Range 

Wild & Scenic Rivers 

603,010 555,020 556,290 649,170 0 

5400 4030 5400 4030 4030 

I Visuals I 34,410 I 46,160 I 41,670 I 83,450 I 101,110 I 
Facilities 1,000 460 1,000 460 460 I 
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Emphasis Applicable Management Areas 
____ ~~ ~~ 

Wilderness 

RNA's 1/ 

I D4, F6, G5 I I Old Growth 

~~~ 

D8, F1, F2, F3, F4 

DI2, F5, G4 

I cultural I F7 I 
Unroaded Recreation 

Eagle Roosting 

Developed Recreation 

Dispersed Recreation 

D9, G8, F8, FIO, F11 

F12 

D11, F13, G l l ,  GI2 

D9, D10, F14, GI4 

I Riparian Excellent I D14, F15, G9 I 

Special Recreation 

Special Wildlife 

Big Game Winter Range 

I Riparian Acceptable I D13 I 
~ 

FIIB, F16, F17, F19 

GIO, F18 

D2, F20, GI, 6 2  

~ 

Timber/Range 

Wild & Scenic Rivers 21 

I Big Game Summer Range I D3 I 
~ 

D1, F22, G3 

F23, F24, G6, 67, G8 (that portion of Squaw Creek 
being recommended) 

I Timber/Wtldltfe I F21 (F20 for B-Mod) I 

I Visuals I 05, D6, D7,G13, F25, F26, F27 I 
I Facilities I F28, G15, GI6 I 

i l  RNAacreagetotalsarederived hamthefinal menagementereamapplngand RZdalBbBSB~~re~geCBIcvlatlonr RNAbaundarl~wereriigh~m~dlfiedfromtheDEISto 
ma FElS and con~equently the tole1 acreage for the find does not exactly track wth that from the DElS and the diYiUSSbn of RNAs In Chapter 3 of the FElS 

Y An eiigibiliQand suilabiiWevdvation hasbeen  madefo,SquawCieekArer;ommendationandinkrimmanagementguldanceforawiidand Scenic Riverdesignation has 
been made in Altemative &MdAed and I For those alternatives. 1,370 of unladed reoreation emphasis has k e n  deleled end added to the wild and Scenic River 
emphasis 
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TABLE 2-7 
ACREAGES IN MANAGEMENT AREAS BY ALTERNATIVE 

I I ALTERNATIVES I 
MANAGEMENT 

AREAS I 

Preferred 

MA-Dl I 555,020 649.170 I 0 

MA-D2 

MA-D3 

MA-D4 

MA-D5 41 I 12,150 30,690 I 64,700 

MA-D6 51 1 28,690 52,760 I 36,410 

MA-D7 81 0 I 5,320 0 

MA-D8 91 I 2,500 I 9,350 

MA-D9 61 

MA-D10 71 

MA-Dl 1 

31,200 40,960 

2,230 4,860 

27,315 

7,000 

4,800 

0 

MA-Dl2 

MA-Dl3 I 7,630 12,210 I 0 

MA-Dl 4 I 8.260 3,850 I 15,550 

MA-FI 13,400 I 13,400 13.400 13,400 I 13.- 

MA-F2 5,400 I 5,400 5,400 5,400 I 5,400 

MA-F3 17,400 I 17,400 17,400 17,400 I 17,400 

1,125 I 1,125 1,125 MA-F4 

MA-F5 

MA-F6 

MA-F7 

18,000 

4,400 

19,250 

9,560 

11,820 MA-F8 

MA-F9 2,480 

MA-FIO 3,110 I 3,110 

MA-F1 1 7,5502/ I 15,660 

MA-F12 570 I 570 570 570 I 570 
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MANAGEMENT 
AREAS E DEP I A GMOD BMOD 

Preferred 

MA-F13 1,810 

MA-F14 1,970 

I MA-F15 

1,810 

1,970 

MA-FIG 

MA-F17 

MA-FIE 

I MA-F19 

1.580 1,580 1,580 0 1,580 

1,070 1,070 

0 2 , m  

I 770 I 

MA-F22 

MA-F23 

MA-F24 

MA-F25 

I 770 I 

543,570 496,850 

1,830 1,830 1,830 1,830 1,830 

830 830 830 830 830 

6,850 6,850 

I MA-F20 

MA-F28 

MA-F27 

MA-F28 

I 64,130 I 

26,000 33,260 
11 

1 ,MM 1 .ow 
460 4&n 460 460 4M) 

MA-G5 

MA-G6 

MA-G7 

MA-G8 101 

740 740 

720 720 720 720 720 

650 850 650 650 650 

7.840 7,840 

I MA-G2 I 12,740 I I 12,740 I 1 

MA-GI 2 2,690 

I MA-G3 I 59,440 I I 59,440 I 1 

2,690 1 

I MA-G4 I 110 I I 110 I 1 1 

I MA-G9 I 2.110 I I 2,110 I 1 
I MA-GI0 I 430 I 1 430 I 1 
I MA-GI1 I 150 I I 150 I 1 
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E DEP I A MANAGEMENT EMOD 
AREAS 

Preferred 

GMOD 

MA-GI3 

MA-GI4 

MA-GI5 

MAG16 

* A s  opposed to the DEB. the above acres include roads and administrative srtes 

I/ Entire acreage goes to Partial Retention 

2/ Prescription Area A (top) only, remainder to go to General Forest 

31 Does not include connective habitat as in AlternatNe I 

41 Reduced from that shown in Draft to reflect NFCR Scenic Corridor designation and Deschutes River 
Scenic Corridor 

51 Reduced from that shown in Draft to reflect NFCR Recreation Corridor designation and Crooked 
River Recreation Corridor 

61 Reduced from that shown in Draft to reflect NFCR Wilderness Study Area 

71 There are no acres allocated to Semiprimitive Motorized for Alternatives EMOD, I or A 

01 There are no acres allocated to Partiel Retention Middleground for Alternatives BMOD, I, A, or C 

91 Deschutes CanyodSteelhead Falls - portions allocated to wilderness for E-DEP All I0,MX) acres 
allocated to wilderness ~ Alternative C None to other alternatives 

10/A portion of the Squaw Creek Management Area Is being recommended for inclusion in the Wild 
and Scenic River System, a total of 1,370 acres for Alternatives EModified and I. 

560 5M) 

90 90 

80 80 

460 460 
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9 
55 
46 

148 
140 
69 

205 
167 
192 

116 
129 
P 4  

94 
81 
42 

3450 
16.650 

137.650 
50,m 
80,lW 
12,550 

TABLE 2-8 
QUANTITATIVE RESOURCE OUTPUTS, ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS, 

ACTIVITIES, AND COSTS BY ALTERNATIVE 
(AVERAGE PER YEAR UNLESS NOTED) 

9 
40 
41 

172 
181 
ea 

159 
127 
205 

138 
142 
183 

94 
82 
55 

3450 
18,850 

137,850 
50,900 
80,lW 
12.550 

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

Unit of Measure NC B-MOD E OEP I P,&,& A CMOD 

AIR QUALrPl 

Told Swpnded PerUcvlater by Pre- 
rcnbed Fire 

Decade 1 
2 
5 

13 3 
13 1 
14 8 

128 129 129 123 126 
128 118 124 128 128 
124 130 11 0 128 124 

BIOLOGICAL DlVERSrPl 

Riparian Areas In Excellent Condillon 
h a d e  1 

2 
5 

M Acre+ 
IO 0 
112 
175 

100 
11 2 
175 

11 2 
175 9 4  5 4  5 4  

Ripadan A r e s  Osrlgnabd far Cannffi- 
live Habitat 

Offiade 1 
2 
5 

M Acres 

0 
0 
0 

1 0  
1 0  
1 0  

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Snag Habltat for Cavity Neokm (Aver- 
age acme the Foren) 11 

Decade 1 
2 
5 

Exirbng Old GrOwu1 
h a d e  1 

2 
5 

47 
49 
54 

48 
52 
52 

51 
59 
89 

unknown 
Unknown 
U"knC.W" 

938 
60 0 
400 

43 48 
41 50 
33 55 

938 
839 
5 5 1  

93 6 
73 0 
530 

93 8 
65 8 
78 2 

M Acres 

80 8 82 5 
424 55 0 

Aoreraf Forerled Land by Succ~59lond 
Stage Y 
Stage I and I1 

Decade 1 
2 

M Acres 

M Acres 

M Acre+ 

M Acres 

M Acres 

9 
?a 
34 

151 
151 
83 

184 
192 
190 

134 
115 
230 

94 
84 
55 

3450 
1 8 . W  

137,850 
50.900 
80,lW 
12.550 

9 
37 
43 

170 
1 78 
10B 

158 
123 
176 

139 
151 
191 

94 
84 
W 

3450 
16,650 

137.650 
50,900 
80,1w 
12,650 

9 
19 
21 

138 
1 47 
42 

191 
1% 
166 

140 
162 
265 

84 
88 
78 

3450 
16.850 

137,650 
50.m 
80,1w 
12,553 

U"knW" 
U"k,XW" 
unknown 

Unknown 
Unknown 
Unknom 

Unknom 
U"h0W" 
U"knW" 

U"kn0W" 
Unknown 
Unknown 

Unknown 
Unknown 
Unknown 

3450 
16.650 

137.650 
50.900 
80.100 
12.550 

5 

Decade 1 
Stage 111 

2 
5 

Decade 1 
2 
5 

Decade 1 
2 
5 

Offiade 1 
2 

stage IV 

3lage v 

m e  VI 

c, 

4crer d Nonfarert Land by Plant Com- 
"""lhl Type 
nmberline Meadom 
UeadDWS 
lYnlpe, Dominent 
j r s s  Dom,nant 
sagebrush Dominant 
38rcu8t Root Scabland 

M Acres 
M Acres 
M Acres 
M Acres 
M Acres 
M Acres 

11 Management indicator species (MIS] for snag dependent wlldlife on the Forestand Grarland arethe pnmmary cavlly excavato~ Such 85 the Pileated WoOdpeEker (dro see Ch 
3 pp 13-16] 

Y Acres are fmm the 1960 Xmber Resource Plan and are adjusted for the Oregon Wilderness Act 85 perTimbar Management Plan Ammendment NO 1 
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TABLE 2 8  (Continued) 

SI& b u m e n l e d  
Decade 1 

2 
5 

58be Enhancednntemreted 
Decade 1 

2 
5 

Nat'l Reglrter Nomination 
h a d e  1 

2 
5 

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

NumberNr 
Unknown 140 130 i m  120 im 
U"hW" i m  110 1w 1 m  103 
U " M "  70 W 60 W W 

NUmberlYl 
Unknown 3 3 3 3 3 
Unknown 3 3 3 3 3 
Unknown 2 2 2 2 2 

NumberlDecads 
U"lolDw" 2 2 2 2 2 
Unknown 2 2 2 2 2 
U"kn0W" 2 2 2 2 2 

I I 

k o u d A c W W l E f f &  Unlb of Measure NC B MOO E OEP I-Prsfened A CMOD 

WlldRre EtfecUveness Index 
h a d e  1 

2 
5 

Plecdbed Bumlng 
Nahlral Fuels 

h a d e  1 
2 
5 

Artivity Fuels 
-de 1 

2 
5 

I CULTURAL RESOURCES i 

Olow A= ProleCl6.i 
725 7m 725 715 725 732 
728 720 725 115 726 732 
728 720 733 715 729 732 

M AcrerNr 

123 8 8  117 104 123 132 
123 8 8  11 7 104 123 13 2 
123 S 8  117 10 4 123 132 

M ArresMr 
12g 15 S 14.1 142 12s 135 
133 133 132 148 133 13 I 
128 161 104 152 128 161 

SHCl4/ (M smon) 
121 
138 
220 

121 121 121 121 121 
138 138 138 138 138 
220 m Po 220 220 

I FISH I 

Resident Fish (Rainbw and Brook 
Tmuq 

Decade 1 
2 
5 

Pvladmmour Fish 
Steelhead 
h a d e  1 

2 
5 

M Numix- 

65%l 8185 7128 818 8 8Ea i 8168 
749 25 11505 8910 11505 749 25 l l M 5  
12150 2.320 o 17820 2620 0 12150 28m o 

Polemial Forage Prcdudon U M AUM e,Yr 
h a d e  1 77 5 75 0 78 o 

2 U"" 820 78 8 
5 unknown 850 79 4 

75 0 79 1 73 1 
81 5 78 s 73 3 
848 e85 74 4 

StmuC1111al lmpmvemenb 
h a d e  1 

2 
5 

No1191TY~turaI lmprwemenb 
h a d e  1 

2 
5 

Wild HOW 
h a d e  1 

2 
5 

Number 
27 138 138 138 27 0 

D 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

Acres 
NIA 13097 12477 12832 12530 8760 
NIA 4337 3717 4072 3770 0 
NIA 4337 3717 4072 3770 0 

Number 
ea ea W W en 60 
80 80 80 ea W 60 
en W W en Bo 60 
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Resoun;elAd~ah/lEfteaEffecl 

TABLE 2-8 (Continued) 

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

Unlk of Measure NO B-MOO E OEP I PrefeRd A GMOD 

Erkting Residues 

Mlnlmm S1a Requirements 

Reslduer Removed 
ACUVlV 
Oecede 1 

2 
5 

Natural 
h a d e  1 

2 
5 

Total Residues Remaining 
h a d e  1 

2 
5 

Million Tom 185 204 189 200 196 186 

Million Tom 104 10 4 104 10 4 104 104 

Million Tan9 
37 47 42 43 38 41 
3 7  3 7  37 41 37 3 7  
27 35 23 33 28 35 

12 1 0  12 1 0  12 13 
1 1  os 1 1  09 1 1  12 
07 06 07 08 07 0 8  

14 5 146 14.5 147 145 142 
136 14 0 13 7 136 136 134 
130 13 1 133 13 1 130 127 

LANDS 

Special use Per"  Number I 105 105 105 105 1 05 105 

FUELWOOD 

FuelwOOd M Mrdrffr 
h d d e  1 140 150 13 1 13 0 

2 124 140 123 12 0 
5 11 8 13 0 100 110 

MINERALS AND ENERGY 

140 120 
124 100 
11 6 90 

Oil and Gas 
h a d e  1 

2 
5 

OIdGrowlhlnwlldemesr andwilderness 
rludy (Fl, F2, F3, F4. OS. 012) 

Ponderosa Pine 
Mixed cmfer 

Total 

Withdrawn 
High 
Mode,& 
LOW 

M Acres 

4 
16 

74 e3 74 55 40 

23 
162 
205 

OLD GROWTH 5/ 

23 23 23 23 
182 182 182 162 
2 0 5  205 2 0 5  205 

/ulocated lo Old G r o w  management 
area (F6,04. G5) 

Exlrbna Old GrWN, M Acres 

0 7  

Ponderore Pine 
Mixed conifer 
Juniper 

Capable Old G l o w  71 
Total 

70 NIA 61 8 8  NIA W 140 
108 NIA 11 1 NIA 25 0 
07 07 07 07 07 - NIA 13 NIA 5 3  
167 26 3 20 0 37 0 w 450 
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TABLE 2-8 (Continued) 

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

NIA 
NIA 
0 5  
NIA 

I Old Growth in rO8dle56 management w- 
eas with no piogramed h w t  (F5. Fa. 
FIO, F11. 04. G5l 

M Acres I 
5 4  

129 
0 5  

i s  a 

Pondeto58 Pine 
Mixed Mnifer 
Junlpar 

TOW 

NlA 
NIA 
NIA 

1 1  
2 0  I E 

1 5  
145 
160 

Existing Old Growth areas In areas pro- 
grammedforharvestlF7.F9,F118.F12, 
F13, F14. F15. Fl6,  F17, F18, Fl9. F20, 
F21. F a ,  F23. FZ4 F25, F2B. F27, F26) 

M Acres 

Ponder- Pine 
Mixed conifer 

Total 

23 2 
i a o  
5 0  

70 a 
82 0 

12 a 
39 6 
52 4 

232 
162  
9 2  

70 6 
64 4 

Total Existing Old Growth 
P o n d e m  Pine 
Decade 1 

2 
6 

Mixed Mnifer 
Derad* 1 

2 
5 

Decade 5 
Told EXISUng Old Gmwth Forest 

Total EIifUng and Capable Old Growth 
Desade 1 

M Acres 

35 0 33 2 

400 4 2 4  
M Acres 

M Acres 93 6 936 

Oeveloped Recreation 
SupplylDemand 

-de 1 
2 
6 

M RVWr s 0 s D S D S D S  0 s  0 

1410 i p s a  1594 1-8 1480 1288 1594 1298 1410 1296 1594 1298 
1410 1459 1594 1459 1490 1459 1594 1459 1410 1459 1594 1459 
1410 1919 1594 1919 1480 1919 1594 1919 1410 1919 1594 1919 

EDEP I I Prelemd 

SupplylDemand 
w a d e  1 

2 
5 

Semlpdmillve. Motorired 
SupplylDemsnd 

m e  1 

NlA 17 1 

NIA 26 8 
NIA 388 

11 1 342  114 342  352 342 472 342 111 342 554  342 
11 1 3 7 4  114 3 7 4  352  374  472 374 111 374  5 5 4  374  
111 481  114 481  352  4 8 1  472 481 111 481 5 5 4  481 

M R w o  

o 160 o 180  7 0  i a o  o i a o  o i a o  7 0  180 

; I ;  7aa 

421 

55 1 

938 95 1 

2 
5 

A 1 CMOD I 

0 194 0 194 7 0  194 0 194 0 194 7 0  184 
0 2 5 1  0 251 70  251 0 251  0 251  7 0  251 

70 6 
53 0 
41 0 

530 78 2 

938 99 1 

Dispersed &creation 
waded Nahlrai 
Roaded Modified 
SupplylDemend 

Decade 1 
2 
5 

Semiprimitse, Nonmobdzed I MRVDs 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  
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Unlk of Meawe 

WFUDs 

W F U O Z  

WFUO B 

I Rerldent Fis y Use 
Decade 1 

NC 

Unknown 
Unknown 
Unknown 

76,403 
84m 
99,803 

5544 
10,968 
27.158 

Anadromous Fishing Use 
Decade 1 I :  
Decade 1 

2 
5 

Re50".lNst,0" 
h a d e  1 

2 
5 

Told Available 
M a d e  1 I :  

Tiails Summer A N  
M " * t N d l O "  

Decade 1 

2 
5 

RecanrlNcUon 
Decade 1 

2 
5 

TOW Avaltebie 
h d e  1 

Trails winter Snowmobile 
COWtNClIO" 
Decade 1 

Remn~wcbon 
M a d e  1 

5 
Tow Available 
h a d e  1 

I 5 

wild and Scenic Riven 
Wid 
Sceoic 
RecRabon 
Fume, Sovdv 

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

172,50(1 
168.803 

143,200 164.803 

108,lM 93.803 
123.800 

1 o . m  
27.158 27.1% I- 

208 4 
385 6 
388 8 

0 

180 4 190 0 

1 w  0 
40 0 
0 0 

5 0 
20 0 
20 0 

109 0 
149 0 
149 0 

210 0 
40 0 
0 0 

10 0 
40 0 
40 0 

285 0 
325 0 
325 

0 0 
2845 1480 
2550 25% 

169,lW 
1BB.803 
161.4w 

54,m 
1cm.1w 
123,800 - 

5644 
10.9MI 
27.155 - 
1ea9 
1e49 

0 

130 
250 
250 

2837 
4688 
468 8 - 

85 
85 
0 

0 
15 
15 

90 
190 
190 - 
1M 
40 
0 

5 
20 
20 

109 
148 
148 - 
210 
40 
0 

10 
40 
40 

285 
325 
325 

0 
2845 
2550 

- 
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TABLE 2-8 (Continued) 

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

0zhm.o Divide 
me Island 
Hsyrtack Butte 
On/ Mountain 
SUnger Creek 
Silver Creek 

Acre0 2035 2035 2035 2035 2035 2031 
AUEB 39 0 39 39 39 39 
AUM 0 0 58 58 0 58 
Aces 0 0 1187 1187 0 1187 
A C D S  0 0 453 453 0 453 
ACIBS 0 0 844 844 0 844 

Prssewation 
Retention 
Pertid Retention 
Modination and ~ax imum mod ti at ion 

I SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC I 

M ACDO 393 39 5 433 420 383 509 
M Acres 102 2 w7 70 7 9B8 1022 1558 
M ACDS 71 4 29 1 584 324 71 4 81 5 
M A C ~ S  743 2 827 8 781 6 7e4.s 743 2 887 1 

SXid 
Change In Jobs 101 
Change In Income 

Esonomlc 

0udgel 
Tdal National Forest Planned 

b d e  1 
2 
5 

Rel" to Government 

Number Unknown 
Million S Unknown 

195 
Unknown 

I M # l l i o n $  1 Unknown 380 I Pr~y1nl Ne1 Valve IPNW 

Paymenlia "ties Million S U"lol0W" 

178 
2 9  

soli Loo0 (El0Si.a") 
0y Msjor Activity 

Tlimbsr Harvest B Roads 
-de 1 

2 
5 

121 
107 
11 1 

197 

M TonrMr 

1s  1 7  
1 5  2 2  
13  2 1  

23 1 
228 
452 

4 9  

140 
18 5 
18 8 
395 

1 2  1 9  1 5  1 9  
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TABLE 2-3 (Continued) 

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

llf FO1theNCdtema~~,~ereIandrarethelegulaled~mme~udfaiert land~ ThDselandrweienotdassil ieduslngthsNltabil~n~e~~a,~we~ea~~~vedatusingRe 18721and 
clasrlficabon system pmvlded for by Amendment X I  of the 1985 Timber Plan These lands are Ihe standard. special and marginal companenk of commercial forest lands 

IY For the NC altamative. there lands are the standard companent of the regulated Mmmercial forest bare 

IYPatenUdyIeld applieronlytothe'NoChangCdternatseandcomesfmmtheTimberRerourcePlan ThepOtenUsl yield forthenextten years isthe maximum hwv&thatcould 
be planned to achievethe optimum perpetud BustBined yield harverting level anaineble ~ 8 t h  intenrive forestry on regulated 8reasConsidenng the prcducbv6yof the land. conventional 
logglng technology. standard cullurd t'eabnenk, and interrelalionrhipr with ~Uier W L O Y M  u s e  and the envlmnmenr 

141 See Appendix E. Selection d Hawst  Cuning Methods 
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TABLE 2-8 (Continued) 

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

Rerource/ActIviV/Elfeci Unik Of Meawe NC B MOD E DEP I-Pielerred A GMOD 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

MIlerlDese.de l - 7  
~ 

6 
0 0 4 I  : 6 

12 
0 

14 
12 
0 

4 
0 
0 

I Medal and MlleCfDI Roed Reconrtruc. MlleElDeCsde 

174 
168 
148 

174 
168 
148 

174 
168 
148 

168 
163 
148 

M a d s  1 

5 

Forest S e ~ i ~ e  Roads. Open and Maln. I tained 
Tdal Miles 

TOM Miles 

4n6 4734 
4962 4935 
5253 5504 

644 
650 
6M 

4774 
4992 
5326 

e4l 
858 
858 

4743 
4982 
5167 

840 
840 
840 

48m 
5072 
54e4 

650 
862 
e69 

h a d e  1 
2 I 5 

I High ClemaOCB Use O p n  and Main. 

3046 I 2332 

ToLal Mi ls  

3238 
3210 
2736 

3w7 
2993 
2482 

3238 
3210 
2738 

2384 
2099 
1123 

Total Miles I Roedr C l o d ,  Seasonally or Yeadong 

Acrer Remaining Unmaded 
Loakovt Mountain 

1734 

694 
826 
1734 

913 
1217 
2123 

1520 
2043 
324 

186 
16 8 
16 8 

197 
197 
197 

100 
100 
100 

32 
32 
32 

70 
70 
70 

UNROADED AREAS 

d Acres 

Oecade 1 I :  166 
168 
16% 

0 
0 
0 

100 
100 
10 0 

2 5  
2 5  
2 5  

0 
0 
0 

Rock CreeWComnwood Creek I Decade1 
2 
5 

Deschuts Cenyom3Ieelhead Falls I Decade1 
2 
5 

100 51 
100 51 
100 51 

25 31 
25 
25 31 

0 0 
0 0 

Decade 1 
2 
5 

-de 1 
2 
6 

Green Mounrain (SPM) 

32 31 
32 31 

70 
70 
70 
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TABLE 2.8 (Continued) 

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

~ ~ 

Wale, ouanty 
Watershed Condition 
Decade 1 

2 
5 

WatershedmiparIan 
Improvement 

Decade 1 
2 
5 

CecadB 1 
2 
5 

Total In Enhanced Conddon 

Waterneld 
Decade 1 

2 

WATER 

32 

100 
11 2 
175 9 4  

585 I 584 

2 

2 : I  : 
Decade 1 

2 
5 

WILDERNESS 

M Acre FeeWl I 591 

Ranldng 1 - 6 1  high 
e*< 8 lowest 

Exirtlna Wildemerr I Acre* I I 1 
Bids= Creek 
Black Canyon 
Mill Creek 

DeschUk Canyonmeelhead Falls 
Rewmmended Widemerr 

Total Wildemerr Capacity 

54w 
13.400 
17.400 

WlderneSB Supply I 257 I 257 I 285 

Wildemerr Demand 
SuppiylOemend 

SemlpOmlUve 
oesads 1 

2 
5 

M RM'. 

Wildemebs > W  
PrimlUve Trailed 
w e  1 

2 
5 

Pilmlhve "railed 
Decade 1 

2 
5 

Semiprimlive 
Decade 1 

2 
5 

Acres 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

36,ZW 
36,200 
3B.m 

3300 
33w 
3300 L I ? "  

?" 

28,W 
28.603 
29.900 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

39,700 
38.700 
38.700 

54w 
13,400 
17,400 

0 
3 6 . m  

$ 27 5 

33M 
33M 
33M 

30w 
3000 
3Mx) 

29.900 
29,900 
28,900 

54w 
13.400 
17,400 

0 
38.200 

25 7 

257 275  

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

3B.m 
36.200 
m.2w 

5400 
13.400 
17.400 

1 W M  
46.200 

28 3 
283  275 

3300 
3300 
3300 

3m0 
3m0 
3m0 

39.800 
38.800 
39,800 

151 Black Canyon% WROS classification Is presenlly incomplete and Is presently displayed In total as Semlpilmlllve 
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WILDLIFE 

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

Units of Measure NC B MOD E OEP I-Preferred A CMOO 

Wildllfe Habital Improvement 

Snag Habitat for Cavihl Netarr  (Aver- 
age acrose Foresp 

46 
80 
55 

Habitat far Old Gmwth Dependent 
SpecleS 

Allocated Old GraWm 

Unallaeled Old G r o w  16l 
Supplsmentlll Feedlng Areas 

47 
40 
51 

h a d e  1 I :  
AEW 

TOM Habitat 171 

32,060 

28.500 
25.500 
26,500 

Number 
unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 

Unknown 
Unknown 

unknown 
unknown I Unknown 

58,360 
59,380 

ACW 570 

788 
u10 
100 

43 
41 
33 

10.740 
18,wO 

24,100 
24,100 
24,fW 

80.040 
80,040 
6 0 . W  

570 

5170 1 3om 
3030 2070 
2780 2620 q 1m 2 
100 100 

26,340 
20,340 

37,m 
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and Grassland Plans (see Chapters 5). 

Mitigation measures are developed at the site 
specific project level of planning, and projects are 
“tiered” to other planning level measures above. 

Management requirements established in accor- 
dance with Regional direction (1920,2/9/83) are 
a major part of mitigation found in all alterna- 
tives 

Requirements that may be termed mitigation having 
substantial influence on management are listed in 
Figure 2-1. 

Research Natural Areas 
The Ochoco National Forest presently has one es- 
tablished RNA, the Ochoco Divide Research Natu- 
ral Area. In cooperation with the Federal Commit- 
tee on Research Natural Areas, the Forest and 
Grassland has identified five additional areas that 
would meet the needs for RNA’s representative of 
Central Oregon natural features. These areas have 
been identified for inclusion in the planning process 
for consideration in the final Forest and Grassland 
Plans. The direction for the identification andestab- 
lishment of RNA’s is specified in Forest Service 
Manual 4063 The RNA’s acreages by management 

~ ~ 

Figure 2-1 

MITIGATION MEASURES COMMON 
TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

No lmber harvesting on unsuitable lands 

Provide wildlife habitat s~ f f~c ien l to  maintain 
viable populatione of all vertebrate species 

I 

Management practises In riparian areas must 
not allow detrimental changes 10 water 
CDndllionD or fmh habitat All streams must 
meet stale water quality standards 

area are displayed in Tables 2-6 and 2-7. They are 
also discussed in Chapter 3, pp. 3-19 through 3-20. 

Alternatives 
This section describes the six alternatives analyzed 
in detail in this FEIS. For each alternative, the 
primary goals and objectives are presented along 
with a description of how the alternatives respond to 
the ICO’s. 

Alternative NC 
Goal and Purpose 
The “no change” alternative (Alternative NC), 
described below, was developed in response to the 
Northwest Forest Resource Council request that a 
“true” no action alternative representing current 
management plans be described and included in 
forest plans and environmental impact statements 

AlternativeNCis verysimilar to the no action alter- 
native (Alternative A) described and analyzed in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Both do 
not include the National Forest Management Act 
(NFMA) requirements and were based on the 1979 
Timber Resource Plan and the four unit plans: 
Ochoco-Crooked River (1979), Silvies-Malheur 
(1978), South Fork (1978) and Crooked River Na- 
tional Grassland (1980). The Timber Resource Plan 
and Unit Plans currently guide land and resource 
management on the Forest and Grassland. 

Alternative NC presently differs from draft Alterna- 
tive A in that it is based on a different computer 
model, timber inventory, and yield tables. Also, there 
are some differences in the way old growth and big 
game habitat are to be managed, resulting in poten- 
tially different environmental effects. A Current 
Direction-NFMA Benchmark, created originally 
by applying management requirements to Alterna- 
tive A, is described in the DEIS. It allows outputs 
and costs attributable to NFMA requirements to be 
isolated and compared. 
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Since Alternative NC is based on the existing Tim- 
ber Resource Plan, it does not incorporate require- 
ments of the National Forest Management Act 
(NFMA), nor the implementing regulations (CFR 
219 14-27, et al). For Alternative NC to be imple- 
mented, it would either have to be modified to meet 
NFMArequirements (as was done with Alternative 
Ain this FEIS), OrsomeNFMArequirements would 
have to be legislatively amended to allow current 
practices to be continued. 

Management Direction 
The following assumptions guided the development 
of the No Change Alternative: 

1. Only NFMA requirements that are a part of cur- 
rent direction as established in current multiple 
use plans, unit plans, and timber resource plans 
will be followed. 

2. Land allocations and management direction. 

Current plans will be used to fur the land alloca- 
tion. An exception is where adjustments can be 
made to reflect updated, improved information 
on the suitability of land for timber production 
(this should include new inventory information, 
new land suitability classifications, etc.). 

Management direction in emsting plans will be 
adhered to in setting the management strategy 
for management areas. 

Yield Tables 
Yield tables affect the calculation of long-term sus- 
tained yield. The yield tables used in the 1979 Tim- 
ber Resource Plan (the basis for Alternative NC) 
were developed in 1975 for the entire Blue Moun- 
tain area without benefit of computer models. One 
set of yield tables was made for each timber type 
(Appendix D, Timber Resource Plan, 1979). While 
representing the state-of-the-art at the time they 
were developed, the predicted yields now appear to 
be overly optimistic when applied to the Ochoco 
National Forest because: 

Productivityonthe Ochoco NationalForest is be- 
low the average for the Blue Mountains, and 

Yields were based, in part, on the expectation 
that small material resulting from thinning would 
be merchantable, which, to date, has not hap- 
pened. 

The yield tables used for developing all alternatives 
except NC are based on prognosis models and ad- 
justed to Ochoco National Forest conditions. Sev- 
eral different combinations of cultural treatments 
(e.g., planting, thinning, natural regeneration, ex- 
tended rotation) were simulated and yields pro- 
jected for each. Each alternative contains a combi- 
nation of treatments that were selected by the 
FORPLAN model to best meet forest management 
objectives particular to each alternative. 

Reconciling Unit Pans and the 
Timber Resource Plan with NFMA 
The resource objectives of the unit plans and the 
Timber Resource Plan, the basis for Alternative 
NC, were not fully integrated and may not comply 
with current NFMA requirements. Taken a step 
further, the Current Direction with NFMA Bench- 
mark, in the DEIS, shows the results of incorporat- 
ing NFMA requirements into Alternative A. The 
result is Alternative A in this FEIS. 

Modeling, Rotation Ages, and Timber 
Silvicultural Treatments 
The amount of site preparation, planting, thinning, 
and other timber cultural work modeled in FORPLAN 
to achieve the resource objectives of Alternative A 
varies from that described for Alternative NC. 

?he T i b e r  Resource Plan was modeled using Timber 
RAM (Resource Allocation Model), a hear program 
that is less sophisticated than the FORPLAN model 
used to develop theother a1ternatives.Timber RAM 
cannot consider economics or other resource 
constraints as FORPLAN does. For example, the 
potential yield in the Timber Resource Plan was 
based on the assumption that all available acres 
would be thinned. In reality, it is not economical to 
thin allstands, e.g , lodgepolestandsonsteepslopes. 
All calculations were based on application of 
shelterwood silvicultural system with planting, but 
the option of using other prescriptions was left open 
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(Timber Resource Plan, pp. 15-16) and in practice 
other methods were used on the Forest. In fact, 
overstory removal has been the most common 
silvicultural system applied on the Forest. Rotation 
age in the old model was Fured at 130 years, but the 
FORPLANmodelcanselectarotation agethatbest 
meets management objectives. This varies from 95 
percent of culmination of mean annual increment 
(CMAI) to 150 years, resulting in 90 to 100 year 
rotations in many areas on this Forest. 

Terminology 
Some of the terms used in theTimber Resource Plan 
and units plans differ from those used in the DEIS, 
Supplement to the DEE, FEIS and the proposed 
action. For example, “commercial forest,” “stan- 
dard component,” “special component,” “marginal 
component,” “unregulated” and other old terms 
have either been redefined or replaced with new 
terms that have similar, but not identical, defini- 
tions. This makes comparing Alternative NC with 
the other alternatives difficult and confusing (see 
Glossary). 

Timber Inventories 
Alternative NC was based on the 1972 timber inven- 
tory.AlternativeA(and allother alternatives,) were 
based on the 1982 timber inventory. Both invento- 
ries were based on photo-typing, that is, delineating 
timber stands on aerial photographs. The 1982 in- 
ventory was field checked to a greater extent than 
the 1972 inventory. 

A difficulty inherent in developing a timber inven- 
tory on the Ochoco is that the distinction between 
forested and nonforested land is not clear. For ex- 
ample, on parts of the Snow Mountain Ranger Dis- 
trict and in the Maury Mountains, forested areas 
grade into thedesert w t h  no definable line separat- 
ing the two. While this could result in acreage differ- 
ences between the two inventories, the impact on 
volume would be  minimal because the forest-desert 
transition is low productivity land. 

The inventories were also structured differently. 
The 1972 inventory model was based on percent 
volume by species, while the 1982 inventory model 

was based on productivity by community types. 

Timber Land Suitability 
The method for determining timber land suitability 
in Alternative NC was different from the NFMA- 
mandated methods used for Alternative A (and all 
other alternatives). 

The suitable timber base in Alternative NC was 
taken from the Timber Resource Plan. Land alloca- 
tions from the unit plans were deducted from the 
timber base in the reserved or deferred categories, 
or included as commercial forest land in one of four 
categories: standard component, special component, 
marginal component, or unregulated. The commer- 
cial forest land in the Timber Resource Plan (ad- 
justed for the Oregon Wilderness Act) is 535,253 
acres. 

In developing Alternative A (and all other alterna- 
tives), tentative timber land suitability was devel- 
oped according NFMAregulations. The lands iden- 
tified as tentatively suitable for timber management 
total 533,177 acres. Final suitability varies by alter- 
native. In Alternative A, 533,177 acres would be 
available for timber harvesting. The deductions from 
the tentatively suitable base are primarily the result 
of land allocations for wilderness, wilderness study 
areas, RNA’s, roadless areas and old growth. 

Potential Yield 
The potential yield in Alternative NC, represented 
by the Timber Resource Plan adjusted to reflect the 
Oregon Wilderness Act, would be 133.8 MMBF. 
Because these yields include gains assumed but not 
realized from earned harvest effects (see discussion 
below), it is questionable whether they could be 
sustained in the long-run. 

The allowable sale quantity (ASQ) under Alterna- 
tive A would be 19.3MMCF, or 115 MMBF in the 
first decade. In addition, the Forest analyzed and 
displayed two alternatives in the DEIS (B and H) 
thatwould generateallowablesale quantities (ASQ) 
of 137MMBFapproximately the adjusted potential 
yield shown in the Timber Resource Plan. These al- 
ternatives were developed from the maximum tim- 
ber benchmark and offered options for achieving 
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high timber harvest levels in the near decades while 
still meeting one alternative 1evelofNFMArequire- 
ments. However, the harvest levels for the alterna- 
tives discussed above are sustainable in cubic feet as 
both models calculated yields and controlled flow in 
cubic feet but not board feet. Harvest volume in 
board feet would decrease because the smaller trees 
that will be harvested in the future will produce 
fewer board feet in proportion to cubic feet than the 
large trees being harvested at the present time. 

Old Growth 
The major difference in the acreage shown in the 
suitable timber land base between Alternatives A 
and NC (533,177 versus 552,300) results from the 
way old growth is proposed to be managed under 
each. In Alternative NC, the approxn”e1y 32,860 
acres thatwould bemanaged foroldgrowthdepend- 
ent wildlife is included as commercial forest land in 
the special component, which means these lands 
could be harvested, but at 60 to 70 percent reduc- 
tions in yields. Old growth stands would be about 
300 acres each and uniformly distributed over the 
Forest. Standswould bemanagedon along rotation 
to provide optimum habitat for non-adaptive spe- 
cies in at least one-third of the stands at any time. 
This would be accomplished by periodic harvesting 
on a group selection or larger area basis. 

In Alternative A, approximately 36,970 acres (29,800 
acres of suitable timber land) would be managed as 
“dedicated” old growth. Dedicated stands would 
notbe harvested andare deductedfrom thesuitable 
timber base. They would remain in old growth con- 
dition unless changed by fire or other natural disas- 
ters. 

Earned Harvest Effect 
In the 1979 Timber Resource Plan the potential 
yield was increased 7.3 MMBF based on the intent 
to plant genetically improved stock. This is called 
the earned harvest effect and it allows additional 
volume to be harvested today because of practices 
expected to increase forest growth and yields in the 
future. In the proposed programmed harvest level, 
only a 1.1 MMBFincrease was claimed because only 
a small amount of genetically-improved stock was 

available for planting. Also, the primary silvicultural 
system used, overstory removal, has not required as 
much planting as was projected in the Timber Re- 
source Plan. 

In Alternative A, FORPLANselected management 
practices that would maximize timber production, 
including thinning and planting genetically improved 
stock Thus, the earned harvest effect influences 
Alternative A, but varies in amount and timing. This 
makes an exact comparison of the earned harvest 
effect between the NC Alternative and the other 
alternatives difficult. 

Alternative A 
Goal and Purpose 
This alternative focuses on management under cur- 
rent direction. It is the “No Action” alternative 
required by NEPA, and can be used as a basis for 
comparison with other alternatives. The sources €or 
present direction are: 

1. Four “Unit Plans” (Ochoco - Crooked River, 
Silvies - Malheur, South Fork of the John Day, 
and the Crooked River National Grassland). These 
Plans contain specific land use allocations and 
provide management direction for those alloca- 
tions. 

2. The Timber Resource Plan that provides the 
basis for the timber management program and 
specifies allowable harvest levels. 

3. Forest Service Manuals and policy memos. 

Where these sources may conflict, prioritywas given 
to the Unit Plans (as per Regional Direction 1920, 
11/10/83). Present budget or funding, a type of 
Congressional emphasis, was considered to con- 
tinue at current levels under this alternative. 

Alternative A is the “Current Direction Bench- 
mark” from the DEIS and not “A” as presented in 
the DEIS. This alternative does incorporate Na- 
tional Forest Management Act requirements. 

This alternative in the FEIS uses eleven of the 
original 14 management area allocations from the 
D E E  In addition, four new management areas 
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have been added to incorporate the new wld and 
scenic river allocations. Management under existing 
plans results in a blend of resource emphases, but 
the resources (timber, range, big game, roadless, 
scenic, riparian, and recreation) are all managed at a 
sustained level substantially greater than minimum 
and less than maximum potential. 

Management Direction 
Timber Supply and Forest Management 
Timber harvest is scheduled on a nondeclining veld 
basis. Current direction is to intensively manage 
timbered stands to the degree consistent with other 
resource requirements identified in the Unit Plans. 
This involves planting harvested units with geneti- 
cally superior seedlings, planting at increased stock- 
ing levels, precommercial thinning to control the 
spacing of trees, one to three commercial thinnings 
both to harvest trees early and concentrate growth 
on the remaining trees, and managing for a rotation 
age close to the point in time where average annual 
growth is highest. This type of management IS planned 
for the majority of the Forest’s acres. Other re- 
source requirements for some lands may either 
prohibit timber harvesting (old growth and roadless 
recreation management), lengthen rotations (ripar- 
ian areas and scenic corridors), or alter thinning 
practices (big game emphasis areas) The allowable 
sale quantity (ASQ) in the first decade that results 
from this mix of practices is 115 million board feet 
(19.5 million cubic feet). 

Social and Economic Wants and Needs 
of Local Communities 
Alternative Aranks fourth amongst the alternatives 
with a PNV of $421 million. Jobs and payments to 
the counties would not change significantly with 
implementation of this alternative. This alternative 
provides next to the least recreational opportunities 
and wildlife emphasis and would influence local 
leisure time opportunities accordingly. Community 
cohesion would remain about the same as would 
community stability. 

Livestock Grazing and Allotment 
Management 

Current direction is to make forage available for 
livestockuseatlevels that donot causeconflictswith 
other resources. Restrictions on dollars available to 
the Forest and Grassland limit construction and 
reconstruction of structural improvements (eg. water 
developments and fences), which limits forage avada- 
bility. Management in riparian areas to meet State 
Water Quality Standards may also restrict forage 
availability, particularlywhen budgetary constraints 
reduce management options. The forage utilization 
would be in concert with management practices to 
rehabilitate riparian areas. There is some likelihood 
that AUM’s on some or all allotments may have up 
to 10 percent reductions in the first decade to meet 
riparian area management objectives. 

Riparian Management 
Current direction for riparian areas entails meeting 
State Water Quality Standards. This would require 
improving riparian area conditions from “poor” to 
“fair” on approximately 7,000 riparian acres. Ripar- 
ian areas tributary to streams with anadromous fish- 
eries would be managed to provide “excellent” ri- 
parian conditions (approximately 5,400 acres). 

Transportation System 
Eight hundred forty-four miles of road would be 
maintained for passenger car travel in the first dec- 
ade. This is estimated to remain relatively constant 
through the fifth decade. There would he 3,236 
miles of road maintained for high clearance vehicles 
in the first decade, declining to 2,736 miles by the 
fifth decade. 

Approximately944milesofroadwillbe closedin the 
first decade, increasing to 1,734 miles in the fifth 
decade. Roadswould be closed to protect the invest- 
ment, to provide for public safety, to limit soil ero- 
sion and water quality degradation and to increase 
wildlife habitat effectiveness. 

Big Game Habitat 
Big game habitat receives primary management 
emphasis on 93,800 acres. On these areas, road use 
and thermal cover quantity, quality, and distribution 
would becontrolled to provide highquality big game 
habitat. Three thousand three hundred-seventy elk 
could be supported through the first decade. This 

2-42 



number would decline steadily to 2,690 by the fifth 
decade. This alternative exceeds the ODFW man- 
agement objective of 2,600 elk. 

Roadless Areas and Wilderness Study 
Areas 
Lookout Mountain, Deschutes Canyon-Steelhead 
Falls, and Silver Creek would be managed to main- 
tain their roadless character. Green Mountain and 
the Rock Creek-Cottonwood Creek area would be 
managed as a general forest allocation. The North 
Fork of the Crooked River would be retained as a 
Wilderness Study Area, 1125 acres, until a decision 
is made on the pending BLM environmental analysls. 
The Deschutes Canyon-Steelhead Falls area would 
be recommended for wilderness in its enhrety, 10,000 
acres less the wild and scenic river allocation (MA- 
D8). 

Segments of the North Fork Crooked River, Crooked 
River, and the Deschutes River were classified as 
Recreational or Scenic Rivers under the Oregon 
Omnibus Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Four new 
management areas have been developed to incor- 
porate these legislated areas into Alternative A 
equaling 4030 acres. These include MA-23 North 
Fork Crooked River Recreation Corridor, MA-24 
North Fork Crooked River Scenic Corridor, MA- 
G6 Crooked River Recreation Corridor and MA- 
G7 Deschutes River Scenic Corridor. 

A more detailed discussion of the existing roadless 
areas on the Forest and Grassland is presented in 
Appendix C. 

Scenic or Visual Resources 
Corridors along most of the principal roadways 
throughout the Forest and Grassland would be 
managed to attain or retain scenic qualities This 
amounts to 83,450 acres. 

Old Growth 
Old growth would receive a comparatively high 
emphasis, with 36,970 acres dedicated as a manage- 
ment area. This represents 39 percent of the 93,800 
acres remaining on the Forest and Grassland. 

Fuelwood Supply 

Personal use of firewood is provided for on both the 
Forest and Grassland. Generally, most of the fire- 
wood comes from timber harvest residues; some 
juniper cutting alsooccurs. Firewoodvolumes avail- 
able for use total approximately 14,000 cords annu- 
ally. 

Snag Dependent Wildlife 
Alternative A would provide 46 percent to 52 per- 
centofthe potentialsnaghabitatonanaverage from 
the first through the fifth decade across the Forest 
and Grassland. 

Winter Sports 
A majority of the Forest and Grassland, including 
Lookout Mountain and Bandit Springs, would be 
open to winter sports activities. A cross-country ski 
trail system is in place at the Bandit Springs area. 
Snowmobiles would be allowed to access all areas of 
the Forest except wilderness. 

Anadromous Fish 
Alternative Awould provide for a gradual increase 
in the production of steelhead smolt over time (see 
Table 2-8). This increase would be primarily due to 
the improved riparian habitat gained through im- 
proved management practices and stream enhance- 
ment work. 

Historic Trail Preservation 
The Summit Historic Trail would be managed as 
specified in the Decision Notice issued for this trail 
in 1986. It would not be allocated as a management 
area but rather, the appropriatevisual qualityobjec- 
tives (VQOs) would be applied and the integrity of 
the trail preserved. 

Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) Use 
No all-terrain vehicle (A") trail development would 
occur under this alternative. 

Round Mountain 
There would be no special management considera- 
tion for this area. 
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Alternative B-Modified (DEIS 
Alternative B modified to 
incorporate industry 
comments) 
Goal and Purpose 
The design of Alternative B in the DEIS was an 
attempt to  meet the Regional Guide 1980 Renew- 
able Resource Planning Act (RPA) timber and range 
program targets with a timber harvest schedule based 
on nondeclining yield. Some of the wildlife-related 
RPA goals conflicted with timber and range objec- 
tives and werenot achievableunder this alternative. 
Alternative B focused on intensive management to 
produce timber and range outputs. 

Alternative B-Modified in the FEIS follows the ba- 
sic philosophy of the original Alternative B but 
emphasizes other resource management where 
compatible with timber. For some resources (se- 
lected roadless areas, visual corridors, etc), timber 
volume was given up to provide for these resources. 
Also, AlternativeB-Modified incorporates 39 of the 
management areas from Altemative I (23 from Forest 
Plan and 16 from Grassland Plan). 

Management Direction 
Timber Supply and Forest Management 
Timber harvest is scheduled on a nondeclining yield 
basis. Many of the available timbered lands are man- 
aged intensively for timber production in this alter- 
native. This involves planting harvested units with 
genetically superior seedlings, planting at increased 
stocking levels, precommercial thinning to control 
the spacing of trees, one to three commercial thin- 
nings to harvest trees early and concentrate growth 
on the remaining trees, and managing for a rotation 
age close to the point in time where average annual 
growth is highest. The resulting allowable sale quan- 
tity is 21.8 million cubic feet (130 million board feet 
in the first decade). With additional volumes from 

ade. 

Approximately 120,ooO acres of ponderosa pine stands 
with the appropriate characteristics would be man- 
aged under an uneven-aged management strategy. 

Social and Economic Wants and Needs 
of Local Communities 
Alternative B-Modified ranks third among the alter- 
nativeswth a PNVof $455 million. Jobs and returns 
to the counties would be higher than the current 
situation. This alternative would increase logging 
and sawmill industryemployment by about fourper- 
cent (39jobs)and remanufacturingindustryemploy- 
ment by about three percent (35 jobs). The support 
sector would see a modest increase also. 

This alternative provides the least opportunity for 
leisure activity as it has the lowest level of recrea- 
tional and wildlife management emphasis. 

This alternative provides for high commodity out- 
puts at the expense of amenities, and community 
cohesion may be affected by the resultant polariza- 
tion that would surface. Community stability could 
be a problem if the timber or forage supply was 
disrupted because of the local economic depend- 
ence on the timber and range industries. This alter- 
nativewould not stimulate the local communities to 
divers@ 

Livestock Grazing and Allotment 
Management 
Potential forage production could build toward and 
exceed the 1980 RPA program level by the fifth 
decade, as projected in Table 2-8. This would re- 
quire construction of 138 acres of structural and 
13,100 acres of non-structural improvements in the 
first decade. The forage utilization would be in 
concert with management practices to rehabilitate 
riparian areas. There is some likelihood that the 
AUM's on some or all allotments may see up to 10 
percent reductions in the first decade to meet ripar- 
ian area management objectives. 

anticipated salvage sales and firewood, the total FWianManage" 
cubic foot volume provides 88 percent of the RPA 
goal for the planning period through the fifth dec- All riparian areas would be managed to meet State 
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Water Quality Standards. This would require im- 
proving riparian area conditions to “excellent” on 
10,000 acres in the first decade, and on 17,500 acres 
by the fifth decade. 

Transportation System 
Eight hundred fifty miles of road ulll be maintained 
for passenger car travel in the first decade ulth an 
increase to 869 miles by the fifth decade. There 
would be 3,037 miles of road maintained for high 
clearance vehicles in the first decade, declining to 
2,492 miles by the fifth decade. 

There will be 913 miles of closed road in the first 
decade increasing to 2,123 miles in the fifth decade. 

Big Game Habitat 
Big game habitat would see some management 
emphasis on 171,490 acres of General Forest Win- 
ter Range on the Forest and an additional 35,440 
acres on the Grassland. An average of 3,210 elk 
could be supported through the first decade. This 
number would decline steadily to 1,700 by the fifth 
decade. This alternative would fail to provide the 
ODFW planning benchmark of 2,600 elk in the fifth 
decade. 

Roadless Areas and Wilderness Study 
Areas 
Portions of Lookout Mountain, Deschutes Canyon- 
Steelhead Falls and Silver Creek would retain their 
roadless character with no scheduled timber har- 
vest. Aportion of the Deschutes Canyon-Steelhead 
Falls Wilderness Study Area (which was not made 
wilderness in the 1984 legislation), has been allo- 
cated to the Squaw Creek Management Area for 
unroaded recreation. The North Fork of the Crooked 
River Wilderness Study Area would be retained, 
1,125 acres. 

Segments of the North Fork Crooked Rwer, Crooked 
River, and the Deschutes River were classified as 
Recreational or Scenic Rivers under the Oregon 
Omnibus Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Four new 
management areas have been developed to incor- 
porate these legislated areas into Alternative B- 
Modified (MAX23 North Forkcrooked River Rec- 
reation Corridor, MA-F24 North Fork Crooked 

River Scenic Corridor, MA-G6 Crooked River Rec- 
reation Corridor and MA-G7 Deschutes River Scenic 
Corridor). 

Eligibility and suitability determinations have been 
made for a portion of the Squaw Creek area. A 7.5 
mile segment of the creek, 1,370 acres, from the 
Grassland boundary to the confluence with the 
Deschutes River would be managed as a “scenic 
river.” In addition, it would be recommended for 
inclusion into the Wild and Scenic River System. 
This would be a preliminary recommendation that 
would receive further review and possible modifica- 
tion by the Chief of the Forest Service, Secretary of 
Agriculture, and the President of the United States. 
Congress has reserved the authority to make final 
decisions on designation of rivers as part of the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

A more detailed discussion of roadless areas on the 
Forest and Grassland is presented in Appendix C. 

Scenic or Visual Resources 
Corridors along most of the principal roadways 
throughout the Forest and Grassland would be 
managed to retain scenic values. Appmximately 34,400 
acres would be allocated to management areas with 
visual resource emphasis. This would include visual 
management mnes along certain travel corridors 
such as Highway 26. 

Old Growth 
Old growth would receive low emphasis under this 
alternative, with 18,740 acres dedicated as a man- 
agement area allocation. This represents 20 percent 
of the 93,800 acres remaining on the Forest and 
Grassland. The remaining old growth on the Forest 
outside the allocation by the fifth decade would be 
approximately42,400 acres, 45 percent of the exist- 
ing 93,800 acres. 

Fuelwood Supply 
Personal use of firewood would continue to be pro- 
vided on the Forest and Grassland. Generally, most 
firewood would come from timber harvest residues. 
In the first decade, 15,000 cords would be provided 
annually.This figurewoulddecrease to 13,000cords 
by the fifth decade. 
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Snag Depenunt Wildlife 
Alternative B-Modified would promde 43 percent 
to 33 percent of the potential snag habitat from the 
first decade through the fifth across the Forest and 
the Grassland The decline over time would be the 
result of the intensive timber management. 

Winter Sports 
A majority of the Forest and Grassland would be 
open to all users including Lookout Mountain. The 
Bandit Springs Area would be managed for cross- 
countryskiing. Snowmobilers may access all areas of 
the Forest except for Bandit Springs and wilderness. 

Anadromous Fish 
Alternative B-Modified would provide a steadily 
increasing production of steelhead smolt over time 
(see Table 2-8). The increase is generally represen- 
tative of the improved riparian area conditions over 
time through management practices and enhance- 
ment projects. 

Historic Trail Preservation 
The Summit Historic Trail would be managed to 
protect its historic qualities. It would not be allo- 
catedas a management area, norwould there beany 
special provisions. The appropriate VQO's would 
be applied to protect its scenic qualities 

Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) Use 
Under this alternative, steps would be taken to 
construct, reconstruct and designate existing trails 
for ORV use. The schedule calls for 95 miles in the 
first decade, increasing to 190 miles by the third 
through fifth decade. Some area closures would also 
be implemented in conjunction with trail designa- 
tions and the identification of resource impacts. 

Round Mountain 
The scenic qualities and recreational opportunities 
supplied by the Round Mountain Trail would be 
recognized under this alternative through the allo- 
cation of 1,000 acres as the Round Mountain Man- 
agement Area 

Alternative C-Modified 
Goals and Purpose 
Alternative C-Modified emphasizes resources asso- 
ciated with amenity values, for example, riparian 
areas, visual corridors, roadless areas, recreation, 
and forest management designed to provide big 
game habitat. Old growth and snags would also be 
provided at high levels. Timber and range resources 
would be managed at relatively low levels. 

This alternative in the FEIS uses 11 of the original 
14 management area allocations from the DEIS. In 
addition, four management areas have been added 
to incorporate the new wild and scenic river alloca- 
tions. 

Management Direction 
Timber Supply and Forest Management 
Timber harvest is scheduled on a nondeclining yield 
basis. Timber management activitieswhich aremost 
economically efficient would be used while meeting 
other resource objectives. Other resource require- 
ments for this altematwe would either prohibit tunber 
harvesting (old growth and roadless recreation 
management), lengthen rotations (riparian areas 
and scenic corridors), or alter thinningpractices (big 
game emphasis areas). Approximately 170,000 acres 
of ponderosa pine stands with the appropnate char- 
acteristics would be managed under an uneven-aged 
management strategy. The allowable sale quantity 
in the first decade that would result from this mix of 
practices is 94 MMBF (15.6 MMCF). 

Socio-Economic Analysis 
Alternative C-Modified ranks fifth amongst the al- 
ternatives with a PNV of $395 million. Jobs would 
see a significant drop under this alternative. Em- 
ployment in the loggingand sawmill industrieswould 
decrease by about two percent (21 jobs) and in the 
remanufacturing industry by about four percent (55 
jobs). Other segments of the economy would see a 
slight gain in employment through the diversifica- 
tion of the local economy that this alternative would 
stimulate. This alternative could enhance commu- 
nity stability in the long run, but the short-term ef- 
fect would be destabilizing. 
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Returns to the counties would be the lowest of the 
alternatives discussed. 

This alternative would provlde the highest level of 
recreational, scenic andwddllfe emphasis, and there 
fore would provide increased opportunities for lei- 
sure time pursuits. This heavy emphasis on ameni- 
ties would disrupt community cohesion in the short 
run. 

Livestock Grazing and Allotment 
Management 
In the first decade forage would be made available 
for livestock use at levels slightly lower than IS cur- 
rently provided. Heavy emphasis on the improve- 
ment of riparian conditions and timber management 
designed to maintain dense timber stands for big 
game cover, account for the diminished level of 
forage for livestock use. As riparian conditions improve 
in the future more forage would likely be available. 
AUMs are expected to increase only slightly from 
present levels (from 73,100 to 74,400 AUMs). 

Riparian Management 
All major streams with existing or potentially signifi- 
cant fkheries will be managed to achieve an “excel- 
lent’’ condition. This will require improving 10,000 
acres by the end of the first decade and a total of 
17,500 acres by the end of the fifth decade. 

Transportation System 
Eight hundred forty miles of roadwill be maintained 
for passenger car travel in the first through fifth 
decades. There would be 2,384 miles of road main- 
tainedforhigh clearancevehiclesin the first decade, 
a decrease of 26 percent compared to the current 
situation. By the fifth decade, this would decrease to 
1123 miles. 

An estimated 1,520 miles of road would be closed in 
the first decade, increasing to 3,224 miles in the fifth 
decade. 

Big Game Habitat 
Big game habitat receives primary management 
emphasis on 732,530 acres. In these areas road use 
and cover quantity, quality, and distribution would 
be controlled to provide high quality big game habi- 

tat. A population of 3,740 elk could be supported 
through the first decade, decreasing to 3,700 by the 
finh decade. This altemative would exceed the ODFW 
planning benchmark of 2,600 elk. 

Roadless Areas and Wilderness Study 
Areas 
The Silver Creek, Rock CreeWCottonwood Creek, 
and Lookout Mountain roadless areas would be 
managed to maintain the present roadless charac- 
ter. Green Mountain would be partially developed 
to provide a semiprimitive setting with primitive 
roads for recreational use. All of Deschutes Canyon 
would be recommended for Wilderness in this alter- 
native, 9,350 acres, except for that portion that has 
been incorporated into the Wild and Scenic River 
System.TheNorthForkof the CrookedRiverwould 
be retained as a wilderness study area, 1125 acres. 

Segments of the North Fork Crooked River, Crooked 
River, and the Deschutes River were classified as 
Recreational or Scenic Rivers under the Oregon 
Omnibus Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Four new 
management areas have been developed to incor- 
porate these legislated areas into Alternative A 
(MA-23 North Fork Crooked River Recreation 
Corridor, MA-24 North Fork Crooked River Scenic 
Corridor, MA-G6 Crooked River Recreation Cor- 
ridor and MA-G7 Deschutes River Scenic Corri- 
dor). 

A more detailed discussion of roadless areas on the 
Forest and Grassland is presented in Appendix C. 

Scenic or Visual Resources 
Corridors adjacent to all of the principal roadways 
throughout the Forest and Grassland would be 
managed forscenicqualities, totalling 101,100 acres. 

Old Growth 
Old growth would receive a high emphasis under 
this alternative, with 45,030 acres dedicated as a 
management area. This represents 48 percent of the 
93,800 acres remaining on the Forest and Grassland. 

Fuelwood Supply 
Firewood for personal use would continue to be 
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provided on  both the Forest and Grassland. Gener- 
ally, most firewood comes from timber harvest resi- 
dues. Some juniper cutting also occurs Road clo- 
sures and the reduced timber harvest activity would 
limit access to firewood, supplying only 12,000 cords 
annually. 

Snag Dependent Wildlife 
Alternative C-Modified would provide 51 percent 
to 69 percent of the potential snag habitat on an 
average across the Forest and Grassland. 

Winter Sports 
The Bandit Springs area would be managed for 
cross-country skiers. Snowmobilers may access all 
areas of the Forest except for Bandit Springs, Look- 
out Mountain, and wilderness. 

Anadromous Fish 
Alternative GModified would provide for a gradual 
increase in the population of steelhead smolt over 
time (see Table 2-8). This increasewould be primar- 
ily due to the improved riparian habitat gained through 
improved management practices and stream en- 
hancement work. 

Historic Trail Preservation 
The Summit Historic Trail would be managed as 
specified in the Decision Notice issued for this trail 
in 1986. Rather then allocate this area as a manage- 
ment area, the appropriate VQOs would be applied 
and the integrity of the trail protected. 

Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) Use 
Under this alternative, steps would be taken to 
construct, reconstruct and designate existing trails 
far ORV use. The schedule calls for 95 miles in the 
first decade, increasing to 190 miles by the third 
through fifth decades. Some area closures would 
also be implemented in conjunction with trail desig- 
nations and the identification of resource impacts. 

Round Mountain 
There would be no special provisions or allocations 
for Round Mountain under this alternative. 

Alternative E-Departure - 
Preferred Alternative in DEE 
Goal and Purpose 
Alternative E-Departure emphasizes a combina- 
tion of timber production, roadless recreation, and 
biggame habitat. Timber isscheduled asadeparture 
from nondeclining yield. Timber harvests are sched- 
uled so that first decade volumes remain close to 
current levels and then decline gradually over the 
next 50 years. The alternative is designed to main- 
tain local jobs in the short term. All resources are 
managed or maintained at moderate levels. 

This alternative in the FEIS has the same 14 man- 
agement area allocations as the DEIS. In addition, 
four new management areas have been added to 
update the alternative with the new wild and scenic 
river designations. 

Management Direction 
Timber Supply and Forest Management 
Timber harvest is scheduled as adeparture from the 
nondeclining yield harvest levels set in Alternative 
E. The objective is to approximate current harvest 
levels for one decade and then decline to a sustain- 
able level. The actual trend would he a decline 
followed hy a slight rise and then a leveling off (see 
Figure IV-2 from the Draft Plan, p. 35). The allow- 
able sale quantity for the first decade would be 20.6 
MMCF (123 MMBF), declining to 19.7 MMCF in 
decade two, and 16.1 MMCF in decade five. All 
timber would be managed under even-aged man- 
agement strategies. 

Timber management activities which are most eco- 
nomically efficient would be used while meeting 
other resource objectives. Other resource require- 
ments for this alternativemay either prohibit timber 
harvesting (oldgrowthand roadless areas), lengthen 
rotations (riparian areas and scenic corridors), or 
alter thinning practices (big game emphasis areas). 

Social and Economic Wants and Needs 
of Local Communities 
Alternative E-Departure ranks second among the 
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alternatives with a PNV of $471 million. Employ- 
ment in the logging, sawmill, and remanufacturing 
industries would increase about three percent in the 
short run, followed by a significant decline. The 
support and other sectors of the local economy 
would experience a modest increase. Payments to 
the counties would increase four percent. 

This alternative would not be expected to signifi- 
cantly alter leisure lifestyles or community cohesion. 
The departure from a nondeclining harvest would 
adversely affect community stability over time. 

Livestock Grazing and Allotment 
Management 
Potential forage production could build over time as 
projected in Table 2-8. This would require construc- 
tion of 138 acres of structural and 13,100 acres of 
non-structural improvements in the first decade 
Theforageutilizationwouldbeinconcertwithman- 
agement practices to rehabhtate nparian areas There 
is some likelihood that the AUMs on some or all 
allotments may see up to 10 percent reductions in 
the first decade to meet riparian area management 
objectives. As riparian conditions improve in the 
future, additional forage could made available. 

Riparian Management 
Major streams containing anadromous fisheries, or 
with high-valued resident trout fisheries, would he 
managed to achieve an “excellent” condition (9,400 
acres). The remaining would be divided equally 
between “good” and “fair” conditions 

Transportation System 
Eight hundred forty miles of road would be  main- 
tained for passenger car travel in the first decade, 
essentially no change from the current situation. 
This would be maintained out through the fifth 
decade. There would be approximately 3,050 miles 
ofroad maintained forhigh clearancevehiclesin the 
first decade, only slightly lower than the current 
situation. Roads open to high clearance vehicles 
would decrease significantly through the fifth dec- 
ade to 2330 miles. 

Aestimated890milesofroad would beclosed in the 
first decade, increasing to 2082 miles in the fifth 

decade. Roadswouldbeclosed to protect theinvest- 
ment, to protect public safety, to limit soil erosion 
and water quality degradation, and to increasewild- 
life habitat effectiveness. 

Big Game Habitat 
Big game habitat receives primary management 
emphasis on 253,320 acres of the Forest and Grass- 
land. Most of this represents high pnority winter 
range. In these areas, road use and cover quantity, 
quality, and distribution would be controlled to provide 
highqualitybig game habitat. Apopulation of3,170 
elk could be supported in the first decade, declining 
to 2,780 in the fifth decade. This alternative would 
exceed the ODFW planning benchmark of 2,600 
elk. 

Roadless Areas and Wilderness Study 
Areas 
The Rock CreeWCottonwood Creek area, Silver 
Creek and the top of Lookout Mountain, would be 
managed to retain the present roadless character. 
The remainderof Lookout Mountainwouldbe allo- 
cated to general forest. Green Mountain would be 
partially developed to provide a semiprimitive set- 
tingwith primitive roads for recreational use. In the 
Deschutes canyon, an area of 2,500 acres would be 
recommended for wdderness. The remainder of the 
Deschutes canyon would he managed under a big 
game emphasis. The North Fork of the Crooked 
River would be retained as a wilderness study area, 
1125 acres, until a decision is made on the BLM 
environmental analysis. 

Segments of the North Fork Crooked River, Crooked 
River, and the Deschutes River were classified as 
Recreational or Scenic Rivers under the Oregon 
Omnibus Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Four new 
management areas have been developed to incor- 
porate these legislated areas into Alternative A 
(MA-23 North Fork Crooked River Recreation 
Corridor, MA-24 North Fork Crooked River Scenic 
Corridor, MA-G6 Crooked River Recreation Cor- 
ridor and MA-G7 Deschutes River Scenic Corri- 
dor). 

A more detailed discussion of the roadless areas on 
the Forest and Grassland is presented in Appendiv 
C. 
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Scenic and Visual Resources 
Forty-six thousand two hundred acres of travel cor- 
ridors would be managed for scenic qualities. These 
include major roads, access roads to roadless man- 
agement areas, and a special scenic recreation travel 
corridor on the Big Summit District. 

Old Growth 
Twenty-six thousand three-hundred and forty acres 
would be specifically allocated to old growth man- 
agement. This represents 28 percent of the remain- 
ing old growth on the Forest and Grassland. 

Fuelwood Supply 
Personal firewood would continue to be provided 
for on both the Forest and Grassland. Generally, 
timber harvest residues provide themajorityofwood 
gathered. This alternativewould supply 13,lOOcords 
annually in the first decade, declining to 10,000 
cords annually by the fifth decade. 

Snag Dependent Wildlife 
This alternative would provide 46 percent to 50 
percent of the potential snag habitat on an average 
acrm the Forest and Grassland, fmm the first through 
the fifth decade. 

Winter Sports 
A majority of the Forest and Grassland would be 
open for winter recreation. Bandit Springs would be 
managed for crosscounty skiers Snowmobilers could 
access all areas of the Forest except for Bandit 
Springs, the top o f h o k o u t  Mountain, and Wilder- 
ness. A special recreation corridor from Bandit Springs 
east, and south to Lookout Mountain, would be 
managed to provide pleasing scenery. This corridor 
would include the Round Mountain Trail. 

Anadromous Fish 
Alternative E-Departure would provide for a grad- 
ual increase in the population of steelhead smolt 
over time (see Table 2-8). This increase would be 
pnmarily due to the improved nparian habitat gained 
through improved management practices and stream 
enhancement work. 

Historic Trail Preservation 
The Summit Historic Trail would be managed as 
specified in the Decision Notice issued for this trail 

in 1986. It would not be allocated as a management 
area, but rather the appropriate VQO's would be 
applied and the integrity of the trail protected. 

Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) Use 
No ATV trail development is planned under this 
alternative. 

Round Mountain 
The Round Mountain Trail would be managed as a 
part of the special recreation corridor from Bandit 
Springs to Lookout Mountain. 

Alternative I (Preferred 
Alternative) 
Goal and Purpose 
Alternative I separates the plans for the Forest and 
Grassland. This is the result of public comment sug- 
gesting that the Grassland be handled in a separate 
plan to maintain its identity as a National Grassland. 
Alternative I is the final preferred alternative. 

The Final Forest Plan expands the number of man- 
agement areas from 14 in the Draft to 28. The ex- 
pansion represents the Forest response to the pub- 
lic comments on the DEIS. Emphasis was increased 
in tmber/forage production and recreation. Anumber 
ofnew management areas aredesignated toempha- 
size special features, including Stein's Pillar. Bandit 
Springs and Lookout Mountain. 

The Final Grassland Plan expands the number of 
management areas from eight in the Draft to 16. As 
with the Forest Plan, the expansion is the result of 
public comment and new information. The change 
represents increases in management emphasis for 
wildlife, recreation, and riparian area management. 

Management Direction 
Timber Supply and Forest Management 
Anumber of changes to the Draft Plan are incorpo- 
rated into this alternative. Timber harvest would be 
scheduled on a nondeclining yield basis and there 
would be no scheduled harvest from the Grassland. 
Thesuitable land base for forest management activi- 
ties within this planning period is 533,177 acres. 
Uneven-aged management would be apphed to pon- 
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derosa pine stands with charactemtics lending them- 
selves to this type of management. The estimated 
scheduled timber volumes, harvest type, rotation 
age or size, and estimated potential contribution to 
ASQ by management area grouping are: 

Group I 

92,200 Acres - 11% 
No scheduled treatment 

1. Black Canyon Wilderness 
2. Bridge Creek Wilderness 
3. Mill Creek Wilderness 
4. N.F.C.R. Wilderness Study 
5. RNA's 
6. Old Growth 
7. Summit Trail (preservation) 
8. Rock CreeWCottonwood Creek Unroaded 
10. Silver Creek Unroaded 
11. Lookout Mountain 
28. Facilities 

Group I1 

18,130 Acres - 2% 
Silviculture - Even- or uneven-aged 
Rotation Age - 200 years 
Diameter 20"+ 
Average annual cu ft. volume - 0.3 MMCF 

15. Riparian 

Group 111 

3,240 Acres - <1% 
Silviculture - Even- or uneven-aged 
Rotation age - 300years 
Diameter 30" 
Average annual cu.ft. yield - <0.1 MMCF 

12. Eagle Roosting 
17. Stein's Pillar 
19. Deep Creek 
24. N.F.C.R. Scenic River 

Group N 
28,110 Acres - 3% 
Silviculture - Even- or uneven-aged 
Rotation age - Pine 250 years, mixed conifer 200 
years 

Average annual a f t .  yield - 0.4 MMCF 
7. Summit Trail (retention) 
13. Developed Recreation 
14. Dispersed Recreation 
16. Bandit Springs 
25. Hwy 26 Corridor 
26. Visual Management - (retention) 
27. Round Mountain National Recreation Trail 

Group V 
32,140 Acres - 4% 
Silviculture - Even- or uneven-aged 
Rotation age - Pine 200 years, mixed conifer 150 
years 

Diameter - Pine 2 7 ,  mixed conifer 22" 
Average annual cu.ft. yield - 0.6 MMCF 
7. Summit Trail (partial retention) 
18. Hammer Creek 
23. N.F.C.R. Recreation River 
26. Visual Management (partial retention) 

Group VI 

64,130 Acres - 890 
Silviculture - Even-aged 
Rotationage-Pine 125years, mixedconifer90years 
Diameter - Pine 16", mixed conifer 15" 
Average annual a f t .  yield - 0.9 MMCF 

Group VI1 

606,690 Acres - 72% 
Silviculture - Even- or uneven-aged 
Rotationage-Pine 130years, mixedconifer90years 
Diameter - Pine 18", mixed conifer 16" (uneven- 

20. Winter Range 

aged 20") 
Average annual cu.ft. yield - 16.8 MMCF 

9. Rock Creek/Cotionwood Creek Helicopter 
21. General Forest Winter Range 
22. General Forest 

The ASQ would be 19.0 MMCF (115 MMBF) per 
year in the first decade. Of this, approxlmately 82 
MMBF per year for the first decade would be in 
ponderosa pine. The desired ASQ would he at- 
tained through a planned harvest schedule to allow 
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1990 1991 

FIGURE 2-2 
Planned Harvest For 1990-1999 

(Glide Path) 
(MMBF not including salvage) 

1992 1993 1994 

I I 

ASQ 124 121 118 114 113 . 

YEAR 

I I YEAR 

the reduction from the current situation to the 115 
MMBF using a glide path shown in Figure 2-2. 

Social and Economic Wants and Needs 
of Local Communities 
Alternative I has the highest PNV of the alterna- 
tives, $501 million. 

Employment in the logging and sawmlll industries 
would increase about two percent (15 jobs). The 
commodity resource side of this alternative would 
provide a stable supply of timber and forage over 
time, providing community stability, baring any un- 
foreseen disruptions in these supplies. Opportuni- 
ties would also be created for diversification of the 
economy due to the increased emphasis on recrea- 
tion, scenic and wildlife resources. 

This alternative would have a positive effect on 
leisure lifestyles, providing a range of recreational 
needs and provisions for wldlife habitat. The bal- 
anced resource program would have a positive ef- 
fect on community cohesion. 

Livestock Grazing and Allotment 
Management 
This alternative would incorporate new east-side 
forest utilization standards based on vegetation type, 
range condition and management strategies. Sepa- 
rate standards are provided for riparian areas and 
the remainder of the Forest and Grassland 

Potential forage productioncouldbuild as projected 
in Table 2-8. The emphasis on the improvement of 
all ripanan areas to “excellent” condition, along 
with 138acresofstructural and20,980acres ofnon- 
structuralrangeimprovements,couldprovide for an 
additional capacity by the fifth decade of 84,000 
AUM‘s. The forage utilization would be in concert 
with management practices to rehabilitate riparian 
areas. There is some likelihood that the AUM’s on 
some or all allotments may see up to 10 percent 
reductions in the first decade to meet riparian area 
management objectives. 

Riparian Management 
All riparian areas would be managed as “excellent.” 
Ripariancorridors on 40 miles (1,OOO acres) of high 
value streams would be emphasized to provide 
“connective habitat.” Riparian area improvements 
and management practices would enhance 10,000 
acres in the first decade and expand that to 17,500 
acres by the fifth decade. 

Transportation System 
Eight hundred forty milesofroadwouldbemanaged 
for passenger car travel in the first decade, remain- 
ing stable through the fifth decade, 850 miles. There 
would also be 2,330 miles of high clearance roads 
maintained in the first decade, slightly declining to 
2,270 by the fifth decade. 

There will be 1,560 miles of roads closed in the first 
decade, increasing to 2,190miles by the fifth decade. 

There would be additional emphasis on ORV man- 
agement and control through the application of 
standards and guidelines and the Travel Plan. In ad- 
dition, the need for additional planning to assess 
ORV management needs on open areas, such as 
General Forest (MA-F22) and General Forage (MA- 
G3), would occur as implementation actions. 

Big Game Habitat 
Big game habitat receives primary management 
emphasis on 230,480 acres. A major portion of this 
acreage recognizes winter range values, 206,930 
acres on four management areas. The area receiving 
emphasis for winter range values in this alternative 
is an increase over the Draft. In this alternative 
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there is no specific allocation for big game summer 
range, however, road use and cover quantity, quality 
and distribution would he controlled to prowde the 
desired habitat effectiveness. A population of 3,000 
elk could be supported in the first decade, decreas- 
ing to 2,620 by the fifth decade. This alternative 
would exceed the ODFW planning benchmark of 
2,600 elk. 

Roadless Areas and Wilderness Study 
Areas 
The Green Mountain proposal for semiprimitive 
motorized recreation (the area remaining roadless) 
wasdropped for reasonsofno apparent pubhcinter- 
est or support. Also soil erodibility and slopes were 
found not to he suitable for that use. 

A portion of the Rock CreeWCottonwood Creek 
area would be managed for unroaded recreation. A 
portion of the area which was determined to be 
economical for timber managementwas allocated to 
general forest and unroaded helicopter manage- 
ment areas. Steeper areaswere reserved for roadless 
area management, or helicopter logging to protect 
watershed, anadromous fisheries, recreation, and 
wldlife values. 

The Silver Creek area would remain roadless and 
the boundary adjusted to a more manageable bound- 
ary along the canyon rim. 

TheLookout Mountainarea, allocated to unroaded 
recreation, increased from 2,950 acres to 15,660 
acres in the first decade. The entire roadless area, 
plus road corridor, would be treated as a separate 
management unit. Planning for stand treatments 
would begin in the first decade.The lower portion of 
the management area would be managed for the 
enhancement of forest health, scenery, wildlife and 
recreation from the second through the filth dec- 
ades, leaving a 7,550- acre area unroaded. 

A portion of the Deschutes River-Steelhead Falls 
Wilderness StudyAreaand aadditional area outside 
the WSA in Squaw Creek are combined to form a 
7,840-acre management area emphasizing semiprim- 
tive, nonmotorized recreational opportunities and 
wildlife habitat management. The 5,200-acre draft 
wilderness proposal would be dropped. The major- 

ityof the remainder ofthe draftproposedwilderness 
was included in the Deschutes Scenic River Corri- 
dor classified by the Oregon Wild Rivers Act in 
1988. 

Eligibility and suitability determinations have been 
made for a portion of the Squaw Creek area. A 7.5 
mile segment of the creek, 1,370 acres, from the 
Grassland boundary to the confluence with the 
Deshutes River would be managed as a “scenic 
river.” In addition, it would he recommended for 
inclusion into the Wild and Scenic River System. 
This would he a preliminary recommendation that 
would receive further review and possible modifica- 
tionby the Chief of the Forest Service, Secretary of 
Agriculture, and the President of the United States. 
Congress has reserved the authority to make final 
decisions on designation of rivers as part of the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

A more detailed discussion of the roadless areas on 
the Forest and Grassland is presented in Appendix 
C. 

Scenic or Visual Resources 
The immediate foreground viewing area surround- 
ing recreational developments (campgrounds) would 
be assigned a retention visual management ohjec- 
tive. The miles of road with visual management 
objectives increased from the Draft to 384 miles in 
the Final. The width of the viewing corridor used in 
calculations was changed from more than 2,640 feet 
to 1,200 feet. The entire Summit National Historic 
Trailcorridorwas assigned avisualmanagement ob- 
jective relative to cultural aspects of the particular 
trail segment. Round Mountain National Recrea- 
tion Trail management corridor reduced in width 
from >2,640 feet to 1,200 feet. Added were 560 
acres of viewing area from Lake Billy Chinook res- 
ervoir on the National Grassland. 

No middle ground viewing areas would be allocated 
as management areas. 

Old Growth 
Old growth would receive emphasis in this alterna- 
tivewith 19,990 acres dedicatedin two management 
areas (MA-F6, MA-G5). Additional old growth would 
be retained in other management areas (wilderness, 

2-53 



FElS 
Chapter 2 

the wildemess study area and RNA's), totalling 2,400 
acres. That portion of the old growth on the Forest 
amounts to 23 percent of the 93,800 acres of old 
growth remaining. Alternative I also added 1,000 
acres of connective habitat in the riparian manage- 
ment area allocation to link up  old growth stands to 
enhance their efFectiveness for old growth depend- 
ent species. 

Fuelwood Supply 
Personal use of firewood would continue to be pro- 
vided for on both the Forest and Grassland. Gener- 
ally, most firewood comes from timber harvest resi- 
dues. In the first decade, 13,000 cords would be 
provided annually. This suppIy would decrease to 
11,000 cords annually by the fifth decade. 

Snag Dependent Wildlife 
Alternative I would provide 47 percent to 54 per- 
cent of the potential snag habitat for the first through 
the fifth decades across the Forest and Grassland. 

Winter Sports 
The Bandit Springs Management Area, 1,580 acres, 
is allocated to provide winter recreational opportu- 
nities for cross-country sluing and other nonmo- 
torized winter recreation activities. Most of the 
remaining Forest and Grassland would be open to 
snowmobile access, including Lookout Mountain. 
Exceptions wouldinclude such areas as winter range 
areas, wilderness and the wilderness study area. 

Anadromous Fish 
AlternativeIwould provide for a gradual increase in 
the population of steelhead smolt over time. This 
increase would be primarily due to the improved 
riparian habitat gained through improved manage- 
ment practices and stream enhancement work. 

Historic Trail Preservation 
The Summit Historic Trail would be treated as a 
management area allocation with emphasis on pre- 
serving the historic and scenic qualities of the trail, 
9,560 acres. 

Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) Use 
Under this alternative, steps would be taken to 
construct, reconstruct and designate existing trails 

for ORV use. The schedule calk for 95 miles in the 
first decade, increasing to 190 miles by the third 
through fifth decade. Some areaclosures would also 
be implemented in conjunction with trail designa- 
tions and the identification of resource impacts. 

Round Mountain 
The scenic qualities and recreational opportunities 
supplied by the Round Mountain Trail have been 
recognized in this alternative through the allocation 
of 1,OOO acres as the Round Mountain Management 
Area. 
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Comparison of 
AI ter n at ives 

Overview 
The purpose of Forest planning and the process of 
formulating alternatives has been discussed previ- 
ously in this chapter. In this chapter, as part of the 
alternative selection and analysis phase, interalter- 
native comparisons of alternatives have beenmade. 
The elements of alternatives that have been com- 
paratively evaluated include: 

-responsiveness to issues and concerns, 

-management areas, 

-resource outputs, 

-environmental effects, and 

-costs and benefits. 

In addition to tables presenting information, there 
are narrative sections that qualitatively describe 
differences between the alternatives. 

The following pages summarize in tables and narra- 
tive the outputs and effects that differ significantly 
among alternatives. 

Summary of tables providing alternative compari- 
sons: 
Table 2-1 Disposition of Alternatives Consid- 

ered in the Final 

Table 2-2 Summary of Supply & Demand for 
Crooked River National Grassland 

Table 2-3 Summary of Supply & Demand for 
Ochoco National Forest 

Table2-4 Outputs & Effects of Required 
Benchmarks 

Table 2-5 

Table 2-6 

Table 2-7 

Table 2-8 

Table 2-9 

Table 2-10 

Table 2-11 

Table 2-12 

Table 2-13 

Table 2-14 

Table 2-15 

Maximum Resource Outputs Com- 
parison with Alternative Outputs 

Resource Emphasis Acreages by Al- 
ternative 

Acreages in Management Areas by 
Alternative 

Quantitative Resource Outputs, 
EnmmnentalEffe&, Activities and 
Costs By Alternative 

Indicators of Responsiveness of 
Altematives to Issues, Concerns and 
Opportunities 

Comparison of Past, Present, and 
Alternative Timber Outputs 
Timber Resource Management In- 
formationby Benchmarkand Alter- 
native 

Present Net Value and Discounted 
Costs and Benefits of Alternatives 

Present Net Value and Discounted 
Costs and Benefits by Resource 

Annual Cash Flows and Non-cash 
Benefits in the First and Fifth Dec- 
ades by Alternative 

Changes in Employment for Van- 
ous Economic Sectors by Alterna- 
tive 

Group 

Issues, Concerns and 
0 p po rt u n i t ies 
Alternatives with different goals and resource ob- 
jectives present ways of responding to issues and 
concerns. Table 2-9 (pp. 2-78 through 2-79) displays 
how each alternative responds to the Forest and 
Grassland's issues and concerns. Table 2-10 (pg. 
2-88) compares alternative timber outputs to his- 
torical levels. 
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Management Areas Draft Management 
Management areas are defined by the area where Areas 
particular management prescriptions apply. Man- 
agement areas are treated in accordance with For- 

MA-Dl . General Forest est-wide standards and guidelines and the individual 
management area’s urescriution in order to achieve 
a desired future condition. Standards and guidelines 

intensity, and the timing to achieve intended goals 
and objectives for the management area 

functron to describe management practices, their Emphasis: 
The primary management objective is to produce 
timber and livestock. 

At the same time, standards and guidelines must 
provide for protection of resources, and contain 
mitigation measures which minimize any adverse 
environmental effects. 

The standards and guidelines were developed by an 
Interdisciplinary Team specifically to respond to 
environmental conditions on the Forest and Grass- 
land. Some of these were adopted from the Re- 
gional Guide. For a more complete description of 
standards and guidelines refer to Appendur D. 

Each alternative is represented by different combi- 
nations of management areas. The acres by manage- 
ment area mayvary by alternative also (Tables 2-6 & 
2-7). The management area allocations for each 
alternative are shown on the maps included in the 
map packets for this FEIS. 

Land and resource management goals for each 
management area are summarized below. Manage- 
ment area goals and desired conditions from the 
DEIS have also been carried forward and are repre- 
sented in Alternatives A, C-Modified, and E-De- 
parture. 

Desired Condition: 
Timber management activities will include planting 
genetically improved stock, natural regeneration, 
precommercial thinning, commercial thinnings, and 
regeneration harvests generally at or near culmina- 
tion of mean annual increment. Timber stands ulll  
generally be even-aged, 20 to 40 acres in size, with 
relatively uniform spacing. The largest trees in 
managedstandswllbe 16to 18inchesDBH.Forage 
production for livestock will be enhanced by most 
timber harvesting activities and by range improve- 
ment activities, including the use of prescnbed fire 
and the construction of additionaI water sources. 

MA-D2. Big Game Winter 
Range 

Emphasis: 
The primary management objective is to produce 
winter range habitat of sufficient quality to ensure 
high big game survival potentials. 

Desired Condition: 
A quality big game winter range habitat will be 
brought about, over time, through vegetative treat- 
ment, including timber harvests and prescribed fire. 
These activitieswill bedesigned to create anoptimal 
relationshipbetween thesize andspacing of thermal 
cover units for maximum deer and elk use. Open 
roaddensitieswillbekeptlowtolimit theamount of 
disturbance to big game from vehicle traffic. Live- 
stock grazing will be monitored and controlled to 
ensure sufficient forage for big game. 
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Uneven-aged management has been added 
to Alternative C-Modified, and it will have an 
effect on a portion of this management area. It is not 
known at this time how close those acres managed 
under this silvicultural system will be to the desired 
futureconditionspecified for this management area. 

MA-D3. Big Game Summer 
Range 

Emphasis: 
Management is directed towards ensuring big game 
habitat of sufficient quality for high production lev- 
els of deer and elk. 

Desired Condition: 
A quality big game habitat will be brought about, 
over time, through timber harvest and other vegeta- 
tive treatments. These activities wll create an opti- 
mum relationship between the size and spacing of 
cover units and forage areas for maximum deer and 
elk use. Open road density w11 be kept low to limit 
the amount of disturbance. to big game from vehicle 
traffic. 

Uneven-aged management has been added to Al- 
ternative C-Modified, and it will have an effect on a 
portion of this management area. It is not known at 
this time how close those acres managed under this 
silvicultural system wdl be to the desired future 
condition specified for this management area. 

MA-D4. Old Growth 

Emphasis: 
The management emphasis on these lands is to 
provide habitat for wildlife species dependent on 
old growth habitat. 

Desired Condition: 
Timbered stands of 300 acres or greater in size will 
contain mature and overmature trees in a multi- 
layered canopy. Standing dead and down material 

will also be a significant component of the stand. 
Stands managed for old growth will generally be 
distributed throughout the Forest. To create this 
pattern, existing old growth stands will be  utilized 
where possible. If no suitable old growth exists, 
areas capable of becoming old growth will be man- 
aged to bring the stand to an old growth habitat 
condition as rapidly as possible. 

MA-D5. Retention Foreground 

Emphasis: 
The primary management emphasis of these areas is 
to provide scenicviews that retain or enhance natu- 
ral beauty. 

Desired Condition: 
Lands in this management area arecomprised of the 
seen area immediately adjacent to areas of very high 
recreational use. Management activities will only 
repeat form, line, color, or textures frequently found 
in a natural landscape. Changes to the scenery will 
not be visually apparent to the casual Forest user. 
Where possible, forested areas will contain a major 
component of large ponderosa pine in open, par- 
klike stands. 

MA-D6. Partial Retention 
Foreground 

Emphasis: 
Management in these areas is directed towards 
providing scenic views that partially retain natural 
beauty. 

Desired Condition: 
Lands in this management area are comprised of the 
seen area immediately adjacent to areas of high 
recreationaluse. Management activities may change 
form, line, color, or texture but should remainsubor- 
dinate to natural patterns and not dominate the 
landscape. Where possible, forested areas will con- 
tain a major component of large ponderosa pine in 
open, parklike stands. 
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MA-D7. Partial Retention 
Middleground 

Emphasis: 
These areas provide scenic mews that partially re- 
tain natural beauty, with man’s activities remaining 
visually subordinate to the natural landscape. 

Desired Condition: 
Lands in this management area are located in the 
visualmiddleground adjacent to areas managed under 
a retention prescription (Management Area #D5). 
Management activities may change form, line, color, 
or texture but should remain subordinate to natural 
patterns and not dominate the landscape. When 
viewed from a highway, widely dispersed, small tim- 
berharvestingunitswll bevisible, butwill beshaped 
to the terrain. 

MA-D8. Wilderness 

Emphasis: 
Protect the Wilderness ecosystems. Manage to 
maintain a natural setting and preserve solitude. 
(This management area has changed from the Draft 
and presently applies to the Deshutes Canyon-Steel- 
head Falls area for Alternatives C-Modified and E- 
Departure only.) 

Desired Condition: 
Theseareas are to bemanagedinamanner “. .where 
the earth and its community of life are untrammeled 
by man ...” and where “...natural processes operate 
without interference by man ...” Opportunities for 
solitude and challenge are offered away from the 
sights and sounds of motorized mechanical vehicles 
or equipment. Scientificinformation may besought 
without the intrusion of permanent improvements 
or motorized equipment. Special exceptions pro- 
vided in the Oregon Wilderness Act will be allowed. 

MA-D9. Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized 

Emphasis: 
The management goal for these areas is to adminis- 
tratively provlde near-natural, unroaded, and unde- 
veloped recreational opportunities. 

Desired Condition: 
Motorized vehicles are excluded except for over- 
snow vehcles, allowing for a semiprimitive nonmo- 
torized recreational experience. Generally, interac- 
tion between users is low, but there is often evidence 
of other users. Natural processes will generally be 
operatingwithout human interference, but manage- 
ment may occur to protect or enhance roadless 
qualities. 

Motorized equipment such as chainsaws may be 
used in the management and maintenance of these 
areas. Nonmotorized mechanized equipment, such 
as “mountain bikes” and wheel-barrows, is accept- 
able. River corridors that are eligible for designation 
as Scenic Rivers under the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act are included in this management area. 

MA-Dl 0. Semiprimitive 
Motorized 

Emphasis: 
The management emphasis on these lands is to 
provide challenging motorized recreational oppor- 
tunities in a natural appearing environment free 
from developed roads, highway vehicles, and con- 
centrations of people. 

Desired Condition: 
This Management Area contains selected roadless 
areas that meet these goals. Management is directed 
towards maintaining a natural appearing setting for 
off-road vehicle use while maintaining other re- 
source values. 
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MA-Dl 1, Developed 
Recreation 

Emphasis: 
The management goal at thesesites is to provide and 
maintain safe, healthful, and aesthetically pleasing 
recreational facilities. 

Desired Condition: 
This applies tosites currently developed or planned 
for parking, camping, picnicking, boating and other 
recreational activities. 

MA-Dl 2. Research Natural 
Areas 

Emphasis: 
The management goal of these areas is to preserve 
Research Natural Areas (RNA's) as scientfic bench- 
marks. 

Desired Condition: 
This management area contains natural or nearly 
undisturbed areas which are representative of im- 
portant forest and range land ecosystems. These 
areas fulfill identified needs for completion of the 
Regional RNA system. The RNA's will preserve 
natural ecosystems for research, education, and 
comparison with those affected by human activities 

MA-D13. Riparian in 
Acceptable Condition 

Emphasis: 
The primary management emphasis of these areas is 
to improve poor riparian areas to a fair condition, 
and to maintain existingconditions in other riparian 
areas. 

Desired Condition: 
Streambankvegetationwill be managed to maintain 
or improve streambank stability and fish habitat as 
needed to meet this objective. Water temperatures 
will generally not be increased in major streams. 
Temperatures in other streams will not deteriorate 
downstream fish habitat. Natural, large, woody 
material will be provided. Range allotment plans 
will reflect forage utilization levels necessary to 
meet brush and hardwood protection needs. 

MA-D14. Riparian in Excellent 
Condition 

Emphasis: 
Management in these areas will ensure that riparian 
areas are maintained or improved to provide excel- 
lent streambankstability and fish habitat in 15years. 

Desired Condition: 
Streambank vegetation will be managed to prowde 
the amount of cover and shade needed to meet this 
objective. Water temperatureswill not be increased 
in major streams, and may need to be decreased in 
some areas. Temperatures inother streams will con- 
tribute to improved downstream fish habitat. Natu- 
ral, large, woody material will be provided to help 
achieve high quality fish habitat. Range allotment 
plans will reflect forage utilization levels necessary 
to meet brush and hardwood protection needs. 

Forest Management 
Areas 
The land and resource management emphasis and 
goalsforthemanagement areas for AlternativeIare 
summarized on the following pages. The28manage- 
ment areas for the Forest and the 14 management 
areas for the Grassland are presented in narrative 
form to provide apictureofthe physicaldescription, 
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manaeement emDhasis. an, sired future con 
tion ;each area.'The standards and guidelines that 
apply to each of the Management Areas and the 
Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines are presented 
in Chapters 4 of the Forest and Grassland Plans. 

MA-F1 . Black Canyon 
Wilderness 

Emphasis: 
Protect the wilderness ecosystems. Manage use to 
maintain a natural setting and preserve solitude. 

Desired Condition: 
The Black Canyon Wilderness willhe as natural as is 
possible, w t h  little ewdence of human activity. The 
area will be a place of natural settings with opportu- 
nities for solitude. Present road access and hunter 
caches and campswill be rehabilitated so their pres- 
ence is no longer a dominant land feature. Recrea- 
tional improvements, such as trailheads and access 
trails, will be evident where they are necessary to 
control use in order to preserve wilderness qualitres. 
Livestock use wll be ewdent, but the successful 
application of allotment management requirements 
will also be evident. 

Old growth stands will be evident within the Man- 
agement Area, along with those wiIdIife species in 
the Ochoco National Forest which are dependent 
on old growth habitat. Wildlife and fish species in- 
digenous to the area will continue to exist at levels 
consistent with the available habitat. Tree mortality, 
resulting from past spruce budworm and other en- 
demic insects and pathogens, will be evident, along 
with associated changes in fuel loadings and plant 
succession. Fire occurrence will be evident where 
lightning starts occur. 

MA-F2. Bridge Creek 
Wilderness 

Em pasis: 
Protect the wilderness ecosystems. Manage use to 
maintain a natural setting and preserve solitude. 
The area will be managed as a trailless wilderness 
where people can use their orientation skills. 

Desired Condition: 
The Bridge Creek Wilderness will be as natural as 
possible, with little evidence of human activity. The 
area will be aplace ofnatural settings wheresolitude 
may be sought. Present road access wll be rehabili- 
tated so that its presence is no longer a dominant 
land feature. Recreational improvements, such as 
trailheads and access trails, will not be ewdent, but 
entry points will be signed where necessary to con- 
trol use and to preserve wilderness qualities. 

Livestock use will be evident, but the successful 
application of allotment management requirements 
will also be evident. Riparian areas in less than 
desirable condition will show evidence of recovery 
from the application ofmitigation and rehabilitation 
measures. 

Old growth stands will be evident within the Man- 
agement Area, along with those wildlife species in 
the Ochoco National Forest dependent on old growth 
habitat. Wildlife and f sh  species indigenous to the 
area wll continue to exist at levels consistent with 
the available habitat. 

Tree mortality, resulting from past Mountain Pine 
Beetle infestations and other endemic insects and 
pathogens will be evident, along with associated 
changes in fuel loadings and plant succession. Fire 
occurrence will be evident where lightnmg starts 
occur. 

MA-F3. Mill Creek Wilderness 

Emphasis: 
Protect the wilderness ecosystems. Manage use to 
maintain a natural setting and preserve solitude. 
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Desired Condition: 
The Mill Creek Wilderness area will be as natural as 
possible, wth little evldence of human activity. The 
area will be a place ofnatural settings wheresolitude 
may be sought. Present road access will be rehabili- 
tated so that its presence is no longer a dominant 
land feature. Recreational improvements, such as 
trail heads and access trails, will be evident where 
necessary to control use to preserve wilderness 
qualities. Livestock use wll be evident, but the suc- 
cessful application of allotment management re- 
quirements will also be evident. The stock driveway 
in the northeast portion of the Wilderness will be 
evident due to its routine use in association with the 
Mill Creek Allotment. 

Old growth stands will be evident wthin the Man- 
agement Area, along with those wildlife species de- 
pendent in old growth habitat on the Ochoco Na- 
tionalForest. Wildlife and fishspeciesindigenous to 
the area will continue to exist at levels consistent 
with the available habitat. 

Tree mortality, resulting from past Mountain Pine 
Beetle and other endemic insects and pathogens, 
will be evident along with associated changes in fuel 
loadings and plant succession. Fuel loadings will 
become very significant along the south side of 
Forest Road 27 and wll pose a serious fire risk. Fire 
Occurrence will be evident where hghtning and human- 
causedstarts occur. There may be planned ignitions 
to achieve wilderness objectives. 

Minerals activities on valid mining claims will be 
evident along with authorized access under approved 
plans of operation. 

MA-F4. North Fork Crooked 
River Wilderness Study Area 

Emphasis: 
Management will maintain the existing conditions 
of the area pending a decision by Congress on wil- 
derness designation. 

Desired Condition: 
The wilderness study area will be as natural as pos- 
sible with reduced evidence of human activity. The 
areawillbeaplaceofnaturalsettings wheresolitude 
may be sought. Present road access, and hunter 
caches and camps, wll be rehabilitated. Recreation 
improvements, such as trail heads and access trails, 
will be evident where necessary to control use in 
order to preserve wilderness qualities. Livestock use 
will be evident, but the successful application of 
allotment management requirements will also be 
evident. Riparian areas in less than desirable condi- 
tion will show evidence of recovery from the appli- 
cation of mitigation and rehabilitation measures. 

Old growth stands will be evident within the man- 
agement area, along with those wildlife species in 
the Cchom National Forest dependent on old growth 
habitat. Wildlife and fish species indigenous to the 
area will continue to exist at levels consistent with 
the available habitat. 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement for 
Wilderness by the BLM has not been published, but 
a decision on the status of this area along with the 
adjoining BLM lands is pending. If these areas are 
not designated wilderness, they will be managed 
under old growth, riparian, and general forest stan- 
dards and guidelines. 

MA-F5. Research Natural 
Areas 

Emphasis: 
These tracts of land are areas where natural proc- 
esses are maintained for research and education 
purposes. They will provide baselines against which 
other activities may he measured, sites for study of 
natural processes in undisturbed ecosystems, and 
gene pool preserves for both plant and animal spe- 
cies. 

Desired Condition: 
Natural conditions willbe maintained. Any manage- 
ment activities within the RNA'swill be directed at 
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maintaining the natural conditions of the area, and 
these human-caused changes to the ecosystem will 
not be readily evident. Continuing, nondestructive 
baseline studies may be occasionally visible in terms 
of equipment, instruments, and related activities. 

Fire occurrence will be evident where natural light- 
ning and human-caused fire starts occur. 

MA-F6. Old Growth 

Emphasis: 
Provide habitat for wildlife species dependent on 
old growth stands. 

Desired Condition: 
Stands of old growth are not expected to change 
significantly over the next ten to fifty years, barring 
natural catastrophe. They will continue to provide 
habitat for a number of wildlife species, such as the 
pileated woodpecker and Rocky Mountain elk, and 
may become more extensively used by these species 
as the majority of the Forest moves towards a “man- 
aged condition.” High levels of snag habitat w‘ll 
continue as individual trees within the stands die of 
old age, as well as from periodic infestations by 
insect and disease populations. Management activi- 
ties and roads will generally not be evident Fire 
occurrencewdl be evident where lightning and human- 
caused starts occur. Prescribed fire maybe evident if 
natural fuels accumulate to dangerous levels, threat- 
ening the existence of the old growth stand, or 
where vegetation manipulation is needed to main- 
tain stand structure and species composition. Graz- 
ing by livestock, as well as by big game wldhfe 
species may be evident. 

MA-F7. Summit National 
Historic Trail 

Emphasis: 
Protect the exsting integrity of the Summit Trail 
Enhance and interpret signlficant segments for public 

enjoyment and education. Pristine segments will be 
managed to protect, interpret, and preserve their 
historic qualities. 

Desired Condition: 
The Summit Trail wll be a place where Forest 
Visitors can enjoy the cultural and recreational re- 
sources offered in a visually pleasing environment. 
The majority of the trail route is along developed 
roads and will provide travel by highway vehicle, as 
wellas by mountain bikeand horseback. Vegetation 
may appear manipulated in widelydispersed areas in 
order to enhance cultural and recreational resources, 
but willgenerally not dominate thelandscape. Inter- 
pretive facilities such as signs and Iandmarb maybe 
visible in special, culturally significant areas. 

The outer boundary of the management area will 
generally not exceed 600 feet on either side of the 
trail. 

MA-F8. Rock Creek/ 
Cottonwood Creek Roadless 
Area 

Emphasis: 
Provide for protection of soil, water, and fisheries, 
and for opportunities for nonmotorized recreational 
use and enjoyment. Maintain vegetation on steep 
slopes to prevent erosion and to protect water qual- 
ity and the anadromous fishery. 

Desired Condition: 
Recreationists will see natural appearing areas free 
from motorized vehicle use. Recreational use, live- 
stock grazing, prescribed tire and wildfire will occur, 
but the area will appear natural. These activities, 
along wth  any desired recreational improvements, 
wll be the only visible impacts of direct human 
activities. 

Riparian areas in less than desirable condition will 
show evidence of recovery from the application of 
mitigation and rehabilitation measures. Old growth 
stands will be evidentwthin the Management Area, 
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along wth  those wildlife species in the Ochoco 
National Forest which are dependent on old growth 
habitat. Wildlife and fish species indigenous to the 
area will continue to exist at levels consistent with 
the available habitat. Structures maybe constructed, 
or other work may be done to maintain or improve 
habitat for the anadromous fishery. The area will 
remain one where there are above average numbers 
of trophy-sized elk and deer. Tree mortality, result- 
ing frompast spruce budworminfestations and other 
endemic insects and pathogens,wll beevident along 
with associated changes in fuel loadings and plant 
succession. Fire occurrence wdl be evident where 
natural lightning and human-caused starts occur. 

MA-F9. Rock Creek/ 
Cottonwood Creek Unroaded- 
Helicopter Area 

Emphasis: 
Allow timber harvest while protecting the anadro- 
mous fishery, sensitive soils on steep slopes, and big 
game habitat. 

Desired Condition: 
The area will be unroaded. Timber harvest and 
associated activities will use helicopter systems. The 
area will remain unroaded with landings located 
outside the management area. Prescribed fire use 
wll also he evident in some areas where its use is 
desirable to attain management objectives. Visible 
harvest impacts will generally be limited to vegeta- 
tion modification with little soil or other surface 
disturbance. 

Recreation improvements, such as trailheads and 
access trails, will he evident where necessary to en- 
hance access. Livestock use may be evident, but the 
successful application of allotment management 
requirements will show acceptable grazing prac- 
tices. Riparian areas in less than desirable condition 
will show evidence of recovery from the application 
of mitigation and rehabilitation measures. Old growth 
stands will beevidentwithin the Management Area, 

along with those wildlife species dependent on old 
growth habitat in theOchoco National Forest. Wild- 
life and fish species indigenous to the area will 
continue to exist at levels consistent with the avail- 
able habitat. Tree mortality, resulting from spruce 
budworm and other endemic insects and pathogens 
wll beevident alongwith associated changes in fuel 
loadings and plant succession. Fire occurrence will 
be evident where natural lightning and human-caused 
starts occur. 

MA-F1 0. Silver Creek Roadless 
Area 

Emphasis: 
Protect and enhance the roadless qualities and pro- 
vide nonmotorized recreational use. 

Desired Condition: 
Recreationists will see natural appearing areas free 
from motorized vehicle use. Recreational use, Iive- 
stock grazing, prescribed fire and wildfire will be 
evident over time. These activities, along with any 
desired recreational improvements, will he the only 
visible impacts of human activities wthin the Man- 
agement Area. 

Riparian areas in less than desirable condition will 
show evidence of recovery from the application of 
mitigation and rehabilitation measures. Old growth 
standswill be evident within the Management Area, 
along with those wildlife species dependent on old 
growth habitat on the Ochoco National Forest. 
Wildlife and fish species indigenous to the area will 
continue to exist at levels consistent with the avail- 
able habitat. Tree mortality, resulting from past 
spruce budworm and other endemic insects and 
pathogens, will be evident, along with associated 
changes in fuel loadings and plant succession. Fire 
occurrence wdl be evident where lightning and human- 
caused starts occur. 
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MA-F1 1. ,ookout Mountain 
Recreation Area 

Emphasis: 
Maintain a natural setting, promding contlnued 
opportunities for high quality, semiprimitive recrea- 
tional activities and wldlife habitat, while maintain- 
ing healthy forests. 

Desired Condition: 
General 
The Lookout Mountain Management Area will 
become a well-known area for year-round recrea- 
tional activities and will provide excellent habitat for 
big game. 

Prescription Area A: 
This area will comprise approximately 7,550 acres of 
Forest land in a semiprimitive state with no vegeta- 
tion manipulation planned. The recreational user 
will experience a highly diverse, natural landscape 
with interspersed stands of trees, openings, rock 
outcrops, and talus. A tree species mix including 
early successional species such as ponderosa pine, 
western larch and lodgepole pine will be seen across 
the lower elevations of the landscape. Lodgepole 
pine, sub-alpine fir, white fir and Douglas-fir will 
dominate at the higher elevations. Pockets of mured 
conifer old growth will be an integral part of the 
vegetation mosaic. Natural tree mortality wll be 
evident. 

Big game habitat will be excellent due to the se- 
cluded nature of the area, high elevation moist 
meadows, and good year-round springs with heavy 
dense cover. Elk wallows wll  be numerous and big 
game use will be evident. 

The area will be roadless, w th  currently existing 
roadbeds exhibiting evldence of rehabilitation ac- 
tivities and revegetation. Man-made improvements 
will besubordinate to thenatural landscape and will 
be present to enhance recreational use of the area. 
Typical improvements apparent to the recreational 
user may include trails, trailheads, signing, trail shel- 
ters, livestock fencing, and possible wildlife habitat 
enhancement projects. 

Prescription Area 8: 
This area will comprise about 8,110 acres in a rela- 
tively natural appeanng condition. 

A variety of trails, roads, trail shelters, signs and 
other improvements for the benefit of recreational 
users may exist, butwill be designed and managed to 
be subordinate to the natural landscape. Several 
existmg roads into the Management Area will re- 
main open for motorized travel to dispersed camp- 
sites and mining activities. 

Vegetation may appear manipulated in widely dis- 
persed places in order to enhance recreational 
opportunities and wildlife habitat resources; vegeta- 
tion manipulation will not dominate the landscape 
or generally be evident to the casual Forest visitor. 
Various vegetation manipulation techniques will be 
used to promote healthy forests which are more re- 
sistant to catastrophic events that may detract from 
big game habitat or a recreational experience. As a 
result of these limited entries, ponderosa pine and 
western larch, which are tree speciesvalued for their 
appearance, will become more abundant over time. 
These species will be interspersed in a mosaic of 
other mixed conifer species of various size and age 
classes, including stands of oldgrowth mixed conifer 
and ponderosa pine. 

Minimum standard roads designed for specific proj- 
ects will exist in low densities on the more gentle 
ground. Road use will be restricted to project activi- 
ties and roads will be closed upon completion of 
each project. Roadbeds and banks will be seeded 
with mixtures of legumes and grasses to improve 
wildlife habitat. The amount of activity occurring at 
any one time will be limited. 

MA-F12. Eagle Roosting Areas 

Emphasis: 
Provide winter roosting habitat for migrating bald 
eagles from December through April. 

Desired Condition: 
Anuneven-aged standwill containlarge trees which 
are at least 22 inches DBH, and a few trees which are 
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36-40 inches at DBH. Roost trees generally are at 
least 22 inches DBH and have an open structure 
which allows eagles to land easily. Those trees ac- 
tively being used will be preserved along with re- 
placement trees in the same vicinity. 

The areawdl be free ofpotentially disturbing human 
activity during the period from December 1 to May 
1. When actual or potential roosting areas overlap 
with areas which have more restrictive prescnp- 
tions, the area will be managed under the most 
restnctive prescription as long as roost trees are 
maintained. 

MA-F13. Developed 
Recreation 

Emphasis: 
Provide safe, healthful, and aesthetic facilities for 
people to utilize, within a relatively natural outdoor 
setting, while pursuing a variety of recreational 
experiences. 

Desired Condition: 
This Management Area will consist of natural-ap- 
pearing areas with obvious man-made controls and 
structures to direct users, provide €or comfort and 
sanitation, and protect the natural resources. 
Developed sites will be provided for a broad range 
of recreational opportunities. 

New and upgraded sites will incorporate a barrier- 
free design. 

Management activities wdl not be visually evident. 
Scenic views may be enhanced through harvest or 
thinning but will appear natural. 

Facilities, roads, and trails will have a well main- 
tained appearance and provide a safe recreational 
environment. When vandalism is a problem, public 
use may be prohibited on a seasonal basis. 

MA-F14. Dispersed Recreation 

Emphasis: 
Provide a near-natural setting for people to utilize 
while pursuing outdoor recreation experiences. 

Desired Condition: 
Within the immediate dispersed site, management 
activlties will not be evident to the casual observer. 
Activities may be evident in areas adjacent to the 
site, depending on the management prescription 
applied to them. Primitive, user-constructed struc- 
tures or facilities, consistent with a site’s use, will be 
seen. Sites will be managed so that users tend to feel 
relatively isolated. Astrategy will be developed that 
encourages individuals or groups to “find their own 
place.” 

Livestockgrazing may beevident, but thesuccessful 
application of allotment management requirements 
will also be evident. 

MA-F15. Riparian 

Emphasis: 
Manage streamsidevegetation and habitat in order 
to maintain or improve water quality and meet tem- 
perature and turbidity levels as required by state 
standards under the Clean Water Act (See Forest- 
wide Standards and Guidelines, Water; and Best 
Management Practices (BMF”S), Appendlx G). 

Desired Condition: 
Riparian areas will exhibit a low but apparent level 
of management. Vegetation may or may not appear 
manipulated, depending on the condition of the 
stream. An abundance of wildlife species should be 
evident. Due to management restrictions and the 
low risk associated with these areas, the signs of 
natural or man-caused fire will be infrequent. 

Formanagement purposes, a special protectionarea 
(100 feet from the edges of perennial bodies of 
water) WII be apparent. In addition, the streams 
listed below will receive extra protection to 200 feet 
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from the stream el e. in or connec- 
tive habitat” for a variety of wildlife species on the 
Forest: 

Trout Creek, Bear Creek, Drake Creek, Pine 
Creek, Allen Creek, Indian Creek, West Fork 
Bridge Creek, Porter Creek, Howard Creek, 
Fox Creek, Cottonwood Creek, Baldy Creek, 
Little Windy and Windy Creek, and Nicoll Creek 

Roads not planned for future use will be obliterated 
and revegetated to a natural or near natural condi- 
tion. 

Within the limits of ecological potential, a shady, 
brushy condition with a canopy of alder, mllow, 
aspen, or other deciduous vegetation will exist. 

Where coniferous evergreens are a natural compo- 
nent of the ecosystem, a variety of size classes will 
exlst to perpetuate the supply of shade and woody 
debris over time. Sites unable to support a canopy of 
deciduous or evergreen species will be character- 
ized by vigorous stands of forbs, grasses, and grass- 
like riparian species. 

Bank slopes containing high plant densities, thick 
root masses, embedded angular boulders, and old 
logs will also characterize these areas. Extensive 
scouring of streambanks mll be an uncommon oc- 
currence, aswill soildeposition outside thenorm for 
the individual stream system. Streambeds will be 
commonly covered by native aquatic growth on as- 
sorted sizes of rocks and boulders. 

Where cobble and gravel bars are prominent, they 
will become covered by sandy loam soils as riparian 
vegetation fiiters and traps stream sediments. As 
stream banks are re-built and cutbanks stabilized, a 
narrower, deeper channel will gradually develop. 

Springs and wet meadows are not specifically in- 
cluded in this management area prescription, but 
should receive appropriate protection as stated in 
Forest-wde Standards and Guidelines for Water, 
Chapters 4, Forest and Grassland Plans. 

“ 
” ,  MA-F16. Bandit Springs 

Recreation Area 

Emphasis: 
Provide dispersed, nonmotorized recreational op- 
portunities,within a setting where management ac- 
tivities are generally not evident to the casual ob- 
server. Expand the recreational activities and op- 
portunities beyond winter recreation to year-round 
activities. 

Desired Condition: 
The Bandit Springs Recreation Area is expected to 
become an important winter sports use area on the 
Forest, as well as a setting for other year-round 
recreational activities, including environmental 
education, mountain bike riding, day hiking, hunt- 
ing, and horseback riding. Developments to accom- 
modate a broad spectrum of nonmotorized recrea- 
tionists’ needs will be built. Emphasis will be on 
enjoying the natural scenery, with interpretation 
aiding the casual visitor. Developments may include 
trail shelters, maintained triuk, horse unloadlng ramps, 
toilets, information areas, parking, picnic areas, and 
signs. 

Periodicmanipulation ofvegetation to meet recrea- 
tion and visual objectives for the area will be appar- 
ent to the user. Timber stands will be managed to 
develop and maintain resistance to catastrophic events 
that would detract from the recreational experi- 
ence. Both uneven- and even-aged silvicultural prac- 
tices will be used A road system will be visible, but 
secondary to the natural setting. Livestock use will 
also be evident. 

MA-F17. Stein’s Pillar 
Recreation Area 

Emphasis: 
Maintain a scenic, natural or natural-appearing set- 
ting associated with unique geologic formations, 
particularly Stein’s Pillar. Provide roadless nonmo- 
torized recreation with opportunities to enjoy na- 
ture. 
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Desired Condition: 
Theareawillbeanaturalor natural-appearingplace 
with a variety of volcanic plugs, topography, plant 
communities, and wildlife, where recreationists can 
enjoy nonmotorized recreation. 

Ponderosa pine stands will have large, yellow-bark 
trees, particularly along the Stein’s Pillar Trail. There 
will be amosaicof theselarge-tree,openpinestands 
interspersed with juniper scab flats and fir stands. 
Created openings wll blend with the natural ap- 
pearance of the area. Scenic views will be created 
but management activities will not be evident to the 
casual observer. 

The area will offer scenic views of Stein’s Pillar and 
other volcanic plugs, as well as the Ochoco and 
Cascade Mountains. Recreationists will enjoy non- 
motorized activities, including hiking, picnicking, 
rockclibing, sightseeing, horseback ndmg, and group 
activities. These activities will mostly be day use. 

Nonmotorized recreational opportunities and fa- 
cilities will be provided. A rustic trail, designed and 
maintained for family day walks, will access Stein’s 
Pillar. There will be an associated trailhead and 
access route. The trail system may be extended to 
the north to tie to the Benefield road. Also, a safe 
way to the base of the pillars will be constructed to 
allow easier access for climbers and others. Inter- 
pretive facilities will highlight geological, recrea- 
tional, historical, old-growth, and wildlife features, 
and the nearby wilderness. 

Streamsidesulll he extremely shady and brushy with 
an abundance of tall overstory conifer trees and/or 
shorter hardwoods of alder, willow, and aspen. 
Streamsides will meet the Riparian Management 
Area objectives. 

Deer and elkmay use the area forwinter cover, feed, 
and security. Deer and elk may summer throughout 
the area.A300-acre Old GrowthManagement Area 
will he available forwildlife, such as the goshawk and 
pileated woodpecker. Snags will occur naturally, 
providing habitat for woodpeckers, nuthatches, owls, 
and other cavity nesters 

Livestock use will be evident, but the successful 
application of allotment management requirements 
will also be evident. 

MA-F18. Hammer Creek 
Wildlife/Recreation Area 

Emphasis: 
Provide and maintain habitat diversity for a variety 
of wildlife species where open road density is mini- 
mal. Provide a scenic, semi-natural or natural-ap- 
pearing setting for nonmotorized recreational op- 
portunities. 

Desired Condition: 
Forested areas of ponderosa pine will be seen as a 
widevariety of sizelage classes with a major compo- 
nent of large, yellow-barked pine. Mixed conifer 
areas will be a mosaic of open and closed canopy 
stands of various size classes to provide an optimum 
forage and cover mix for big game. Nonforested 
areaswill generally appear natural in character, but 
with periodic evidence of livestock grazing. Ripar- 
ian areas will he shady and consist of a mixture of 
trees andshrubs. Management activitieswill remain 
visually subordinate to the characteristic landscape. 

Developed facilities such as trallheads, picnic/camp 
areas, and associated access routes will be evident 
on the periphery of the unit. Interpretive facilities 
will be available to highlight historical, recreational, 
and wildlife features. 

Access roads to trailheads will be open. All other 
roads will be closed to motorized use and rehabili- 
tated after management projects are completed. 

MA-Fig. Deep Creek 
Recreation Area 

Emphasis: 
Provide a near natural setting for recreational pur- 
suits within the area. 

Desired Condition: 
Forested areas will contain large larch and ponder- 
osa pine. Nonforested areas will generally appear 
natural in character with little immediate evidence 
of management actiwties. The riparian area urlll 
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contain abun nt i 
wood species. 

r and other riparian hard- 

Dispersed recreational areas will be protected. 
Opportunities for camping in developed sites will be 
provided at Deep Creek Campground. 

Trails may be developed that provide day hiking or 
interpretive recreational opportunities. 

Management activities, including tnnber hatvest and 
prescribed burning, wll not b e  evident to the casual 
observer. Livestock use will be emdent, but the suc- 
cessful application of allotment management re- 
quirements will also be emdent. 

MA-F20. Winter Range 

Emphasis: 

Desired Condition: 

Manage for big game winter range habitat. 

Big game use on winter range will be the primaly 
actwity, with other management activities and human 
intervention restricted from December 1 to May 1. 
Habitat effectiveness for big game willimprove over 
time, due to increases inboth quality and quantityof 
thermal cover, and to reductions in open road den- 
sity. Road and trail use will be  limited to one mile of 
open access per section, from December 1 to May 1, 
but up to three miles per section wll be available 
during the remainder of the year. 

Vegetation cover types, key species condition, big 
game use, and domestic livestock grazing will be 
inventoried and mapped. Treatment units will be 
identified and treatments prescribed on a scheduled 
basis to maintain key forage and browse species. 
Treatments will be monitored to assure appropriate 
forage and browse allocations for big game. 

Management, including vegetation manipulation, 
structures, and prescribed fire to maintain or im- 
prove winter range, may be apparent. Livestock use 
of forage will be conducted in harmony with big 
game winter range habitat needs. 

Tree mortalitv. res1 ,I ing from past spruce 1 worm 
and other endemic insects and pathogens, may be 
evident along with associated changes in fuel load- 
ings and plant succession, in areas reserved for big 
game cover. 

MA-F21, General Forest Winter 
Range 

Emphasis: 
Manage for timberproduction,with measures taken 
to maintain habitat effectiveness for big game. Design 
and implement management activities to recognize 
big game habitat needs. 

Desired Condition: 
Big game use on winter range will be the prmary 
actinty, with other management activities and human 
intervention restricted from December 1 to May 1. 
Habitat effectiveness will slowly decrease in this 
area, mainly due to future reductions in quality and 
quantity of thermal cover. This decrease wll not be 
as rapid as in MA-22 General Forest, due to speci- 
fied road closures and other incidental wildlife im- 
provements.Road and trailusewillbelimited toone 
mile of open access per section during December 1 
to May 1, but up to three miles per section will be 
available dunng the remainder of the year. 

Fire occurrence will be visible where lightning and 
human-caused starts occur and where prescribed 
fire is applied. 

Management activities will take into account vege- 
tation types and successional responses in order to 
apply prescriptionswhich have beneficial results for 
habitat. Areas of particular importance as big game 
habitat will be identified and management a c t i d e s  
modified to  complement, protect, or improve habi- 
tat. Livestock use of forage will be conducted in 
harmonywith big game winter range habitat needs 

Tree mortality, resulting from past spruce budworm 
and other endemic insects and pathogens, may be 
evident along with associated changes in fuel load- 
ings and plant succession, in areas reserved for big 
game cover. 
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MA-F22. General Forest 

Emphasis: 
Produce timber and forage while meeting the For- 
est-wide standards and guidelines for all resources. 
In ponderosa pine stands, management will empha- 
size production of high-value (quality) timber. 

Desired Condition: 
Most ponderosa pinestands and somemixedconifer 
stands on slopes less than 30 percentwll exhibit the 
application of uneven-aged management. Trees up 
to 20 inches DBH will be seen in these stands, and 
the evidence of trees managed for high quality lum- 
ber (wherethe first logis relatively freeof limbs) will 
be noted. 

Most mixed conifer timber stands, most stands on 
slopes greater than 30percent, andsome pinestands 
not suitable for uneven-aged management will be 
seen as even-aged, with trees uniformly spaced and 
fully occupying the site, except in seedling and sap- 
ling stages. Regenerated stands will generally be 20 
to40 acres insize.Amixofspecies,withemphasison 
the seral species such as pine and larch, will be 
evident where conditions permit. The largest trees 
will generally be 18 to 22 inches DBH, but larger 
ones may be foundwhere left for snag replacements 
or other resource reasons. Treeswill have full crowm 
and be relatively free of defect. Snags will be appar- 
ent over the area with potential snag habitat man- 
aged at the 20 percent level for Alternative B- 
Modified, and at the 40percent level for Alternative 
I. 
A variety of native grasses, sedges and forbs will be 
available for grazing animals. Competition from 
nonforagespeciessuchassagebrush andjuniperwill 
not be a major problem. Most of the forested range 
lands will be in fair and good forage condition class. 
Forage use will be apparent, and improvements in- 
stalled to facilitate stock distribution and effective 
use of available forage will be evident. 

Following use for timber haul, local access routes 
with planned future use will generally be open to 
hgh clearance access (maintenance level 2) for Forest 

visitor and administrative use, unless there are sig- 
nificant reasons to do otherwise. Access routes/ 
trails will be developed to offer a variety of terrain 
and experience levels for ATV's, and users will be 
restricted to these areas. Recreational off-road 
motorized use will be allowed, but users will be en- 
couraged to use designated routes in order to pro- 
tect Forest resourcessuch as soils andwater quality. 

Dispersed sites will be scattered throughout the 
area. These sites ulll be maintained in as natural a 
condition as possible. 

Fire occurrence will be visible where natural light- 
ning or human-caused starts occur, and where pre- 
scribed fire was applied. 

MA-F23. North Fork Crooked 
River Recreation Corridor 

Emphasis: 
Maintain the appearance of a natural landscape in 
the foreground view from Road 42. Protect and 
enhance public use and enjoyment of the river seg- 
ment. 

Desired Condition: 
This segment of the North Fork of the Crooked 
River wdl be a free-flowing river whose shorelines 
may be accessible by roads. The immediate river 
environment (up to one-quarter mile from the river) 
will appear natural, though theremay beevidence of 
past and ongoing timber harvest and grazing. Devel- 
oped and dispersed campsites and interpretive sign- 
ingwill be seen throughout the area. The use of pre- 
scribed fire may be evident where used to enhance 
the retention of featured tree species such as old 
growth ponderosa pine or western larch. 
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MA-F24. North Fork Crooked 
River Scenic Corridor 

Emphasis: 
Maintain and enhance a natural appeanng land- 
scape to protect the “scenic river” designation. 

Desired Condition: 
This segment of the North Fork of the Crooked 
River will be seen as a free-flowing river whose 
shoreline is accessed by a road. The immediate river 
environment (up to one-quarter mile from the river) 
will have an overall natural appearance, though 
theremaybe evidence of past timber harvest. Other 
management activities wll be evident, including 
dispersed campsites and interpretive signing A low 
standard trail will be developed that wdl require 
wadingor rock-to-rocknaturalcrossings.Prescribed 
burningwill be apparent where used to enhance the 
retention of Featured tree species such as large old 
growth ponderosa pine and western larch. 

Several stands have been designated for old growth 
within the scenic river corridor. Where old growth 
restrictions are more restrictive than scenic river 
restrictions, the old growth prescriptions wll apply. 

MA-F25. U.S. Highway 26 
Visual Corridor 

Emphasis: 
Maintain and enhance the scenery along US. High- 
way 26. 

Desired condition: 
The U.S. Highway 26 Corridor will be managed to 
maintain the big tree appearance; activities will not 
be evident to the casual Forest visitor. Vegetation 
will be manipulated in order to provide a variety of 
size and age classes of timbered stands, including 
open parklike stands of old growth ponderosa pine, 
dense shaded stands of muted conifer, and small 
openings with planted and natural tree seedlings. 
Both uneven- and even-aged stand conditions will 
exist. 

An established road system will be in place but will 
have been designed to minimize thevisual effect on 
the landscape. Pracnbed livestock grazing is planned. 
Pastoral scenes will add to visual variety. Prescrip- 
tivegrazingwillbe designed to be in concert with the 
visual quality objectives of the area. 

Wildlife may be viewed in the corridor. This might 
include big game and a variety of bird species. The 
effects of firewill be periodically evident, as a result 
of natural and prescribed burning. 

Dispersed recreation sites will be abundant through- 
out the corridor. Camping will be encouraged, ex- 
cept where restricted for other resource reasons, 
such as streamside management areas along Mark‘s 
Creek. Snowparb for winter recreation will be 
constructed to blend into the surroundings. 

MA-F26. Visual Management 
Corridors 
(This includes all vlsual management areas outside 
of other special management areas, e.g. Highway26, 
Summit Trail, etc.) 

Emphasis: 
Maintain the natural-appearing character of the 
Forest along major travel routes, where manage- 
ment activities are not ewdent, or arevisually subor- 
dinate to the surrounding landscape. 

Desired Condition: 
Prescription Area A 
This area will encompass about 86 miles of Forest 
roads and include approximately9,300 acres ofasso- 
ciated landscape. The outer boundary of the Man- 
agement Area will generally not exceed 600 feet on 
each side the road. Retention will be the visual 
quality objective. Long-term management activities 
will not be visually evident to the casual observer. 

Forest visitors will encounter a diverse landscape 
which reflects ecosystems where management ac- 
tivities appear as a natural condition. 
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Vegetation will be manipulated, but will reflect a 
natural forest setting. Stands of trees will exist in 
multiple age classes, from young seedlings to mature 
old growth in both uneven- and even-aged condi- 
tions. Unique Characteristics of the landscape, such 
as rock bluffs and aspen clones, will be highlighted, 
where they are currently hidden from view due to 
emsting vegetation. 

Prescription Area B 
This area wll encompass about 174 miles of Forest 
roads and include approxlmately 23,960 acres of 
associated landscape. The outer boundary of the 
management area will generally not exceed 600 feet 
on each side the road. Partial retention will be the 
visual quality objective. Long-term management 
activities may be evident but will bevisually subordi- 
nant to the characteristic landscape. Forest visitors 
will encounter a near-natural scenic view, unth a 
diverse ecosystem reflecting a low level of manage- 
ment. 

Vegetationwillappear manipulated. Standsof trees, 
in multiple age classes in both uneven- and even- 
aged conditions, will occur in a background of rock 
outcrops, aspen clones and native grass communi- 
ties. 

Prescription Areas A and B 
An established road system will be in place, but will 
have been designed to minimize thevisual effect on 
the landscape. Grazing by livestock may or may not 
be visible immediately adjacent to these roads. 

As a consequence of visual management, an abun- 
danceofwildlife may beviewed in thecorridor. This 
might include big game, avariety of birdspecies, and 
fish. The affects of fire will be periodically evident as 
a result of natural and prescribed burning. 

MA-F27. Round Mountain 
National Recreation Trail 

Emphasis: 
Protect and manage for scenicqualities which make 
the trail corridor an attractive recreational setting. 
Rehabilitate trail sites where management actimties 
conflict with National Recreation Trail objectives. 

Desired Condition: 
The visitor will note a naturally appearing forest 
along the majority of the trail route (visual quality 
objective of retention). The outer boundary of the 
management area will generally not exceed 600feet 
on either side of the trail. The Round Mountain 
National Recreation Trail will be linked to trails on 
Lookout Mountain and the access road to the S u m t  
of Round Mountain, as well as to Walton Lake 
Campground, through appropriate signing. Recrea- 
tional improvements will be evident in those loca- 
tions where necessary to protect the land, for public 
safety, and to enhance the public’s enjoyment of the 
area. 

Old growth stands wll be seen within the manage- 
ment area. Fire occurrence will be evident where 
natural lightning and human-caused starts occur. 
Rehabilitation will be done in areas visually im- 
pacted by past management activity. 

MA-F28. Facilities 

Emphasis: 
Provide a safe, efficient, and healthful working 
environment where structure design and layout of 
the site blend with the surroundings. 

Desired Condition: 
Sites will be efficiently designed work areas consis- 
tent with type and intensity of use. Employee well- 
ness and public safety will be the primary design 
criteria. Color and design of structures and facilities 
will blend with the surrounding environment. 

Traffic controls and signing will be designed to pro- 
vide a safedriving environment. Roads and trails will 
be planned, designed, operated and maintained to 
levels sufficient to provide safe use for the intended 
traveler. 

The historical significance of buildings and struc- 
tureswill be considered during any modifications to 
the site. 

Employee residential areaswill be designed to meet 
employee needs. 

2-71 



FElS 
Chapter 2 

Management activities, such as timber harvest, thin- 
nings, and fuel treatments for the protection of 
facilities from wildfire, may be apparent on a short- 
term basis. 

Grassland Management 
Areas 

MA-GI, Antelope Winter 
Range 

Emphasis: 
Manage for optimum winter range conditions for 
antelope. 

Desired Condition: 
This Management Area will consist of generally 
open grassland with shrub heights at or below 24 
inches, but not over 30 inches in height. Range im- 
provements that facilitate antelope migration will 
be constructed. Harassment and stress on wildlife 
caused by motorized vehicle traffic will be reduced. 

Fall greenup will be reserved for use by antelope 
during winter. 

MA-G2. Metolius Deer Winter 

Emphasis: 

Desired Condition: 

Manage for big game winter range habitat. 

Management in this area wdl support the Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife management ob- 
jectives for the wintering deer population. A 60/40 
foragekover ratio, and a vigorous shrub overstory 
will be maintained. Private land wiIl be acquired 
whenpossible.The implementationof seasonal road 
closures will reduce harassment and stress on wild- 

life from motorized traffic. Early season livestock 
grazingwill be used as avegetative management tool 
to maintain forage in a palatable condition. Fall 
greenupwill be reserved for deer forage. Amanage- 
ment plan for the entire winter range area will be 
developed in coordination wth Oregon Depart- 
ment of Fish and Wildlife. 

MA-G3. General Forage 

Emphasis: 
Manage for forage production and utilization in a 
mannerconsistentwith generalstandards andguide- 
lines for other resources. 

Desired Condition: 
Structural and nonstructural range improvements, 
prescribed fire to increase the palatability of desir- 
able species, and livestock management will be used 
to maintainorincrease forage production. Thenatu- 
ral composition and cover values of native grasses, 
sedges, forbs and palatable shrubs will be retained. 
Competition from undesirableforageplants, such as 
sagebrush and juniper, that decrease range produc- 
tivitywill be reduced. Proper stocking levels and dis- 
tnbution will be employed to effectively utilize for- 
age production without adversely affecting plant 
communities. Areas planted in crested wheat grass 
will proceed through natural succession to rees- 
tablish native plant species, unless specific resource 
management objectives can be better met by main- 
taming certain pastures in crested wheat grass. Aspen 
clones will be allowed to regenerate. The occur- 
rence and increase of noxious weeds will be pre- 
vented. A variety of native and introduced grasses, 
sedges, and forbs will be provided for grazing ani- 
mals. Improvements that facilitate stock distribu- 
tion and the effective use of available forage will be 
installed. 
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MA-G4. Research Natural 
Areas 

Emphasis: 
These tracts of land are areas where natural proc- 
esses are maintained for research purposes and edu- 
cation. They will provide baselines against which 
other activities may be measured, sites for study of 
natural processes in undisturbed ecosystems, and 
gene pool preserves for both plant and animal spe- 
cies. 

Desired Condition: 
Natural conditions willbemaintained. Any manage- 
ment activities within the RNA's will be directed at 
maintaining the natural conditions of the area, and 
these human-caused changes to the ecosystem wll 
not be readily evident. Continuing, nondestructive 
baseline studies maybe occasionally visible in terms 
of equipment, instruments, and related activities. 

Fire occurrence will be evldent where natural light- 
ning and human-caused fire starts occur. 

If available, the private land on Haystack Butte 
RNAwill be acquired. 

MA-G5. Juniper Old Growth 

Emphasis: 
Provide habitat for wildlife species dependent on 
old growth stands. 

Desired Condition: 
The common flicker is the management indicator 
species. Stands at least 40 acres in size and not more 
than five miles apart wll be maintained. Trees should 
belargewith hollow centers and have broad, irregu- 
lar-shaped crowns or spike tops. Most of the large 
trees, both live and dead, should support lichen 
growth. Cavities should be evident in the trees from 
eitherbolesplits and/or limbs that havebrokenaway 
from the tree bole. Some younger trees may be 
present alongwithvarious grasses, forbs, andshrubs. 

Management activities and roads will generally not 
be evident. Fire occurrence will be evident where 
lightning and human-caused starts occur. Grazing 
by livestock, as well as by big game wildlie species, 
may be evident. 

MA-G6. Crooked River 
Recreation Area 

Emphasis: 
Maintain the appearance of a natural landscape to 
enhance and protect recreational values. 

Desired Condition: 
The natural and scenic qualities of the river corridor 
will be preserved, as required by the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act. 

A trail system and dispersed campsites will be devel- 
oped to assist in public enjoyment of the area. 

MA-G7. Deschutes River 
Scenic Corridor 

Emphasis: 
Manage for scenic quality and natural appearance 
of the landscape. 

Desired Condition: 
The natural and scenic qualities of the river corridor 
will be preserved as required by the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act. A trail system will be developed to 
provide access to the area. Dispersed campsites will 
be  designated to aid in management of the area. 

MA-G8. Squaw Creek 

Emphasis: 
Provide opportunities for semiprimitive nonmotonzed 
recreation in a pristinecanyon settingwhile protect 
ingand enhancing the deerwinter range habitat 
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fisheries. A 1,370-acre corridor along the creek will 
be managed for its scenic quality as a “scenic river.” 

Desired Condition- 
A travel management program ulll restrict vehcle 
access seasonally, except for admbstratwe and special 
uses. Private inholdings which facditate manage- 
ment of the area will be acquired when possible. 
Recreational use, livestock grazing, prescribed fire 
and wildfire wdl occur, but the area will appear 
natural. Wildlife and fish species indigenous to the 
area will continue to exist at levels consistent with 
the available habitat. Fire occurrencewill beemdent 
where lightning and human-caused starts occur. 

A corridor along the creek from the Grassland 
boundalyto theconfluencewith theDeshutes River 
has been determined to be suitable for designation 
as a scenic river under the Wild and Scenic fivers 
Act.’ This corridor will be managed to preserve and, 
or enhance its natural and scenic qualities. 

MA-G9. Riparian 

Emphasis: 
Maintain riparian habitat, including streambank 
stability and fish habitat capability, at existing levels 
where the desired condition is met. On sites where 
the desired condition is not met, take steps neces- 
sary to bring riparian condition to its ecological 
potential. Allow no activities that w~ll  result in a 
deterioration of water quality in perennial and fish 
bearing streams. 

in livestock management are an important part of 
this strategy. Range allotment plans will reflect for- 
age utilization levels necessary to meet brush and 
hardwood protection or enhancement needs. 

Specific projects are shown in the Riparian Im- 
provement Schedule in Appendix A. 
Work to restore riparian areas will have been com- 
pleted, but not all riparian areas will have had time 
to recover to full biological potential. Many streams 
that presently flow only seasonally will flow year- 
round. The potential for overland flows and delivery 
of sediment to streams from upland areas will have 
been reduced by construction of improvements such 
as fences, the development of dispersed water sources, 
and adjustments in grazing systems. Water quality 
wlll be maintained or improved to meet state stan- 
dards for temperature and turbidity. 

Stream Channels: Establish a shady, brushy condi- 
tion with a canopy of alder, willow, aspen, or other 
deciduous vegetation. Sites unable to support a 
canopy of deciduous specieswill be characterized by 
vigorous stands of forbs, grasses, and grasslike ripar- 
ian species. Although cobble and gravel are often 
prominent features during the development of ri- 
parian stream courses, they become covered by sandy 
loam soils as riparian vegetation filters and traps 
stream sediments. As stream banks are rebuilt and 
stabilized, a narrower, deeper channel will gradually 
develop. 

Springs: Manage springs to maximize water storage 
and support excellent condition riparianvegetation. 
These ecosystems should support deciduousvegeta- 
tion where suchvegetation was present in the past 
At springsites not associated with deciduous vegeta- 
tion manage the riparian area to support vegetation 
associated with excellent condition. These spring General: On-the-ground work and management 
areas wdl not show signs of compaction, channeling, changes are needed to improve riparian conditions 
or head cuts. on approximately 1,250 acres of the Grassland, all 

but 400 acres have been completed. Remaining 
workwill heco-mlPted in the first decade. However, Wet Meadows: Manage wet meadows to support 

1 to 60 years for some of these vegetation associated with excellent conditions such 
nction fully as natural systems. as forbs, grasses, reeds, sedges, and rushes. These 

areas will not show signs of channeling or gully 
development of sufficient size to lower the season- ities include fencing, seeding, 
ally saturated zone and change the plant community tion of physical structures such 

ck dams, and logweis. Changes 
iistrative recommendation that will receive further review and possible modrfication by the Chief of the Forest Service, 
thepresidentof the United States Congress has reservedtheauthontyto makefrnaldeclsionson designation of rivers 
md Scenic Rivers System 

Desired Condition: 

.. _- .I e.- 

a 4 
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type. These zones should be showing no signs of 
mvasion from nonriparian species such as rabbitbrush, 
sagebrush, or juniper. 

MA-G1 0. Rimrock Springs 
Wildlife Area 

Emphasis: 
Provide unique habitat (wetlands, ponds, springs) 
within the juniper-sagebrush steppe. Provide for 
nonconsumptive (viewmg, photography) wldlife uses 
in a natural setting. Improve present habitat condi- 
tions and promote habitat diversity. 

Desired Condition: 
Increased opportunities for wildlife viewing and 
photography, including a barrier-free interpretive 
trail and a brochure will be provided Barrier-free 
toilet facilities will be available at the trailhead. 
Interpretation of unique cultural resources will 
preserve early history of the area. Prescribed fire 
will be used to improve habitat. 

MA-G1 1. Haystack Reservoir 

Emphasis: 
Provide users with a system of quality faallties that 
are safe and environmentally sound. Continue to 
emphasize camping, picnicking, boating, fishing, and 
swimming. 

Desired Condition: 
The existing partnerships willbe continued and new 
onesexplored to provide for theneedsoftherecrea- 
tional users. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) lands 
around the reservoir will be acquired to simplify 
management of the area; BOR would retain owner- 
ship and management of the dam. New and up- 
graded facilities will provide for barrier-free oppor- 
tunities. 

MA-GI 2. Cove Palisades State 
Park 

Emphasis: 
Manage for developed campgrounds and water re- 
lated recreational activities. 

Desired Condition: 
The landbase needed by the State to operate a high- 
quality developed recreational facility on the shores 
of Lake Billy Chinook will he provided. Other re- 
sourceswithin the park boundarywill be managed to 
support this goal. 

MA-G13. Lake Billy Chinook 
View Area 

Emphasis: 
Maintain the natural appearing character of the 
viewshed from Lake Billy Chinook, where manage- 
ment activities are not evident or are visually subor- 
dinated to the surrounding landscape. 

Desired Condition: 
The natural and scenic qualities of the management 
area will be preserved. 

MA-G14. Dispersed Recreation 

Emphasis: 
Provide and maintain a near-natural setting for 
outdoor recreational experiences. 

Desired Condition: 
Within the immediate dispersed site, management 
activities will not be evident to the casual observer. 
Activities may be evident in areas adjacent to the 
site, depending on the management prescription 
applied to them. Primitive, user-constructed struc- 
tures or facilities, consistent with the sites’ use, will 
be seen. Sites will be managed so that users tend to 
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feel relatively isolated. A strategy wdl be developed 
that encourages individuals or groups to “find their 
own place.” Livestock grazing may be ewdent, but 
thesuccessful application of allotment management 
requirements will also be evident. 

M A 4 1  5. Gray Butte Electronic 
Site 

Emphasis: 
Manage the site to provide low power output elec- 
tronic equipment. Limit transmitters to a maximum 
of 150 watts. 

Desired Condition: 
All development should meet partial retention from 
important viewpoints. Minimize interference po- 
tential through facility design, location, spacmg, 
capacity and establishment of site-noise floor limits. 
Meet user needs, and maximize utllization of the 
site. Three buildings and three towers wll be al- 
lowed at the site. 

MA-GI 6. Utility Corridors 

Emphasis: 

Desired Condition: 

Accommodate energy-transmission facilities. 

Future developmentwill be confined to exlstmg cor- 
ridors. No windows for future development will he 
designated Identi& exclusion and avoidance areas. 
Through design and management, the use of lands 
allocated to power facilities will be optimized. The 
proliferation of separate rights-of-way wll be dis- 
couraged to reduce the cumulative envxonmental 
impact of linear facilities. The creation of corridors 
in addition to those currently designated wdl he 
discouraged. 

lnteralternative 
Comparison of 
Resource Outputs, 
Environmental 
Effects, Activities, 
and Costs 

By comparing the alternatives’ response to issues 
andconcems (Table2-9), and to outputs and effects 
(Table2-S), a relationship between issues and envi- 
ronmental effects may be seen. 

Many outputs and effects have been derived from 
the FORPLAN model described in Appendix B. 
Other environmental effects are discussed in Chap- 
ter 4. The glossary provides definitions and explana- 
tions of abbreviations and units of measure. 

Economic Values and 
Responses to Major 
Issues, Concerns, and 
Resource Use and 
Development 
Opportunities 
Thiissection defines indicators that are used to show 
differences in how alternatives respond to the Is- 
sues, Concerns and Opportunities (ICO’s). It also 
discusses indicators that are of central concern to 
the nation as a whole. Appendix A fully discusses 
each of these ICO’s and the relevance of the re- 
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sponseindicators.TheIC0swith thegreatestinflu- 
ence on the alternatives and their associated re- 
sponse indicators follow. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

I. 

8. 

9. 

Timber Supply and Forest Management: 

allowable sale quantity in cubic feet, first 
and fifth decade; 

allowable sale quantity in board feet, first dec- 
ade; 

average annual salvage; 

unevenage management acres. 

Social and Economic Wants and Needs of 
Local Communities: 

Present Net Value (PNV); 

number of Forest-dependent jobs, 

payments to counties. 

Livestock Grazing and Allotment Manage- 
ment: 

Permitted Livestock Use in AUMs, first and 
fifth decades. 

Riparian Area Management: 

acres of nparian area in excellent condition, 
first and fifth decades. 

Transportation System: 

miles of primary road, end of first decade. 

Big Game Habitat: 

potential deer population, fifth decade; 

potential elk population, first and fifth dec- 
ades. 

Roadless Areas and Wilderness Study Areas: 

acres allocated to roadless recreation. 

Scenic or Visual Resources: 

acres allocated with scenic resource emphasis. 

Old Growth 

acres allocated/dedicated to old growth em- 
phasis. 

10. Fuelwood Supply: 

annual firewood supply in M acres, first and 
fifth decades. 

11. Snag Dependent Wildlife: 

average percent of potential cavity nester habitat, 
first and fifth decades. 

12. Winter Sports: 

areas available for winter recreation pursuits. 

13. Anadromous Fish 

production of Steelhead smolt (smolt /meter 
sq.), first and fifth decade. 

14. Historic Trail Preservation: 

acres allocated for Summit Historic Trail. 

15. Off Road Vehicle (ORV) Use: 
miles of ATV trail, first and fifth decades. 

16. Round Mountain: 

area with recreation and scenic resource em- 
phasis, planning period. 

lnteralternative 
Comparisons and Major 
Trade-offs 

Introduction 
This section summarizes relationships between 
economic values and the responses of the alterna- 
tives to the issues, concerns, and opportunities (ICO’s). 
The purpose is to identify economic and nonecon- 
omiccomparisons and trade-offs that canbequanti- 
fied as IC0 response indicators. To provide a partial 
framework for assessing comparisons and trade- 
offs, the long-term resource demands of the na- 
tional, regional, and local communities have been 
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Resource Output or Item 

TABLE 2-9 
INDICATORS OF RESPONSIVENESS OF ALTERNATIVES TO 

ISSUES, CONCERNS, AND OPPORTUNITIES 

ALTERNATIVE 

NC BMOD E DEP I-Preferred A GMOD 
Unil of 

Measure 

Allowable Sale Quantity 
W Q )  

1st Decade 
5th Decade 
1st Decade 

MMCF N/A 21 8 206 19 0 193 15 6 
MMCF NIA 21 8 16 1 19 0 193 15 6 
MMBF NIA 130 0 123 0 1150 1150 940 

Average Annual Salvage 

Uneven-Age Mgmt 

PNV 

Estimated County Receipts 

MMBF 8 15 7 14 6 

M Acres 0 120 0 100 0 170 

Million $ 360 452 471 475 421 395 

M $ s  Un- 45 51 49 43 35 
known 

Estimated Change in Jobs # Un- 176 196 118 57 -101 
known 

Livestock Use 

1st Decade 
5th Decade 

M 
AUMsNr 

775 
~ 791 

# 

M Acres 

321 0 31 70 3003 
Un- 1700 2760 2620 

known 

29 1 10 7 27 3 384 

775 
775 

73 1 
74 4 

70 0 
80 0 

100 
175 

4734 

1558 
21 85 

~ 

Riparian Areas in Excellent 
Condition 

1st Decade 
5th Decade 

Miles of Primary Road 
Open and Maintained 
-End of Planning Period 

Miles of Roads Closed 
1st Decade 
5th Decade 

- 
54 

10 0 
17 5 

M Acres 
M Acres 

#Miles 

#Miles 

- 
54 

4774 4800 4776 

21 23 2082 

4774 

694 
1734 

4743 

1520 
3224 

694 
1734 

Deer Population 
5th Decade # Un- I 17,210 I 22,600 I 22,600 

known 
22,600 22,600 

Elk Population 
1st Decade 
5th Decade 

3370 
2690 

- 
31 2 

- 

3740 
3700 

- 
41 0 

~~ ~ 

4cres Allocated-Unroaded 
I1 
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NC Unit of Resource Output or Item Measure 

Scenic Resources 
Preservation 
Retention 
Partial Retention 

Allocated 2/ 

B-MOD E DEP I-Preferred A C-MOD 

~ 

Old Growth 
(Allocated) 31 

140 

Un- 
known 

Un- 
known 

M Acres 
M Acres 
M Acres 

M Acres 

M Acres c 32,860 

15 0 13 1 130 14 0 12 0 

43 46 47 46 51 

33 55 54 52 69 

59 4 
344 

18,740 26,340 

121 
220 

None 
None 

19,996 36,970 

121 121 121 121 121 
220 220 220 220 220 

95 0 95 0 95 
190 0 190 0 190 

509 
155 6 

101 1 

45,030 

Fuelwood Supply 
1st Decade 

Snag Habitat for Cavity 
Nesters 

1 st Decade 

5th Decade I 

M Cords 

% of Po- 
tential 

28,630 I 35,065 I 58,120 I 31,950 I 48,710 I Area Allocated To Recre- Acres 
ation Emphasis 41 I I  
Anadromous Steelhead 

1st Decade 
5th Decade 

Total Miles of ATV Trails 
1st Decade 
5th Decade 

SHCI 51 
(M Smolt) 

#Miles 

Round Mountain Recreation I Acres I N/A I 1,ooO I 0 I I,W I 0 
Emphasis 6/ 

I lTotal  acreage for lands allocated to management areas with unraaded recreation emphasis (D9, F8, FIO, F11. G8) 

2/ Total acreage for lands allocated to management areas with visual resource emphasis (D5, D6, D7, G13, F25, F26, F27) 

31 Total acreage for lands allocated to management areas with old growth emphasis (D4, Fa, G5) 

4lTotal acreagefor lands allocated to management areas with recreation emphasis (D9, D10, D11, F7, F8, FIO. F11, F13, F14, F16. F17, 
F19, G8, G11, G12, G14) 

5/ SHCI: Steelhead Habitat Capability Index, thousands of smolt 

6/ Acres on Round Mountain with recreation emphasis (applies to Round Mountain National Recreation Trail) 
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summarized. Selected economic values and quanti- 
fied indicators of responsiveness to ICOs are tabu- 
lated (Table 2-9). Finally, differences and similari- 
ties among individual alternatives are summarized 
in terms of major trade-offs among competing ob- 
jectives or responses to expressed issues, manage- 
ment concerns, or resource use and development 
opportunities. A complete understanding of differ- 
ences among alternatives requires reading all of 
Chapters 2 and 4. 

National, Regional, and Local 
Overview 
National projections predict demands will rise for all 
outputs from National Forests (RPA). At the same 
time, there is also strong demand to protect and 
enhance environmental quality. Demands and pnces 
for commodity production are generally determined 
in national and regional markets. Demand for tim- 
ber from this Forest is high. Most timber sales are 
competitively bid to prices significantly higher than 
appraised prices. When national and regional mar- 
kets are strong, prices are frequentlybid upwards of 
$200 per thousand board feet for ponderosa pine. 
Demand for livestock forage is also high since the 
Forest and Grassland are the primary sources of 
summer forage in this area. All allotments are cur- 
rently grazed, and the desire to utilize additional 
forage, or take over any unused allotments, is always 
high. 

Demands for outdoor recreation uses are essentially 
local or regional. Recreationists on this Forest are 
predominantly local. The main exceptions are the 
fall bunting seasons which draw hunters from more 
populated areas of the state. Total recreational use 
of the Forest is predicted to rise about 59 percent in 
the next 50 years (see Tables 3-14 & 3-15, FEIS, 
Chapter 3). 

Forestry Program for Oregon 
(FPFO) 
The Oregon Department of Forestry bas devel- 

oped, in conjunction with the State Board of For- 
estry, the “Forestry Program for Oregon.” The ob- 
jectivesfor this program as theyrelate to theOchoco 
National Forest are discussed in detail in Chapter 4 
of thsFEIS. The preferredalternative (Alternative 
I) and Alternatives B-Modified, Aand E-Departure 
wouldallmeet theFPFO objectivesfortheplanning 
period. Chapter 4 of this FEIS discusses the FPFO 
in more detail. 

Summary of Environmental 
Consequences 

Effects on Resources that Vary by 
Alternative 
Oregon State Air Quality lmplemtentation 
Plan 
The current Forest and Grassland prescribed fire 
program is producing 10 to 20 tonslyear of total 
suspended particulates (TSP). This amount varies 
by alternative. Fugitive dust from construction ac- 
tivities and traffic also occurs. 

Cultural Resources 
Cultural and archaeologicalsiteswillbe protectedin 
all alternatives. However, the possibility of damage, 
vandalism, and discovery of sites wll be greater in 
alternatives that emphasize commodity resources. 

Developed Recreation 
The Forest maintains 30 developed recreation sites; 
96 miles of trail, 15.8 miles of which are designated 
“National Recreation Trail”; and seven small reser- 
voirs. Alternatives consider the development of 
additional recreational facilities, including trails, 
campgrounds and impoundments. The associated 
recreational activities can result in environmental 
effects of a local nature, such as vegetation loss, soil 
compaction, erosion, and conflicts with other re- 
sources, such as wildlife, timber harvest activities 
and grazing of livestock. 

Dispersed Recreation 
Over 445,000 visitor days of use are received annu- 
ally, and recreational use continues to increase. This 



amount of dispersed recreational use calls for con- 
trols on off-road vehicle use to prevent noise pollu- 
tion, and damage to soil, vegetation, and aesthetics. 
It also calls for road closures to maintain habitat se- 
curity for wildlife, to prevent damage to road sur- 
faces, and to prevent conflicts with other resource 
management activities such as log hauling. The al- 
ternatives affect the amount of unroaded area avail- 
able for semiprimitive and other dispersed recrea- 
tional activities. 

Energy Conservation 
Activities on the Forest and Grassland which gener- 
ally have a positive net energy balance are firewood 
harvesting and forage production. Generally, all 
other activities consume more energy than they 
produce. The average range that energy consump- 
tion from planned National Forest activities exceeds 
energy yields has been estimated to be in the magni- 
tude of three to five billion BTU's per decade. 

Fire and Fuels 
There are an average 108 wildfire ignitions per year. 
Prescribed fire is being increasingly used as a man- 
agement tool. Approximately 15 to 20 thousand 
acres of slash are treatedwth prescribed fire annu- 
ally. Use of fire in management can have effects on 
soil erosion, short-term appearances, air quality, 
vegetation productiwty, plant community, species 
composition, and fuels. 

Floodplains and Wetlands 
Considerations for floodplain management as re- 
quired byE0 11988, and protectionofwetlands, EO 
11990, are incorporated into all alternatives. 

Human Resource Programs and Civil 
Rights 
The Forest and Grassland will continue to partici- 
pate in these programs in accordance with laws, ad- 
ministrative opportunities, and economic availabil- 
ity of programs. Minorities and economically disad- 
vantaged groups will not be adversely affected by 
any of the alternatives. 

Landscape Appearance 
Emphasis on maintaining scenic quality within road 

corridorsvaries by alternative. Significant effects on 
landscape appearance are related to timber harvest 
practices; dispersion of cutting units; protection and 
management of riparian areas; and road location, 
design, and densities, all of which are related to 
direction in the management prescriptions in Chap- 
ters 4 of the Plans. 

Livestock Grazing 
Livestock grazing is maintained at nearly current 
levels for most alternatives considered. Livestock 
grazingactivities, ifnot carefullymanaged, cancause 
soil compaction, impact streamside vegetation, af- 
fect water quality of stream habitat for fisheries, 
compete with wildlife, affect plant community com- 
position and productivity over time, and alter the 
appearanceof natural settings. Water developments 
and salt intended for livestock also benefit wildlife. 

Minerals 
There is little real difference in the effects on min- 
eral production or mineral leasing between alterna- 
tives.Theeffects on mining operationsand minerals 
leasing would be reflected in operation plans and 
lease stipulations, for example, alternatives propos- 
ing unroaded area management and research natu- 
ral areas could result in attachment ofno occupancy 
stipulations to specific leases. Mineral leasing pro- 
vides returns to local governments in terms of re- 
ceipts. 

Old Growth Habitat 
Old growth habitat is identified for protection and 
management for purposes of wildlife habitat and 
genetic diversity. The amount and dispersion varies 
by alternative. Protection of old growth habitat re- 
sults in reduced timber harvest levels. 

Prime Farmlands, Forestlands, and 
Rangelands 
All the alternatives propose actions which are con- 
sistent with the intent of the SecretaIy of Agricul- 
ture direction for protecting and managing prime 
lands. 

Research Natural Areas 
Research Natural Areas (RNA's) preserve places 
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for the purpose of research and maintaining genetic 
diversity. The maximum increase in area proposed 
for RNA's is 2,630 acres. The designation and pro- 
tection of RNA's can affect timber harvest level, 
mineral leasing, road system development and graz- 
ingactivities. Becauseof thesmall acreageinvolved, 
these consequences are minimal regardless of alter- 
native. 

Riparian 
Approximately 800 miles of streamside area, plus 
wet meadows and lake shores, have been identified 
on the Forest as riparian area. While only an esti- 
mated two percent of the total Forest and Grassland 
area is considered riparian it receives the most in- 
tensive and concentrated use of any land area More 
than50percent oftherecreationaluse occurs there; 
transportation corridors are located along stream 
bottoms, grazing in the past has been intense; im- 
portant wddlife habitats are found there, streamside 
areas provide productive timber sites; and fisheries 
habitat is dependent, in part, on the condition of 
streamside vegetation. Nearly all Forest activities 
have either direct or indirect effects on riparian 
areas and water quality. Protection and restoration 
of riparian areas can impact other activities over the 
short term. 

Roads and Off-Road Vehicles 
Over 4,550 miles of roads have been constructed on 
theForest and Grassland. Management andmainte- 
nance of this transportation system requires clo- 
sures and restrictions at tunes to protect road sur- 
faces, other resources, and public safety. Travel 
planning for on-road and off-road vehicle use has 
placed more restrictions on vehicles and motorized 
use of the Forest and Grassland in order to protect 
resources. 

Social and Economic 
The Forest and Grassland directly influences a SIX 
county area which contains a population of about 
110,000. Socio-economic consequences are related 
to economic stability of communities, livelihoods in 
terms of numbers and types of jobs, local govern- 
ment revenues, lifestyles, and community cohesion. 
Alternatives favoring timber and other commodity 

uses tend to impact livelihoods and lifestyles de- 
pendent on amenity values, and Vice versa. On this 
Forest, the production of net cash returns to the 
US. Treasury, levels of employment, and payments 
to counties are directly dependent upon the level of 
timber production. These benefits are less under 
alternatives that place more emphasis on nontimber 
issues, such as those associated with wilderness and 
roadless areas, high levels of scenic quality, and 
vegetative diversity. The benefits associated with 
minerals are similar for all alternatives. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
The only Federally listed species observed on the 
Forest and Grassland are the peregrine falcon and 
bald eagle. Neither is a known permanent resident. 
All Federal and State listed species are protected in 
all alternatives as provided for in the standards and 
guidelines in Chapters 4 of the Forest and Grassland 
Plans or Appendix D of this FEIS. 
Formalconsultationwith theFish and WildlifeServ- 
ice (FWS) was initiated through request by the 
Forest Sexvice in October 1986. The resultant FWS 
consultation addressed the possible effects of se- 
lecting Alternative E-Departure in the DEIS. The 
consultation was limited to the bald eagle and the 
peregrine falcon, both federally classified as endan- 
gered. The biological opinion of the FWS is that the 
implementation of Alternative E-Departure in the 
DEIS would not likely jeopardize the continued 
existence of the bald eagle and peregrine falcon. 

There has been continued informal consultation 
between the Ochoco National Forest and the FWS 
since the DEIS. The FEISincorporates a number of 
changes that have resulted from both the formal and 
informal consultation. Among them are the alloca- 
tionof570 acres to an EagleRoosting Management 
Area (MA-F12) for all the alternatives, specific 
monitoring requirements for threatened and endan- 
gered species and direction to develop site specific 
management plans for the roosting sites during 
implementation of the Forest and Grassland Plans. 

Timber Management 
Timber production and associated management and 
cultural activities has the greatest influence locally 
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on jobs and economics of any resource on the For- 
est. An array of alternatives ranging from 15.6 mil- 
lion cubic feet production per year to 21 8 million 
cubic feet is examined in the environmental impact 
statement. The alternatives considered emphasize 
utilization of appropriate silvicultural systemswhich 
may be either even- or uneven-aged depending on 
field conditions and objectives. Timber manage- 
ment andassociated activitiessuch as road construc- 
tion, reforestation,thinning, harvest, slash disposal, 
and various site treatments have a wide variety of 
effects on other resources, particularly soil, water, 
air, wldlife, Fisheries, landscape, recreational expe- 
riences, and socio-economics. Practices and man- 
agement requirements are applied that minimize 
adverse effects. 

Toxic and Hazardous Materials 
Activities that may occur on the Forest and Grass- 
land involving the use or disposal of hazardous or 
toxic materials are required to meet all State and 
Federal laws and provisions. Therefore, promions 
and procedures for dealing with any of these mate- 
rials are the same for all alternatives. 

Unroaded Areas 
The areas remaining that have not been designated 
as wilderness or Wild and Scenic Rivers, totaling 
52,880 acres, are treated in the alternatives. The 
range of alternatives provides for varying degrees of 
development, or retention of roadless characteris- 
tics for semiprimitive recreation. 

The most significant conflict of maintaining un- 
roaded areas is with timber production. Approxi- 
mately38,430 acres will be managed in an unroaded 
condition for semiprimitive recreation under the 
preferred alternative. 

Utility and Transportation Corridors 
All alternatives recognize State and County road 
corridors. Utility corridors are also recognized and 
no alternatives result in any conflict with movement 
of power or energy throughout the area. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 
An inventory conducted by the National Park Serv- 
ice under Public Law 88-29 and Public Law 90-252 

identified segments of the Deschutes, Crooked River, 
andNorth Fork Crooked River for study and poten- 
tial classification under the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act. The Oregon Rivers Act of 1988 classified seg- 
mentsof these rivers. Allalternativesprovide for the 
protection of the rivers until required planning for 
their management is complete. 

Eligibility and suitability determinations have been 
made for a portion of the Squaw Creek area. A 7.5 
mile segment of the creek, 1,370 acres, from the 
Grassland boundary to the confluence with the 
Deschutes River would be managed as a “scenic 
river.” In addition, it would be recommended for 
inclusion into the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 
This would be a preliminary recommendation that 
would receive further review and possible modifica- 
tionby the Chiefofthe Forest Service, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, and the President of the United 
States. Congress has reserved the authorityto make 
finaldecisions ondesignationsofrivers aspart ofthe 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

Wilderness Establishment 
Three wilderness areas totaling 36,200 acres were 
established under the Oregon Wilderness Act of 
1984 on the Ochoco National Forest. A range of 
options was considered for the Deschutes-Steel- 
head Falls area which the Oregon Wilderness Act 
identified for further study. No wlderness is being 
recommended. A 7840 acre semiprimitive nonmo- 
torized management area is being establishedwhich 
involves part of the WSA, some of the remaining 
portion is included in the classified Deschutes Sce- 
nic River. North Fork Crooked River area is ad- 
dressed in a separate study by the BLM. The BLM 
recommended no wilderness in their draft EIS for 
this area. 

Wildlife 
Important game species habitat, namely deer and 
elk, is afforded some degree of protection in all 
alternatives, but its management is emphasized in 
certain ones. Snag and old growth forest habitat is 
provided at varying levels throughout a range of 
alternatives. Fish habitat protection is related to 
those alternatives emphasizing management of ri- 
parian areas. Management activities and uses on the 

2-83 



FElS 
Chapter 2 

Forest and Grassland directly and indirectly affect 
wldlife and fisheries habitat. Road construction, 
timber harvest, timber cultural practices, livestock 
grazing, recreational uses, prescribed Ere, and fire- 
wood cutting are common activities on the Forest 
and Grassland whichcan affect wildlife and fisheries 
habitat. Alternatives, management requirements, 
standards and guidelines, and project design all in- 
corporate means to minimize impacts on wldlife 
and their habitat. 

Probable Adverse Environmental 
Effects that Cannot be Avoided 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Soil displacement or erosion can be expected 
to result from planned management activities, 
such as vegetation removal, slash disposal, log 
skidding, presmbed fire, construction and main- 
tenance of roads, trails, transmission facilities, 
recreation sites and others. Soil productivity 
would be maintainedexcept €or sites dedicated 
to roads, skid trails, log landings, recreation 
sltg, and other facilities or uses that may compact 
the soil, alter the soil profile, or deplete nutri- 
ents. An estimated one percent of the Forest 
andGrasslandareawould beoccupiedbyroads 
or facilities. Experience has shown that tempo- 
rary road surfaces can be re-vegetated, but the 
productivity is reduced. Forest-wide, an esti- 
mated 10 percent of cable-logged areas and30 
percent of tractor logged areas would experi- 
ence increases in soil bulk densities or compac- 
tion. These factors, in turn, have indirect ef- 
fects relating toreducedwldife habitat, vege- 
tation productivity, occurrence and spread of 
noxious weeds, and increases in stream sedi- 
mentation. 

Prescribed fireuse may be expected to contnb- 
ute to total suspended particulates (TSP) in 
the atmosphere, to periodic increases in haze, 
and reduced visibility. 

The natural appearance of the landscape and 
forestwouldchangeover time, with thenatural 
and characteristic features as they exist today 
giving way to more domination in places by 
management activities and results of manage- 
ment. 

Forest vegetation would be altered in respect 

5. 

6. 

7. 
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to species composition, stand structure, and 
age. Existing mature forest “suitable” lands 
would be subject to management treatments. 
Where feasible, mixed conifer stands would be 
replaced with currently more economically or 
silviculturally desirable species (primarily pon- 
derosa pine). Other management treatments 
include overstory removal of old growth pon- 
derosa pine from multistoried stands, resulting 
in a reduction in basal area, and removal of less 
desirable species within densely forested areas 
by thinnings. Intensively managed or regulated 
forests may provide less habitat for species de- 
pendent on old growth forest, snags and down 
material, and provide less scenic settings, spe- 
cies diversity, and habitat diversity. 

Average size of trees that are harvested would 
change over time to smaller material as old 
growth and existingmature forest is converted 
toyoungerstands.Thiswou1d havean affect on 
types of harvest equipment and wood process- 
ing, and machinery and manufacturing require- 
ments; andlikelywill bringa shift towards cubic 
feet management rather than board feet. 

Approximately93,llO acres on the Forest and 
Grassland remain roadless. With the exception 
of 36,200 acres designated as wilderness, 4,030 
acres designated as wild and scenic rivers, and 
52,880 acres remaining available, opportuni- 
ties for semiprimitive recreation may decrease 
over time. 

Increased road densities, improvement in ac- 
cess, subsequent increases in human presence, 
and continuing expansion of management ac- 
tivities can result in reduction ofwildlife habi- 
tat security, harassment of wildlife, increased 
road kills, physiological stress in wildlife spe- 
cies resulting in altered behavior and produc- 
tivity, and changes in hunter attitudes and 
experiences over time. The preferred alterna- 
tive provides €or road management closures 
and restrictions which would reduce open road 
density over the next five decades. 



8. 

9. 

10. 

Actions to improve riparian conditions may 
result in increased costs to grazing manage- 
ment, e.g., installation of improvements (fenc- 
ing and water developments), herding, trans- 
port to control stock distribution and use, and 
possible temporary reductions in animal unit 
months. 

Current procedures cannot insure that all cul- 
tural resource sites will be located. Some sites 
could be inadvertently destroyed or damaged. 
Such impacts are unavoidable pending advances 
in inventory techniques 

Forest users could encounter more controls 
and restrictions over time as management in- 
tensity, resource competition, and human popu- 
lations increase. 

Short-term Uses of the Environment 
and Maintenance of Long-term 
Productivity 
From a perspective that eachgeneration is trustee of 
the environment for succeeding generations, an 
objective of the Plans is to provide for the proper 
and continued development of resources in a man- 
ner that maintains economicviability, yet maintains 
local natural heritages, such as, wildlife habitat, 
outdoor recreation opportumties, water quality, scenic 
qualities, and livestock grazing. The preferred alter- 
native emphasizes a balanced mLy of uses and inten- 
sive commodity (timber, range) production on suit- 
able places in order to help provide economic stabil- 
ity,butalsoattempts toprovide for theprotectionof 
other resources (soil, water, wildlife habitat, aes- 
thetics). 

While the Plans involve harvest of mature timber, 
sustaining or improving long-term productivity is 
planned for through intensive forest management 
practices (e.g. reforestation and thinnings). This 
may result in future utilization of smaller trees to 
maintain harvest levels over time. Lands were iden- 
tified as “unsuitable” for sustained yield timber 
management due to regeneration difficulties. Dis- 
persion of timber harvest activity, retention of old 
growth, and protection of riparian areas and big 
game habitat have all been planned to prevent 

impairment of long-term land and resource produc- 
tivity. 

Construction of roads, mechanical slash piling, and 
log skidding are short-term uses that can reduce 
long-term vegetation productivity. 

Increases in road densities, improvement in access, 
subsequent increases in human presence, and con- 
tinuing management activities have the potential in 
the near future to create effects thatwill affect long- 
term productivity of wildlife habitats, aquatic sys- 
tems, and local socio-economic aspects. 

Irreversible or Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 
This plan deals with both developed and undevel- 
oped or roadless lands. Lands where road systems, 
plantations, thinnings, and structures are established 
represent a type of economic commitment that 
commits the land to those activities. These invest- 
ments represent “sunk funds” from an economic 
standpoint and are not retrievable, nor do they 
necessarily have any “liquidity,” over the planning 
period. 

The specific acres, estimated to be one percent of 
the total Forest and Grassland area, upon which 
roads and facilities are constructed represent a loss 
of soilivegetation productivity and unaltered land- 
scape. 

Use of rock for road surfacing and construction 
purposes, estimated to be 200,000 tons annually on 
the Forest and Grassland, is an irreversible and irre- 
trievable commitment of a resource, but is not con- 
sidered critical because of the abundance of good 
quality rock in this locale. 

Undeveloped and roadless areas once allocated for 
development will, within a relatively short time, be- 
come irretrievably unsuited for wilderness classifi- 
cation. In the case of lands alreadyintensivelydevel- 
oped by roading, a high degree of irreversibility 
exists; whereas, in the case of undeveloped lands, 
frequently a w d e  range of management options 
exists. 

Dasmann, et. al., in Ecological Principles for Eco- 
nomic Development, 1973 (pp 22-23), recognized six 
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broad development levels for lands, each represent- 
ing progressively greater commitment of resources. 
The development levels are: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

The land can be left in a completely natural 
state and reserved for scientific study, educa- 
tional use, wilderness, watershed protection, 
and its contribution to landscape stability. 

It can be used as a park, refuge, or reserve with 
the natural scene remaining largely undisturbed 
to serve as a setting for outdoor recreation and 
an attraction to tourism. 

It can be used for limited harvest of its wld 
vegetation or animal life, but maintained for 
the most part in a wild state - semng to main- 
tain landscape stability, support certain kinds 
of scientific or educational uses, prowde for 
some recreation and tourism, and yield certain 
commodities from its wild populations. 

It can be used for more intensive utilization of 
its wild products as in forest production, pas- 
ture for domestic stock (recreation), or inten- 
sive wildlife production. In this case, its value 
as a “wild” area for scientific study diminishes, 
but it gains usefulness for other kinds ofscien- 
tific and educational uses. Its value for (some) 
tourism and outdoor recreation diminishes, 
but is not necessarily lost. Its role in landscape 
and watershed stability is changed, but may be 
maintained at a relatively high level. 

The wild vegetation and animal life having 
been removed in part, it can be intensively 
u t i W  for the cultivation of planted tree crops, 
pastures, or farming crops. 

The wild vegetation and animal life hawng 
been almost completely removed, it can be 
used for intensive urban, industrial, or trans- 
portation purposes. 

Solongasanyofthefirst threechoices aretaken, the 
option remains open to change to any of the others. 
In the fourth choice, the options for restoring the 
land to any of the first three levels are reduced, but 
not eliminated. Lands allocated to development are 
likely to approach the fifth and sixth level over time. 

This would largely prohibit any shift to other alter- 
natives on those acres. 

For Alternative I, with the resource allocations 
proposed herein, 19 percent of the lands are com- 
mitted to categories of “low” or “moderate” irre- 
versibility; about 80 percent of the land that is pro- 
posed for intensive timber culture, transportation 
systems, special uses, and rangeland management 
can be categorized as “moderately high.” Another 
one percent would be considered “high” irreversi- 
bilityof irretrievability for commitment of resources 
(Table S-10, FEIS Summary). 

Timber Supply and Forest 
Management 

Comparison of Past, Present and 
Alternative Timber Harvest Levels 
The potential yield (PY) under the current timber 
management plan is the total harvest level that 
could be sustained assuming intensive forestry prac- 
tices on all available acres. This includes adjust- 
ments to meet multiple resource objectives. This 
was calculated to be 20.86 MMCF (139.5 MMBF) 
andadjusted to 20.4MMCF(136.5 MMBF) in 1984, 
as a result of the Oregon Wilderness Bill. A similar 
value was not calculated for the altematives. It would 
be equivalent to a maximum timber FORPLAN run 
for each alternative if unsuitable acres were in- 
cluded in the available acreage base. 

The programmed allowable harvest under the cur- 
rent timber management plan is that part of the 
potential yield scheduled for harvest in a specific 
year (see Table 2-10). It was calculated for the 
current plan by: (1) reducing the acreage base by the 
acres of marginal land I! that we did not plan to treat, 
and (2) by reducing yields based on difference in 
acres of intensive management (planting of geneti- 
cally improved stock and precommercial thinning) 
predicted under the potential yield and what was 
actually planned to be accomplished. (This process 
was known as the “earned harvest effect” (EHE)). 
This could be adjusted annually if there was signifi- 

’1 The current plan did not have a category called “unsuitable” so there was no reduction in available land base for lands that could not be 
reforested It did have a category called ”marginal“ which included steep slopes and critical soils, and stagnated submerchantable lodgepole 
Some halvesting was programmed from these lands but itwas aseparate component and could not be substituted for “standard”v0lume or Vice 
versa 
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cant change in acres of intensive management prac- 
tices or in marginal land treated from what was 
programmed. This was originally calculated to be 
19.86 MMCF (132.7 MMBF) and was adjusted in 
1984to 19.46MMCF(129.8MMBF).Thisisequiva- 
lent to the AllowableSale Quantity (ASQ) plus the 
salvage volume. 

Table 2-10 displays the past actual sold and cut 
volume,planned harvest level fromthe existingplan, 
and range of harvest levels for each alternative. The 
range of harvest levels shown shows the highest and 
lowest predicted harvest level in board feet for the 
first decade. All volumes are average annual figures 
for a particular decade. This table also displays the 
estimated volume of ponderosa pine for this same 
period. Additional timber resource information by 
alternative andbenchmarkis also presentedinTable 
2-11. 

The local industry is most interested in the ponder- 
osa pine volume, and it has the greatest impact on 
the local economy, since much of the pine lumber is 
remanufactured to molding and other products lo- 
cally. It is estimated that thesellvolumehasincluded 
90 to 100MMBFofpineinrecentyears.Thecurrent 
inventory shows 67 percent of the total volume is in 
ponderosa pine (see Appendix E). So the pine har- 
vest in all alternatives will be 67 plus or minus five 
percent of the total harvest volume. However, the 
actual pine volume scheduled for harvest will vary 
considerably by alternative during the next five 
decades. 

Effects of the Alternatives on the 
Ponderosa Pine Harvest 
The range of ponderosa pine volume by alternative 
is displayed in Figure 2-3. 

Alternative Ahas the highest volume of pine during 
the first decade due to the large proportion of har- 
vesting in the first decade in two-stoly pine types. 
Thevolume decreases by about 30 MMJ3F after the 
first decade and remains at a relatively low level for 
the next four decades. 

Altemative B-Modified would provide about 85 
MMBF of pine during the first decade. Altemative 
B-Modifiedwouldmaintain the highest levelof pine 
during the first five decades of all the alternatives. 

Alternative E-Departure has a first decade volume 
of87MMBFanddeclines to anestimated52MMBF 
in the fourth decade. 

Alternative C-Modified would provide about 63 
MMBF in the first decade, remaining constant through 
the fifth decade. 

The pine volume in the long term (decades six and 
beyond) depends on harvest level and intensity of 
management. Alternative I provides for a stabiliza- 
tion of the ponderosa pine harvest over time, as does 
the other alternatives. 

Uneven-aged Management 
Uneven-aged management has been included in Al- 
ternatives B-Modified, GModified and L This silvicul- 
tural system was included in these alternatives in 
response to public interest in its application as an 
alternative to clearcutting. Expectations would be 
increased size of ponderosa pine crop trees (20inch 
DBH), improved conditions of forested habitat for 
wildlife and more desirable scenic qualities. 

Therangeof acreage of ponderosapinewhichwould 
be managed with uneven-aged silvicultural systems 
is shown in Table 2-9 and Figure 2-4. 

Figure 2-3 
Ponderosa Pine Volume 
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Figure 2-4 
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TABLE 2-1 0 
COMPARISON - PAST, PRESENT, AND ALTERNATIVE TIMBER OUTPUTS I /  

(First Decade Volumes in MMBF) 

TIMBER OUTPUT 
COMPONENT 

SAWTIMBER (Chargeable) 
Green sales (ASOIW 
Est pine YOlYme u 
Salmge sales 

SALVAGE SALES B SAWnMBER 
(Est percent change In ne* f h  
decades) E/ 

SAWTIMBER (Nonchargeable) 
negllgable In exlrting 01 planned 
pmgram 

SUBMERCHANTABLE (Post 
Poles, cull1 

CONVERTlBLE PRODUCTS 
R w o o d  7/ 

TOTAL WPO] 

A C N A l  
187- Annuel A m  

Sold I Cut 

0 

O 1  + 
1382 1101 

EXlSnNG 
lam TM Plan 

PA.H 21 

1271 
95 

2 7  

1238 

0 

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

PLANNED VOLUME BYbLTERNAnVE FOR FIRST DECADE 

11 Note that due to dinerent bases for calculation. these figurer may not be directly comparable HOWBYBI, they may be used to show changes In ~peclflc comonenk for 
dcdatlonn, over tlme All CelCUlaUons were done In Cubic feet The Votumer In thls table 818 esUmates based on board fooVcublo Foat ratio 

YYleld of b m k r  pmiected forthe perlod of lSSDt0 1088. ~scalculatedfoithe 108OTimberManagement Planand adjusted for1884OiegonWildernesrBill TheProgrmmed 
Allowable Haw& (P A H )  11 the sawmber from green and salvage sale9 wheduled for hawe* 

41 Ertimaled volume of mnderooa pine that 16 Included In green sale volume 

Y Average wlume sold was not adjusted for 'buy-beclr vol~me 

61 Reduction in all but E DEP is due to change In BNCF ratio and e m w e d  reduction in avsge volume 8.8 more stands b e e "  managed Change In E DEP Is morUy due to 
the Nanned departure from even-flow 

7/A~LuslO18wDodvolumeLbasedonyearr l W t 0  1988 Es~snUelly alIofthlrwarsoldaspenonai YSZ Plannedv~lumelrtheertimaledemountHfirevrwdaveliabie TypicalY 
le- then half ofthis will be vl l l lwl  
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TABLE 2-1 1 
Timber Resource Management Information by Benchmark and Alternative 

MI- 
Benchmarkor Suitable 
AnemaUvelI Landsw 

MlW" I11 
Acres) 

Benchmark 
~ ~ ~ i m b e r  518 
Max PNV 518 

Allemativa 
NC 534Y 
a M o D  51 1 
E-DEP 485 
I-Plefemd 494 
A 489 
C MOD 459 

l"W"10W Firs( h d e  Averega Annual ASa LTSYC Average Annual Ne1 Growth 

%Of 

-1 141 
IMMCF) "Gml IMMBF) (MMCF) h d e  Met CFIA~ls2030 2030MMCF 

Begin Begln/Aore End 
(MMCF) (CF) (MMCF) 

(21 (31 (41 15) (5) m (8) I91 I101 111) l e 1  I131 

1152 2 2  730 23 4 2 0  142 23 4 3 2  2 27 43 223 
1147 2 2  782 n 7  20 138 227 30 1 30 39 201 

NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 31 1 NIA NIA 25 NIA NIA 
1115 22 788 21 8 2 0  130 21 8 2 7  1 P 41 209 
9&4 2 0  780 20 6 2 1  1 23 193 2 5  1 28 35 174  
990 1 9  782 190 1 8  115 190 2 4  1 2.5 37 182 
970 2 0  740 193 20 115 195 2 6  2 24 39 192 
895 1 9  751 158 1 7  94 15 6 2 1  1 30 26 13 4 

Benchmark or 
Allemalive 11 

ColWl" 

Benchmark 
MaxTimber 
Max PNV 

AllemaUm 
NC 
BMOD 
E-DEP 
I Plefened 
A 
C MOD 
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Area and %of Svltable Land by Yield LBw Flnt Wade 

Full Weld sDW% Yleld Under 50% Weld 

S o l d o n  M H m s l  Told % 
Shelter- "tory 

ACW A E W  Acm -1 111 
MAcreS % W ( l )  UearcutM woodM RemwalM Acres %M Ill M Acre8 % col 11) A ~ R s  

1141 (151 116) (17) 1181 I191 f a 1  (21) @I 123 e41 

506 96 12 2 0 0 22 45 64 3 26 
508 88 12 2 0 0 13 17 88 25 28 

413 77 88 17 32 6 0 119 64 0 34 
484 95 27 5 0 0 25 50 21 ea 32 
0 0 485 1 w  0 0 14 26 113 4 32 
0 0 492 88 2 1 9 21 53 67 29 
0 0 488 1 w  0 0 18 18 108 1 29 
0 0 459 1W 0 0 15 4 32 ge 32 
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Social and Economic Wants 
and Needs of Local 
Communities 
This section compares and discusses the economic 
consequences of the alternatives. The comparisons 
focus on present net value (PNV), market and 
nonmarket values, costs, net receipts, returns to 
treasury, and non-cash benefits. Each alternative 
has non-quantifiable benefits and costs whichshould 
also be considered when attempting to rank the 
alternatives in terms of net public benefits. This 
section also discusses the social effects of the alter- 
natives. Appendix B provides additional discussion 
on social and economic evaluations of the alterna- 
tives. 

Differences in Present Net Values 
Present net value (PNV) is the primary quantitative 
measure of economic efficiency used for all bench- 
marks and alternatives. It is also an important meas- 
ure of the dollar value of the alternatives. P N V  has 
been calculated to be  the sum of all market and 
nonmarket priced values, less all management costs 
for the 50-year planning hormn, discounted to present 
values using a four percent interest rate. The rela- 
tionship betweenPNV and net public benefits is dis- 
cussed on pages 2-3 through 2-4 in this chapter. 

The Max PNV benchmark and six alternatives are 
rankedbydecreasingPNin Table2-12.Table2-14 
provides further detail on discounted costs andbenefits 
by resource group. The Max PNV benchmark is 
provided as a reference point only. It is an estimate 
of the discounted net economic returns the Forest 
could receive for its priced resources if they were 
managed solely to maximize present net value. 

The main factor influencing patterns in PNV, bene- 
fits, and costs is timber management. Timber values 
represent from 53 percent to 65 percent of the total 
dollar values in the alternatives. Values produced 
from selling timber are, in general, far in excess of 
related costs As timber harvest levels decrease across 
alternatives, discounted costs and benefits, PNV 
usually decrease as well. This pattern is due mainly 
to non-timber resource objectives restricting timber 

practices and harvests. Although recreation related 
benefits (including hunting and fishing) do make up 
a significant portion of the total dollar benefits 
(28% to 41%), increases in thesedollar benefits do 
not make up for the PNV lost from timber. There- 
fore, the greater the non-timber resource objec- 
tives, the lower the timber discounted benefits and 
costs, and PW. 
This general pattern is modified by the intensity of 
the timber management activities employed. Some 
alternatives schedule timber practices and harvests 
at the most economically efficient level, given other 
resourceobjectives (Alternatives GModified, I, and 
E-Departure). Other alternatives apply more inten- 
sive timber practices to achieve the highest timber 
volumes possible, given other resource objectives 
(Alternatives A, B-Modified, and NC). This results 
in higher timber benefits, but also higher costs and 
lowered PNV. In each of these two groups of alter- 
natives the general pattern discussed above holds. 
The exact combination of non-timber resource ob- 
jectives and timber management intensity deter- 
mines the ranking in PNV of these two groups 
together. 
The PNV of the NC Alternative is an estimate. It is 
also based on a programmed harvest level of 129 
MMBF. If the estimate was based on the potential 
yield of 136.5 MMBF, the PNV would be signifi- 
cantly higher. 

The Forest and Grassland are considered to have 
potential energy resources. However, very little testing 
and development has taken place to date. No esti- 
mates have been made of future extractions, so 
energy values were not included in the economic 
analysis. However, oil and gas leasing provides sig- 
nificant returns to the Treasury and to counties. The 
alternatives have little effect on mineral activities. 

Differences in Costs 
Capital investment costs include trails, roads, refor- 
estation, timber stand improvement, prescribed 
burning, and physical structures for range, recrea- 
tion, fish, and wildlife. Other costs include operating 
and maintaining facilities, program management, 
and support costs associated with management of 
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other resources. Capital investment costs pertain 
mostly to roads and timber stand management. For 
example, 76 percent (Alternative C-Mod) to 95 
percent (Alternative A) of capital investment costs 
are associated with road construction and timber 
management. The majority of operation and main- 
tenance costs are program management, followed 
by support funds necessary to carry out timber pro- 
grams. 

Because most costs are associated with timber 
management, the higher the timber output, the hgher 
the costs. Generally, capital investment costs de- 
crease significantly over time due to declining road 
construction and timber stand improvement prac- 
tices. Operationand maintenancecosts remain fairly 
constant over time except for alternative E-depar- 
ture’s where timber volume declines over time. 
Fiwed costs represent a relatively small portion of 
the total costs (20% to 30%). The remainder of the 
cost for each alternativevaries with the objectives of 
the alternative. 

Costs associated with timber practices and harvests 
constitutealargeportionofthe totalcosts. Altema- 
tive B-Modified has the highest cost of any alterna- 
tive and only 29 percent of the discounted cost is di- 
rectly attributed to resources other than timber and 
roads. Road construction and reconstruction is almost 
entirelytied to timber harvests on this Forest. Alter- 
native C-Modified has the lowest cost of any alter- 
native and the highest benefits associatedwith amenity 
outputs, yet only35 percent of the costs can be at- 
tributed to resources other than timber. 

Differences in Economic Benefits and 
Cash Flows 
The total economicbenefits ofthe alternatives come 
from priced resources which include both “market” 
outputs, and those with “assigned” values. Market 
values represent the unit price of an output that is 
normally exchanged in a market. On this Forest, 
timber is the primary market output, accounting for 
over 90 percent of the market outputs and 50 per- 
cent to 65 percent of the total economic benefits of 
the alternatives. Other market outputs include live- 
stock grazing, campground use, special use permits, 

and minerals leasing. Assigned values represent the 
unit price of an output not normally exchanged in a 
market. Various analytical techniques were used to 
estimate values that people would he willing to pay 
for these benefits. Outputs with assigned values 
include dispersed recreation, wilderness use, hunt- 
ing, fishing, and water quality improvement. Hunt- 
ing and fishing are the major assigned values, com- 
prising from 16 to 26 percent of the total economic 
benefits. The remaining 18 to 24 percent is split in 
different proportions, depending on the alternative, 
among livestock grazing, developed recreational use, 
dispersed roaded recreational use, and dispersed 
non-roaded recreational use. 

Total market values range from 62 percent (Alter- 
native CModified) to 70 percent (Alternative B- 
Modified) of the total economic benefits. Alterna- 
tives in the high end of this fairly narrow range have 
relatively high timber benefits and/or relatively lower 
fish, wildlife, or recreational values. The opposite is 
true for alternatives in the low end of the range. 

Cash receipts are revenues returned to the Forest 
and Grassland for stumpage, grazing permits, camp- 
ground fees, leasable minerals, and special use per- 
mits. However, the Forest generates economic 
benefits to users which are not realized in terms of 
cash flows. These are referred to as “noncash bene- 
fits.” They refer to the benefits individual resource 
usey receive when they are charged less for the 
resource than they would be willing to pay, or cur- 
rent market prices indicate they should pay. Non- 
cash benefits are the difference between the full 
economicvalueof the resource and the fees actually 
paid to use that resource. Table 2-13 displays the 
relationships between total receipts, total budget 
costs, net receipts, and noncash benefits for each 
alternative in order of decreasing net receipts. All 
alternatives receive more money than they spend 
(net receipts are positive). Fish andwildlife provide 
the most noncash benefits in all alternatives, fol- 
lowed by recreation, then range. Timber provides 
nearly all of the cash receipts. 

Generally the proportion noncash benefits contrib- 
ute to total economic benefits increases as net re- 
ceipts decrease. The decrease in net receipts as 
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Max PNV 
Benchmark 7 

Alternative I 

TABLE 2-12 

PRESENT NET VALUE AND 
DISCOUNTED COSTS AND BENEFITS OF ALTERNATIVES 

(Million Dollars) 
(Ranked by Decreasing PNV) 

512 24 1 754 

475 -37 227 -14 701 6 3  

I Change I Discounted I Benefits Change I I Benchmark I Value I I costs 
Present Net Change Discounted Alternative1 

No Change 380 -15 245 t 3 2  I 653 +45 

I Alternative E-Dep I 471 I - 4 1  2 2 ' 1  4 1  6 9 3 1  4 1  

I Alternative B-Mod I 452 I -19 I 262 I +41 I 714 I t21 I 
I AlternativeA I 421 I 3 1  I 236 I -26 I 657 I -57 I 
I AlternativeCMOD I 395 I -26 I 213 I -23 I 608 I 4 9  I 

TABLE 2-13 
FIRST AND FIFTH DECADE AVERAGE ANNUAL CASH FLOWS 1/ 

AND 
NONCASH BENEFITS BY ALTERNATIVE 

(Million Dollars) 
(Alternatives Are Ranked in Order of Decreasing Net Receipts) 

1/ Payments to counties and expenddures by cooperators are excluded 
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TABLE 2-14 
DISCOUNTED BENEFITS AND COSTS BY RESOURCE GROUPS 

(Millions of Dollars) I/ 

OlSCOUNTEO UISTS BY MA- 
JOR CATEGORIES 

I I  Direct comparisons of benefits and costs by individual resource provide broad indications of specific relationships, but they may be misleading 
because many costs are nonseparable under multipleuse management 
2/ These costs include general administration, cultural resources, lands and minerals, human resources, and protection 
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noncash benefits increase is a result of more land 
and resources being allocated to producing noncash 
benefits, thus lessening the resources available to 
produce cash receipts. 

Table 2-13 (decade one) as compared to Table 2-12 
shows that alternatives with higher net receipts in 
decadeone generally have higherPNV’s. This trend 
holds true in all but one case. 

This case involves Alternative NC In Table 2-12, 
Alternative NC has the lowest PNV, but in Table 2- 
13 it has the third highest net receipts. The cause of 
thisis two-foldfirst,it has thelowestnon-cashbene- 
fits of all the  alternatives, and secondly, Alternative 
NCis different from the other alternatives in that it 
does not ensure meeting all management require- 
ments. This allows more of the higher value ponder- 
osa pine stands to be harvested in decade one. 
However, to satisfy particular harvest scheduling 
requirements, cash receipts drop off dramatically 
after the first decade. Table 2-13 shows that the net 
receipts for Alternative NCdrop in rank from third 
in the first decade, to last in the fifth decade. Alter- 
native NC also harvests timber at levels beyond that 
which is efficient in order to meet current sale levels. 
This results in higher total receipts, but also higher 
costs resulting in lower PNV’s. As a result, Alterna- 
tive NC has relatively high net receipts in decade 
one, but a relatively low PW.  
Whendecade five fromTable2-13 is comparedwith 
Table 2-12, the relationship between net receipts 
and P W s  is not as strong as it was for the first 
decade. The ranking of alternatives from highest net 
receipts to lowest net receipts shows the same changes 
from decade one to decade five. Alternatives E- 
Departure and NC have higher net receipts in the 
first decade than in later decades, while Alternative 
Bisranked higherbynet receiptsindecadefivethan 
in decade one. Because of the PNV discounting 
computations, high returns in early decades will af- 
fect the PNV more than high returns in later dec- 
ades. The exception is NC, because the drop in net 
receipts is so sharp the net receipts in decades two to 

five outweigh the high first decade receipts, thus 
lowering the PNV. 
Comparing the first and the fifth decades in Table2- 
13, all alternatives show an increase in net receipts. 
The major factor is a decrease in costs because much 
less road building is necessary in the fifth decade. 
Also, real stumpage prices increase over time. 

Noncash benefits for all alternatives increase from 
decade one to decade five. Part of this increase is a 
result of a projected increase in recreation demand. 
The rest of the increase can be attributed to habitat 
management for big game and fish. The time lag 
between habitat improvement and an increase in 
hunting and fishing causes benefits to show up most 
dramatically in futuredecades. The percent increase 
between decades one and five in noncash benefits 
ranges from 13 percent in the high commodity alter- 
natives, to 28 percent in Alternative C, an amenity 
oriented alternative. 

Social Effects 
Direct Effects 
The direct effects of the alternatives include the 
following: 

Employment levels produced by the alterna- 
tive’s mix of outputs (see Table 2-15); 

The amount of the Forest budget; 

The amount of 25 percent monies paid to the 
counties. 

Indirect Effects 
The previously mentioned effects of the various 
alternatives would produce effects on the social 
fabric of the area as follows. 
Effects on Occupational Llfestyles 
For loggers and sawmill workers, Alternative B- 
Modified would increase employment by 44 Jobs, 
which is around four percent of total logging and 
sawmill employment. Alternatives A, I, and E-De- 
parture would produce increase of 14, 15, and 28 
jobs respectively. 

For workers in remanufacturing operations, the 
changes range from a three percent employment 
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TABLE 2-1 5 
CHANGES IN EMPLOYMENT FOR VARIOUS ECONOMIC 

SECTORS BY ALTERNATIVE 
(# of Jobs - First Decade) 

Economic Seotor BMOD 

I 
E-DEP 

Logging 
Sawmills 
Remanufacturing 
Range-fed Livestock 
Retail Trade 

25% Monies 
Produced by Wood Products Industries and 

Produced by Recreation 
Other Sectors 

Total All Sectors 

ALTERNATIVES I 

14 
25 
35 
1 

31 

21 
64 

176 

gain (Alternative B-Modified) to a three percent 
loss (Altemative GModified). None of these changes 
is considered to be significant. However, the re- 
manufacturing industry will be affected by the For- 
est Plans ofseveral Forests. This matter is discussed 
in the Cumulative Effects section in Chapter 4 of 
this FEIS. 
Merchants benefit from any alternative. The small- 
est gain,21 jobs, is in Alternative A, the largest gain, 
65 jobs, occurs in Alternative E-Departure. Small 
town merchants hire a smaller proportion of em- 
ployees than do other business. Therefore, these 
figures areconsidered to understate the gains to the 
merchants. When these merchants do hire employ- 
ees, they often work part time and for low wages. 
These jobs are often taken by women. Often these 
jobs provide a secondary income for a family. 
Effects on Leisure Lifestyles 
Alternative C-Modified would provide for the most 
recreational activities. Elk and fish are at the highest 
levelsof any of the alternatives, as areopportunities 

49 
73 

196 

I Preferred I A I C-MOD I 

-22 

45 18 51 
43 19 -53 

118 57 -101 

for roadless recreation. Landscapes appear most 
natural to the driver or hiker. Fuelwood gathering is 
the one activity which is at its lowest. 

At the other end of the scale, Altemative A pro- 
vides, in general, the least recreational opportuni- 
ties. Roadless areas and fish are at the lowest levels. 
Unlike the other alternatives, there is no construc- 
tion of trails for hiking, ATV's, cross-country skiing, 
or snowmobiling. 
Generally speaking, Alternative B-Modified pro- 
vides the next lowest level of recreational opportu- 
nities. Roadless areas and elk are low. The scenery is 
the lowest of all the alternatives. However, fuel- 
wood is at its highest; and trail construction and 
increased numbers of fish improve the picture. 

Alternatives E-Departure and I provide aninterme- 
diatesituation. Alternative I provides more roadless 
areas, trails, and fish; while Alternative E-Depar- 
ture offers slightly more elk plus a provision for a 
semiprimitive motorized area. 

2-95 



FElS 
Chapter 2 

Effects on Social Structure Community Cohesion 
and Stability 
“Community Cohesion” is an estimation ofwhether 
a given alternative wll  tend to unify or polarize a 
community. While a diversity of opinions in a com- 
munity is generally desirable, it is assumed that po- 
larization of the community is harmful and that 
cohesion is beneficial. It is further assumed that 
polarization will be caused by the adoption of an 
alternative which greatly favors one point of view 
overothers. In contrast, the selection of an alterna- 
tive that meets to some extent the desires of diverse 
participants is assumed to produce cohesion. 

Judging by this criterion, Alternatives B-Modified 
and C-Modified would produce polarization. The 
public response to E-Departure, the Draft Pre- 
ferred Alternative, included many negative com- 
ments about its “departure” harvest schedule Under 
Alternative A, existing polarization would not di- 
minish. Alternative I is the one alternative judged 
likely to promote some degree of community cohe- 
sion. 

Livestock Grazing and 
Allotment Management 
Alternatives E-Departure, I and B-Modified all seek 
to increase the forage available over time. Alterna- 
tive B-Modified is the most aggressive of the three 
in its emphasis on forage production. Alternative C- 
Modified emphasizes amenities over commodity 
resource use and accordingly shows the lowest for- 
age production for livestock Alternatives NC and A 
maintain about the current level of forage produc- 
tion over time. 

I Figure 2-5 
Lsvestock Use 

Flrst and Fifth Decades 

Riparian Area Management 
All alternatives show some progress toward meeting 
the public and management concerns over livestock 
impacts to nparian areas. Alternatives NC and A 
would improve the least amount of riparian area 
over time, generally limiting the rehabilitation and 
enhancement to anadromous fisheries. Alternative 
E-Departure would improve more acreage by add- 
ing additional enhancement work on key trout fsh- 
eries, as well as to anadromous fisheries. Alterna- 
tives B-Modified, I and GModified would include 
rehabilitation and enhancement to bring 17,500 acres 
to “excellent” condition by the fifth decade. Thede- 
sired future condition for these three alternatives 
would be “excellent for all of the 20,240 acres of 
ripanan area on the Forest and Grassland. 

Figure 2-6 
Riporion Area m Excellent Condition 

By the Fifth Decade 

B-MOD 

E-DEP 

C-MOD 0 N=z.l Thowands of Acres 

Transportation System 
The primary difference between the alternatives is 
in the management strategy for the miles of road 
maintained open for public travel. All alternatives 
closeandor restrict useonsomeroads to protect the 
investment, to prowde for public safety, to reduce 
soil erosion and degradation ofwater quality, and to 

Figure 2-7 
Miles of Road Maintained for Public Travel 

By the Filth Decade 

NC 
B-MQD 

E-DE” 

C-MOD E= UlkP 
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increase thewildlife habitat effective in key areas on 
the Forest and Grassland. 

Big Game Habitat 
A number of the alternatives provide for big game 
habitat through the dedication of or emphasis on 
management for winter range characteristics. The 
indicator for the responsiveness of the alternatives 
to this issue is the potential population levels of elk 
and deer that could be maintained. Table 2-9 and 
Figure 2-8 illustrate the responsiveness of each of 
the alternatives. 

Figure 2-8 
Potential Elk Population 
Firrt and Fifth Decade 

Table 2-9 and Figure 2-9 illustrate the areas allo- 
cated or dedicated to a wildlife management strat- 
egy (includes old growth and eagle roosting areas 
but is reflective of emphasis for big game). 

Figure 2-9 
Are0 Allacoted to Wildlife 
1" Spon Life Of Plon 

8-MOD 

E-DEP 
, , , 

c-MOO 

0 100 200 300 400 500 500 700 
Thousands 01 Acres 

Roadless Areas and 
Wilderness Study Areas 
A number of the alternatives allocate or manage 
areas for unroaded recreation (nonmotorized and 
without roads).Table 2-l0and Figure2-1Oillustrate 
the area that will be maintained in an unroaded 
condition for the life of the planning period. 

The North Fork of the Crooked River Wilderness 
Study Area, 1,125 acres, is incorporated in all the 
alternatives. 

Figure 2-10 
Area Allocated to Unroaded Management 

By the Filth Decade 

B-MOD 

E-OEP N;Fl 
C-MOD 

0 10 20 30 a 50 
lhourondr of Awes 

Scenic or Visual Resources 
Public and management concerns for the mainte- 
nance of the scenic qualities on the Forest and 
Grassland resulted in provisions for scenic resource 
emphasis along key travel corridors for a number of 
the alternatives. This is in addition to the visual 
quality objectives assigned to all alternatives. Table 
2-9 and Figure 2-11 illustrate the area allocated or 
dedicated to a visual resource management empha- 
sis. 

Figure 2-11 
Arm Allacoted to Scenic Resource Monogement 

Time Span Lde Of Plan 

B-MOD 

E-DEP 
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Jld Growth 
Old Growth areas have been designated according 
the Regional definition for all all the alternatives 
considered in this FEIS. The range of acreage allo- 
cated is presented in Table 2-9 and Figure 2-12. 
Those alternatives with higher emphasis on com- 
modity outputs, such as Alternative B-Modified, 
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have lower allocations with total existing old growth 
rapidly depleting over time. On the other end of the 
spectrum, alternatives such as C-Modified with 
amenity value emphasis, allocate larger areas to old 
growth and will retain larger acreages over time 

Figure 2-12 
Areo Allocated to Old Growth Management 

Time Span Life of Plon 

B-NOD 
f-DfP 

C-MOD 0 N=zo T h o m n d .  20 of .(ens 30 

Fuelwood Supply 
All the alternatives would supply a portion of the 
fuelwood demand on the Forest and Grassland. 
Those alternatives that have higher levels of timber 
harvest activity would supply a higher percentage of 
the demand. The amenity alternative, C-Modified, 
would provide the least amount of fuelwood Those 
alternatives such as I, which would stabilize the 
timber supply over time, would provide a more con- 
sistent supply than alternatives which depart from 
an even flow of timber harvest and experience a 
long-term reduction in harvest. A similar reduction 
in available fuelwood would shadow the decline in 
timber harvest. 

The fuelwood supply for each alternative for dec- 
ades one and five is presented in Table 2-9 and is 
illustrated in Figure 2-13. 

Figure 2-13 
Fuelwood Supply 

Fbrst Decode 

8-MOO 

E-DEP N;wl 
C-MOD 
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Snag Dependent Wildlife 
All the alternatives prowde for the maintenance of 
a portion of the potential snag dependent species 
habitat. The ability of any alternative to provide 
snag habitat is directly related to its timber harvest 
strategy. Those alternatives with the higher timber 
harvest levels over time will have less ability to 
provide a portion of the potential habitat. The per- 
centage of potential snag habitat is presented by 
alternative in Table2-9 and is lllustrated in FigureZ- 
14. 

Figure 2-14 
Percentage of Poientiol Snag Hobitat 

First and Fifth Decode 
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Winter Sports 
All the alternatives are responsive, to a degree, to 
the public interest in having areas available for winter 
recreation. All the alternatives except for NC and A 
wuld provide for Winter recreation at Bandit Springs 
through a 1,580-acre management area allocation. 
This area is presently closed to snowmobilers to 
allow for cross-country skiing and similar nonmo- 
torized winter recreation pursuits. 
The top of Lookout Mountain would be open to 
snowmobile use on all the alternatives except for G 
Modified and E-Departure. 

Anadromous Fish 
All the alternatives provide for the rehabilitation of 
key riparian areas along all anadromous fisheries, 
and schedule enhancement activities to provide for 
maintenance or enhancement of steelhead produc- 
tion. Estimated smolt production over time is dis- 
played in Table 2-9. It is planned to be the same for 
all the alternatives, that is anadromous fish produc- 
tion is assured at this level for all alternatives. 
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Historic Trail Preservation 
The Summit Historic Trail is presently designated as 
a National HistoricTrail and would retain that status 
for all the alternatives. Alternative I allocates 9,560 
acres to protect the existingintegrity of the trail and 
to preserve its historic and related scenic qualities. 

Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) Use 
The off-road vehicle use issue is an administrative 
problem for all the alternatives. At this point in time 
it is more of a social issue than one of resource 
impacts. All the alternatives would have adequate 
regulations in place to deal with resource impacts. 
Off-road use by ATV’s, snowmobiles and motor- 
bikes is seen as not being compatible with some 
resource emphases. Off-road use would be prohib- 
ited on all the alternatives for areas allocated as 
wilderness, wilderness study areas, and wild and 
scenic rivers - a total of 41,355 acres amounting to 
four percent of the Forest and Grassland. 

Off-road use would be restncted to designated routes 
and prohibited from December 1 to May 1 for eagle 
roosting management areas (570 acres) for all alter- 
natives. 

The Bandit Springs area, in Alternatives B-Modi- 
fied, E-Departure, I and C-Modified, would pro- 
hibit snowmobile use on 1,580 acres. 

Alternative Iwould include a number of additional 
off-road vehicle use closures and restrictions. Mo- 
torized use would be prohibited on an additional 
eight management areas, a total of 35,580 acres 
amounting to four percent of the Forest and Grass- 
land. Off-road use would be restricted to the sum- 
mer months (closed December through April) to 
protect such resources as big game winter range on 
186,790 acres amounting to 20 percent of the Forest 
and Grassland. 

Alternatives B-Modified, C-Modified and I would 
begin to develop an ATV trailsystem to manage off- 
road use. The Forest and Grassland program for 
ATV trails is illustrated in Tables 2-8 and 2-9. The 
intent would be to move towards designating off- 

road use on specified trail networks and special 
areas over time. Alternatives NC, A and E-Depar- 
ture would control ORVuse through existing regu- 
lations with no special programs planned. 

Round Mountain 
None of the alternatives provide for any special 
resource allocations for the Round Mountain area, 
except for Alternatives B-Modified and I which 
allocate 1,OOO acres along the Round Mountain 
National Recreation Trail corridor to provide for 
management of its scenic and recreational values. 
Activities and uses which take place on Round 
Mountain are considered to be part of the multiple 
uses which occur in the general forest. 
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